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Supervisor: Keri K. Stephens 

There is a notable deficiency in organizational communication literature on the 

topic of risk information seeking (Real, 2008), given that 3.7 million nonfatal 

occupational injuries occurred in 2013 (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014). Previous 

research on organizational communication addressing health and safety at work tends to 

focus on employee attitudes toward risk (Real, 2008) or looks at the discursive 

emergence of safety in the workplace (Zoller, 2003), while overlooking how 

organizational-level constructs, such as information seeking norms and safety 

information availability influences employees’ search for risk information. In general, 

communication scholarship on this subject is fragmented, and lacks a representative 

model accounting for both individual and organizational influences on risk information 

seeking behaviors.  

In light of the frequency of on-the-job injuries and fatalities, this dissertation calls 

attention to the lack of research by organizational communication scholars on employee 

risk information seeking within high-reliability organizations (HROs). Using quantitative 

survey data from a large oil refinery, this dissertation expands the Planned Risk 
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Information Seeking Model (PRISM: Kahlor, 2010) to (a) include organizational-level 

variables, and (b) account for information seeking sources and strategies used by 

employees. Originally, the goal of Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM was to integrate the 

relationships from well-known health information seeking models to build a model of 

risk information seeking that was independent of any health context. However, to fully 

capture the various constraints—power, control, status—which employees confront to 

either encourage or avert risk information seeking attempts, this dissertation alters 

Kahlor’s PRISM.  

This dissertation offers a set of theoretically-driven hypotheses and research 

questions to assess the explanatory value of the extended PRISM, aptly named the 

Organizational Planned Risk Information Seeking Model (O-PRISM). Using Analysis of 

Moment Structures (AMOS) to conduct structural equation modeling tests reveals that 

the O-PRISM accounts for 62% of the variance in risk information seeking behaviors. 

Follow-up testing of the PRISM revealed that Kahlor’s original model explained only 

34% of risk information seeking behaviors.  

In addition to answering Real’s (2010) call for “health-related organizational 

communication” research concerning occupational safety (p. 457), the findings from this 

study offer insight for safety personnel tasked with encouraging risk information seeking.  

First and foremost, this study encourages high-reliability organizations to consider how 

organizational norms are communicated both formally and informally. The results also 

provide evidence that employee risk perceptions are a poor motivator for information 
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seeking behaviors. Lastly, from a theoretical perspective, the present study provokes a 

discussion about the added value of model adaptations for organizational studies.   
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

“Working safely may get old, but so do the people who practice it.” 

– Banner hung at Petro Mobile, the oil refinery site used for data collection 

 

 

According to the latest Census of Fatal Occupational Injuries, there were 4,405 

fatal work injuries in 2013 (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014) and 3.7 million 

nonfatal work injuries (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2015). Despite governmental 

regulations for occupational health and safety, the steady number of fatal and nonfatal 

work injuries year after year has raised concerns among scholars of risk, safety, 

technology, organizational reliability, and emergency management (see Covello, 1992; 

Gherardi, Nicolini, & Odella, 1998; Real, 2010; Reason, 1997; Weick, 1993; Wildavsky, 

1988; Zoller, 2003). Research shows that most work injuries occur in high-reliability 

organizations (HROs), which depend on the careful management of risks (U.S. Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 2014). Thus, the present study addresses risk management within one 

HRO, an oil refinery. Because oil refineries work with highly volatile chemicals under 

extreme pressure and heat, the potential for catastrophic damage due to the 

mismanagement of hazardous material and machinery is ever-present. Historically, oil 

refineries have been sites of devastating explosions that inflict structural damages to the 

organization as well as surrounding communities (Atkin & Feinman, 2015). Moreover, 

the rapidly escalating nature of oil refinery accidents often involves the loss of life for 

these workers (Kay, 2005).  
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Examining employee risk information management from a communicative 

perspective is central to improving the safety of workers both in the U.S. and elsewhere. 

This perspective is essential because individuals choose to engage in safe workplace 

behaviors as a result of communication practices (Gherardi et al., 1998; Zohar & Luria, 

2005). Fittingly, poor communication is often at the center of organizational blame after 

workplace injuries and fatalities (Newman & Goode, 2015). Yet, research on 

organizational safety communication is surprisingly scant (see Real, 2008; 2010; Zoller, 

2003 for notable exceptions). In fact, Barling, Loughlin, and Kelloway (2002) note that 

“less than 1% of organizational research published in top journals has focused on 

occupational safety” (p. 488), and scholars’ more recent requests for communication-

based research on this subject have gone unanswered (Real, 2010; Zoller, 2003).  

Despite these calls for additional inquiry, not all communication research have 

overlooked the issue of organizational safety. Previous research advances the idea that 

clearly-constructed safety messages will result in workers appropriately adjusting their 

behaviors (Lundgren & McMakin, 2013). In an effort to pinpoint the contributing 

predictors of accurate message reception, research has focused on policy and regulations 

(Wildavsky, 1988), safety climate (Zohar & Luria, 2005), organizational culture 

(Erickson, 2000), identity (Klinenberg, 2003; Weick, 1993) and discourse among workers 

(Scott & Trethewey, 2008; Zoller, 2003). However, most of these studies have merely 

appealed for clearer communication of safety information. Problematically, this universal 

approach overlooks the nuances between individual factors, such as attitudes and self-
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efficacy; and organizational factors, such as norms for safety and information 

accessibility, which may play a pivotal role in how employees seek and interpret safety 

messages. 

Although individual factors explain one aspect of safety behaviors in the 

workplace, studies have yet to completely uncover the large-scale communicative 

processes influencing risk information seeking. Though there are journals devoted to 

safety research (e.g., Safety Science, Journal of Safety Research, Accident Analysis and 

Prevention), these outlets primarily focus on the antecedents for safety compliance rather 

than acknowledging the complex communicative processes undergirding safety behavior 

(see Atkinson, 1999; Cooper & Phillips, 2004; Paul & Maiti, 2007; Simard & Marchand, 

1997; Skillen, 1996; Vredenburgh, 2002). Importantly, scholars need to understand risk 

information seeking, defined in this study as the purposeful acquisition of information 

about the “things, forces, or circumstances that pose danger” to an employee (Stern & 

Fineberg, 1996. p. 215). Because information seeking habits magnify how employees 

handle their appraisal of workplace uncertainty (Miller & Jablin, 1991), the study of risk 

information seeking informs safety and health management efforts.  

STUDY RATIONALE 

Research to date lacks a representative model depicting the complex relationship 

between organizational, individual, and psychological influences on employees’ safety 

practices. In general, prior research speaks broadly about communication’s impact on 

organizational safety without recognizing that communication is the process by which 
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actions create and sustain meaning. This dissertation attempts to fill the gap in safety 

literature by addressing the multilevel mechanisms driving risk information seeking 

behaviors. To that end, I shift attention away from safety compliance as the imperative 

outcome and instead look at the communicative mechanisms that constrain and enable 

risk information seeking within an organization. Addressing the antecedents to risk 

information seeking provides a more granular understanding of why certain employees 

choose to ignore workplace hazards while other employees carefully consider their 

behavior when confronted with such threats.  

 Although little research has focused on how people seek risk information, a large 

body of communication research has explained the process of information seeking in 

general. The literature on information seeking describes this process as being motivated 

by information insufficiency (Griffin, Dunwoody, & Neuwirh, 1999), external pressure 

(Morrison, 2002), the ability to locate information (Rains, 2008), or the utility and 

function of information (Kahlor & Rosenthal, 2009). Numerous theoretical models depict 

these antecedents of information seeking, including the Theory of Motivated Information 

Management (Afifi & Weiner, 2004), the Comprehensive Model of Information Seeking 

(Johnson & Meischke, 1993), the Extended Parallel Processing Model (Witte, 1998), the 

Health Information Acquisition Model (Freimuth, Stein, & Kean, 1989), and the Risk 

Information Seeking and Processing Model (Griffin et al., 1999). Despite efforts to 

determine the characteristics, boundaries, and preconditions of information seeking, our 

understanding of this process is still only “partially developed” (Lambert & Loiselle, 
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2007, p. 1007). Furthermore, from an organizational perspective, information seeking 

research has focused primarily on newcomer socialization (e.g., Morrison, 2002) and 

almost entirely overlooks risk information seeking. In short, there is considerable 

opportunity to expand previous health and organizational communication theory focused 

on information seeking in order to help capture the antecedents to risk information 

seeking within an organizational context. A better understanding of organizational risk 

information seeking would allow safety managers to pinpoint barriers to this process in 

an effort to prevent workplace injuries.  

 This dissertation builds upon the theoretical framework of the Planned Risk 

Information Seeking Model (PRISM; Kahlor, 2010) to examine the information seeking 

process within a HRO. The central processes motivating information seeking according 

to the PRISM are seeking control, attitude toward seeking, risk perception, seeking 

norms, and perceived risk knowledge and knowledge insufficiency. Because the PRISM 

integrates the five aforementioned information seeking models, the PRISM provides a 

well-supported framework for examining risk information seeking. Previous research 

suggests the PRISM explains 59 to 64% of the variance in information seeking intentions 

across various contexts, including hydraulic fracturing, cancer risk, and overall health 

(Eastin et al., 2015; Hovick et al., 2014; Kahlor, 2010). Despite the claim that the PRISM 

“transcends specific health contexts and contributes to more general patterns in seeking” 

(Kahlor, 2010, p. 346), simply retesting this model in an organizational context would 

neglect the influence of pressure, power, status, and uncertainty on employees’ seeking 
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behaviors. Given the power of organizational communication to constrain employees’ 

information seeking behaviors (Miller & Jablin, 1991), a model of organizational risk 

information seeking must reflect this complexity. 

 Accordingly, the aim of this study is to develop and test an extended PRISM that 

explains the mechanisms driving risk information seeking within HROs. In pursuit of this 

aim, I draw attention to the relationship between organizational and individual level 

influences on employee risk information seeking behavior. Research on safety and risk 

does highlight safety culture as a significant predictor of safety behaviors (Fernández-

Muñiz, Montes-Peón, & Vázquez-Ordás, 2007; Vinodkumar & Bhasi, 2009). Safety 

culture is generally conceptualized as “a component of the organizational culture that 

refers to the individuals, jobs, and organizational characteristics that affect employees’ 

health and safety” (Fernández-Muñiz et al., 2007, p. 627). However, attempts to 

operationalize safety culture primarily assess employees’ safety attitudes and behaviors 

(Monazzam & Soltanzadeh, 2009), rather than organizational characteristics regarding 

safety values and expectations. To expand on the limitations of previous work, the 

present study addresses the influence of safety culture—referred to here as organizational 

information seeking norms—on safety behaviors. In pursuit of this goal, I integrate the 

concept of organizational information seeking norms into an extended version of the 

PRISM, named the Organizational Risk Information Seeking Model (O-PRISM). In 

essence, this study advances our current understanding of the information seeking process 

within organizations by extending the conceptual frameworks for this process developed 
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by safety and health communication scholars. In fact, Real (2010) calls for greater 

collaborations between health and organizational scholars to examine workplace injuries.  

 In taking an interdisciplinary approach, this study offers insight for scholars and 

practitioners concerned with managing employee safety. First, this study illustrates the 

need for HROs to assess how organizational norms for risk information seeking are 

explicitly and implicitly communicated. Historically, HROs have focused their attention 

on training employees to recognize risks (Roberts, Bea, & Bartles, 2001), but they often 

overlook the influence of communication outside of formal training on safety behaviors. 

Informal norms, which dictate ‘how things really get done’ in an organization, also play a 

role in mitigating injuries and fatalities. Second, this study provides a more nuanced 

understanding of the role risk perception plays in motivating risk information seeking 

within HROs. Unlike other organizations where workplace risks and hazards are 

uncommon, HROs feature the constant presence of risk, which may lead to habituation—

risk messages being either ignored or going unnoticed altogether (Haas, 1977; Stephens, 

Barrett, & Mahometa, 2013). Thus, risk perception may be a dormant proxy for 

information seeking within an HRO, while being an active predictor of seeking behaviors 

in contexts where risks are uncommon. Third, from a theoretical standpoint, this study 

shows the value of adapting health communication models to study similar processes 

within an organizational environment. To recognize the importance of model 

adjustments, this study compares the O-PRISM to Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM. 
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 In summary, this dissertation explores the antecedents to risk information seeking, 

paying particular attention to the influence of organizational communication surrounding 

risk and safety. Spurred by the need to address organizational injuries as a 

communicative problem, this study centers on a high-reliability organization because of 

the increased presence of health risks within such organizations. Specifically, this study 

investigates oil refinery workers at a single location plant where quantitative data is 

collected in order to test the O-PRISM. Considering the primary goal of this study is to 

map the relationships between individual and organizational variables influencing risk 

information seeking behaviors, a quantitative approach was necessary. In addition, by 

comparing the O-PRISM with Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM this study illustrates both the 

practical and theoretical value of modifying models to fully capture the context of 

interest. The following section further describes how this study unfolds. 

DISSERTATION OUTLINE 

In HROs the consequences of worker apathy or inattention toward risks can be 

great: the damage or loss of human life. Certainly, the continual presence of injuries 

within organizations warrants scholarly attention (Real, 2010). In an effort to extend what 

we know about health information seeking to an organizational context, Chapter 2 

reviews the literature that supports this research. In particular, I discuss how Brashers’ 

(2001) Uncertainty Management Theory (UMT) helps to describe the underlying 

mechanism driving risk information seeking behaviors within an organization. Using 

UMT as a macro-theory, I operationalize uncertainty through the O-PRISM hypothesized 
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in this study. Chapter 2 concludes with a series of hypotheses informed by previous 

theory and literature on information seeking. 

In Chapter 3, I provide a detailed explanation of the procedures for data collection 

and analysis. Additionally, I describe the process of gaining access to the research site as 

well as the pilot study used to verify the survey instrument. Then, in Chapter 4, I test both 

the O-PRISM and PRISM using the Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) program to 

evaluate the latent-variable structural equation models. Ancillary post-hoc analyses 

examine the effect of certain demographic characteristics, such as age, tenure, and 

previous workplace injury on the O-PRISM. Overall, Chapter 4 illustrates the 

explanatory value the O-PRISM offers to those tasked with managing the safety of 

employees within HROs.  Furthermore, this model provides a starting place for future 

contributions from both organizational and health scholars concerned with lessening the 

rate of accidents and injuries in these settings.  

Lastly, Chapter 5 reflects on the study’s findings in light of the present literature 

and theory guiding this study. In comparing the O-PRISM to the original PRISM, this 

study demonstrates the importance of explicit and implicit organizational communication 

surrounding risk information seeking. Bearing in mind the limited studies on 

organizational risk and safety from a communicative perspective, this dissertation 

concludes with a research agenda for future work to continue exploring this pertinent 

subject. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

INFORMATION SEEKING 

The range of scholarship on the management of information, in particular the 

process of seeking information, is as varied as the fields that take interest in this activity. 

Sociology, psychology, business, economics, medicine, information sciences, 

communication, and religious studies all approach information differently, and all have 

their own theories and models to understand this phenomenon (see Case, 2012 for a 

review). Even within the field of communication, each theory and model takes a unique 

perspective on information seeking, privileging certain factors over others (Kahlor, 

2010). For instance, some emphasize uncertainty as the motivating force behind 

information seeking (Berger & Calabrese, 1975; Brashers, 2001; Brashers, Goldsmith, & 

Hsieh, 2002), and some highlight the channel used to acquire information (Johnson, 

1997; Katz, Blumler, & Gurevitch, 1973; Ramirez, Walther, Burgoon, & Sunnafrank, 

2002); while others delineate between types of information, such as risk-related 

information (Griffin, Dunwoody, & Neuwirth, 1999; Kahlor, 2010; Witte, 1998).  

The purpose of this study is not to show where other models fall short in 

capturing the information seeking process. Rather, this research takes an interdisciplinary 

approach to risk information seeking, noting the gaps that both organizational and health 

scholars leave unaddressed. The focus of this effort is to bring more attention to 

organizational risk information seeking by developing and testing the Organizational 

Planned Risk Information Seeking Model (O-PRISM). Kahlor’s (2010) original Planned 
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Risk Information Seeking Model (PRISM) is largely grounded in uncertainty 

management principles, and the adaptations to this model are justified by literature on 

organizational information seeking. To begin, however, it is useful to make explicit the 

definitions of widely used terms used in this dissertation.  

Defining Key Terms 

For the purpose of this dissertation, I use Brashers’ conceptualization of 

information as the “stimuli from a person’s environment that contributes to his or her 

knowledge or beliefs” (Brashers et al., 2002, p. 259). Additionally, I borrow Johnson and 

colleagues definition of information seeking as the “purposive acquisition of information 

from selected information carriers” (Johnson, Donohue, Atkin, & Johnson, 1995, p. 275). 

Although there are other forms of information management, such as avoiding (Barbour, 

Rintamaki, Ramsey, & Brashers, 2012), blunting, and coping (Case, Andrews, Johnson, 

Allard, 2005; Afifi & Weiner, 2004), this study addresses only planned risk information 

seeking among employees, drawing on Kahlor’s (2010) treatment of risk information 

seeking as an active, planned behavior. This type of behavior differs from information 

scanning (Berger, 2002), in which information is acquired passively through “routine 

patterns of exposure” (Neiderdeppe et al., 2007, p. 155). In this way, the study 

contributes to the literature on active information seeking (e.g., Griffin et al., 1999; Han 

et al., 2010; Hovick, 2014; Hovick, Kahlor, & Liang, 2014a; Johnson, 1997) by exploring 

the communicative factors influencing employees to seek information about risks to their 

health at work.  
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 Additionally, I adopt Stern and Fineberg’s (1996) definition of risk as the “things, 

forces, or circumstances that pose danger to people or to what they value” (p. 215). Risk 

communication, then, is the “exchange of information among individuals, groups, and 

institutions related to the assessment, characterization, and management of risk” 

(McComas, 2006, p. 76). This study is focused primarily on organizations “that exist in 

such hazardous environments where the consequences of errors are high, but the 

occurrence of error is extremely low” (Baker, Day, & Salas, 2006, p. 1576). These high-

reliability organizations (HROs) are different from many organizations because of their 

preoccupation with risk mitigation and their demanding operations, which help to 

constrain the possibility of failure (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007; Weick, Sutcliffe, & 

Obstfeld, 1999). For instance, construction workers, firefighters, miners, and oil workers 

regularly incur the highest number of on-the-job injuries and fatalities, given the presence 

of risk in HROs (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014). Since risk and injury are more 

prevalent in HROs, I use this type of an organization as the starting point for testing the 

O-PRISM. However, HROs are not the only context where the O-PRISM is applicable. 

As such, I do not use high-reliability organizing as a theoretical framework, but rather use 

the term ‘high-reliability organization’ as a descriptor of the type of work an organization 

does. In fact, theory related to high-reliability organizing primarily addresses 

organizational-level processes associated with detecting risk and overcoming failure 

(Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007), but overlooks how risks are managed at an individual level.  
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Information Seeking as Uncertainty Management 

Uncertainty exists when an individual perceives information to be unavailable, 

inaccessible, or inconsistent (Brashers, 2001). Consequently, uncertainty is arguably the 

most common experience among organizational workers. Morrison (2002) states 

“organizations are institutions characterized by ambiguity, change, and uncertainty” (p. 

229). Ambiguity and change drive information seeking, but uncertainty is at the core of 

why people seek information. Literature on uncertainty management within the field of 

organizational communication focuses primarily on how individuals in organizations 

cope with uncertainty during socialization (Kramer, 2010; Kramer, Dougherty, & Pierce, 

2004; Mignerey, Rubin, & Gorden, 1995; Miller & Jablin, 1991), performance 

evaluations (Ashford & Cummings, 1983) and organizational change (Lewis, 1999), and 

even in workplace relationships (Kassing, 2000).  

Across the various topics related to uncertainty management, one aspect remains 

clear: information seeking is central to the management of uncertainty (Morrison, 2002). 

I use Brashers’ (2001) Uncertainty Management Theory (UMT) as a macro-theory to 

identify the underlying mechanism behind employees’ decision to seek risk information 

at work. Unlike uncertainty reduction theory (Berger & Calabrese, 1975), UMT 

recognizes that uncertainty reduction is only one of numerous responses to situations 

where information is lacking, and that uncertainty is fundamentally neither positive nor 

negative (Brashers, 2001). Under UMT multiple responses to uncertainty are possible, 

because individuals’ decision to manage their uncertainty depends upon their own 
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uncertainty appraisals (Brashers, 2007). According to UMT, individuals assess 

uncertainty emotionally in addition to assigning uncertainty meaning (Brashers et al., 

2000). For instance, in their study on skin cancer perceptions, Rains and Tukachinsky 

(2014) found that the intensity of participants’ appraisal of uncertainty about skin cancer 

predicted information seeking depth. Surprisingly, those who gave a negative appraisal of 

uncertainty spent less time searching online for skin cancer information and visited fewer 

websites (Rains & Tukachinsky, 2014). If Rains and Tukachinsky’s (2014) findings were 

to be applied to an organizational context, it would mean that employees with a negative 

appraisal of workplace risks either do not look for risk information or cast a shallow 

search for this pertinent information. If so, does the perceived utility of risk information 

influence workers’ seeking efforts? Are there situations where employees avoid risk 

information in order to continue engaging in dangerous workplace practices? Spurred by 

these questions, the present study draws on UMT to help to explain the larger macro-

level mechanism driving risk information seeking behaviors: uncertainty appraisals. 

Uncertainty as opportunity.  Although there are numerous forms of uncertainty 

appraisals, I draw on two that are previously supported and help to explain risk 

information seeking at work: uncertainty as opportunity and uncertainty as danger 

(Brashers, 2007; Brashers & Hogan, 2013; Mishel, 1988). Uncertainty as opportunity 

refers to the feeling or desire to maintain or increase uncertainty if keeping an outcome 

unknown promises hope (Brashers, Neidig, & Goldsmith, 2004). For example, previous 

research on HIV patients reveals that patients avoided their lab results or any situation 



15 

 

where information about HIV would be presented (Brashers et al., 2000). There is also 

evidence of individuals handling uncertainty by seeking competing information and 

repositioning their orientation toward uncertainty altogether (Mishel, 1988, 1990).  

To extend these findings to the present study, do workers in high-reliability 

organizations reappraise uncertainty so that they do not feel threatened or overwhelmed 

by the chronic presence of risks to their health? If uncertainty is appraised as opportunity 

in order to cope with the daily presence of workplace risks, how do health and safety 

managers support risk information seeking efforts? Since supportive others influence the 

uncertainty management process “by encouraging development of information-seeking 

and decision-making skills” (Brashers et al., 2004, p. 324), organizational scholarship on 

uncertainty management must address the relationship between organizational norms for 

information seeking and seeking self-efficacy. The present study fills the gap in 

organizational research on risk information seeking by investigating how the 

relationships between individual and organizational levels of control affect the seeking 

process.  

Uncertainty as danger.  When individuals assess uncertainty as danger, people 

look to decrease uncertainty as a way to reduce worry or anxiety (Mishel, 1988). For 

example, Rains and Tukachinsky’s (2014) study on skin cancer reported that the more 

individuals wanted to know their own diagnosis, the more they viewed uncertainty as a 

threat. As such, uncertainty as danger is associated with a desire to lower one’s level of 

uncertainty in any given situation. Whether individuals prefer to decrease or increase 
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uncertainty is a product of their goals (Lazarus, 1991). If uncertainty is incongruent with 

an individual’s goals, uncertainty is seen as danger and must be reduced (Rains & 

Tukachinsky, 2014). Previous research suggests that when uncertainty is appraised as 

danger, the subsequent behavioral response is information seeking (Brashers et al., 2000; 

DeLorme & Huh, 2009).  

Because information can help individuals in giving meaning to their uncertainty 

(Brashers, 2007), information seeking models often posit anxiety as a key motivator for 

seeking behavior. The Theory of Motivated Information Management, for instance, 

places anxiety as the central stimulus that motivates individuals to appraise the cost of 

information seeking actions (Afifi & Weiner, 2006). Although uncertainty as danger is 

associated with higher levels of information seeking than uncertainty as opportunity 

(Barbour et al., 2012), the behavioral response to uncertainty depends on an individual’s 

goals. However, it is important to recognize that appraisals of uncertainty as opportunity 

and uncertainty as danger can both lead to information seeking (Brashers et al., 2000).  

Notably, research on uncertainty is complex and extends beyond the juxtaposition 

of danger and opportunity appraisals. In an organizational setting, employees must also 

consider how other factors limit or encourage risk information seeking. For instance, 

scholarship on feedback seeking reminds us that looking for information may threaten the 

seeker’s reputation and ego (Fedor, Rensvold, & Adams, 1992; Morrison & Cummings, 

1992). Furthermore, risk information in organizations is frequently constrained by 

structures “designed to limit the flow of sensitive information” (Real, 2008, p. 341). 
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Thus, in an effort to capture and operationalize the nuances of uncertainty within a HRO, 

the present study explores the utility of a modified PRISM.  

THE O-PRISM 

 Models visually depict our understanding of given phenomena (Case, 2012). 

Whereas uncertainty management and structuration theory help to explain the broad 

mechanisms driving and constraining information seeking—namely, uncertainty, rules, 

and resources—the operationalization of these concepts requires a tangible model. This 

dissertation expands Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM to test the predictive power of both 

individual and organizational influences on employees’ decision to seek information 

related to their risks at work. The focus of the original PRISM was on identifying 

individual-level variables that impact risk information seeking independent of any 

particular health context (Kahlor, 2010). The development of Kahlor’s PRISM combines 

factors from the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB; Ajzen, 1991), the Theory of 

Motivated Information Management (TMIM; Afifi & Weiner, 2004), the Extended 

Parallel Processing Model (EPPM; Witte, 1992), the Health Information Acquisition 

Model (HIAM; Freimuth, Stein, & Kean, 1989), the Risk Information Seeking Model 

(RISP; Griffin et al., 1999), and the Comprehensive Model of Information Seeking 

(CMIS; Johnson, 1997), to create a superior model of information seeking (see Figure 2.1 

for paths drawn from these theoretical frameworks).  

Since the development of the PRISM, research testing the suitability of this model 

continues to demonstrate its ability to explain a considerable amount of variance in risk 
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information seeking (Eastin, Kahlor, Liang, & Ghannam, 2015; Ho, Detenber, Rosenthal, 

& Lee, 2014; Hovick et al., 2014a; 2014b, Kahlor, 2010; Rosenthal, 2011). In the initial 

development of the PRISM, Kahlor surveyed 2,874 students to analyze their general 

perceptions of health risks. When the data was analyzed using the PRISM, the predictors 

in this model accounted for 59% of the variance in risk information seeking intent 

(Kahlor, 2010). In their research on Singaporean’s intent to seek information about 

climate change, Ho et al. (2014) found that the PRISM explained 41% of the variance in 

information seeking intent. Eastin and colleagues’ (2015) research on individuals’ 

intention to seek information about hydraulic fracturing demonstrated that the PRISM 

explained between 40% and 56% of the variance in information seeking depending on the 

treatment group. And, when Hovick et al. (2014a) extended the model to capture 

socioeconomic status and health literacy, the variables in the model accounted for 56% of 

the variance in seeking intent.  
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Figure 2.1.  The Planned Risk Information Seeking Model 

Note: This model is taken from Kahlor’s (2010) conceptualization of the PRISM. The acronyms along the paths indicate the 

models from which these relationships were originally taken.  
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The PRISM is “still in the testing and growth phase of development” (Eastin et 

al., 2015, p. 605), yet continually accounts for a large amount of the variance in risk 

information seeking. For this reason, the present research looks to extend this model into 

an organizational context. Despite Kahlor’s intentions for the PRISM to transcend 

specific health contexts by focusing only on individual-level variables (2010), using this 

model within an organizational setting is problematic. Because there are constraints on 

behavior within organizations that are not present in non-organizational settings, the 

original PRISM was modified in this study to better capture information seeking 

behaviors within a HRO. Most notably, organizational structure provides rules and 

implicit norms for behaviors that influence information seeking (Miller & Jablin, 1991), 

which are not accounted for in current health information seeking models. For example, 

Zoller’s (2003) research highlights how employees at a car manufacturing plant co-

constructed norms that prevented them from reporting workplace injuries. Similarly, 

Scott and Trethewey (2008) found that firefighters rarely wore their protective breathing 

masks when cleaning up burn sites, despite knowing about the toxic fumes generated 

from a fire. This behavior was largely attributed to the group-level discourse that took 

place between new and veteran firefighters—who would tease new members of the squad 

when they wore breathing masks. As a result, newcomers had to decide either to engage 

in this protective behavior or fit in with the rest of the squad. Bearing in mind the 

importance of organizational norms on employees’ protective safety behaviors, the 
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current study adds an organizational variable into Kahlor’s PRISM to examine the 

influence of organizational communication on risk information seeking.   

In total, this dissertation study makes four changes to the original PRISM, thereby 

creating the Organizational Planned Risk Information Seeking Model (O-PRISM). First, I 

replace subjective-related seeking norms with organizational risk information seeking 

norms (see Figure 2.2). Second, the outcome measure is changed from seeking intent to 

actual information seeking; I measure both the source of information an individual selects 

as well as his/her strategy for retrieving information. Third, I incorporate affective risk 

response as part of the risk perception construct, and not as a stand-alone construct. 

Forth, I classify the variables into three categories—organizational influences, individual 

influences, and seeking strategy—to help organize the web of relationships offered by the 

O-PRISM (see Figure 2.2). Therefore, the first research question addresses the ability of 

the O-PRISM to explain employees’ decision to seek information about workplace 

hazards.  

RQ1:  To what extent does the O-PRISM explain the variance in workplace safety 

information seeking behavior? 

Although examining the variance explained by the O-PRISM is useful for 

organizational scholars interested in risk information seeking, additional analyses are 

necessary to determine whether the utility of the hypothesized model exceeds Kahlor’s 

original PRISM. Since Kahlor’s (2010) goal for the PRISM was to capture the 

“predictors of risk information seeking that transcend specific health situations” (Kahlor, 
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2010, p. 354), the testing of the O-PRISM must be compared to the PRISM. This 

comparison will offer insight into whether Kahlor’s model fully captures risk information 

seeking behaviors independent of any context. The second research question therefore 

asks:   

RQ2:  Does the O-PRISM increase the variance explained in information seeking 

behaviors when compared to the original PRISM? 

To visually organize the web of relationships offered by the O-PRISM, this study 

structures the variables in this model by classifying the variables into three categories—

organizational influences, individual influences, and seeking strategy. The model begins 

with organizational influences on risk information seeking, which are observed through 

organizational risk information seeking norms and seeking control. The middle of the 

model groups the individual influences—namely, attitude toward seeking, individual 

information seeking norms, risk perception, and knowledge evaluations. The final stage 

of this model—seeking strategy—addresses the outcome measure of the O-PRISM. The 

following sections describe each of these three categories in the order in which they 

appear in the model (see Figure 2.2), beginning with organizational influences on 

information seeking.  
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Figure 2.2  The Hypothesized Organizational Planned Risk Information Seeking Model 
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Organizational Influences on Risk Information Seeking 

Organizational norms for safety. Organizational norms have been used to describe a 

variety of organizational behaviors, such as media use at work (Stephens, Cho, & Ballard, 2012; 

Stephens & Davis, 2009; Turner, Grube, Tinsley, Le & O’Pell, 2006), information seeking 

during organizational socialization (Comer, 1991; Mignerey et al., 1995; Miller & Jablin, 1991), 

change management (Ashford & Cummings, 1985; Miller & Monge, 1985; Morrison & 

Cummings, 1992), and job satisfaction (Applbaum & Anatol, 1979). Suchan (2006) neatly 

summarized this concept, stating that “organizations influence workers’ communication thinking 

and practices by establishing time codes that specify acceptable communication behavior” (p. 

10). Organizational norms, however, are not the only factor that governs individuals’ behavior at 

work, since individuals retain agency over their decisions.  

 Previous research on organizational norms for safety is found within risk control 

scholarship and helps to explain why certain employees knowingly put themselves at risk 

(Brown, Willis, & Prussia, 2000; Flin, Mearns, O’Connor, & Bryden, 2000; Glendon & 

Litherland, 2001; Mearns, Whitaker, & Flin, 2003; Oliver, Cheyne, Tomas, & Cox, 2002; 

Wright, 1986). Accidents such as the Challenger explosion indicate that organizations may have 

routinized deviations from safety procedures and rules (Vaughan, 1997). Overwhelmingly, the 

inability to effectively get work done in time is one of the most cited reasons for not following 

safety procedures (Guadalupe, 2003; Holcroft & Punnett, 2009; Murata, Kawakami, & Amari, 

2000; Zacharatos, Barling, & Iverson, 2005). Reports of accidents on offshore oilrigs, 

meanwhile, point to the fatal flaw of normative actions that privilege production over safety 
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(Wright, 1986). Embrey’s (1999) survey of 400 chemical industry workers found that of the 

workers who did not adhere to the safety procedures, 62% said that following the rules to the 

letter would prevent the work from getting done in a timely manner. Although such research 

validates the presence of normative organizational behavior independent of regulations for 

safety, it fails to consider behavioral outcomes other than regulatory compliance. Additionally, 

prior research speaks broadly about communication’s impact on organizational safety without 

recognizing that communication is the process by which actions create and sustain meaning. 

Considering that organizational communication scholars are uniquely suited to address issues 

related to normative organizational practices, the flurry of research and disputed 

conceptualization of safety climate and culture outside of communication only strengthens the 

present research agenda. 

 For the purpose of this study, organizational risk information seeking norms refers to the 

explicit and implied expectations that an organization places on safety and health information 

seeking. Previous attention to organizational norms for safety from communication scholars 

highlights the strong link between safety norms and safety behavior. For instance, Scott and 

Trethewy (2008) found that firefighters did not wear their breathing masks while cleaning burn 

sites, despite the presence of toxic chemicals, because of an organizational norm established by 

senior members of the squad. Similarly, Zoller (2003) found that workers at an automobile 

manufacturing plant did not report their workplace injuries because of discursively constructed 

norms that relieved management from their role of overseeing safety. As Thackaberry (2004) 

notes, organizational norms for safety among firefighters are not necessarily regulated by 



 

 

26 

 

bureaucratic rules, but rather constructed through communication among firefighters. 

Communication regarding what ought to be done in terms of workplace safety is central to 

employee safety behaviors.  

Given the limited research on workplace safety from communication scholars (see Real’s 

2010 call for research in this area), I look to research on socialization to show how 

organizational norms predict the extent of employees’ information seeking. During 

organizational socialization, employees learn the norms for behavior within an organization 

(Jablin, 2001; Myers, 2005; Stephens & Dailey, 2012; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979). In their 

seminal work, Miller and Jablin (1991) suggest that newcomers use surveillance tactics to 

“acquire information about specific attitudes or model specific behaviors” (p. 111). More 

recently, Kramer (2011) defines socialization as “the broad overarching process by which 

individuals learn the attitudes and skills they need as they join, participate in, and leave 

organizations” (p. 239). Organizational socialization is more than learning the functionality of a 

job; it also involves the alignment of newcomer attitudes toward specific behaviors. 

Understanding the extent to which organizational norms affect employees’ attitude toward 

seeking risk information is an important aspect of safety research. Thus, I offer the following 

hypothesis: 

H1a:  Having strong organizational norms for safety will be positively related to 

individuals’ attitude toward seeking risk information. 

In addition to learning the appropriate attitude toward behaviors, such as information 

seeking, part of the onboarding process is learning what questions are appropriate to ask and 
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where to look for information that helps to complete certain tasks (Miller & Jablin, 1991; 

Teboul, 1997). It is no surprise, then, that organizational norms govern the appropriateness of 

seeking certain types of information, as well as the costs and benefits associated with 

information seeking (Ashford & Northcraft, 1992; Myers et al., 2015). Since information seeking 

is an intentional and calculated process guided by organizational norms (Ashford & Cummings, 

1983; 1985; Bennett, Herold, & Ashford, 1990; Morrison, 2002), I predict that strong 

organizational norms for safety are associated with risk information seeking behavior.  

H1b:  Having strong organizational norms for safety will be positively related to 

individuals’ risk information seeking behavior.  

Additionally, organizational members may assess their knowledge about workplace risks 

based on their perception of what other workers know about this topic. For example, consider 

Carl, a hypothetical oil refinery worker who recognizes that he does not know everything about 

the risks he is exposed to at work, but perceives that he knows just as much as his co-workers. 

Research suggests that the organizational norms for safety—referred to by some scholars as 

‘safety climate’—will motivate Carl to enact safety behaviors at work (Neal & Griffin, 2004; 

Neal et al., 2000). Likewise, research supports a strong positive relationship between safety 

knowledge and corresponding safety behaviors (Christian, Bradley, Wallace, & Burke, 2009). 

What is missing is evidence supporting the connection between organizational norms for safety 

and perceived knowledge about risks. In that vein, the following hypotheses are offered.   
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H1c:   Having strong organizational norms for safety will be negatively related to 

workers’ perceived knowledge insufficiency, such that the stronger the norms for safety 

the less workers’ will perceive to have insufficient risk knowledge. 

H1d:   Having strong organizational norms for safety will be positively related to 

workers’ perceived risk knowledge. 

Although organizations communicate acceptable attitudes for and approaches toward 

organizational behavior during socialization (Miller & Jablin, 1991; Morrison, 2002), few 

scholars investigate the joint influence of organizational and individual traits on the information 

seeking process. However, social psychology research provides evidence that groups can affect 

an individual’s behavior differently than if an individual acted alone (Hogg & Reid, 2006). In 

fact, this axiom has puzzled social scientists since Sherif (1935) and Asch’s (1951) classic 

experiments, which illustrated the frightening ability of groups to influence individual behavior. 

In large part, this line of research suggests “that the influence of majorities is especially difficult 

for people to resist because conformity intentions form automatically, even in situations when 

conformity is improper or illogical” (Stein, 2013, p. 788). Within an organizational context, there 

may be further evidence of organizational authority either magnifying or diminishing individual 

information seeking norms. For example, an individual working in an HRO may already have a 

low disposition toward uncertainty (Filteau, 2014), which leads to a low motivation for risk 

information seeking at work. However, this same HRO might have established procedures—or 

organizational norms—for starting tasks, procedures which include looking for safety 

information. Thus, the strength of the organizational norms for seeking risk information may 
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modify an individual’s given disposition toward information seeking. Accordingly, I propose the 

following hypothesis:  

H1e:   Having strong organizational norms for seeking risk information will be positively 

related to workers’ individual information seeking norms. 

Given the dangerous nature of HRO work, many of these organizations, including the oil 

refinery studied here, impose digital restrictions—where the use of certain technology is limited 

or forbidden on the job. On the one hand, restricting digital use limits the problem of employees 

using their time at work to engage in personal technology use, which is also referred to as 

“cyberslacking” (Garrett & Danziger, 2008). On the other hand, digital restrictions impede 

employees from finding and receiving work-related information in a timely manner. Recent 

research highlights how organizational control over information communication technologies 

impact employees’ ability to find safety information (Ford, Stephens, & Ford, 2015). Although 

digital restrictions are only one example of an organization’s authority over the information 

seeking process, it is evident that employees decide whether or not to seek information based on 

the amount of control they feel over the process. As such, organizational norms for information 

seeking and employees’ perceived seeking control are bound together in an interdependent 

relationship. Thus, I offer the following hypothesis: 

H1f:   Having strong organizational norms for seeking risk information will be positively 

related to workers’ perceived information seeking control. 

 In summary, the first set of hypotheses address the role of organizational information 

seeking norms within the O-PRISM. In addition to organizational information seeking norms, the 
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second organizational influence on risk information seeking is perceived seeking control (see 

Figure 2.2). Although Kahlor (2010) views this variable as an individual-level predictor in the 

PRISM, the physical restrictions organizations impose on information accessibility positions this 

variable as an organizational influence in the present context. The following section delves into 

the relationship between seeking control and the other variables in the O-PRISM.  

 Perceived seeking control.  Kahlor (2010) integrates perceived seeking control into the 

PRISM by drawing on the relationships outlined in the TPB (Ajzen, 1991) and the RISP model 

(Griffin et al., 1999), in which it is called perceived information gathering capacity. This concept 

is similar to social cognitive theory’s self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986; Bartholomew, Parcel, Kok, 

Gottlieb, & Fernandez, 2011). In fact, Kahlor defines this construct using Bandura’s definition of 

self-efficacy as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the course of action 

required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). As such, perceived seeking control 

is comprised of two features: (a) the accessibility of the information, and (b) an individual’s self-

efficacy in finding information (Kahlor, 2010).  

Despite overwhelming support for the PRISM as a whole (Eastin et al., 2015; Ho et al., 

2014; Hovick et al., 2014a; 2014b, Kahlor, 2010), the relationship between perceived seeking 

control and the other variables in the model is inconsistent. For instance, in the development of 

the original model, perceived seeking control was a significant predictor of perceived 

knowledge, perceived knowledge insufficiency, and seeking intent (Kahlor, 2010). However, 

Yang and Kahlor (2012), Ho et al. (2014), and Eastin et al. (2015) did not find support for the 

relationship between perceived seeking control and knowledge insufficiency. Similarly, Kahlor 
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(2007) was unable to show significant support for the relationship between perceived seeking 

control and seeking intention.   

These inconsistent findings between perceived control and information seeking are not 

unique to the PRISM. Currently, there is a larger debate among scholars about the influence of 

perceived seeking control over an individual’s subsequent behaviors (e.g., Johnson, 1996; 2003; 

Leydon et al., 2000; Hovick et al., 2014b; Real; 2008; Weick, 1983). For some scholars, an 

individual’s locus of control over information seeking predicts this behavior (Shapiro, Najman, 

Chang, Keeping, Morrison, & Western, 1983). On the other hand, some individuals may avoid 

information, especially threatening health information, regardless of the accessibility of 

information and their seeking efficacy (Leydon et al., 2000). Despite the varying influence of 

individual-level factors on seeking control and information seeking behaviors, there is 

widespread agreement over the impact of broad structural factors on information seeking. Health 

communication research, specifically, shows support for the influence of age, gender and SES on 

information seeking (Godin et al., 2010). For example, Hovick et al., (2014b) find a positive 

relationship between income and education on perceived seeking control.  

In the workplace, information seeking is also a function of structural factors (Johnson, 

2003; Weick, 1983). Real (2008) summarizes this dynamic relationship, stating that “The 

willingness of workers to seek information within organizational constraints is influenced by the 

availability of that information, their perceived need for information and the context in which 

this process takes place” (p. 341). Without testing the PRISM, Real’s (2008) study of risk 

information seeking identifies the relationships Kahlor (2010) outlines between perceived 
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seeking control, knowledge, and knowledge insufficiency. Real (2010) also acknowledges that 

organizations may intentionally limit the safety information available to their workforce. Thus, 

despite the inconsistent support for the relationship between perceived seeking control and 

information seeking, it is necessary to include this relationship when testing the O-PRISM. 

Looking to the evidence that perceived seeking control directly influences information 

seeking (Kahlor, 2010; Smith-McLallen, Fishbein, & Hornik, 2011), risk knowledge (Hovick et 

al., 2014b), and risk knowledge insufficiency (Ho et al., 2014), the present study tests the 

following hypotheses:  

H2a:   Perceived risk seeking control will be positively related to perceived current risk 

knowledge.  

H2b:   Perceived risk seeking control will be negatively related to perceived risk 

knowledge insufficiency.  

H2c:   Perceived risk seeking control will be positively related to risk information 

seeking behavior.  

 Shifting away from the previously developed organizational level influences in the O-

PRISM, the following section addresses the second grouping of predictors: individual influences 

on risk information seeking. 

Individual Influences on Risk Information Seeking 

 Attitude toward seeking.  One of the components driving risk information seeking is an 

individual’s attitude toward seeking. Attitudes are a “learned predisposition toward an object that 

reflects an individual’s degree of like or dislike of the object and guide consistent responses to 
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the object” (Rosenthal, 2011, p. 19). Using Ajzen’s (2002) operationalization of attitude as both 

instrumental (i.e., useful) and experiential (i.e., unpleasant), Kahlor (2010) develops the 

relationships among seeking intention, perceived knowledge, and perceived knowledge 

insufficiency. Specifically, the PRISM considers that an individual’s knowledge and knowledge 

insufficiency about risks depends on his or her attitude toward seeking and perceived seeking 

control (Rosenthal, 2011). Previous research indicates a strong relationship between attitude and 

seeking intentions (Ho et al., 2014; Kahlor, 2007; 2010; Smith-McLallen et al., 2011). For 

instance, Ho and colleagues (2014) found in their study of Singaporeans’ disposition to climate 

change that an individual’s attitude toward seeking was a strong predictor of their intentions to 

seek information about climate change. In terms of health research rather than environmental 

research, Hovick et al. (2014b) found that attitudes toward seeking were positively related to 

attitudes toward seeking cancer information.   

In addition to predicting the relationship between attitudes and seeking intent, the PRISM 

posits a positive relationship between attitudes and risk knowledge (Kahlor, 2010). In her study 

of global warming perceptions Kahlor (2007) found that attitudes toward seeking information on 

this subject positively predicted seeking intent. Yet, during a later study using the same dataset, 

Kahlor and Rosenthal (2009) found differences between instrumental attitudes and experiential 

attitudes on participants’ knowledge of global warming. Surprisingly, instrumental attitudes 

positively predicted global warming knowledge, whereas experiential attitudes negatively 

predicted global warming knowledge (Kahlor & Rosenthal, 2009).  
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Extending Kahlor and Rosenthal’s (2009) findings to the workplace, it is also reasonable 

to assume that employees who do not believe there is an imminent threat (instrumental attitude) 

actively seek risk information, while those who feel that seeking risk information would be an 

unpleasant experience will avoid seeking risk information. However, more research is needed to 

support the relationship between an individual’s overall attitude toward seeking, risk knowledge, 

and actual information seeking. The present literature on risks is insufficient in explaining this 

relationship, since the focus is typically on assessing attitudes toward risks and not attitudes 

toward seeking information about risks (see Mearns, Flin, Gordon, & Flemming, 1988; Rundmo, 

2000). In an effort to lend more attention to this relationship and replicate the findings from 

previous studies guided by the PRISM, the following hypotheses are offered:  

H3a:   Attitude toward seeking will be positively related to perceived current risk 

knowledge. 

H3b:   Attitude toward seeking will be positively related to perceived risk knowledge 

insufficiency.  

H3c:  Attitude toward seeking will be positively related to risk information seeking 

behavior. 

Individual information seeking norms.  In the O-PRISM, organizational information 

seeking norms is theorized to be the dominant predictor of risk information seeking. However, 

the presence of organizational norms does not diminish the importance of an individual’s 

predisposition to seek information. In other words, organizational attempts to communicate their 

expectations for risk and safety information may be thwarted or enhanced by individuals’ 
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predisposition toward information seeking. Thus, it is important that the O-PRISM include 

organizational information seeking norms as well as individual information seeking norms.  

Originating in health communication scholarship, the idea of ‘health orientation’ helps 

clarify the individual information seeking norms construct in the O-PRISM. Dutta-Bergman 

(2004) describes health orientation as “the extent to which the individual is willing to look for 

health information” (p.275). Along the same lines, I refer to an individual’s information seeking 

norms as his or her orientation, or willingness, to find health and safety information. The strength 

of an individual’s information norms depends on the meaning assigned to the costs and rewards 

of this behavior (Thøgersen, 2009). Previous research points to the importance of an individual’s 

normative behavior and attitude toward this behavior as the key predictors of action (Ajzen & 

Fishbein, 1980). Hence, I expect that employees with strong information seeking norms will also 

have a positive attitude toward risk information seeking.  

H4a:  Having strong individual norms for seeking risk information will be positively 

related to workers’ attitude toward seeking. 

Despite previous support for the relationship between individual norms and attitudes on 

subsequent health-related behavior (Todd & Mullan, 2011), there is not consistent evidence for 

the relationship between norms and risk perception (Fishbein & Yzer, 2003). Perhaps this is why 

Kahlor’s original PRISM does not include a path between seeking norms and risk perception. 

However, this relationship may be present in settings like a HRO, where employees continually 

manage risks. For example, individuals who end up working in an oil refinery may have a lower 

disposition toward uncertainty and a weaker orientation—or normative behavior—toward 
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information seeking. As a result of their weaker information seeking norms, these workers may 

not recognize the presence of risks at work because they are not naturally inclined to look for 

risk information. This possibility is a daunting thought for those responsible for promoting 

organizational safety in such environments and cause for additional examination into this 

relationship. Accordingly, I offer the following hypothesis:  

H4b: Having strong individual norms for seeking risk information will be positively 

related to workers’ risk perception. 

Brashers and colleagues (2002) describe information seeking behaviors as a function of 

an individual’s health goals. For example, if individuals perceive a need to close the gap between 

what they know about risks to their health and what they do not know, information seeking is a 

likely outcome. Accordingly, the RISP model (Griffin et al., 1999), positions information 

insufficiency between information subjective norms and information seeking behavior. Thus, in 

an organizational setting, it is likely that perceptions of information insufficiency regarding 

safety at work is related to an individual’s predisposition to seek this type of information. 

Correspondingly, I offer the following hypothesis:  

H4c: Having strong individual norms for seeking risk information will be positively 

related to workers’ risk knowledge insufficiency. 

In addition to the influence of individual information seeking norms on risk information 

seeking, the O-PRISM also places risk perception as an important individual-level construct.  

Risk perception.  Much of risk research focuses on risk perception as the precursor to 

risk response (e.g., Lion, Meertens & Bot, 2002; Slovic, 1987; Vlek & Stallen, 1981). When an 
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individual encounters risk information, his or her first step is to assess if the threat is real and 

whether he or she is personally in any danger (Freimuth et al., 1989; Kahlor, 2010; Lion et al., 

2002; Witte, 1992; 1998). Subsequently, individuals assess whether the risk is controllable and 

predictable (Hendrickx & Vlek, 1991). Despite these rational calculations, Slovic and colleagues 

argue that there is an emotional response to risk. “Intuitive feelings are still the predominant 

method by which human beings evaluate risk” (Slovic, Finucane, Peters, & MacGregor, 2004, p. 

311). As such, risk perception is both an environmental and emotional stimuli.  

Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM captures both the environmental and emotional elements of risk 

through two separate constructs: risk perception and affective risk response (see Figure 2.1). 

Given that the PRISM rests on the assumption that anxiety is the key driver of information 

seeking intention, the original model suggests that a person’s emotional response to risk (e.g., 

fear, anxiety, excitement, etc.) mediates the relationship between risk perception and seeking 

intent. The O-PRISM tested in this dissertation combines these two constructs into the single 

construct of risk perception, but keeps the paths consist with the original model (see Figure 2.2). 

 The reason for combining these original constructs is two-fold. First, Slovic argues that 

dread is an affective response to risk that happens simultaneously (see Slovic, 1987; Slovic et al., 

2004). Thus, uncoupling these events as separate from one another is redundant. Second, 

combing these constructs aid at achieving model parsimony—explaining the maximum amount 

of variance in the outcome variable with the minimum number of relationships (Mulaik et al., 

1989). According to Cheung and Rensvold (2001), “parsimony lies at the heart of the scientific 

enterprise” (p. 238). Considering the reasons for including affective risk response as part of the 
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risk perception factor instead of as a separate construct, the present study offers the following 

hypotheses. 

H5a:   Risk perception will be positively related to perceived risk knowledge 

insufficiency. 

H5b:   Risk perception will be positively related to risk information seeking behavior. 

Perceived current knowledge and knowledge insufficiency.  The motivation to seek 

information also comes, in part, from an individual’s discrepancy between what he or she knows 

and what he or she needs to know (Cen & Chaiken, 1999; Griffin et al., 1999). Put simply, 

information (or the lack thereof) requires something of us. In her dissertation testing the PRISM, 

Rosenthal summarizes the relationship between knowledge and seeking intent: “The extent of 

this perceived information insufficiency depends on perceived knowledge and the perceived 

threshold at which knowledge is sufficient; and it manifests when perceived knowledge falls 

appreciably short of this threshold” (2011, p. 40). The rationale for the inclusion of ‘perceived 

knowledge’ and ‘perceived knowledge insufficiency’ as variable in the O-PRISM stems from the 

model’s appropriation of relationships from the RISP model (see Figure 2.1). The RISP frames 

information insufficiency as the product of subjective seeking norms and affective response 

(Griffin, Neuwirth, Dunwoody, & Giese, 2004). Kahlor (2010) further develops the relationships 

offered by the RISP model by adding ‘attitude toward seeking’ and ‘perceived seeking control’ 

as additional variables influencing information sufficiency.  

Information is particularly important when individuals are making health-related 

decisions. Health communication research, to a large extent, examines individual’s information 
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needs and subsequent actions following the diagnosis of a medical problem (see Brashers et al., 

2002; Brashers, Neidig, & Goldsmith, 2004). Although there is evidence that not all who have 

medical problems look for information (Afifi & Wiener, 2004; Barbour et al., 2012; Case et al., 

2005), much of the literature on cancer, for example, shows that patients have a high need for 

information regarding their diagnosis, prognosis, and treatment options (Degner et al., 1997; 

Jefford & Tattersall, 2002; Jenkins, Fallowfield, & Saul, 2001; Leydon et al., 2000). 

Furthermore, research supports that more active searches for information take place when there 

is a large gap between perceived knowledge and knowledge insufficiency (Kahlor, Dunwoody, 

Griffin, & Neuwirth, 2006). In their study on food-borne health risks, Kahlor and colleagues 

(2006) demonstrate the need for more targeted messages to the public about how little they know 

and how much they ought to know, in order to initiate information seeking. Similarly, the results 

of the present study may show the need for safety practitioners to create more targeted messages 

to HRO workers about their knowledge insufficiency regarding workplace risks. As such, the 

present study offers the following hypotheses: 

H6a:  Perceived current risk information will be negatively related to perceived risk 

knowledge insufficiency. 

H6b: Perceived risk knowledge insufficiency will be positively related in risk information 

seeking behavior. 

 The combination of the relationships between the organizational and individual 

influences on risk information seeking ultimately lead to the last phase of the O-PRISM: seeking 



 

 

40 

 

strategy. The following section describes how the outcome variable has changed from the 

PRISM to O-PRISM. 

Capturing Seeking Source and Strategy 

 In the O-PRISM, the outcome variable was extended to more fully capture the 

information seeking process. Whereas the original model measures individuals’ seeking intent 

(Kahlor, 2010), the model proposed in this dissertation conceptualizes information seeking as a 

process that involves source and strategy selection.   

 Information sources.  Locating information in the workplace requires awareness of 

organizational hierarchies, rules, and norms (Johnson, 2003; Weick, 1983). Information seeking 

is also a function of knowing where to find the appropriate information (Brandon & 

Hollingshead, 2004). Newcomers, for instance, typically use a variety of sources to find 

organizational information related to their job role (Comer, 1991; Morrison, 1993). Yet, when 

newcomers perceive that information is inaccessible or unrelated to their job role, there is a sharp 

decline in information seeking (Morrison & Vancouver, 2000). In the context of the present 

research, it is evident that employees must perceive risk information to be available, as well as 

important to their job function, before they will engage in information seeking behaviors. 

Assuming that the presence of risk is more palpable among workers at HROs, the present 

research examines the sources employees select to find risk information.   

 Drawing on literature from crisis communication, this dissertation recognizes that 

individuals may select multiple sources to find information (Seeger, Sellnow, & Ulmer, 2003; 

Spence et al., 2005; Stephens et al., 2013). Unlike crises, however, there are fewer sources of 
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information available within organizations. Using Morrison’s (1993) conceptualization of 

workplace information seeking, I focus on two types of information repositories: (a) personal and 

(b) impersonal sources of information. Again, communication literature on workplace risk 

information seeking is limited (Real, 2010), thus I draw from organizational research outside of 

work hazards to build the rationale for exploring which sources employees’ select to locate risk 

information.  

According to Katz and Kahn (1978) organizational socialization is where employees 

learn their role expectations. Jablin (1987) identifies top management, supervisors, coworkers, 

and subordinates as the major sources of socialization information. Much of the research on 

socialization provides evidence that supervisors are the main source of task-related information 

(Jablin, 2001; Hanser & Muchinsky, 1978; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992). 

Since one of the functions of HROs is to maintain stability, despite the continual presence of 

risk, it is appropriate to assume that employees may initially receive most of their information 

about job-related risks and safety from their supervisor. Although this dissertation does not look 

at the socialization process, research on socialization identifies supervisors as a possible source 

of risk-related information. Whereas Jablin (1987) separates top management and supervisors as 

distinct sources of information, this study uses the term ‘supervisor’ to refer to any employee 

who is in an evaluative role over others.   

Coworkers—individuals who do not have any authority over one another—are a source 

of more accessible information for other organizational members (Hart, 2012; Miller & Jablin, 

1991). Fairhurst’s work on leader-member exchanges finds that coworkers have the most 
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accurate information about performing job functions well (Fairhurst & Chandler, 1989). Thus, 

coworkers may provide the most reliable information to others who are seeking risk information 

about how work really gets done amid organizational hazards. In addition, Myers et al. (2015) 

finds that employees looking for information typically ask coworkers whom they trust and who 

allow conversations topics to move beyond role-related issues. In relation to the present study, an 

employee looking for risk information will likely approach a coworker if the employee feels that 

the coworker is trustworthy, knowledgeable, and able to provide accurate information.  

 Lastly, employees can also obtain information from impersonal sources. For example, 

newcomers rely on written material to learn the basic requirements of their role in an 

organization (Morrison, 1993). Similarly, employees may consult other forms of company 

literature to find information about their exposure to health risks at work. One advantage of 

looking for information from impersonal sources is that it helps the seeker to avoid any social 

costs associated with information seeking (Miller & Jablin, 1991; Sproull & Kiesler, 1986). 

Although much of the research on impersonal information seeking within organizations focuses 

on information communication technologies (ICTs; Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Gibson & Gibbs, 

2006; Malhotra & Majchrzak, 2014; Stephens, 2007; Vaast & Kagner, 2013), this dissertation 

examines a variety of impersonal sources to capture a more representative picture of information 

seeking. Furthermore, by isolating one type of impersonal source—email, workplace literature, 

Internet search—it becomes more evident that information sources are used in isolation from one 

another rather than in combination with other sources (Stephens, 2007). In addition, an 

overreliance on ICTs as the main sources of information neglects the evidence that some workers 
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may not have access to ICTs at work. For example, a recent study of a janitorial supply company 

found that non-supervisory workers were not allowed to access ICTs at work, restricting 

employees’ ability to look for information about workplace “hacks” that would allow them to 

complete jobs more efficiently (Ford et al., 2015).  

Recognizing the importance of impersonal sources in locating information about 

workplace risks and the combinatorial use of all sources (both personal and impersonal), this 

study advances the idea that source selection is an active, planned process. In addition to 

selecting a source for information about workplace health hazards, this study also examines 

employees’ information seeking strategy as part of the outcome variable: information seeking 

behavior. 

 Seeking strategy.  Both organizational and health communication scholars pay 

considerable attention to how individuals gather information. Organizational scholars see 

information seeking as an important step in managing workplace needs (Johnson, 1996; Miller & 

Jablin, 1991; Morrison, 1993), whereas health scholars consider the strategies individuals use to 

either engage or distance themselves from information that can enhance their health (Brashers et 

al., 2002; Lion & Meertens, 2001; Rimal, Flora, & Schooler, 1999). In an effort to capture 

different information seeking strategies using the O-PRISM, I draw on previous organizational 

and health research on this subject.  

Information seeking within an organization requires a strategy to assuage the social costs 

involved in certain exchanges (Miller & Jablin, 1991). Research supports that employees actively 

select a strategy for obtaining information (Ashford & Cummings, 1985), with newcomers 
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frequently using indirect, or passive, modes of information seeking (Morrison, 1993). Again, this 

body of work primarily addresses socialization within an organization due to the large amount of 

uncertainty individuals face during this time (Kramer, 1994; Miller, 1996, Miller & Jablin, 

1991). After socialization, however, the assumption is that uncertainty decreases and the need to 

look for information decreases as well—hence, the limited research on post-socialization 

information seeking (Sias, 2005). Still, veteran employees have information needs (Sias & 

Wyers, 2001). Considering the demanding, high-risk environment that characterizes HROs, it is 

likely that employees experience uncertainty as an ever-present reality always requiring the 

procurement of in-the-moment risk information acquisition.   

Health communication scholars recognize that information management may involve 

other strategies besides seeking (Berger, 2002; Brashers et al., 2002). For some, avoiding 

information helps to maintain hope where uncertainty reduction is not desirable (Brashers, 2001; 

Brashers & Hogan, 2013). For example, Lerman and colleagues (1999) found that the majority 

of individuals with a hereditary risk of colon cancer declined genetic testing that would screen 

their chances of having the same cancer. In addition to highlighting how individuals actively 

avoid health information, health communication scholars also recognize that some information 

acquisition occurs without strategic means (Berger, 2002). Information scanning, for example, 

occurs when individuals acquire information through their “routine patterns of exposure” 

(Niederdeppe et al., 2007, p. 154). While information scanning may occur in the workplace, this 

study only addresses active information seeking since the PRISM is grounded in the assumption 

that information seeking is a planned behavior (Kahlor, 2010). Furthermore, studies looking at 
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both information scanning and information seeking reveal that individuals are more likely to 

make a behavioral adjustment when they find information through active seeking rather than 

routine scanning (Niederdeppe et al., 2007).  

Drawing on Berger and Kellermann’s (1994) conceptualization of information seeking, 

this study adopts three information seeking strategies: (a) unobtrusive, (b) active, and (c) 

interactive. Here, unobtrusive information seeking does not involve stumbling upon information 

in the way that Niederdeppe and colleagues describe passive seeking (Niederdeppe et al., 2007). 

Rather, unobtrusive information seeking is still a planned strategy that involves finding 

information discreetly, such as using a personal ICT to find information about workplace risks. 

Active information seeking occurs when individuals ask non-supervisory workers for 

information about workplace risks, which is different from the interactive strategy, in which 

employees ask management directly about risks to their health at work. Considering the types of 

sources available for information at work—personal and impersonal—and the planned 

information seeking strategies—unobtrusive, active, and interactive—I offer the final research 

question for this study: 

RQ3:  What sources and strategies do employees use most frequently to find workplace 

risk information? 

MODEL SUMMARY 

The O-PRISM describes the organizational and individual level antecedents to risk 

information seeking within organizations. According the proposed model, organizational norms 

for safety and employees’ perceived seeking control are structural features constraining risk 
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information seeking. On the individual level, an employee’s decision to seek risk information 

depends on his or her attitude toward seeking, perceived current knowledge, perceived 

knowledge insufficiency, and risk perception. Rather than assess information seeking intent like 

previous tests of the PRSIM (Eastin, Kahlor, Liang, & Ghannam, 2015; Ho, Detenber, 

Rosenthal, & Lee, 2014; Hovick et al., 2014a; 2014b, Kahlor, 2010), the O-PRISM tested in this 

dissertation explores both information seeking strategies (i.e., unobtrusive, active, and 

interactive) as well as sources of information (i.e., personal and impersonal) as the outcome 

variable of interest. Uncertainty management theory (Brashers, 2001) helps to pinpoint the 

underlying mechanism driving the information seeking process, which is operationalized through 

the O-PRISM. Accordingly, the O-PRISM captures the complexity of risk information seeking 

within an organization by recognizing the tension between organizational and individual 

influences on employees’ information seeking behavior. 
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Table 2.1  Summary of Research Questions and Hypotheses 

RQ1: To what extent does the O-PRISM explain the variance in workplace safety 

information seeking behavior? 

RQ2: Does the O-PRISM increase the variance explained in information seeking behaviors 

when compared to the original PRISM? 

RQ3: What sources and strategies do employees use most frequently to find workplace risk 

and safety information? 

H1a: Having strong organizational norms for seeking risk information will be (a) 

positively related to individuals’ attitude toward seeking risk information, (b) 

positively related to individuals’ risk information seeking behavior, (c) negatively 

related to workers’ perceived knowledge insufficiency, (d) positively related to 

workers’ perceived risk knowledge, (e) positively related to workers’ individual 

information seeking norms, and (f) positively related to workers’ perceived 

information seeking control. 

H2: Perceived risk seeking control will be positively related to (a) perceived current risk 

knowledge, (b) perceived risk knowledge insufficiency, and (c) risk information 

seeking behavior. 

H3: Attitude toward seeking will be positively related to perceived (a) current risk 

knowledge, (b) perceived risk knowledge insufficiency, and (c) risk information 

seeking behavior. 

H4: Having strong individual norms for seeking risk information will be positively related 

to (a) workers’ attitude toward seeking and (b) risk perception, and negatively related 

to (c) risk knowledge insufficiency.  

H5: Risk perception will be positively related to (a) perceived risk knowledge 

insufficiency and (b) risk information seeking behavior.  

H6a: Perceived current risk information will be negatively related to perceived risk 

knowledge insufficiency. 

H6b: Perceived risk knowledge insufficiency will be positively related in risk information 

seeking behavior. 

 

The following chapter details the method employed for answering the research questions 

and hypotheses offered by this study. In particular, I describe the process of gaining access to the 
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research site, the development of the survey instrument, as well as the pilot study used to check 

the validity of each scale.   
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CHAPTER 3: METHOD 

STUDY OVERVIEW 

 To address the hypotheses and research questions proposed by this study, I collected 

quantitative survey data. Several factors informed my decision to draw exclusively from 

quantitative data. First, research method choices must consider the type of question the 

researcher is asking (Weathington, Cunningham, & Pittenger, 2010). The research questions and 

hypotheses in this study involve measuring the relative influence of certain variables on 

employees’ risk information seeking behaviors. Second, the purpose of this study is to extend the 

PRISM by testing the O-PRISM. Since all of the previous studies testing the PRISM use 

quantitative methods (Eastin et al., 2015; Ho et al., 2014; Hovick et al., 2014a; 2014b, Kahlor, 

2010), the O-PRISM tested here adds to the growing body of work on this model by replicating 

other scholars’ methodology. The ability to compare the explained variance of the O-PRISM 

against the original model requires quantitative methods. Given the need for survey data to 

operationalize the variables in this study, this chapter describes the research site, participants, 

and data collection details for both the pilot and primary survey. This chapter concludes with the 

operational details of each variable.  

RESEARCH SITE 

 The data for this study was collected at a major oil refinery in Seneca, Texas (actual 

location name changed to allow the site to remain anonymous), and to protect the identity of the 

organization, I use the pseudonym “Petro Mobile.” Petro Mobile is a large U.S. energy 
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manufacturing company with refining plants located in Texas, Montana, Oklahoma, New Jersey, 

California, New York, and Washington. Petro Mobile is responsible for obtaining, transporting, 

processing, and marketing natural gas. In 2014 alone, Petro Mobile processed over two million 

barrels of crude oil per day. Once processed, the crude oil becomes a variety of well-known 

products such as jet fuel, diesel, unleaded gasoline, butane, and propane, as well as other 

chemicals.  

 Worldwide, Petro Mobile employs approximately 14,000 workers. The Seneca refinery is 

Petro Mobile’s largest U.S. refinery with more than 1,200 employees. Due to the nature of the 

work, this particular plant also employs on-site contractors to complete projects requiring 

specialized personnel. At any given time, the Seneca refinery employs approximately 200 on-site 

contractors; there were around 1,000 non-contract, full-time workers on site during the time of 

data collection.  

 Petro Mobile is an ideal data collection site to address the research questions proposed in 

this study because oil refineries rely on the careful management of risk (Bertolini, Bevilacqua, 

Ciarapica, & Giacchetta, 2009). Whereas previous communication research on risk management 

in high-reliability organizations has focused primarily on firefighters (see Bigley & Roberts, 

2001; Colquitt, LePine, Zapa, Wild, 2011; Jahn, 2012; Myers, 2005), this research expands the 

type of organization represented in the literature. The Petro Mobile refinery continually manages 

highly volatile material under pressure that can cause catastrophic explosions if mismanaged. In 

fact, in February 2015 an explosion at an oil refinery in Torrance, California was felt throughout 

the city, breaking windows in nearby neighborhoods (Atkin & Feinman, 2015). Although there 
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were no fatalities in the Torrance explosion, the 2005 BP refinery explosion in Texas City, Texas 

claimed the lives of 15 workers and injured 100 others (Kay, 2005). As part of Petro Mobile’s 

ongoing effort to meet the U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration standards, the 

Seneca refinery employs a full time safety and risk manager, referred to as Mr. Cecil in this 

chapter. 

 Although the Seneca refinery has not experienced a large-scale disaster, injuries due to 

workplace accidents are common. In 2013, there were 808 incidents reported at this refinery and 

another 801 reported in 2014. At the time of data collection in July 2015, there were already 464-

recorded incidents at the Seneca refinery for the calendar year, and a further look at the number 

of yearly incidents suggests that the Seneca refinery consistently registers around 800 safety 

incidents each year (see Table 3.1).  

 Every incident recorded does not necessarily indicate that a worker was injured. When no 

one is hurt, but an incident still causes damage, the organization refers to this as a “near miss.” 

Similarly, when an incident occurs but a larger, more dramatic event was averted in the process, 

it is called a “good catch.” For example, consider the Petro Mobile operator who discovered a 

boiler water leak coming from a pipe rack during his unit rounds. This operator immediately 

reported the leak to his risk and safety manager, who was able to prevent this leak from doing 

catastrophic damage to other equipment. Since the operator was never in grave danger and a 

more serious problem was prevented, this incident was recorded as a “good catch.” At the 

Seneca refinery in 2014 there were 163 near misses, 61 good caches, 97 minor injuries requiring 

first aid, and 13 serious injuries. The most common incident in 2014 was a leak or a spill of some 
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substance, while the most common injury at the refinery was hand trauma. For instance, in 

January of 2015 an employee at the Seneca refinery was retrieving pallets from a warehouse and 

tripped over a pallet that was lying on the floor and broke his wrist.  

 In an effort to reduce workplace injuries, management at the Seneca refinery of Petro 

Mobile created a campaign called the “20-Second Scan.” This campaign encourages workers to 

ask five questions before starting any task: (1) What am I about to do? (2) How am I going to do 

it? (3) How can I be injured? (4) What do I need to do the job? and (5) What am I going to do 

about it? As part of the “20-Second Scan,” employees received a wooden token to carry at work 

with these questions written on them. Management at this refinery was interested in the proposed 

study on risk information seeking behaviors since this research could help to improve their “20-

Second Scan” campaign efforts.   

Table 3.1  Number of Yearly Injuries at Petro Mobile  

     

 2013  

Year End 

2014 

Year End 

2015 

Year to Date* 

Percent of total 

for 2015 

Near Misses 94 163 92 20% 

Incidents 714 639 372 80% 

Good Catch -- 61 72 16% 

Leaks and Spills 53 95 67 14% 

Injuries or First Aid Injuries 90 97 41 9% 

Other Safety Events 405 202 132 28% 

Totals 808 801 464 -- 

* At time of data collection 

Note: Each incident may be recorded in two categories (e.g., leak/spill and good catch) 
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 PARTICIPANTS  

The participants learned about this study (a) through their supervisors and (b) through 

organizational wide emails, which promoted the study. The Health Safety and Environment 

Manager at Petro Mobile, Mr. Cecil, granted me access to survey the organization’s employees. I 

first established contact with Mr. Cecil through an HR representative at the plant on June 24, 

2015. During this conversation, Mr. Cecil requested that I meet with him and his co-worker, the 

Safety Director at the refinery, to discuss this project in more detail. On July 7, 2015, I attended a 

four-hour meeting at the Seneca refinery with my key contacts, Mr. Cecil and the Safety 

Director. Mr. Cecil had over 25 years experience working for Petro Mobile, and had been at the 

Seneca refinery for the last four years. The Safety Director was also an emergency medical 

technician (EMT) at the refinery, and had worked at Petro Mobile for 15 years. During our 

meeting, I received approval for the study and determined the procedure for collecting the survey 

data. Following this meeting I received IRB approval from the University of Texas to carry out 

this study.  

The month before the survey was distributed to Petro Mobile, my key contacts at the 

organization introduced the survey to every department in the refinery by email. Additionally, all 

supervisors and leadership teams were given reminders about the survey during their weekly 

meetings and were encouraged to make time for everyone to take the survey during his/her shift. 

On August 14, 2015, Mr. Cecil sent an email with a link to the survey to all of the employees at 

the Seneca refinery. I returned to the refinery on August 17th and remained onsite until August 

21st to answer questions and assist anyone who needed help completing the survey. The survey 
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officially closed on August 28, 2015, the week following my onsite data collection. No 

identifying information of the participants was collected, ensuring anonymity of the data. 

While onsite, I spent each day in one of two different computer labs at the refinery. The 

computer labs served as a place for these workers to take the survey, since many of the 

employees at the refinery do not need a computer to complete their job. My role was to answer 

any questions that employees had about the survey and assist individuals with lower digital 

literacy skills. However, each employee undergoes extensive training to work at Petro Mobile 

and the vast majority of this training is conducted online. My key contacts affirmed that online-

only data collection would not deter participation considering employees’ familiarity with 

computer training. Also, due to the dangerous nature of the job and the importance of 

understanding how to work safely, all employees had to be proficient in English. Although I was 

prepared to offer an English and a Spanish version of the survey, my key organizational contacts 

informed me that only the English survey was necessary.  

In total, 248 employees were recruited through voluntary sampling methods to take the 

online survey, but only 229 fully completed the questionnaire. My goal in data collection was to 

recruit a varied sample of employees with a wide range of roles at Petro Mobile. Regardless of 

the particular job each employee held, the issue of safety at Petro Mobile was paramount. For 

instance, even though I was not near the processing machinery during data collection, I had to 

watch a safety training video and take a written test before I was even allowed to enter the main 

gates of the refinery. In addition to sampling a wide spectrum of employees, it was important to 

survey workers who regularly work with dangerous machinery. Consequently, Mr. Cecil sent the 
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maintenance workers and the operators at the refinery additional reminders about the survey to 

encourage their participation. In total, 37 maintenance workers and 68 operators completed the 

survey. In a later section of this chapter I discuss the response rate and survey demographics in 

greater detail.  

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE 

For two weeks, data was collected through the online survey link sent via email to Petro 

Mobile. During the first week of data collection, I was on-site to answer questions for the 

participants. All of the data was collected using Qualtrics and was stored on the secured servers 

of the University of Texas. Participants were first provided with an electronic informed consent 

form. By clicking “I agree,” they confirmed their intention to participate in this research. To 

ensure that the measures used in the study met validity and reliability standards (Gideon, 2012), I 

conducted a pilot survey at a large, public university located in the southwestern United States in 

July of 2015. Below, I describe the protocol I used to construct my pilot survey and analyze 

primary data.   

Pilot Survey 

The use of pilot questionnaires helps researchers to construct new survey instruments or 

to re-test validated constructs in a new context (Baker, 1994). Although many of the measures 

for this study were replicated from Kahlor’s 2010 PRISM development, it was important to pilot 

this survey since the wording of the questions was changed to fit an organizational setting. As 

such, the pilot study served to test the face and content validity of each scale in this study. 
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Additionally, a pilot survey helped to ensure that the participants could understand and answer 

questions effectively (Fink & Kosekoff, 1985).  

The sample for the pilot survey was students enrolled in summer courses in 

communication studies. A total of 72 students were recruited through undergraduate advisors at a 

communication college in the southwestern United States. The undergraduate advisors sent an 

email with the Qualtrics survey link to all students taking a communication course. To encourage 

participation, each respondent was entered into a drawing to win one of eight $25 gift cards. This 

pilot study site was chosen since college students likely engage in risk information seeking and 

sharing behaviors due to increasing safety concerns on college campuses (Blair & Schweit, 

2014).  

Pilot survey results.  The pilot study was active from July 13th through August 7th, 2015. 

During this time, 72 people started this survey; however, after inspecting the data, 8 cases were 

disregarded due to excessive missing data. Eighty percent of the respondents were female (49) 

and 19.7% were male (12). The average age of the participants was 20. The class standing of the 

participants was diverse: 18.8% sophomores, 34.4% juniors, and 27% seniors. There were no 

freshmen in this study, since the survey was distributed in the summer before the incoming 

freshman class arrived. Fifty-three percent of the respondents identified themselves as Non-

Hispanic White, 7% as Black or African American, 3.5% as Korean, 7.1% as Asian or Filipino, 

and 12% as Multiracial. Although this sample is not representative of the age or occupation of 

the primary survey, I was most interested in examining how the scales for this study held up 

within an organizational setting.  
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The results of the pilot study showed that (a) the scales from the original PRISM 

maintained their reliability in an organizational setting, (b) two of the scales that were added to 

this study had poor reliability, and (c) one item had a considerable amount of missing data. First, 

the scales that were taken from Kahlor’s original testing of the PRISM, and adapted for a new 

context, maintained a suitable Cronbach’s alpha. These scales are seemingly robust considering 

that multiple studies have adapted these scales with diverse samples (e.g., Eastin et al., 2015; 

Hovick et al., 2014a). Second, the organizational information seeking norms scale and the 

unobtrusive information seeking scale did not achieve acceptable reliability. Although the 

organizational information seeking norms scale was adapted from Morrison’s (1993) work on 

information seeking to fit an organizational context, this scale only achieved a Cronbach’s alpha 

of .50. See Table 3.2 for the scale reliabilities in the pilot study and Table 3.3 for correlations 

between the variables. 

Table 3.2  Scale Reliabilities for Pilot Study 

Scale # of items Cronbach’s Alpha 

Individual Info Seeking Norms 

Organizational Info Seeking Norms 

Perceived Seeking Control 

Attitude Toward Seeking 

Risk Perception 

Unobtrusive Info Seeking 

Active Info Seeking 

Interactive Info Seeking 

5 

5 

7 

8 

6 

3 

3 

3 

.75 

.50 

.88 

.78 

.77 

.41 

.90 

.80 
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Table 3.3  Correlation Table of Variables in Pilot Survey 

 Attitude 

Toward 

Seeking 

Risk 

Knowledge 

Risk 

Knowledge 

Insufficiency  

Seeking 

Control 

Org. 

Seeking 

Norms 

Indiv. 

Seeking 

Norms 

Risk  

Percept. 

Unob. 

Info 

Seeking 

Active 

Info 

Seeking 

Interact 

Info 

Seeking 

Attitude 

Toward 

Seeking 

1          

Risk 

Knowledge 
-.01 1         

Risk 

Knowledge 

Insufficiency  

.39** .24 1        

Seeking 

Control 
-.13 .40** -.07 1       

Organizational 

Info Seeking 

Norms 

-.12 .33* .23 .42**         1      

Individual 

Info Seeking 

Norms 

.53** .11 .31* .03 .02 1     

Risk  

Perception 
.03 .00 .31* -.19 .05 .13 1    

Unobtrusive Info  

Seeking 
.17 .32* .01 .31* .06 .24 .27* 1   

Active Info 

Seeking 
.05 .34 .16 .16 .28* .29* .39** .46** 1  

Interactive 

Info Seeking  
-.01 .40** .08 .33* .28* -.09 .16 .16 .28* 1 

Note: ** correlation is significant at the .01 level and * correlation is significant at the .05 level 
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One possible reason for the poor internal consistency in the organization 

information seeking norms scale is because of the lack of institutionalized training on risk 

and safety at this particular college campus. Despite the occasional organizational-wide 

email encouraging students to read material on campus safety, students must be 

intrinsically motivated to find information about their health and safety. Also, it is 

possible that groups on campus, such as fraternities, may provide their members with 

formalized training on health and safety on campus. Given the large size of the university 

used for this pilot study, the students may attribute organizational risk information 

seeking norms to the group or organization they feel is most salient to their college 

experience. Hence, there may be differing responses to items such as “My university 

expects me to ask faculty and staff about campus safety.” Upon further consideration, this 

scale may still be suitable for assessing risk and safety information seeking norms in a 

high-reliability organization where there is mandated training on handling risks. For this 

reason, I retained the organizational information seeking norms scale and adjusted the 

item wording to match the primary survey setting.   

The second scale that achieved a poor reliability was the unobtrusive information 

seeking scale. This scale was developed out of Berger and Kellerman’s (1994) 

conceptualization of passive information seeking. After inspecting the items, and the 

correlations between items, there was no clear indication as to why these items were not 

internally consistent. Outside the items, it is possible that measuring unobtrusive 

information about risks is problematic because this type of seeking may not be as 
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memorable as information sought by asking others directly. Thus, unobtrusive 

information seeking is harder to recall on a self-report survey. If these reasons are 

accurate, it is understandable why this form of information seeking achieved poor 

reliability. However, in a high-reliability organization, where there may be social 

consequences for asking questions about risks encountered at work, unobtrusive 

information seeking may be more salient, and consequentially more memorable. I 

decided to leave the scale as is and retest it at Petro Mobile.  

Finally, the pilot data had one item with 17 missing cases, the most of any of the 

items in the study. This item reads, “In general, how safe would you say you are on any 

given day on campus?” The item was located in the middle of the survey, so participant 

fatigue or attrition was likely not the reason for skipping this question. Also, the item was 

clearly worded to avoid participant confusion. However, this question was located on the 

top of the survey page and did not match the answer format of the items below it, which 

may have caused participants to overlook this item. Another possible reason for skipping 

this question is that this prompt made participants uncomfortable. Since other studies 

using this item have not reported a problem (i.e., Kahlor, 2010), I decided to keep the 

item in the primary study.  

Primary Study Survey 

 Once the pilot study revealed that the questionnaire met the standards for 

measurement construction and reliability, I began collecting data at Petro Mobile in 

August 2015. Since the survey was used in conjunction with the organization’s campaign 
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to raise awareness about workplace safety, after the participants completed the research 

portion of the study, the final page provided information about workplace safety (see 

Figure 3.1).  

 
Figure 3.1  Safety Information Sheet at End of Survey 

The survey took between 10 and 15 minutes, with most participants completing 

the survey in 12 minutes. The survey consisted of 64 Likert-type, semantic differential, 

and restricted response items (e.g., choose a number between 1 and 100 that represents 
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what you know about your safety at work). In general, the managers who came into the 

computer lab to take the survey were excited about this project and were eager to know 

when they would see the results after data collection. However, management’s perception 

of the survey was vastly different than the non-supervisory workers. There was a palpable 

suspicion of management’s purpose and use of this survey from the non-supervisory 

workers I encountered. One gentleman approached me and asked why the Seneca 

refinery was the only plant to get the survey. Apparently, he had spoken with his friends 

at other Petro Mobile refineries who were not given this survey and feared that the 

Seneca refinery was in trouble.  

Despite combatting the distrust of non-supervisory workers, 229 surveys were 

completed out of the 248 surveys started, making the drop out rate 7.6%. Given that the 

link for the survey was sent to 1,000 employees, the response rate for the survey was 

22.9% (see Table 3.4 for the demographic breakdown of the primary survey participants). 

Although I exceeded my data collection goal of 150 participants, the lower-than-expected 

return rate may in part be due to the climate between supervisory and non-supervisory 

workers at this Petro Mobile refinery. Additionally, I believe that since my key contacts 

did not allow me to offer any incentives, such as a prize drawing, for completing the 

survey, the potential response rate for this survey may have been hampered. 

The survey was designed to measure employees’ perceived individual and 

organizational norms for seeking risk information, seeking control, attitude toward 

seeking, risk perception, risk knowledge, as well as information seeking strategies and 
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sources. The majority of the items were either on a 5-point Likert-type or on a 7-point 

semantic differential scale in accordance with Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM measures. Several 

items asked participants to rate their knowledge of workplace risks or their perception of 

workplace safety on a scale from zero to 100. Since Kahlor designed these measures for 

an interpersonal setting, I adapted the language in the survey items for an organizational 

context (please see the Appendix for a complete copy of the survey). The final section of 

this chapter outlines the operationalization of each variable in detail.  

Table 3.4  Demographic Information of Participants in Primary Study 

Demographic Frequency  Percentage 

Gender 

  Male 

  Female 

 

176 

18 

 

90.7% 

9.3% 

 Age 

  18-29 

  30-44 

  45-59 

  60-65 

  Over 65 

 

18 

61 

88 

14 

5 

 

9.8% 

32.9% 

47.6% 

7.5% 

2.6% 
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Table 3.4 (continued) 

Ethnicity 

  American Indian/ Alaskan Native 

  African American or Black 

  Non-Hispanic White 

  Hispanic 

  Asian/ Pacific Islander 

 

2 

13 

133 

24 

6 

 

1% 

6.7% 

68.6% 

12.4% 

3% 

Highest Education 

  Some high school 

  High School diploma 

  Some college 

  College degree or above  

 

2 

31 

66 

99 

 

1% 

15.7% 

33.3% 

50% 

Job Role 

  Maintenance/craftsman 

  Operator 

  Supervisor 

  Engineer 

  Environmental scientist 

  Scheduler 

  Specialist 

  Emergency response personnel 

  Other 

 

37 

68 

24 

15 

3 

2 

8 

3 

51 

 

17.5% 

32.2% 

11.4% 

7.1% 

1.3% 

.9% 

3.5% 

1.3% 

22.3% 

Length of Employment 

  Under 1 year 

  1-5 years 

  6-10 years 

  11-15 years 

  16-25 years 

  26 or more years 

 

6 

51 

32 

16 

47 

37 

 

3.2% 

26.9% 

16.9% 

8.6% 

25% 

19.5% 

Previous Injury/Near Miss 

  Previous near miss 

  Previous workplace injury 

  Injury while at Petro Mobile  

 

107 

39 

28 

 

52.7% 

19.2% 

73.7% 
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OPERATIONALIZATION OF VARIABLES 

Measures: Independent Variables 

According to the hypothesized O-PRISM proposed by this study, seven variables 

were predicted to influence an employee’s decision to seek risk information: 

organizational norms for safety, individual seeking norms, perceived seeking control, 

attitude toward seeking, perceived current knowledge, perceived knowledge 

insufficiency, and risk perception. The following describes the measurement of each of 

these variables (for a complete copy of the instrument see Appendix).  

Organizational norms for safety.  To assess how employees view their 

organization’s preoccupation with safety, I drew from Morrison’s (1993) work on 

newcomer information seeking. The normative information seeking scale developed by 

Morrison (1993) was originally used to capture employees’ perceptions of what types of 

information seeking behaviors their employer expected from them. Although the present 

survey instrument is not intended for newcomers in particular, many of the items from 

the original scale are suitable for measuring organization-wide norms regarding 

information seeking. In total, I used five of the seven items from the Morrison’s (1993) 

original scale to measure normative information seeking. The prompt for this scale reads: 

“Think about the last three months at work to determine the behaviors and attitudes that 

Petro Mobile values and expects.” Example items from this scale include, “Petro Mobile 

expects me to ask a more experienced staff member for information on safety and risks to 

my health at work,” and “Petro Mobile expects me to consult the Process Safety 
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Management Handbook to find information about workplace safety.” Each of the five 

items were answered using a 5-point Likert Scale ranging from strongly disagree to 

strongly agree.  

In the original testing of this scale, Morrison (1993) achieved a reliability of .65, 

which is marginally acceptable. In the pilot study, this scale achieved a poor reliability of 

.50. However, the reliability improved when tested at the primary research site and had a 

M = 2.91, SD = .59, N = 229, and Cronbach’s  = .76.  

Individual seeking norms.  To capture the risk information seeking tendencies of 

workers in an oil refinery, I used Griffin and colleagues (2008) information seeking scale 

( = .75). In total, five items measured individual risk information seeking norms using a 

5-point Likert Scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. For example, 

“When the topic of workplace health and safety come up, I try to learn more about it.” 

This scale achieved good reliability both in the pilot study ( = .75) and in the primary 

study ( = .81, M = 4.29, SD = .58, N = 214.  

Perceived seeking control.  This variable was measured using an adapted version 

of Kahlor’s perceived seeking control scale (2010). Kahlor develops this scale using 

Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior (2002), which conceptualizes control as the 

confidence an individual has to complete a certain task. Control is both internal (e.g., 

cognitive ability) and external (e.g., access to information resources such as ICTs). This 

scale measures both aspects of control. A total of seven 5-point Likert scales, ranging 

from strongly disagree to strongly agree, measure perceived seeking control.  
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Since Kahlor’s original scale only included a single item to measure external 

seeking control, I created an additional two items to strengthen this subscale. One item 

stated, “During work, I have open access to technology that I can use to look up 

information about my exposure to workplace health risks.” And the second item read, 

“My employer provides me with access to information about workplace risks to my 

health and safety.” Thus, a total of seven-items were used to measure perceived seeking 

control. When Kahlor (2010) used the original 5-item scale to measure perceived seeking 

control in a non-organizational context, the scale achieved good reliability (α = .87). In 

this study, the perceived seeking control scale had M = 4.1, SD = .70, N = 229, and 

Cronbach’s  = .93. 

Attitude toward seeking.  To assess how an employee feels about seeking 

information related to workplace health risks, I adapted Kahlor’s attitude toward seeking 

scale (2010). The original scale was designed to capture both instrumental and 

experiential evaluations of seeking. These two elements of attitude were drawn from 

Ajzen’s (2002) framing of attitudes toward behavior. Instrumental evaluations refer to an 

individual’s perception of the value or usefulness of the information. Whereas, 

experiential evaluations refer to perceptions an individual has about a behavior with 

which they have prior experience. However, Kahlor’s (2010) original scale does not have 

an item that asks about any prior risk information seeking behavior.  

Given the potential influence of prior risk seeking in an organization, I adapted 

the original scale to include a new item that openly asks participants about prior searches 
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for health and safety information. This item asked participants to think about the last time 

they looked for information about workplace health risks and rate whether this search for 

information was worthless or valuable, with 1 = worthless and 7 = valuable. If the item 

was not applicable, the participant chose zero. Beyond this added item, participants also 

evaluated whether “seeking information about workplace risks to my health is… 

worthless/valuable, bad/good, harmful/beneficial, unhelpful/helpful, 

unproductive/productive, wise/foolish, useful/not useful.” In total, eight 7-point semantic 

differential adjective pairs were used to capture employees’ attitude toward seeking risk 

information. The reliability for this original scale was .93 (Kahlor, 2010). In this study, 

the attitude toward seeking scale achieved a M = 6.58, SD = .78, N = 229, and 

Cronbach’s  = .80. 

Perceived current knowledge and knowledge insufficiency.  To measure how 

much knowledge employees think they have, and how much they think that they need 

regarding workplace health risks, I used Kahlor’s (2010) scale. In the original PRISM 

testing, a single item asked participants to rate their knowledge about risks to their health 

on a scale of zero to 100, where zero indicates no knowledge and 100 represents 

complete understanding about health risk (Kahlor, 2010). In this study, I altered the 

prompt to focus on knowledge about health risks at work. Previous responses to this scale 

ranged from 8 to 100, M = 75.23, SD = 14.76. In the present study, the participants’ 

answers ranged from 25 to 100, with a mean and standard deviation of 81.18 and 14.83, 

respectively.  
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Similarly, perceived knowledge insufficiency asks participants, “Think of that 

same 0 to 100 scale again. This time, estimate how much knowledge you need to deal 

adequately with the risks to your health encountered at work.” When Kahlor (2010) used 

this item to test general risk information insufficiency the responses ranged from zero to 

100, M = 77.19, SD = 18.20. The present study received answers ranging from zero to 

100, M = 89.90, SD = 17.19. 

Risk perception. To measure risk perception, I combined Kahlor’s (2010) scales 

for perceived risk and affective risk response. I significantly altered one of Kahlor’s 

original items to better fit an organizational setting. The item was changed to read, “In 

general, how safe would you say you are on any given day at work.” Possible responses 

range from (1) very safe to (5) very unsafe. Instead of measuring both perceived risk and 

affective risk response as separate variables, I combined them into a single variable in the 

O-PRISM to aid in model parsimony. Thus, I used risk perception as a measurement of 

employees’ perceived severity of workplace risks and their dread of risk-related 

accidents. Combining these previous scales produced six items with diverse response 

options. Three items used a 5-point Likert scale, and the other three items asked 

participants to rate threats to their health on a scale of zero to 10. The variety of items 

assessed different aspects of workplace health threats, from current health at work and 

potential severity of future workplace injury, to an emotional appraisal of health risks. In 

prior research, the reliability of the risk perception scale achieved a Cronbach’s alpha of 

.79, but the reliability of the affective risk perception scale was not published (Kahlor, 
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2010). In the present study, the combined scale yielded a Cronbach’s  of .77. Also, for 

ease of interpretation, the items with possible response options ranging from zero to ten 

were transformed to fit along a 5-point Likert scale. As a result, the items had a mean of 

2.15 and a standard deviation of .80. 

Measures: Dependent Variable 

 Risk information seeking.  Contrary to Kahlor’s original model development, 

the outcome variable in the present study is not information seeking intent, but rather risk 

information seeking strategies and sources. I drew from Berger and Kellermann’s (1994) 

conceptualization of information seeking as either (a) passive, (b) active, or (c) 

interactive, in order to construct a scale measuring these strategies. However, upon 

further consideration of these strategies, the passive strategy appears to be mislabeled. 

Seeing that passive information insinuates that individuals receive information only by 

happenstance, I changed this term to “unobtrusive” to better capture information seeking 

that is intentional but does not involve directly asking others.  

In total, the risk information seeking scale proposed for this study contained nine 

5-point Likert items (ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). To 

measure unobtrusive information seeking, participants were asked if they (a) closely 

monitor the reaction of others when they talk about risks, (b) find information on their 

own without having to ask others, and (c) pay attention to what others do around 

workplace hazards. In this study, the unobtrusive information seeking scale had a M = 
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3.86, SD = .54, N = 229, but a problematic Cronbach’s  = .43. As a result, this scale was 

not included in the analysis of the model, which I describe in detail in Chapter 4.  

Second, active information seeking involves direct interaction with others, besides 

the seeker’s “target” (Berger & Kellerman, 1994, p. 7). Since the social costs of seeking 

information from supervisors is greater than the costs associated with asking fellow 

coworkers (Morrison, 1993), I conceptualized active information seeking to take place 

between co-workers of the same rank or tenure. One of the items measuring this strategy 

states, “I ask a fellow co-worker (who does not supervise me directly) their opinions 

about workplace risks.” The active information seeking scale yielded a Cronbach’s  = 

.80, M = 3.7, SD = .77. 

Third, the interactive information seeking strategy “involves direct interaction 

between the observer and the target” (Berger & Kellerman, 1994, p. 8). Assuming that 

supervisors have power over their employees, as well as knowledge about workplace 

risks, the two items capturing interactive information seeking ask participants about 

probing for risk information from their supervisor. For example, “I am completely 

upfront with management and ask about risks to my health at work.” The interactive 

information seeking scale achieved a Cronbach’s  = .85, M = 3.9, SD = .76.  

Sources of risk information.  In addition to assessing information seeking 

strategies used by employees of high-reliability organizations, O-PRISM explores the 

sources employees use to find risk information. The two sources identified in this study 

are personal and impersonal sources. A total of six 5-point Likert scales measured the 
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frequency of each source (1 = always to 5 = never). Participants were asked to indicate 

how likely they were to use specific sources (i.e., work computer, home computer, 

mobile phone, employee handbook, coworker, and direct supervisor) to find information 

about their exposure to health risks at work. Four items measured impersonal information 

seeking (Cronbach’s  = .60, M = 3.01, SD = .35), and two items measured personal 

sources (Cronbach’s  = .70, M = 3.7, SD = .77). The complete items for this scale are 

located in the Appendix.  

Measures: Control Variables 

 Demographics.  At the end of the questionnaire, I collected demographic 

information. Given the influence of demographic characteristics such as age and 

education on information seeking (e.g., Sommerfeldt, 2015), it is appropriate to assume 

that certain demographic characteristics also influence risk information seeking in an 

organizational setting. Organizational tenure may also predict risk information seeking, 

since employees with at least ten years work experience incur the most on-the-job 

injuries (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014). Although demographic information was 

not used in the primary analysis of the O-PRISM, I control for the effects of sex, age, 

length of employment, and previous workplace injury in my post hoc analysis. 

CHAPTER SUMMARY 

In this chapter, I detailed the method for carrying out the proposed study on risk 

information seeking behaviors in high-reliability organizations. In particular, I described 
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the data collection timeline as well as the pilot and primary research site and participants. 

Additionally, I reviewed the research protocol and operationalization of each variable 

included in this study. The subsequent chapter offers a complete review of the data 

analysis process as well as the results from the O-PRISM testing.   
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 

 Although the Planned Risk Information Seeking Model (PRISM) has been tested 

in a variety of contexts, this research offers the first known study to use this model as a 

potential framework for understanding health and safety information seeking behaviors 

within an organization. The goal of this study is to examine whether testing the O-PRISM 

both expands the value of PRISM and informs health and safety outcomes in 

organizations. This study extends Kahlor’s (2010) original theorizing by shifting the 

outcome variable from seeking intent to seeking behaviors, combining the risk perception 

variables into one construct, and adding a new predictor variable—organizational 

information seeking norms. Additionally, this study explores the types of strategies 

employees use to find information about their health and safety at work.  

The analysis of the hypothesized model suggested several adjustments to the 

paths to create a final model. After the paths were modified, the best fitting model 

explained 59% of the variance in information seeking behaviors. The final model 

indicated that individual and organizational information seeking norms heavily influence 

employees’ risk and safety information seeking behaviors. Additional analyses revealed 

that the workers in this study predominantly used the interactive information seeking 

strategy, which involved directly asking their supervisor about risks to their health at 

work. This chapter details the data analysis procedures from initial data screening to final 

model adjustments. The following section describes the data screening methods used to 

inspect the quality of the data.  
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STUDY OVERVIEW 

Factor Analyses and Descriptive Statistics 

Before running the primary structural equation modeling (SEM) for this study, I 

first examined the scales used to operationalize the variables by conducting a series of 

factor analyses. The purpose of these tests is to ensure that the scales used in the study all 

measure one factor, thus ruling out that there are not any underlying factors sharing a 

construct’s variance (Williams, 1992). Additionally, factor analysis confirms whether the 

current theoretical understanding of a concept matches its measurement. I was 

particularly interested to see how the risk perception scale loaded, as I combined two 

factors in the original model—risk perception and affective risk response—to aid in 

model parsimony. Slovic’s (1997) theorizing on dread provided a suitable rationale for 

measuring risk perception as a single factor instead of two separate factors. 

Most of the variables in this study were operationalized using previously tested 

and published scales. However, two variables were constructed expressly for this study 

because a suitable scale did not exist. For both of the new scales, I conducted principle 

component factor analysis with varimax rotation using the Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences (SPSS) 23. I then used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using IBM’s 

Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) on all of the previously published measures. 

Specifically, I used CFA on the scales for organizational information seeking norms, 

attitude toward seeking, and individual information seeking norms. To check the fit of 
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each construct using CFA, I examined the factor loadings for each item to determine if 

they loaded onto a single latent variable.  

In this study, I used exploratory factor analysis to assess the items measuring 

perceived seeking control, risk perception, and information seeking behaviors. Unlike in 

CFA, three criteria were applied to determine the number of components present in 

exploratory factor analysis: (1) factor loadings, (2) Kaiser’s rule, and (3) scree plots. 

Kaiser’s rule helps to determine the number of factors to retain by assessing a 

component’s eigenvalues. Any eigenvalue greater than one indicates internal reliability 

within the factor (Kaiser, 1960). Scree plots were used in addition to Kaiser’s rule, since 

these graphs provide a visual representation of where the “leveling off” of eigenvalues 

occurs as well as display the items that account for the greatest variability in the data. The 

subsequent sections provide the results from each of the factor analyses conducted in this 

study, beginning with individual information seeking norms.  

Individual information seeking norms.  The variables assessing employees’ 

perceived individual information seeking norms was measured using a five-item scale 

adapted from Griffin and colleagues (2008). Using confirmatory factor analysis, these 

five items loaded onto a single component, accounting for 52% of the total variance. Two 

of the items had a factor loading above the .70 threshold, and two other items were 

approaching the .70 limit at .68 and .67. However, one item fell far below the .70 cutoff 

with a factor loading of .46. Upon further evaluation, I deleted the two lowest factor-

loading items from this scale to improve the overall fit of the construct. As a result, I 
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removed the item stating, “When it comes to the topic of workplace health and safety, 

I’m likely to go out of my way to get more information,” as well as the item, “I go out of 

my way to avoid learning about workplace risks, hazards, and safety.” One reason why 

the first item may not have loaded correctly is because the idea of getting “more 

information” was too general for participants to answer definitively. As for the second 

item, the need to reverse code the responses may have led to participants to misread this 

prompt. The remaining three items had a factor loading of .71 or greater and yielded a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .77.  

Organizational information seeking norms.  The five items measuring 

employees’ perception of organizational information seeking norms were adapted from 

Morrison’s (1993) work on newcomer information seeking. After running a confirmatory 

factor analysis on this scale, I found that the adapted items did not result in a cleanly 

loaded factor. Only two of the items had factor loadings above .70. To improve the fit of 

this construct, I removed the following three items: (1) This company expects me to pay 

attention and learn from how others behave around industrial hazards, (2) At Petro 

Mobile, most employees ask other co-workers about the safe handling of equipment and 

material, and (3) Petro Mobile expects me to consult the Process Safety Management 

Handbook to find information about workplace safety. The variation of information 

seeking sources among these three items may have resulted in inconsistent responses 

based on job role. The remaining two items accounted for 85% of the variance in this 

factor and had a Cronbach’s alpha of .83.   
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 Attitude toward seeking.  The attitude toward seeking scale was taken from 

Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM development. I used confirmatory factor analysis to check the 

factor loadings on this previously tested scale and found that one of the seven items had a 

factor loading of .15, which was below the .70 threshold. As a result, the item “seeking 

information about workplace risks to my health is unproductive/productive” was deleted 

from this scale. This item might have been problematic because risk information seeking 

is seen as a function of high-reliability work and thus is neither productive nor 

unproductive. All of the remaining six items had individual factor loadings of .71 or 

greater and achieved good model fit. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .91.   

Seeking control.  The perceived seeking control scale contained seven items. 

Five of the items were taken from Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM development and two of the 

items were developed for this specific study. Since this modified scale has not been tested 

before, I used principle component analysis with varimax rotation to test this scale. All of 

the items loaded onto one factor explaining 73% of the total variance. However, two of 

the items had factor loadings below .70 and were deleted from this scale. Specifically, the 

following items were deleted from this scale: (1) When it comes to information about 

occupational risks to my health and safety, I know how to separate fact from fiction, and 

(2) During work, I have open access to technology that I can use to look up information 

about my exposure to workplace health risks. One reason why the first item did not load 

correctly is because the terminology might have been too complex. Future testing of this 

scale should rephrase this item and remove the words “fact” and “fiction.” The issue with 
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the second item was likely due to Petro Mobile’s restrictive technology use policy among 

certain workers. The remaining five items had a Cronbach’s alpha of .94.  

Risk perception.  For the risk perception scale, I first tested the strength of my 

decision to combine Kahlor’s (2010) scales for objective risk perception and affective 

risk response. I ran an exploratory factor analysis on these six items since I was creating a 

new scale. Unfortunately, the factor analysis revealed that this is not a single factor, but 

two discrete factors. The first factor was comprised of the two items from Kahlor’s 

affective risk response scale. Both items had a factor loading of .88 or greater and 

accounted for 47% of the total variance (Cronbach’s α = .90).  

There was a clear issue in adapting the items measuring objective risk perception 

to capture a new context. Although these items loaded onto one factor, which accounted 

for 17% of the total variance, only one item had a factor loading above .70. As a result, I 

deleted the following items from Kahlor’s risk perception scale: (1) In general, how safe 

would you say you are on any given day at work? and (2) How serious are current threats 

to your health at work? and (3) How likely are you to be injured at work in the next year? 

Thus, the measurement of objective risk perception was only measured by one item: “If 

you were to be injured at work in the next year, how serious do you think it would be?”  

Since these findings are inconsistent with Kahlor’s (2010) scale construction and testing, 

more investigation is needed to explore why these items did not effectively capture 

affective risk perception in an organizational setting.   
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In summary, I reverted back to Kahlor’s original measurement of risk perception 

and affective risk response as two separate scales. However, for the sake of model 

parsimony, I kept risk perception a latent variable and used the mean of the two risk 

perception scales as the observed variables on this construct.  

Information seeking behaviors.  Finally, the dependent variable in this study, 

information seeking behaviors, consisted of three scales measuring different information 

seeking strategies. Specifically, these scales were constructed using Berger and 

Kellerman’s (1994) conceptualization of information seeking as either a) passive, which 

is referred to as “unobtrusive” in this study, (b) active, or (c) interactive. The first scale 

contained three items measuring unobtrusive information seeking. Using Kaiser’s rule, 

the principal component analysis revealed that these three items did not load onto one 

factor. Overall, the exploratory factor analysis resulted in poor factor loadings, with .51 

as the highest loading, and a poor internal reliability (α = .43). These results suggest the 

measurement of unobtrusive information seeking behavior is not complete and is in need 

of further development, which I discuss in Chapter Five. Since this scale did not load 

properly or achieve an acceptable reliability, I deleted this scale from the study.   

The active information seeking scale contained three items, which cleanly loaded 

onto one factor. This factor accounted for 22% of the total variance in active information 

seeking behaviors. All scale items achieved a factor loading above .70 and yielded a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .79. The last scale measuring interactive information seeking 

behaviors used three items, loaded cleanly onto one factor and accounted for 53% of the 
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total variance. Each item in the interactive information seeking scale had a factor loading 

of .80 or higher (α = .85). Table 4.1 provides the factor loading for the active and 

interactive information seeking scales.  
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Table 4.1  Exploratory Factor Analysis for Active and Interactive Seeking Behaviors 

Maximum Likelihood Estimation (N = 229) 

 Factor Loadings 

Item Active 

Info 

Seeking 

Interactive 

Info  

Seeking 

I ask a fellow co-worker (who does not supervise 

me directly) their opinions about workplace 

risks.   

.83 .20 

I ask a friend at work, who is not my supervisor, 

about risks to my health at work. 
.91 .02 

I ask someone who is more experienced than me 

(but does not supervise me) about workplace 

health hazards. 

.70 .45 

I ask my supervisor/manager directly when I 

have any concerns about workplace hazards. 

.18 .80 

I am completely upfront with management and 

ask them about risks to my health at work. 

.12 .88 

I approach my supervisor and ask him/her about 

risks to my health at work. 

.19 .89 

Eigenvalues 1.34 3.19 

% of variance 22.28 53.26 

Note: Factor loadings over .70 appear in bold. The factor loadings for the unobtrusive 

information seeking scale are not included in this table. These items were removed from 

the analysis due to poor loadings. 

 

Once factor analyses were complete, I examined the correlations among all 

variables in this study. The results of this analysis revealed that many of the variables in 

this study were significantly correlated with one another at either the .01 or .05 level. 

Table 4.2 provides the correlation coefficients in this study (n = 229), with particular 

attention given to significant relationships.  
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Table 4.2  Correlation Table of Variables in Primary Study (n=229) 

 Attitude 

Toward 

Seeking 

Risk Knwl Risk Knwl 

Insufficiency  

Seeking 

Control 

Org. 

Seeking 

Norms 

Indiv. 

Seeking 

Norms 

Object. 

Risk  

Percept. 

Affective 

Risk 

Response 

Active 

Info 

Seek 

Iteract 

Info 

Seek 

Attitude 

Toward 

Seeking 

1          

Risk 

Knowledge 
.28** 1         

Risk 

Knowledge 

Insufficiency  

.29** .14* 1        

Seeking 

Control 
.39** .45** .09 1       

Org. Info 

Seeking 

Norms 

.22** .20** .06 .45** 1      

Indiv. Info 

Seeking 

Norms 

.46** .15* .08* .37** .26** 1     

Risk  

Perception 
-.16* -.04 -.09 -.13* -.09 -.17* 1    

Affective Risk  

Response 
-.19** -.17** -.08 -.25** -.19** -.09 .33** 1   

Active Info 

Seeking 
.17** .09 .08 .17* .31** .26** -.13* .05 1  

Interactive 

Info Seeking  
.37** .29** .26** .48** .51** .46** -.16* -.19** .41** 1 
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The following section of this chapter describes the additional preliminary tests 

that were conducted to ensure normality in the data before running the structural equation 

modeling.  

Addressing Statistical Assumptions for Data Analysis 

 Prior to the primary analyses, the data underwent a series of tests to confirm no 

violations of homoscedasticity, linearity, normality, or multicollinearity. Below, I explain 

each of the statistical assumptions along with the method used to verify that the data met 

each prerequisite for analysis.  

 Homoscedasticity.  The term homoscedasticity means “same variance” (Allison, 

1999), and homoscedasticity assumes a data set where the variance in the relationship 

between independent variables and dependent variables is constant for each level of the 

independent variables. To check for assumption violations, I plotted the z residuals on the 

Y-axis of a bivariate scatter plot and the z predicted values on the X-axis. The resulting 

scatter plot indicated uniform variance between the predictor variables across all levels of 

the dependent variable. Therefore, this data set met the assumption of homoscedasticity. 

 Linearity.  The assumption of linearity holds that the relationship between any 

independent and dependent variable in the dataset is linear. This assumption is especially 

important for SEM because the overall fit of the model and error estimates are sensitive 

to violations of linearity. I used a bivariate scatter plot to evaluate this data set’s linearity. 

This graph plotted the standardized residuals on the Y-axis and the standardized predicted 

values on the X-axis. The assessment of this graph revealed a normal distribution of data 
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points above and below the zero line for standardized predicted values. Consequently, I 

ruled out any violation of linearity within the data.  

Normality.  Similar to the test of homoscedasticity, the assumption of normality 

presupposes consistency within the sampling distribution of the mean. Three primary 

procedures test for normality. First, dividing the skewness values by their standard errors 

should result in a number close to +/- 2.00. Second, graphing the sampling distribution of 

the mean should result in a normal bell curve. Third, the Shapiro-Wilk’s test should be 

non-significant, and the normal Q-Q plots for each variable should reveal that the data set 

resides along a linear line.  

In my analysis, nine variables did not meet the assumption for normality. To 

address these problematic variables, I transformed each of the nine variables to meet the 

normality assumption. The perceived seeking control, individual seeking norms, and risk 

knowledge insufficiency variables achieved normality using the inverse of the natural log 

(i.e., log10((# of responses possible + 1)—variable)). The objective risk perception 

variable used the natural log, without taking the inverse, to achieve normality. The 

variables measuring attitude toward seeking, organizational information seeking norms, 

active information seeking, and interactive information seeking were transformed by 

squaring each variable. Finally, I transformed the risk knowledge variable by taking it to 

the fourth power. Although the Shapiro-Wilk’s test was still significant for each variable 

after it was transformed, the histograms of the variables resulted in a relatively normal 
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bell curve, and the Q-Q plot demonstrated that all of the observations fell along a single 

linear line.  

Out of the five assumptions for data analysis, the normality assumption is 

arguably the least important (Allison, 1999). Furthermore, the central limit theorem 

asserts that data sets with more than 100 cases are appropriate for statistical analysis even 

when the data is not normally distributed.  

Evaluating outliers.  A univariate outlier exists when there is an extreme value 

on a data point for one variable, whereas a multivariate outlier occurs when two or more 

variables contain a combination of extreme scores. Typically, there are four reasons for 

outliers: (1) incorrect data entry, (2) participants misread the survey items and make a 

mistake in their response, (3) participants in the sample do not come from the intended 

population, or (4) actual dramatic differences in the survey sample exist. Regardless of 

the reason for outliers, it is essential to test for outliers before conducting any primary 

statistical tests. If left unaddressed, outliers may affect the variance between variables. 

This may lead the researcher to commit a Type I or Type II error. In either case, potential 

ethical dilemmas may arise if relationships between variables are misreported.  

Since this study uses SEM as the primary method of analysis, it was only 

necessary to look for multivariate outliers. I used Mahalanobis distance (D2) to test for 

multivariate outliers. This procedure identifies cases that are beyond the normal standard 

deviations from the mean of the data distribution. I calculated Mahalanobis distance 

using the Chi-square critical value and compared these values against a p value less than 
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.001 (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2006). Any p values less than .001 indicates that an 

outlier is present. My analysis revealed seven cases below the .001 threshold. As a result, 

I removed these seven cases from the data set.  

Multicolinearity.  Multicolinearity occurs when two or more independent 

variables are highly intercorrelated (Bollen, 1989). The presence of multicolinearity 

makes it hard to reject the null hypothesis because the size of the standard errors 

increases. Multicolinearity is especially problematic when running SEM since the model 

parameter estimates will be skewed. To check for multicolinearity in the study’s data set, 

I analyzed the tolerance statistic, the variance inflation factor (VIF), and a correlation 

table of all independent variables.   

First, the tolerance statistic identifies the independence of each variable from all 

other variables in the data set (Darlington, 1990). Variable independence is reached if the 

tolerance statistic is greater that .20. In my analysis, all independent variables in this 

study achieved a tolerance score above the minimum threshold. Second, the VIF assesses 

how much variance is inflated in the estimated regression coefficients due to 

multicolinearity (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1995). The VIF scores for all of the 

independent variables did not exceed 1.6, which is below the VIF maximum of four. 

Third, the correlation table of all the predictor variables used in this study indicated that 

the relationship between interactive information seeking and perceived seeking control 

had the highest correlation coefficient (r =.48). However, this number was still below the 

.90 limit, after which the presence of multicolinearity is likely (Grewal, Cote, & 
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Baumgartner, 2004). In sum, the data in this study did not violate the assumption of 

multicolinearity.  

Missing data.  Only 186 of the 248 surveys started by Petro Mobile employees 

were completed entirely. There were 62 missing cases in this study, accounting for 25% 

of the overall data. In other statistical tests, such as ANOVA, missing data is not 

problematic. However, AMOS, the statistical program used in this study, is unable to 

compute 2 when there is missing data. Thus, it is imperative researchers make careful 

decisions about the treatment of missing data. For this study, I first deleted any cases with 

more than 80% of the survey incomplete. This resulted in dropping 19 responses from the 

dataset. Next, I examined each variable for missing cases. One variable—attitude toward 

seeking risk information—had no missing values, whereas the active information seeking 

variable had the highest percentage of missing data at 7.9%. To address the remaining 

missing data, I transposed the means of each variable onto any missing cases. The mean 

imputation strategy was the best method for dealing with missing data in this sample in 

order to retain an adequate sample size for model analysis. After making these changes, 

my sample size for this study was 229 participants.  

Structural Equation Modeling Procedures 

 SEM procedures were employed to test the overall fit of the O-PRISM and the 

nineteen hypotheses. SEM has become a more prominent method of analysis in 

communication studies (Holbert & Stephenson, 2002), because it allows researchers to 

examine the pattern of intercorrelations between variables. Additionally, SEM provides a 
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method of assessing whether the underlying theory of relationships among the variables 

“fits” with the observed data (Aron, Aron, & Coups, 2006). Since SEM is essentially a 

combination of multiple regression and factor analysis, there are two models involved in 

the analysis: a measurement model and a structural model. The measurement model is 

similar to a factor analysis, whereas the structural model uses general linear path analyses 

to depict the regression coefficients among variables. Variables can be both observed and 

latent in SEM. In the hypothesized O-PRISM tested here, all of the variables except for 

risk information knowledge and risk information insufficiency were latent. Figure 4.1 

depicts the hypothesized model in this study.  

 Completing SEM analysis requires six steps. First, the model must be specified. 

This involves setting the regression coefficients, also called “parameters,” for each path 

between variables. Second, the model is identified, meaning a unique value exists for 

each parameter. Third, the sample size is calculated. Fourth, the model is estimated, 

which is an iterative procedure used to decrease the difference between the covariance 

matrix and the population variance matrix. Fifth, the model is evaluated before making 

any final adjustments or re-specifications to the model (Kline, 2010). In the following 

section, I describe how the data from this study was applied to these six SEM procedural 

steps.  
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 Figure 4.1  The Hypothesized O-PRISM 
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Model specification.  Structural equation modeling uses visual representation to 

depict the relationships between observed and latent variables. The resulting model 

should provide a theoretically grounded explanation for why the set of variables fit 

together. As such, the model specification process involves the researcher using his or her 

knowledge of theoretical relationships to indicate which variables belong in the model. 

Additionally, the researcher selects the directionality among the variables, including bi-

directional arrows for variables that covary. Lastly, the researcher selects whether 

parameters are fixed or free (Garson, 2015). Fixed parameters exist when the relationship 

between variables is constrained to a specific number (typically 1.0), whereas free 

parameters allow for variance among variable relationships. Since the relationships 

among the variables in this study may differ within an organizational setting as opposed 

to the general public opinion survey used to test the original PRISM, the model 

parameters in this study were free to vary.  

 The purpose of the present study was to determine whether the O-PRISM explains 

information seeking behaviors in an organizational context, and thus informs health and 

safety outcomes in high-reliability organizations. Since the model in this study was, to a 

large extent, already created, I reconceptualized three variables in Kahlor’s original 

model. First, I expanded information seeking norms to include organizational information 

seeking norms as well as individual information seeking norms. Second, I changed the 

dependent variable to capture types of information seeking behaviors. Third, I combined 

the risk perception variables into a single latent variable. Figure 4.1 shows the O-PRISM 
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and corresponding hypotheses tested in this study. With the specified model complete, 

the next step in generating an acceptable model fit is making sure that the proposed 

model is appropriately identified.  

 Model identification.  A model is appropriately identified when there are more 

known parameters than unknown parameters. As such, each of the estimated parameters, 

or regression coefficients for each path, should have a unique value (Garson, 2015). A 

model is considered “over-identified” if there are more known parameters than un-known 

parameters. If this occurs, the researcher can proceed with the analysis. Conversely, a 

model is “under-identified” if there are more unknown parameters than known 

parameters. As Blunch (2008) explains, “if a model is not identified, it must be made 

identified by increasing the number of manifest variables or by reducing the number of 

parameters to be estimated” (p. 78).  

 Before running the primary analyses, the t-rule is applied to determine whether a 

model is under or over-identified (Blunch, 2008). The t-rule uses the following equation: 

p (p+1)/2, where p is the number of measured variables. In the extended PRISM, p is 

equal to 19. Thus, the number of observed data values is 19(19+1)/2 = 190. Using the 

number of observed data values, the next step in model identification is to compare the 

number of observed variables to the number of estimated parameters. I calculated 53 free 

parameters in the extended PRISM. Since the number of observed variables is greater 

than the number of the degrees of freedom in the model, the extended PRISM is over-

identified, meaning that it is permissible to proceed with subsequent data analyses. 



 

 

93 

 

 Model estimation.  Once the processes of model specification and identification 

have taken place, the researcher begins the model estimation procedures. The purpose of 

model estimation is to reduce the difference between the observed variance/covariance 

matrix and the estimated variance matrix. This step requires repeated attempts to achieve 

the best fit between the observed data and the hypothesized model. AMOS calculates the 

parameter values and suggests statistical ways to decrease the difference between the 

estimated and observed variance/covariance matrix.  

The maximum likelihood (ML) estimation is the most common method of model 

estimation (Garson, 2015). One of the benefits of using the ML estimation is that this 

algorithm can tolerate missing data (Enders, 2001). Additionally, the estimations derived 

from ML estimation are consistent and are not biased toward a particular sample size 

(Nevitt & Hancock, 2001). The downfall of ML estimation is that it assumes normal 

distribution in the data. Given that the data in this study did not achieve an appropriate 

level of normality even after transformations (i.e., Shapiro-Wilk statistic was significant 

for each variable), the standard ML estimation could not be run on this model.  

The other option for estimating the parameter errors and model test statistic when 

a dataset does not satisfy the normality assumption is to apply the bootstrap resampling 

method (Nevitt & Hancock, 2001). This alternative solution works particularly well with 

smaller sample sizes that may constrain other approaches for model estimation with non-

normal data. This method works by “establishing an empirical sampling distribution 

associated with a statistic of interest by repeatedly sampling from the original ‘parent’ 
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sample data” (Nevitt & Hancock, 2001, p. 355). The AMOS software for SEM analysis is 

the first program to include the option for completing model estimation using the 

bootstrap resampling method. Studies that have used this procedure due to datasets with 

non-normality have shown that the bootstrap resampling method produces less biased 

standard error estimates than the same data estimated using the ML procedure (Ichikawa 

& Konishi, 1995). Since the bootstrapping resampling test requires that none of the 

study’s variables have been transformed to force normality, I reverted back to the non-

transformed variables for this study.  

Model evaluation.  Following the model specification, identification, and 

estimation steps, the researcher is ready to evaluate the model. The goal of this step is to 

evaluate the model fit against a series of statistical indices, which set the standard criteria 

for determining whether the model needs to be readjusted. Table 4.3 describes each of the 

indices used in this study. The Chi-square test statistic is the first value assessed during 

the model evaluation phase. This test statistic is also referred to as the “goodness of fit 

test” since it evaluates whether the observed parameters match the estimated model. The 

optimal value of the Chi-square statistic is one that is low enough to produce a non-

significant result. A significant Chi-square statistic indicates that the model fit is poor and 

needs to be modified or respecified.  

Although the Chi-square test statistic is the most popular index for model fit, it is 

sensitive to Type II error when the sample size is large—that is, above 200 cases 

(Garson, 2015). Since this study has a sample size slightly larger than the upper limit for 
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the Chi-square test (n = 229), the likelihood of achieving a statistically significant value 

of this test is greater than if the sample size were smaller. Additionally, the Chi-square 

test can also be significant even when the model fit is good if there is a high correlation 

between variables in the model. Thus, there is a strong likelihood that the Chi-square test 

will be significant in this model because many of the variables are correlated (see Table 

4.2).  

To overcome the possibility of rejecting a true model by using the Chi-square test 

statistic as the only criteria for model fit, most scholars apply a variety of measurement 

indices during SEM analysis (Garson, 2015). In this study, I applied six indices to assess 

the hypothesized O-PRISM (see Table 4.3). For example, the root mean squared error of 

approximation (RMSEA) was used because of its ability to assess fit without requiring 

the latent variables to be independent. A good indicator of fit is an RMSEA value less 

than or equal to .05. Another widely used measurement of fit is Bentler’s (1990) 

comparative fit index (CFI). This test assesses the incremental improvement in the 

estimated model when compared to the observed variance/covariance matrix. Unlike the 

RMSEA values, a higher CFI value indicates a greater fit between the models.  
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Table 4.3  Fit Indices and Statistical Criteria 

Fit Index Criterion for Indicating Good Fit 

Chi-square (2) test If the test statistic is non-significant (p 

>.05) this indicates a good model fit. 

However, this test is not reliable for sample 

sizes over 200.  

Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) Values > .90 indicate good fit. 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) Reasonable fit = values > .93 

Perfect fit = 1.0  

Normed Fit Index (NFI) Values > .90 indicate good fit.  

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA) 

Good fit ≤ .05; Adequate fit ≤ .09;  

Poor fit ≥ .10  

Standard Rood Mean Residual (SRMR) Good fit ≤ .05 

Chi-square/degrees of freedom (2/df) ratio Values smaller than 3 

 

 Lastly, I assessed the fit of the hypothesized model by evaluating whether the 

resulting regression coefficients, factor loadings, and directionality of the weights for 

each path corresponded to the existing literature on information seeking. In particular, I 

drew upon the recent studies testing the PRISM to make sense of the output. Considering 

that past research on the PRISM has shown that the model explained 40% to 59% of the 

variance in information seeking intent (see Eastin et al., 2015; Ho et al., 2014; Hovick et 

al., 2014a; 2014b, Kahlor, 2010), I was especially interested in finding the variance 

explained by the O-PRISM on information seeking behaviors. I used the R2 value to 

locate the variance explained by the model on the outcome variable. This number helps to 
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establish how closely the data fits each regression line in the model (Bollen, 1989). A 

meaningful R2 value is present if the standardized coefficient is above 0.3, which would 

indicate that the paths leading to the variable of interest explains 30% of the variable’s 

variance.  

 Model modification and respecification.  The final two steps in SEM analysis 

involve using the information from the model evaluation phase to improve the model for 

better fit. Both of these steps must be done with careful consideration of the present 

literature, since the purpose of these analyses is to confirm causal relationships based on 

previous research, not to explore relationships with reckless abandon. For example, it is 

possible that the model fit could be improved by adding paths between correlated 

variables, but only if this relationship is supported by theory.  

There are two general approaches to model modification: (1) adding free 

parameters to release the model constraints, or (2) removing free parameters to force 

model constraints (Chou & Bentler, 2002). The most common approach to model 

modification involves adding free parameters to help the hypothesized model fit the 

observed data better. If the researcher decides to enhance the model by adding new 

parameters, the Lagrange Multiplier Test guides this process. The addition of new paths 

may help the overall fit of the model, but it requires a sample size big enough to support 

these changes. Furthermore, these add-ons can diminish model parsimony. Chou and 

Bentler (2002) argue that the latter approach to model modification—in which the 

researcher begins with an over parameterized model and subsequently removes the 
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constraints to improve model fit—is a more effective approach. To determine whether or 

not the deletion of a non-significant path could promote model fit, researchers use the 

Wald Test. Since the Wald Test statistic is not available in AMOS, the critical ratio value 

provides the equivalent value.  

Given that the goal of this study is to determine whether the PRISM explains 

information seeking behaviors in an organizational context, my approach to model 

specification was largely confirmatory. Yet, there was also an exploratory component to 

this study, as the hypothesized model proposed a few changes to Kahlor’s (2010) original 

model. To improve the fit indices, I made minor changes to the model. Again, any 

adjustments made to the model during this step were done cautiously and supported 

theoretically. 

Sample size and power calculation.  Power calculations help to ensure that the 

number of participants in the sample is large enough to detect significant variance 

between the observed and expected models in SEM. In other words, power is the 

statistical sensitivity for correctly rejecting or accepting the null hypothesis (Faul, 

Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). Although a higher n will increase power, a larger 

sample size also makes some of the fit indices, such as Chi-square, invalid. According to 

Kline (2010), the ideal number of participants for SEM is 200 or more when the variables 

are normally distributed, and over 400 when this assumption is not met. Given that the O-

PRISM is rather complex, contains numerous estimated parameters, and did not achieve 
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normality during the data transformations, a large sample size is needed to achieve an 

acceptable power level.  

I used a priori sample size calculations to determine the minimum sample size 

needed for the O-PRISM to achieve a strong power. This calculation uses the anticipated 

effect size (.10), the desired statistical power level (.80), the number of latent variables 

(4), the number of observed variables (19), and the desired probability level (.05). The 

minimum sample size needed for model structure is 91, and the minimum sample size 

needed to detect the specified effect size is 387. However, the total number of 

participants who were recruited for this study was 229, which is below the 387 threshold 

for achieving power. To account for this limitation in the present study, I used 

bootstrapping with a population size of 500 to increase the accuracy of the standard error 

estimates and confidence intervals (Krebsbach, 2014).  

After calculating the minimum sample size needed to ensure that the null 

hypotheses for this study would be correctly rejected, I also calculated the statistical 

power for testing a model using RMSEA. To obtain this power estimate, I applied 

MacCallum, Browne, and Sugawara’s (1996) approach, which uses the RMSEA values 

as an effect size for testing a model’s power. Specifically, the confidence intervals 

associated with the RMSEA, degrees of freedom in the model, sample size, desired effect 

size, and alpha level all help to supply this power calculation. For the present study, the 

confidence interval for an acceptable model fit was .05 and the value associated with 

poor model fit was .08. Furthermore, there were 137 degrees of freedom, the desired 
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alpha was .05, and the sample size was 229. This calculation achieved a power level of 

.99, which is above the .80 threshold for acceptable power (Cohen, 1988).   

In sum, this section describes the procedures and methods used for ensuring that 

the data in this study is suitable for the final SEM evaluation. After conducting factor 

analyses on each of the variables in the model, confirming that the statistical assumptions 

for SEM were met—or resolved if not met—and performing the six procedural steps for 

SEM analysis, it is now appropriate to address the hypotheses and research questions 

posed by this study. The results of the final analyses are detailed in the following section 

of this chapter.  

PRIMARY DATA ANALYSIS: TESTING THE O-PRISM 

 The aim of the O-PRISM is to explain the influence of the six predictor 

variables—organizational risk information seeking norms, risk knowledge, risk 

knowledge insufficiency, attitude toward seeking, risk perception, individual information 

seeking norms, and perceived seeking control—on risk information seeking behavior. 

Additionally, this model augmented the original PRISM by exploring two types of 

information seeking strategies: active and interactive. Active information seeking is the 

process of locating information though co-workers and friends who do not have any 

power over one’s position at work. Interactive information seeking, on the other hand, 

involves asking someone in an authority position about one’s health and safety at work. 

Although the hypothesized model retests many of the theoretically supported 

relationships found in Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM, I treated the testing of this model as 
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somewhat exploratory since I was (a) testing the model in a new context, (b) adding a 

new predictor variable, and (c) changing the outcome variable. The next section describes 

the initial model fit, which required certain modifications before the research questions 

and hypotheses posed by this study could be fully addressed. 

Overall Model Fit 

The hypothesized model I constructed for this study (see Figure 4.2) achieved 

moderate overall fit. The results of this model had a 2 (N = 229; df = 137) = 407.86, p < 

.01, 2/df = 2.9, CFI = .90, GFI = .84, SRMR = .12, NFI = .86, RMSEA = .09. 

Additionally, the analyses of the path estimates indicated that twelve of the paths in the 

model were statistically significant at the p ≤ .05 level. However, upon inspecting the 

modification indices, it was evident that there was room to improve the model. It is likely 

that the relationships among variables may change in this new context because the 

present study extends the testing of the PRISM into the organizational setting. Thus, I 

used the modification indices to respecify the O-PRISM, but  I was careful to preserve 

the integrity of the model by only making decisions that could be supported by the 

information seeking literature. The following section describes the conservative changes 

made to the O-PRISM to decrease the discrepancy between the estimated and observed 

variance/covariance matrices.  
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Figure 4.2  The Hypothesized O-PRISM with Standardized Estimates 
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Modifications to Increase Model Fit 

 Kahlor’s original (2010) PRISM guided the development of the O-PRISM, which 

explains the variables influencing risk information seeking behaviors in a high-reliability 

organization. The final O-PRISM developed by this study was realized only through 

several modifications to the proposed model. First, I looked at the modification indices to 

see if the model fit would improve if any of the error terms belonging to the same factor 

were covaried. On the attitude toward seeking variable and on the information seeking 

control variable, I covaried several of the error terms to improve the fit of the model. 

Second, there were three paths that I removed from the hypothesized model 

because they held the largest p values at .99 and .98. Specifically, I eliminated the path 

from the organizational norms variable to the risk knowledge variable. Removing this 

path meant that organizational norms did not directly influence employees’ risk 

knowledge. Although these two variables appear to be related from a conceptual 

framework, removing this relationship made sense once I revisited my field notes taken 

when I spent time collecting this data at Petro Mobile. During data collection, I realized 

the employees at Petro Mobile obtain their health and safety information primarily 

through governing bodies that are responsible for providing the certification required to 

work at an oil refinery. Although Petro Mobil provides additional risk and safety training 

beyond the industry-wide requirements, the data suggests a significant relationship does 

not exist between the organization’s information seeking norms and worker’s risk 

knowledge. Similarly, I removed the path from organizational risk information seeking 
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norms and risk knowledge insufficiency. After all, risk knowledge insufficiency measures 

how much risk and safety knowledge employees indicate they need to do their day-to-day 

job. Again, organizational information seeking norms did not play a significant role in 

workers’ perceptions of what they need to know about the risks to their health and safety 

at work. The data revealed that an individual’s attitude toward seeking risk information is 

a greater predictor of one’s risk knowledge and risk knowledge insufficiency. Because 

the organizational information seeking norms construct was an exploratory variable 

introduced into the hypothesized O-PRISM, I was comfortable removing these two paths 

from the model. Plus, my experience at Petro Mobile supported these null relationships.  

The last path I removed was from risk knowledge and risk knowledge 

insufficiency. In an organizational setting, there appears to be a clear difference between 

what employees currently know about risks to their health and safety and what they feel 

they need to know to do their job. Although this path is shown in Kahlor’s (2010) 

PRISM, the standardized estimates for this path are not shown or stated in her article. 

Thus, there is no way to know whether this relationship was actually supported in the 

original model or if it was kept because the Risk Information and Processing Model 

(Griffin et al., 1999) and the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991) both contain this 

relationship. Within the organizational context of the current study, however, this 

relationship was not supported, because although an employee’s perceived risk 

knowledge insufficiency is a significant predictor of information seeking, perceived 
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current knowledge does not directly influence information seeking behavior nor does it 

influence risk knowledge insufficiency.  

The third and final change to the O-PRISM developed in this study was the 

addition of several paths based on the modification indices for the regression weights. I 

added the following three paths: (1) from individual information seeking norms to 

information seeking control, (2) from seeking control to attitude toward seeking, and (3) 

from individual information seeking norms to information seeking behaviors, all of which 

made sense from a theoretical perspective. For instance, the individual information 

seeking norms are correlated in Kahlor’s PRISM to perceived seeking control. In my 

extension of this model, I initially removed these paths since I had predicted that the 

organizational information seeking norms would influence seeking control apart from an 

individual’s information seeking norms. However, the initial testing of the O-PRISM did 

not support my anticipated relationship between individual seeking norms and seeking 

control. I also predicted that individual information seeking norms would act through the 

other variables in the model but would not directly influence information seeking 

behaviors. However, the data suggest the relationship between individual seeking norms 

and information seeking behaviors still supports Ajzen’s (1991) conceptualization of 

these variables in the Theory of Planned Behavior. Finally, adding a path from seeking 

control to attitude toward seeking is supported conceptually because the perceived 

availability of risk information would likely affect an individual’s attitude toward seeking 
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risk information. In fact, Bandura (1977) argues that an individual’s locus of control over 

a situation affects his or her attitude toward seeking information.  

The results of the changes described above to the O-PRISM significantly 

improved the fit of the model. The revised model had good model fit: 2 (N = 229; df = 

132) = 257.91, p < .01, 2/df = 1.95, CFI = .95, GFI = .89, SRMR = .05, NFI = .91, 

RMSEA = .06. Although the 2 is significant, the other criteria for good model fit were 

met by the revised model. As the 2 is sensitive to larger sample sizes, it is not a reliable 

measure to assess model fit, especially when using the bootstrapping resampling method. 

Table 4.4 provides a summary of the model fit statistics for the revised O-PRISM. A 

subsequent inspection of the standardized path estimates revealed that twelve of the paths 

in the model were statistically significant at the p ≤ .05 level. Furthermore, the model as a 

whole accounted for 59% of the variance in risk information seeking behavior. Figure 4.3 

depicts the revised model and corresponding path estimates. The O-PRISM is then 

compared with Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM to address the study’s research questions.  
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Table 4.4  Summary of Model-fit Statistics for the Final O-PRISM 

Fit Index  

Chi-square (2) test 2 = 257.91 (p < .01)  

*Test not reliable for sample 

sizes over 200.  

Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) .89 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) .95  

Normed Fit Index (NFI) .91  

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA) 

.06  

Standard Rood Mean Residual (SRMR) .05 

Chi-square/degrees of freedom (2/df) ratio 257.91/132 = 1.95 

PRIMARY DATA ANALYSIS: ADDRESSING THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 The primary purpose of this study was to address several research questions 

concerning the relative advantage of using the O-PRISM in an organizational context 

rather than the PRISM. Specifically, this study posed three research questions, which are 

listed in Table 4.5. I used AMOS to analyze the first two research questions (RQ1 and 

RQ2) and SPSS to address the final research question (RQ3).  

Table 4.5  Summary of Research Questions 

RQ1: To what extent does the O-PRISM explain the variance in workplace safety 

information seeking behavior? 

 

RQ2: 

 

Does the O-PRISM increase the variance explained in information seeking 

behaviors when compared to the original PRISM? 

 

RQ3: 

 

What sources and strategies do employees use most frequently to find workplace 

risk and safety information? 
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 I examined the final model in AMOS to answer RQ1, which asked how much 

variance the O-PRISM explains in workplace information seeking behaviors. The output 

for the squared multiple correlations of the model indicated that the O-PRISM accounted 

for 59% of the variance in information seeking behaviors. Table 4.6 provides the R2 

values for the other variables in the model. Each number represents the amount of 

variance explained by the paths leading to the variable of interest. For example, the paths 

pointing to the attitude toward seeking variable account for 26% of the variance in the 

attitude toward seeking variable.  

Table 4.6  Squared Multiple Correlations 

 Estimate 

Info Seeking Behavior .59 

Indiv. Info Seeking Norms .09 

Seeking Control .24 

Attitude Toward Seeking .26 

Risk Knowledge .21 

Risk Knowledge Insufficiency .10 

Risk Perception .10 

 

The large variance explained by this model is consistent with the original PRISM 

testing (Kahlor, 2010), suggesting that the O-PRISM preserves the model’s explanatory 

value found in other studies. Further analysis of the O-PRISM is needed, however, to 

help scholars decide whether the O-PRISM or Kahlor’s original PRISM is more suitable 

for organizational studies. After all, Kahlor’s goal for the PRISM was to capture the 

“predictors of risk information seeking that transcend specific health situations” (p. 354), 
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and comparing the original model to the one conceptualized in the present study offers 

insight into whether the PRISM is actually a context free model.  

PRISM Model Comparison 

 To determine whether an organizational setting alters the explanatory value of the 

original PRISM (RQ2), I tested Kahlor’s model using AMOS. Although the outcome 

variable in this case remained seeking behaviors instead of seeking intent, all of the other 

variables and the paths among them were consistent with Kahlor’s (2010) model. As 

expected, the PRISM still achieved good model fit: 2 (N = 229; df = 119) = 228.37, p < 

.01, 2/df = 1.92, CFI = .96, GFI = .89, SRMR = .08, NFI = .91, RMSEA = .07. 

However, the results reveal that Kahlor’s model only explains 33% of the variance in risk 

information seeking behaviors compared to 59% in the O-PRISM. In an organizational 

setting, the O-PRISM outperforms the PRISM by nearly doubling the variance explained 

in the output variable, demonstrating that risk information seeking in organizations is 

different from seeking risk information in a personal setting. If organizational scholars 

were to assume the original PRISM transcends health contexts, they would fail to capture 

one of the primary predictors of risk information seeking: organizational norms. 

Therefore, the O-PRISM is the most suitable model for studying risk information seeking 

behaviors in an organizational context (see Table 4.7). 

 In addition to testing Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM model separately, I also tested the 

impact of removing organizational norms from the O-PRISM while leaving the other 

paths intact as hypothesized. The nested model achieved a (2 (N = 229; df = 118) = 
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229.24, p < .01, 2/df = 1.93, CFI = .96, GFI = .90, NFI = .92, RMSEA = .06). 

However, comparing the models highlights how the full model (2 = 257.91; df = 132) 

better explains the data than the nested model (2 = 229.24; df = 119), p < .05. In 

addition, the nested model explained only 38% of the variance in organizational risk 

information seeking behaviors, whereas the full model explained 59% of the variance. 

Table 4.7  Measurement and Structural Model Fitness 

 

Model 

 

2 

 

Df 

 

2 /df 

 

CFI 

 

GFI 

RMSEA 

(p close) 

PRISM 236.17 119 1.98 .95 .89 .06 (.02) 

O-PRISM 257.91 132 1.95 .95 .89 .06 (.01) 

Nested PRISM 

within O-PRISM 

 

229.24 

 

119 

 

1.93 

 

.95 

 

.90 

 

.06 (.04) 

Note: df = degrees of freedom; CFI = comparative fit index; GFI = goodness of fit index; 

RMESA= root mean square error of approximation. 

Organizational Risk Information Seeking Strategies and Sources  

RQ3 asked which information seeking sources and strategies employees use to 

find information about their health and safety at work. Since the outcome variable was 

changed from information seeking intent in the original PRISM to information seeking 

behaviors in the O-PRISM, it is important to further explore this new outcome variable. 

As mentioned, two types of information seeking behaviors were included in the final 

version of the O-PRISM: active and interactive information seeking. Active information 

seeking occurs when employees seek out anyone who does not supervise them or hold 

any influence over their job standing to find information about their workplace health and 

safety. This type of information seeking is less face threatening than interactive 
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information seeking, which involves employees directly asking their supervisor or 

manager questions about their health and safety.  

 I analyzed the descriptive data for each of the information seeking strategies to 

find the frequency of use for each type of strategy. Before running this analysis, I 

transformed each strategy type into a dichotomous variable, where responses “agree” and 

“strongly agree” represented the seeking strategy’s presence and all other responses were 

assigned zero. This allowed me to compare the means and frequencies without including 

the variation from the Likert scale. The results indicated that interactive information 

seeking is used slightly more often than active information seeking. In this sample, 83% 

of the individuals in the sample indicated using interactive information seeking (M = .83, 

SD = .38), whereas 78% used the active information seeking strategy (M = .78, SD = 

.42). The output of the O-PRISM supports this finding: interactive information seeking 

had a greater regression coefficient (.85) than active information seeking (.49). In my 

analysis, I did not use cross-tabs to remove cases where individuals used both types of 

information seeking strategies, since workers may use each strategy to find different 

types of risk and health information. Additionally, if the variable measuring unobtrusive 

information seeking had not been removed from this analysis due to poor factor loadings, 

it would have been the most frequently used strategy (M = .87, SD = .34) with 87% of the 

sample employing this type of information seeking. More research is needed to address 

the variation in information seeking strategies and the predictors associated with using 

one type of strategy rather than another. The following sections provide a more nuanced 
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look at the relationships among the variables in the O-PRISM by addressing each of the 

study’s hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 1: The Role of Organizational Risk Information Seeking Norms 

 The first hypothesis in this study addressed the role of organizational risk 

information seeking norms on the other variables in the O-PRISM. Hypothesis 1a 

predicted that strong organizational norms for seeking risk information would be 

positively related to individuals’ attitude toward seeking risk information. However, the 

data does not support this hypothesis ( = .02, p > .05), which suggests that there is not a 

direct relationship between the organization’s norms for seeking risk information and the 

employees’ attitude toward seeking risk information. 

 Hypothesis 1b predicted that strong organizational norms for risk information 

seeking would be positively related to individuals’ risk information seeking behavior. 

The model indicated that there is a significant relationship between these two variables ( 

= .37, p < .001), suggesting that the organization plays a significant role in employees’ 

risk information seeking behaviors. The more an organization communicates to their 

employees the expectations for information seeking about their health and safety at work, 

the more employees initiate information seeking behaviors.  

 Hypothesis 1c predicted that having strong organizational norms for seeking risk 

information would be negatively related to workers’ perceived knowledge insufficiency. 

In other words, the stronger the norms for risk information seeking, the less workers will 

perceive having insufficient risk knowledge. Contrary to what was predicted, this 
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relationship was not significant ( = .00, p > .05). Additionally, hypothesis 1d predicted 

that strong organizational norms for seeking risk information would be positively related 

to workers’ perceived risk knowledge. This relationship was not supported by the data ( 

= .00, p > .05) either. Thus, organizational norms for seeking risk related information is 

not a predictor of employees’ perceived risk knowledge or their perceived knowledge 

insufficiency. Since both of these paths were removed in the revised model, Figure 4.2 

depicts the paths representing hypotheses 1c and 1d with the corresponding standardized 

regression coefficients.  

 Hypothesis 1e predicted that having strong organizational norms for seeking risk 

information would be positively related to workers’ individual seeking norms. This 

hypothesis is a substantial addition to this model, as Kahlor’s (2010) original PRISM did 

not include organizational information seeking norms. The results of the structural 

equation modeling support the relationship between theses two variables ( = .31, p < 

.001), which suggests that the organization influences the normative information seeking 

behaviors of their employees.  

 Hypothesis 1f is the last hypothesis to address the organizational information 

seeking norms variable. This hypothesis predicted that strong organizational norms for 

seeking risk information would be positively related to workers’ perceived information 

seeking control. The results indicated a significant positive relationship between 

organizational information seeking norms and perceived seeking control ( = .34, p < 

.001), suggesting that when an organization communicates their expectations for risk 
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information seeking to their employees, employees feel they have greater control over the 

information seeking process. 

Hypothesis 2: The Role of Perceived Seeking Control 

 Hypothesis 2 evaluates the role of perceived seeking control in the O-PRISM. As 

described earlier, perceived seeking control measures individuals’ perceived ability to 

find the information they seek. As such, to some extent, it is a measure of self-efficacy. 

Hypothesis 2a predicted that perceived risk seeking control would be positively related to 

perceived current risk knowledge. The results supported the predicted hypothesis ( = 

.34, p < .001), in that that a greater amount of seeking control would lead to more 

knowledge about current risks to one’s health and safety. Similarly, hypothesis 2b 

predicted that perceived risk seeking control would be negatively related to perceived risk 

knowledge insufficiency. However, in this case, while the results indicated a negative 

relationship between these variables, the path was not significant ( = -.03, p > .05). In 

fact, this path was deleted when the O-PRISM was modified. Still, it is noteworthy that 

perceived seeking control affects the amount of current knowledge about risks, but does 

not significantly affect the extent to which employees feel that they need more risk and 

safety information to do their day-to-day job.   
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Figure 4.3  The O-PRISM after Modifications
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Hypothesis 2c predicted that perceived risk seeking control would be positively 

related to risk information seeking behaviors. The analysis of this path revealed a 

significant positive relationship between how much control individuals have over their 

ability to seek risk information and their information seeking behaviors ( = .16, p < .05). 

Thus, hypothesis 2c was supported. Figure 4.3 displays the regression weight for this 

path. The following set of hypotheses examines the role of attitude toward risk 

information seeking in the O-PRISM. 

Hypothesis 3: The Role of Attitude Toward Risk Information Seeking 

Hypothesis 3a predicted that an individual’s attitude toward seeking risk 

information would be positively related to perceived current risk knowledge. As seen in 

Figure 4.3, the path representing hypothesis 3a was supported. The results indicated a 

significant positive relationship between attitude toward seeking and perceived current 

risk knowledge ( = .18, p < .01). Accordingly, a more favorable attitude toward 

information seeking regarding risk and safety is predictive of greater risk knowledge.  

Hypothesis 3b predicted that an individual’s attitude toward seeking risk 

information would be positively related to one’s perceived risk knowledge insufficiency. 

As predicted, the data supported this hypothesis ( = .33, p < .001), which is illustrated in 

Figure 4.3. In other words, the more favorable one’s attitude toward seeking risk 

information, the more likely the person will recognize that more information is needed to 

complete daily tasks safely. Together, hypotheses 3a and 3b provide evidence that 
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individuals’ attitude toward seeking risk information is predictive of their present 

knowledge about workplace risks as well as their perceived knowledge insufficiency.   

Hypothesis 3c predicted that an individual’s attitude toward seeking would be 

positively related to risk information seeking behavior. Although the relationship was in 

the hypothesized direction, the results were not statistically significant ( = .07, p > .05). 

As such, attitude toward seeking influences workers’ appraisal of their risk knowledge, 

but it does not have a direct effect on information seeking behaviors. The following 

section describes the hypotheses considering the role of individual seeking norms on the 

O-PRISM.  

Hypothesis 4: The Role of Individual Information Seeking Norms 

 One way this study deviates from the original PRISM is in its inclusion of 

organizational information seeking norms in addition to individual information seeking 

norms. Whereas an organization communicates its expectations for information seeking 

behaviors to its employees during organizational socialization, employees already have 

their own normative behaviors for seeking information prior to organizational entry. For 

instance, certain individuals may be more naturally inclined to ask questions in 

ambiguous situations, whereas others may not be as motivated to address uncertainty. To 

account for such factors, Hypotheses 4a through 4c predicted the role that individual 

information seeking norms will have in the O-PRISM.  

 Hypothesis 4a predicted that strong individual norms for seeking information 

would be positively related to workers’ attitude toward seeking risk information. The 
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results indicated that there was a strong positive relationship between individual 

information seeking norms and their attitude toward risk information seeking ( = .33, p 

< .001). This finding provides evidence that the more individuals are inclined to seek 

information about their health and safety, the more positive their attitudes are toward 

seeking risk information at work. Figure 4.3 displays this significant path.  

 Hypothesis 4b predicted that greater individual norms for seeking risk information 

would be positively related to workers’ risk perception. Surprisingly, this relationship 

was negative and non-significant ( = -.14, p > .05), meaning that hypothesis 4b was not 

supported.  

 Hypothesis 4c is the final hypothesis examining the role of individual seeking 

norms on other variables in the model. This hypothesis predicted that greater individual 

norms for seeking risk information would be negatively related to workers’ perceived risk 

knowledge insufficiency. Although the direction of the relationship was negative, the 

strength of the relationship was not significant ( = -.08, p > .05). Thus, hypothesis 4c 

was not supported. Table 4.8 provides the standardized and unstandardized regression 

weights for this path. 

  



 

 

119 

 

Table 4.8  Regression Weights and Standardized Regression Weights 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. p St. Estimate 

Indiv. Seeking Norms   <-- Org. Seeking Norms .313 .06 4.86 *** .31 

Attitude Toward Seeking <-- Org. Seeking Norms .02 .09 .26 .79 .02 

Info Seeking Behavior <-- Org. Seeking Norms .41 .08 5.33 *** .37 

*Current Knowledge <-- Org. Seeking Norms -.03 1.43 -.02 .98 -.00 

*Knwl. Insufficiency <-- Org. Seeking Norms .02 1.81 .01 .99 .00 

Seeking Control <-- Org. Seeking Norms .34 .07 5.25 *** .34 

Current Knowledge <--- Seeking Control 7.64 1.49 
5.

10 
   *** .35 

*Knwl. Insufficiency <--- Seeking Control -.74 2.06 -.36 .72 -.03 

Info Seeking Behavior <--- Seeking Control .17 .09 2.01 .05 .16 

Current Knowledge <--- 
Attitude Toward 

Seeking 
3.11 1.14 2.73 .01 .19 

Knwl. Insufficiency <--- 
Attitude Toward 

Seeking 
6.59 1.51 4.36 *** .33 

Info Seeking Behavior <--- 
Attitude Toward 

Seeking 
.06 .06 .95 .34 .07 

*Knwl. Insufficiency <--- Current Knowledge .07 .08 .93 .34 .07 

Attitude Toward Seeking <--- 
Indiv. Seeking 

Norms 
.42 .09 4.93 *** .34 

Risk Perception <--- 
Indiv. Seeking 

Norms 
-.13 .13 -.96 .34 -.14 

Knwl. Insufficiency <--- 
Indiv. Seeking 

Norms 
-.187 1.80  -1.04 .30 -.08 

Knwl. Insufficiency <--- Risk Perception -1.47 2.54 -.58 .56 -.05 

Info Seeking Behavior <--- Risk Perception -.05 .11 -.48 .63 -.05 

Info Seeking Behavior <--- 
Knowledge 

Insufficiency 
.01 .00 3.02 .00 .19 

Seeking Control <--- 
Indiv. Seeking 

Norms 
.26 .06 4.17 *** .27 

Attitude Toward Seeking <--- Seeking Control .35 .09 3.72 *** .27 

Info Seeking Behavior <--- 
Indiv. Seeking 

Norms 
.32 .07 4.32 *** .30 

*Regression weights are from the initial hypothesized PRISM and represent paths not 

included in the modified model. 

*** denotes p values less than .001 
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Hypothesis 5: The Role of Risk Perception 

 Hypotheses 5a and 5b consider the role of employees’ risk perception on their risk 

knowledge insufficiency and their information seeking behavior, respectively. 

Hypotheses 5a predicted that a worker’s risk perception would be positively related to 

perceived risk knowledge insufficiency. However, the results indicated that this path was 

negative and non-significant ( = -.05, p > .05). Thus, hypothesis 5a was not supported.  

Hypothesis 5b predicted that greater risk perception would be positively related to 

risk information seeking behavior. Again, this relationship was negative and non-

significant ( = -.05, p > .05). Although the paths from risk perception were not 

supported, this construct influences the outcome variable through organizational 

information seeking norms. Figure 4.3 depicts the O-PRISM with the corresponding 

standardized regression coefficients. The final two hypotheses in this study test the 

influence of risk knowledge and knowledge insufficiency in the O-PRISM.  

Hypothesis 6: The Role of Risk Knowledge and Risk Knowledge Insufficiency  

 Hypothesis 6a predicted that an individual’s perceived current risk information 

would be negatively related to perceived risk knowledge insufficiency. This relationship 

was supported in the original PRISM (Kahlor, 2010), but testing this model in a new 

context did not reaffirm this relationship. In fact, during the model modification stage, 

this path was removed from the O-PRISM ( = .07, p > .05). Thus, hypothesis 6a was not 
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supported. Figure 4.2 represents the O-PRISM prior to modification and illustrates this 

non-significant path.  

 Hypothesis 6b predicted that a greater amount of risk knowledge insufficiency 

would be positively related to risk information seeking behaviors. The result of this final 

hypothesis indicated that risk knowledge insufficiency was a significant predictor of 

information seeking behaviors ( = .19, p < .01). Thus, hypothesis 6b was supported, 

suggesting that individuals who perceive the need for more information about risks to 

their health and safety at work are more likely to seek risk information. Table 4.9 

provides a complete summary of the hypotheses in this study and their corresponding 

results. 
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Table 4.9  Summary of Hypotheses and Results 

Hypothesis 1:  The Role of Organizational Risk Information Seeking Norms 

H1a: Having strong organizational norms for seeking risk 

information will be positively related to individuals’ 

attitude toward seeking risk information. 

Not 

Supported 

H1b: Having strong organizational norms for seeking risk 

information will be positively related to individuals’ 

risk information seeking behavior. 

 

Supported 

H1c: Having strong organizational norms for seeking risk 

information will be negatively related to workers’ 

perceived knowledge insufficiency, such that the 

stronger the norms for information seeking the less 

workers’ will perceive to have insufficient risk 

knowledge. 

 

 

Not 

Supported 

H1d: Having strong organizational norms for seeking risk 

information will be positively related to workers’ 

perceived risk knowledge. 

Not 

Supported 

H1e: Having strong organizational norms for seeking risk 

information will be positively related to workers’ 

individual information seeking norms. 

 

Supported 

H1f: Having strong organizational norms for seeking risk 

information will be positively related to workers’ 

perceived information seeking control. 

 

Supported 

Hypothesis 2: The Role of Risk Seeking Control 

H2a: Perceived risk seeking control will be positively 

related to perceived current risk knowledge. 

 

Supported 

H2b: Perceived risk seeking control will be negatively 

related to perceived risk knowledge insufficiency. 

Not 

Supported 

H2c: Perceived risk seeking control will be positively 

related to risk information seeking behavior. 

 

Supported 

Hypothesis 3: The Role of Attitudes Toward Seeking 

H3a: Attitude toward seeking will be positively related to 

perceived current risk knowledge. 

 

Supported 

H3b: Attitude toward seeking will be positively related to 

perceived risk knowledge insufficiency. 

 

Supported 

H3c: Attitude toward seeking will be positively related to 

risk information seeking behavior. 

Not 

Supported 
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Table 4.9 (continued) 

POST HOC ANALYSES 

 Since previous research shows that demographic characteristics, such as age, can 

impact information seeking behaviors (i.e., Sommerfeldt, 2015), it was important to see 

whether demographic variables affected the variance explained by the O-PRISM. In 

particular, I controlled for: (a) age, (b) gender, (c) length of employment at Petro Mobile, 

(d) previous near misses, and (e) previous workplace injury. For reference, a “near miss” 

is when a safety event occurs without injuring an employee. An overwhelming 53% of 

the sample in this study reported having a near miss while working at Petro Mobile. This 

commonplace and potentially jarring experience among the participants may have altered 

Hypothesis 4: The Role of Individual Norms for Seeking 

H4a: Having strong individual norms for seeking risk 

information will be positively related to workers’ 

attitude toward seeking. 

 

Supported 

H4b: Having strong individual norms for seeking risk 

information will be positively related to workers’ 

risk perception. 

 

Not 

Supported 

H4c: Having strong individual norms for seeking risk 

information will be negatively related to workers’ 

perceived risk knowledge insufficiency. 

 

Not 

Supported 

Hypothesis 5: The Role of Risk Perception 

H5a: Risk perception will be positively related to 

perceived risk knowledge insufficiency. 

Not 

Supported 

H5b: Risk perception will be positively related to risk 

information seeking behavior. 

Not 

Supported 

Hypothesis 6: The Role of Risk Knowledge 

H6a: Perceived current risk information will be negatively 

related to perceived risk knowledge insufficiency. 

Not 

Supported 

H6b: Perceived risk knowledge insufficiency will be 

positively related in risk information seeking 

behavior. 

 

Supported 
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the explanatory value of the O-PRISM. In addition, since employees with at least ten 

years work experience sustain the most on-the-job injuries (U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, 2014), and that 53% of the present study’s sample reported working at Petro 

Mobile for more than ten years, it is important to test the influence of tenure on risk 

information seeking.  

The post hoc analysis revealed no statistically significant difference in any of the 

predictor variables when controlling for age, gender, length of employment at Petro 

Mobile, previous near misses, and previous injury. And, although the controls did not 

have a direct significant relationship with the outcome variable—information seeking 

behaviors—the impact of these controls on the overall model was noteworthy. The O-

PRISM, with controls, explained an additional 3% of the variance in information seeking 

behaviors (total R2 = .62). In non-organizational contexts, prior research using the PRISM 

has found that the model explains 59% to 64% of the variance in information seeking 

intention (Eastin et al., 2015; Hovick et al., 2014; Kahlor, 2010). The present study 

demonstrates the additional value the O-PRISM holds for organizational research once 

slight modifications are made to help capture the role of context on risk information 

seeking. Accordingly, scholars interested in studying risk information seeking in high-

reliability organizations should decide the appropriate controls for their given context. In 

this case, I control for age, gender, workplace tenure, and previous injury experience. 
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CHAPTER SUMMARY 

The purpose of this research was to test the O-PRISM to see if the model is 

suitable for examining risk and health information seeking within high-reliability 

organizations. Analyzing the data led to several modifications of the proposed model 

paths. Overall, the variables in the O-PRISM accounted for 62% of the variance in 

workers’ information seeking behaviors. The O-PRISM outperformed the original 

PRISM as well as a nested model of the O-PRISM in which the organizational 

information seeking norms variable was removed. These results provide evidence that the 

PRISM does not necessarily transcend all health contexts as originally suggested (Kahlor, 

2010), since workplace information seeking is largely influenced by organizational 

information seeking norms.  

In the final chapter, I discuss the most meaningful findings from this study in 

terms of their contribution to organizational literature on health and safety information 

seeking. In many ways, this research is a starting point for future studies to explore and 

extend this under-examined area of organizational communication. I offer potential 

directions for such work in the following chapter, with particular attention to future 

practical applications of this theoretical research. Lastly, I discuss the findings from this 

study in light of the limitations present during data collection.   
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 

 There is a notable deficiency within organizational communication literature 

surrounding risk information seeking (Real, 2008), given the 4,405 fatal work injuries 

and another 3.7 million nonfatal occupational injuries in 2013 alone (U.S. Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 2014). Although the majority of on-the-job accidents occur in high-

reliability industries, such as firefighting, mining, oil drilling, and construction, the 

presence of risk is not confined to these professions. However, high-reliability 

organizations (HROs) are an appropriate place to begin researching risk information 

seeking (Weick, 1993). This study addresses employee risk information seeking from a 

communicative perspective, which is central to helping scholars and practitioners identify 

threats to the risk information seeking process.  

 To that end, this chapter expands upon the findings from this study in light of 

existing theory and concepts guiding information seeking research. First, I begin with an 

overview of the key findings and contributions from this study. Second, I address the 

initial changes made to Kahlor’s original PRISM during the study’s design phase. 

Bearing in mind that the hypothesized model for this study was later augmented to better 

fit the data, I discuss the differences between the hypothesized model and the final model 

by highlighting both the unexpected and expected findings from the model analysis. 

Third, I provide new insights into uncertainty management theory based on the finding 

from this model. Finally, this chapter concludes by addressing the study’s limitations and 

future directions for scholars to advance organizational risk information seeking research.  
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KEY FINDINGS AND CONTRIBUTIONS 

In addition to answering Real’s (2010) call for “health-related organizational 

communication” research concerning occupational safety (p. 457), the findings from this 

study offer insight for safety personnel tasked with encouraging risk information seeking. 

Specifically, this study encourages HROs to (a) consider how organizational norms are 

communicated both formally and informally, and (b) recognize that risk perceptions are a 

poor motivator for information seeking behaviors. From a theoretical perspective, the 

present study (c) illustrates the importance of tailoring models for an organizational 

environment. Although Kahlor’s PRISM has performed considerably well in a variety of 

health contexts (Eastin et al., 2015), there is added value in adapting this model to fit an 

organizational setting.  

The most notable contribution from this study is the finding that organizational 

risk information seeking norms play a central role in promoting safe workplace practices. 

Many HROs, like the one in this study, are quick to dismiss organizational 

communication as part of the risk information seeking process. In fact, the most 

resistance I faced in gaining access to Petro Mobile was around the issue of individual 

agency over organizational responsibility for safety. My key contact explained during our 

initial conversations the futility of studying organizational communication in relation to 

workplace safety. He believed that workplace injures are the result of individual 

senselessness and was not a function of any organizational characteristics. From this 

perspective, it is understandable why many HROs view their role in preserving employee 
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safety as twofold: providing formal training and safety reminders to employees. 

Historically, “HROs spend disproportionately more money than other organizations 

training people to recognize and respond to abnormalities” (Roberts, Bea, & Bartles, 

2001, p. 72). Yet, if training is the only line of attack against accidents, organizations 

neglect the importance and complexity of the communication employees receive outside 

of formal training. This study illustrates how risk information seeking is a complex 

process resulting from both organizational and individual attributes which are enacted 

through communication. As such, it is imperative that managers of HROs begin to 

acknowledge their role in encouraging employees to actively seek information about 

workplace risks beyond mandatory job training. 

The consistency of communication regarding risk and safety within organizations 

must be accomplished formally and informally through symbolic methods of influence. 

For example, the banner over the entrance to Petro Mobile read: “Safety is the first rung 

on the ladder to success,” which explicitly communicates the importance of safe working 

behaviors within the organization. However, employees articulated a different 

interpretation of Petro Mobile’s norms for safety. In an open-ended response, one 

employee stated: “In some work areas health and safety information is readily available, 

where in other areas it’s hardly noticed, which is out of touch with Petro Mobile’s health 

and safety expectations.” So, while it may be true that organizations explicitly send 

messages promoting safe work practices, employees may assign more credibility to the 

implicit norms dictating how “things really get done” in the workplace. The findings 
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from the O-PRISM highlight managerial approaches toward promoting safety that 

overlook the importance of organizational norms and focus only on individual 

motivations to engage in safe work practice as deeply problematic. In actuality, the 

communication of organizational norms for risk information acquisition motivates 

seeking behaviors, which leads to behavioral adjustments.  

Beyond demonstrating the role of organizational norms in risk information 

seeking, this dissertation also challenges the notion that risk perception must be present 

before individuals can modify their behavior. In traditional information seeking theories, 

risk perception and affective risk response predict seeking behavior (see Afifi & Weiner, 

2004; Witte, 1998). However, risk as a stimulus for information seeking is not as 

pervasive in HROs where the presence of danger is constant. Literature on habituation 

uncovers the dangers associated with redundant risk stimuli (Stephens et al., 2013; 

Thorley, Hellier, & Edworthy, 2001; Wogalther, 2006). Accordingly, “habituation can 

also affect people’s attention at an unconscious level and create a situation where people 

do not even realize a warning is present” (Stephens et al., 2013, p. 234). From a 

managerial standpoint, habituation is problematic. Yet, given these findings, the most 

important step forward for practitioners is to focus their attention on the other motivators 

of risk information seeking. Toward this end, managers must facilitate ways of creating 

stronger organizational norms for risk information seeking. Furthermore, HROs need to 

provide employees with access to risk information and empower them with the skills to 

find this pertinent information.  
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Finally, the findings from this study demonstrate the value of adapting a health 

communication model to capture an organizational phenomenon. Although one of the 

goals of Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM was to transcend different health contexts, tailoring this 

model to fit an organizational setting allowed for greater insight into the multi-level 

processes influencing risk information seeking. Because there are constraints in 

organizations that influence individuals’ behavior—such as power, resistance, control, 

status, and politics—models adapted from other areas of communication research must be 

tailored to an organizational setting. While this is not the first study to modify the PRISM 

(Hovick et al., 2014; Rosenthal, 2011), this study offers the first testing of this model 

within an organizational context. The results show the importance of adapting this model 

to an organizational setting, as the O-PRISM outperformed the PRISM, explaining 62% 

of the variance in information seeking behavior compared to 34%, respectively. Context 

matters and must be an active part of model considerations. I elaborate on the importance 

of contextual model adjustments in the following section by highlighting the insight 

gleaned from each of the modifications.  

ADAPTING THE PRISM FOR AN ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT 

Given that the context is critical to model utility, several changes were made to 

Kahlor’s original PRISM before arriving at the O-PRISM. The following subsections 

discuss the findings from the study in terms of the amended aspects of this model. To 

begin, I expound upon the contribution of organizational information seeking norms in 

the O-PRISM.   
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Including a New Variable: Organizational Information Seeking Norms 

 The most notable contribution to this model was the addition of organizational 

information seeking norms as a variable. In her initial PRISM, Kahlor (2010) draws on 

the Health Information Acquisition Model (Freimuth et al., 1989) to provide the rationale 

for including seeking-related subjective norms as a predictor of attitude toward seeking, 

current knowledge and knowledge insufficiency, seeking control, and seeking intent. 

Although the impact of individual seeking norms has received mixed support (Eastin et 

al., 2015; Kahlor, 2007, 2010), I retained this variable in the O-PRISM because it 

allowed me to contrast this construct with the newly added organizational information 

seeking norms variable.  

The purpose of including organizational information seeking norms was to 

account for the ways organizational communication may shape risk related behaviors 

differently than do individual seeking norms. To date, information seeking research 

within a health and risk context finds individuals to have rather stable health orientations 

that predict information seeking behaviors (e.g., Lambert & Loiselle, 2007). However, 

health and risk research does not fully address information seeking within an 

organizational context, where there may be other factors influencing individuals’ decision 

to look for risk information. Zoller’s (2003) work provides evidence of organizational 

norms silencing employees from reporting work-related injuries. Similarly, Scott and 

Trethewey (2008) report firefighters neglecting safety practices because of occupational 

identity constraints. Consider also the principle of groupthink (Janis, 1972), which 
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describes when individuals are more prone to make decisions differently in a group 

setting than those made alone. Therefore, the inclusion of organizational and individual 

information seeking norms yields new insight into the interaction among these variables 

on the risk information seeking process.   

The development of the instrument for organizational information seeking norms 

was adapted from Morrison’s (1993) work on newcomer information seeking. Although 

this scale was originally created to measure new hires’ perceptions of their employer’s 

information seeking expectations, the items were suitable for measuring information 

seeking norms at any point during employment. Despite the problematic reliability in the 

pilot study, this scale performed well in the primary study. One explanation for this 

change in reliability is that this instrument is sensitive to sampling discrepancies. When 

the sample was college students, all of whom may have had very different experiences at 

their university, the reliability of this scale plummeted. However, when the scale was 

used in the primary study at an organization with salient information seeking 

expectations, the scale achieved acceptable reliability (Cronbach’s  = .83). Another 

explanation for the variation in reliability is that the scale still requires further 

development. Based on the factor analysis, there were only two items with acceptable 

factor loadings for this scale. As a result, three items were removed to improve the 

construct’s fit. Regardless of the adjustments to the organizational information seeking 

norm scale, the influence of this construct within the O-PRISM is noteworthy. Below, I 

explicate the role of organizational information seeking norms as a powerful predictor of: 
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(a) seeking behavior, (b) individual seeking norms, and (c) seeking control within the O-

PRISM.  

 Organizational seeking norms and seeking behaviors.  In the hypothesized O-

PRISM, organizational information seeking norms was theorized to be the main driver of 

risk information seeking behaviors. In the original PRISM, seeking-related subjective 

norms, which I refer to as “individual seeking norms” in this study, was the dominant 

antecedent to information seeking. The reason for placing organizational information 

seeking norms as the principal predictor in the O-PRISM is because an organization 

creates the conditions that demand uncertainty management (Morrison, 2006). For 

example, a high-reliability organization, such as an oil refinery, fosters an environment 

where risk is ever-present. Bearing in mind the importance of organizational 

communication on employee’s management of daily risks, the role of organizational 

information seeking norms was hypothesized to play a larger role in the information 

seeking process than its counterpart: individual information seeking norms.  

As hypothesized, organizational information seeking norms significantly 

predicted risk information seeking behaviors, and the strength of this relationship was the 

strongest of the relationships found in the model. In other words, the stronger the 

perceived organizational norms for seeking risk information, the more often individuals 

engage in information seeking behaviors. This finding provides quantitative evidence that 

fits previous qualitative observations in communication research on the carelessness of 
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employees toward health and risk because of organizational pressures to conform (Scott 

& Trethewey, 2008; Zoller, 2003).  

This finding demonstrates the power organizations have to create an environment 

where information seeking about risks to one’s health is perceived as either deviant or 

routine. Because information seeking within organizations often comes at a social cost 

(Morison, 2006), it is understandable why researchers devote substantial attention to the 

effects of employee socialization on the information seeking process (Cooper-Thomas & 

Anderson, 2005; Saks & Ashforth, 1997). Accordingly, HROs must take care in assessing 

both the implicit and explicit norms regarding risk information seeking that employees 

acquire during socialization. Natural resource-based industries, such as oil work, are 

often male-dominated and promote a masculine image where men are to be “rugged, self-

sufficient and self-made” (Courtenay, 2006, p. 156). Filteau (2014) goes on to add: 

“Dominant oilfield men exude bravado, and show little concern for their own safety, 

because doing so reveals weakness, a characteristic of subordinate men” (p. 400). As a 

result, hyper-masculinity, prevalent within these organizations, may create implicit norms 

that prevent risk information seeking, and campaigns such as Petro Mobile’s “20-Second 

Scan” may serve to create awareness about the explicit organizational information 

seeking norms, but do nothing to combat the implicit norms reinforced through social 

interaction. Future communication research should consider how informal and symbolic 

methods of influence can be measured quantitatively to improve the explanatory value of 

the organizational information seeking norm construct in this model.  
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In addition to prompting risk information seeking behaviors, the role of 

organizational information seeking norms also influenced individual information seeking 

norms. This contribution offered by the O-PRISM is discussed in the following 

subsection.  

 Organizational seeking norms and individual seeking norms.  A key aspect of 

this study was developing the rationale behind, and testing the relationship between, 

organizational and individual information seeking norms. Research on information 

seeking in organizations recognizes how individuals’ ascribe salience to uncertainty 

differently, and thus even in the same situation, varying behavior may result (Miller & 

Jablin, 1991). Accordingly, organizational research on information seeking behaviors 

primarily describes the sources and strategies used to gather information (Morrison, 

1995; Van Maanen, 1975). However, studies within organizational communication have 

yet to examine information seeking norms as guided by both an individual’s 

predispositions and the information seeking culture of the organization.  

 Due to the evidence that organizations have the ability to influence the behavior 

of their members (e.g., Brass & Burkhardt, 1993), this study hypothesized that 

organizational information seeking norms would be positively related to individual 

information seeking norms. Results showed that organizational information seeking is 

correlated with individual information seeking  (r = .26, p < .001). Furthermore, the path 

analysis indicated that organizational information seeking norms have a strong positive 

relationship on individual information seeking norms. Looking at the model as a whole, 
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the results show organizational information seeking norms influence information seeking 

behaviors via individual information seeking norms. These results carry several 

implications for safety practitioners and scholars.  

First, organizations engaging in widespread campaigns to raise awareness of risks 

succeed in increasing information seeking behaviors among individuals who are already 

inclined to seek risk information. Put another way, this finding implies there is a barrier 

to reaching employees who are “non-seeker” prone. How do high-reliability 

organizations motivate non-seekers to look for information about the risks to their health 

and safety at work?  

Second, organizational scholars should consider the role of individual and 

organizational norms when theorizing about the information seeking process. Morrison’s 

(2002) integrated model of employee information seeking, for example, includes an 

individual’s uncertainty tolerance and motivation as predictors of information seeking 

behavior, but falls short in capturing organizational norms for information seeking. 

Instead, Morrison sees context as a proxy for organizational events (e.g., change, goals, 

performance pressure) that may boost an individual’s need for information. Informed by 

the present study, research on organizational information seeking needs to include both 

the individual’s predisposition toward seeking as well as the perceived organizational 

expectations for information acquisition.  
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The last contribution stemming from the inclusion of organizational information 

seeking norms in the O-PRISM addresses its influence on seeking control, as the 

following section explains.  

 Organizational seeking norms and seeking control.  The relationship between 

organizational information seeking norms and seeking control was the third, and final, 

significant finding from the addition of organizational norms into the PRISM. As 

described in Chapter 2, seeking control refers to an individual’s internal and external 

capacity to search for information, and it is a measure of self-efficacy as well as the 

physical access needed to acquire information. Previous research indicates how manual 

labor workers are often without access to information communication technology, which 

isolates them from finding important emergency information (Ford et al., 2015). 

Similarly, the oil refinery workers at Petro Mobile were prohibited from using their 

mobile devices at work, and many had to go to the onsite computer lab to access training 

information.  

This study hypothesized a direct positive relationship between organizational 

information seeking norms and seeking control. In other words, the organization’s 

expectations for risk information seeking would influence employees’ self-efficacy in 

finding relevant information as well as their perceptions of information accessibility. The 

results reveal a strong relationship between these variables. Organizations impact 

employees’ perceptions of seeking control, which in turn affect information seeking 

behaviors (see Figure 5.1). Although increasing access to technology is an appropriate 
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starting place for improving organizational risk information seeking behaviors, access 

alone may not have the desired effect.  Instead, the results from this study show that 

increasing access and self-efficacy promote risk information seeking behaviors when 

such actions are valued by the organization. 

 
Figure 5.1  O-PRISM Representing Role of Org. Norms and Seeking Control 

 

Past research suggests that individuals who have previously searched for 

information have greater seeking self-efficacy when it comes to similar searches in the 

future (Afifi & Weiner, 2004; Bandura, 1998, 2004). The present study contributes to the 

literature on self-efficacy by providing evidence that organizational information seeking 

norms and expectations also influence employees’ feelings of self-efficacy. If 

organizations provide access to risk information, but do not equip employees with the 

ability to find the information needed, they deter risk information seeking behaviors. This 

tension between risk information provision and self-efficacy perception was exemplified 
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by one of the Petro Mobile employees who responded to the optional open response 

prompt at the end of the survey: 

Petro Mobile provides a lot of useful knowledge about the hazards associated with 

our workplace. But...if a person is not familiar with our website and our numerous 

ways and places that we store this information it may be difficult to retrieve on 

their own. 

This suggests that HROs must train employees to be confident in their ability to find risk 

and safety information. Roberts and colleagues (2001) affirm this finding: “organizations 

that have few accidents are those that teach their people how to recognize and respond to 

a variety of problems and empower them to act” (p. 73). Considering the restrictions on 

technology within labor work (Ford et al., 2015), research on organizational information 

seeking must focus on the ways organizations discursively create perceptions of seeking 

self-efficacy and information access. 

As stated in the beginning of this chapter, the O-PRISM augmented Kahlor’s 

(2010) original model in four ways. The first change was the addition of organizational 

information seeking norms into the model. The results of this addition impacted 

information seeking behaviors, individual seeking norms, and seeking control. I have 

discussed these findings in terms of their contribution to previous research and future 

studies on information seeking. The second change to the PRISM involved shifting the 

outcome variable from seeking intent to seeking behaviors. This modification and its 

findings are presented in the following section.  
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The Potential Cost of Safety Incidents: Informing Information Seeking Behaviors 

 Risk information seeking is a precursor for information processing, which helps 

foster preventative behaviors (Eastin et al., 2015). This connection between information 

seeking and behavioral changes guides the PRISM studies to date. However, all previous 

studies on the PRISM use risk information seeking intent as the outcome variable of 

interest. In their study of hydraulic fracturing, Eastin and colleagues (2015) acknowledge 

the present limitation of the PRISM’s outcome variable and urge future researchers to 

extend the model to include actual behavioral responses. The present study answers this 

call by developing and testing a new outcome variable: information seeking behaviors.  

Drawing on Berger and Kellerman’s (1994) work on information seeking, this 

study tested three types of information seeking strategies: (a) unobtrusive, (b) active, and 

(c) interactive. Unobtrusive information seeking is a planned behavior that is not noticed 

by others in the organization, such as a computer-based search for risk information.  

Active information occurs when workers approach peers about information needs, which 

is associated with less effort and social costs than asking a supervisor (Morrison, 2002). 

Finally, interactive information seeking involves asking management directly about 

workplace health risks. Unfortunately, the measurement of unobtrusive information 

seeking was not strong enough to be included in the final O-PRISM. Despite this 

shortcoming, the results from testing the active and interactive information seeking 

strategies provide insight into the O-PRISM’s utility within organizational studies.  
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Whereas previous studies find that employees prefer to approach peer coworkers 

rather than supervisors with questions (Morrison & Bies, 1991), the present study found 

interactive information seeking—or directly questioning supervisors—to be more 

common than peer-to-peer information seeking. One explanation for this surprising 

finding is that the potential costs of erroneous behavior in HROs—both in a monetary 

and personal health sense—requires employees to obtain risk and safety information 

directly from managers to avoid any liability of wrongdoing. Another explanation is self-

bias on the survey questionnaire. Because employees at Petro Mobile were suspicious of 

management’s intentions with the survey, participants may have answered the prompts in 

a way that favored their behavior from the organization’s perspective. In either case, the 

outcome from this study matches Borgatti and Cross’ (2001) findings that the social cost 

of information seeking did not significantly predict which source an individual chose. 

Similarly, the social cost of risk information seeking may not deter employees at Petro 

Mobile from seeking information directly from management.  

Additionally, the information seeking strategy contributions made by this study 

highlight the need for organizations to identify whom employees regularly turn to for risk 

information. Given the important role of social relationships during information 

acquisition (Burt, 1992; Granovetter, 1973), it is evident that organizational information 

seeking is an informed process. For instance, Borgatti and Cross (2003) show how 

information seeking decisions are based on the extent of knowledge the seeker perceives 

the source to have. Thus, organizational scholars interested in further exploring the social 
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aspects of information seeking must address how expert sources of information are 

identified. For example, explicit organizational norms may encourage employees to ask 

their manager for certain risk and safety information. Conversely, employees may not 

perceive their supervisor to be an expert in their field, especially when the employee 

holds a more senior position than his or her supervisor. In such cases, employees may 

have implicit norms that guide when certain strategies are used to target specific sources 

of information. More research is needed to tease out the nuanced relationship between 

organizational norms, information seeking strategies, and sources.  

Altogether, the re-conceptualization of the O-PRISM’s outcome variable from 

seeking intent to seeking behavior is a notable extension to previous PRISM. This model 

adjustment adds to the information seeking literature by exposing seeking behaviors 

beyond the socialization phase of organizational entry (see Sias & Wyers, 2001 for an 

exception). Furthermore, the findings provide evidence that employees of high-reliability 

organizations largely use interactive information seeking strategies to find risk and safety 

information. The notion that information seekers in HROs are more likely to confront 

management with their safety and risk questions warrants further exploration of the social 

costs of seeking risk information. In the following section, I discuss the final 

measurement adjustment to the O-PRISM.  

Toward Model Parsimony: Collapsing Risk Perception Constructs 

 Risk assessment theorizing suggests risks serve as a stimulus that motivates 

subsequent information seeking behaviors. Literature in this area promotes the idea of 
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risks as both analytically and experientially processed (Slovic et al., 2004). The former 

process involves using objective logic to calculate risk, whereas the latter is an intuitive 

response that is often made at the subconscious level. Given previous support of Slovic’s 

(1987) “dread risk” as a primary behavioral motivator, the O-PRISM collapsed the two 

risk perception constructs in the original model into one—a single latent variable called 

“risk perception.” Risk perception was hypothesized to be a positive predictor of risk 

knowledge insufficiency and information seeking behaviors, but no support was found 

for either of these relationships.   

There are several explanations for this insignificant relationship. First, previous 

research supports the relationship between risk perception and seeking intentions (Yang 

& Kahlor, 2012), whereas the present study changes the outcome variable to seeking 

behaviors. Consequently, the nature of the relationship may change when examining 

perceived intentions versus perceived behaviors. Just as individuals may magnify their 

intentions to act in a certain way during self-report surveys (Marsden & Wright, 2010), 

individuals may also underestimate the role of risk when examining past information 

seeking behaviors.  

Second, risk perception may be more appropriate as a moderator of information 

seeking through knowledge insufficiency than as a direct predictor of information 

seeking. Griffin and colleagues (1999) suggests in their RISP model that “perceived 

hazard characteristics such as risk judgment, based on susceptibility and severity 

estimates, institutional trust, personal control, and even causal attribution, could 
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contribute to ones sense of information insufficiency and indirectly influence information 

seeking” (Yang & Kahlor, 2012, p. 192). In other words, risk assessments stimulate 

individuals’ awareness of their risk knowledge, and information seeking behaviors result 

when risks demand more information than individuals currently have.  

 Yang and Kahlor (2012) provide another explanation for this insignificant 

finding. Their work shows that the impact of risk perception on knowledge insufficiency 

is only made manifest through negative feelings toward risk. Thus, if employees do not 

hold negative emotions toward workplace risks—or perhaps have become desensitized to 

risks over time—the full expression of these conceptualized relationships is not 

detectable. The present survey sample had an average length of employment at Petro 

Mobile of 14 years, and it is highly likely employees become accustomed to their job role 

and fairly habituated to negative perceptions of risk. Given the possible impact of tenure 

on risk perception, collaborative opportunities exist for researchers to help risk managers 

measure employees’ emotional reactions to risk. Such efforts can aid in the development 

of organizational communication strategies designed to alert desensitized employees to 

the presence of workplace risks.  

Though attempts to consolidate the risk perception construct in the O-PRISM did 

not have the expected outcomes, the findings demonstrate that further research is needed 

when measuring risk perception within HROs. Because this is the first known study to 

adapt the PRISM to an organizational context, the fourth and final modification to this 

model involved visually grouping together certain predictors. 
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Providing Structure to the O-PRISM 

 One of the strengths of Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM is the theoretical roots from other 

models, such as the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991), the Risk Information 

Seeking and Processing Model (Grffin et al., 1999), and the Theory of Motivated 

Information Management (Afifi & Weiner, 2004). The purpose of the original PRISM 

was twofold: (1) to represent the “psychological complexity of information seeking by 

focusing on individual-level variables that may impact health information seeking,” and 

(2) to ascertain the predictors of risk information seeking regardless of a specific context 

(Kahlor, 2010, p. 354). The somewhat staggering number of predictor variables in the 

PRISM certainly captured the “complexity of information seeking” that Kahlor 

envisioned, but aesthetically felt busy and lacked order. Since the O-PRISM in this study 

added another variable—organizational information seeking norms—it was important to 

arrange the predictor variables in a way that would be easily interpreted by readers.  

 To overcome the challenges of interpreting a complex model, the O-PRISM 

provides additional structure by grouping variables into three categories: (a) 

organizational influences, (b) individual influences, and (c) seeking strategy (see Figure 

5.2). Organizational influences include risk information seeking norms and perceived 

seeking control, since these are external forces acting upon the other predictors in the 

model. Although Kahlor identifies seeking control as an individual-level variable, within 

an organizational context seeking control is predominantly a function of administrative 

regulations. Thus, it is positioned as an organizational influence in the O-PRISM.  
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Figure 5.2  The O-PRISM with Grouped Variables 

 

There were five individual influences on risk information seeking in the O-

PRISM. Specifically, attitude toward seeking, current risk knowledge, risk knowledge 

insufficiency, risk perception, and individual information seeking norms were grouped as 

individual influences in the model. Lastly, the final section of the O-PRISM was the 

information seeking strategy. In the model, seeking strategy is measured by a single 

latent variable using active and interactive information seeking as the observed variables 

loaded onto this construct. Although the impact of grouping the variables in these three 

categories is not quantifiable, it does offer and clarity and aesthetic appeal. In addition, 
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future organizational scholars interested in testing the O-PRISM may use these 

demarcations in the model to provide structure and clarity to their discussion of the 

model’s impact. 

Although the findings from the O-PRISM largely match the theoretical 

framework of the PRISM, there were several modifications made to the hypothesized O-

PRISM during the data analysis phase. The expected and unexpected findings, which 

resulted in adjustments to the O-PRISM, are discussed in the following sections.  

EXPECTED FINDINGS 

 Many of the findings from the present study confirmed prior testing of the 

PRISM, which “is still in the testing and growth phase of development” (Eastin et al., 

2015, p. 605). The following describes which relationships found in the O-PRISM 

support the theoretical conceptualizations from the PRISM.  

Seeking Control Influences Risk Knowledge and Seeking Intention 

 The positive, significant relationship between seeking control and perceived 

current knowledge was consistent with previous PRISM testing (Ho et al., 2014; Hovick 

et al., 2014; Kahlor, 2010). The rationale for this path is taken from the Health 

Information Acquisition Model (HAIM), which asserts that uncertain health situations 

require individuals to evaluate their current information (Freimuth et al., 1989). Although 

Eastin and colleagues (2015) found varied support for this relationship when tested across 
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experimental groups, this abnormal finding may have had more to do with the context of 

their study on hydraulic fracturing than the theoretical strength of this relationship.  

 Additionally, the positive relationship between perceived seeking control and 

seeking intention is consistent with numerous studies (Eastin et al., 2015, Ho et al., 2014; 

Kahlor, 2010). Despite replacing seeking intent with seeking behavior in the present 

study, the relationship between seeking control and the model’s outcome variable 

withstood this modification. Kahlor developed the relationship between seeking control 

and intent based on prior conceptualization of these variables in TPB (Ajzen, 1991), the 

RISP (Griffin et al., 1999), and the TMIM (Afifi & Weiner, 2004). To date, only one 

study on the PRISM resulted in an insignificant relationship between seeking control and 

seeking intention (Hovick et al., 2014). This incongruity may be a function of the health 

context studied by Hovick and colleagues—cancer—or because there is an unidentified 

mediator influencing the relationship between seeking control and seeking intention. In 

either case, future research needs to focus on the antecedents and outcomes of seeking 

control. 

Information Seeking: Supported by Attitudes and Stimulated by Information Needs 

 The attitude toward seeking variable performed as anticipated in the extended 

PRISM. Attitude toward seeking was positively related to perceived risk knowledge and 

perceived knowledge insufficiency. Both Kahlor (2010) and Rosenthal (2011) provide 

support for these relationships, which stem from the HIAM (Freimuth et al., 1989) and 

the EPPM (Witte, 1998). However, subsequent studies suggest that attitude toward 
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seeking has more of an influence on one’s perceived need for information than current 

risk knowledge (Eastin et al., 2015; Hoveick et al., 2014). Thus, there is still more to 

learn about the relationship between attitude and knowledge perception as it relates to 

health risks.  

 Similarly, the positive relationship between knowledge insufficiency and 

information seeking behavior was consistent with previous research (Eastin et al., 2015; 

Hoveick et al., 2014; Rosenthal, 2011). Whereas prior studies using the PRISM measure 

seeking intent rather than specific seeking behavior, there is still support for the 

relationship between information need and behavior. Kahlor hypothesized this 

relationship based on theorizing from the RISP model (Griffin et al., 1999) and the 

HIAM (Freimuth et al., 1989). Surprisingly, this is the only non-significant relationship 

in the original study of the PRISM. However, the subsequent consistency of this 

relationship in other PRISM studies suggests there is stability between these constructs.  

Risk Information Seeking Largely Influenced by Individual Seeking Norms  

 Lastly, the present study verifies the positive relationship between individual 

information seeking norms and three variables: seeking control, attitude toward seeking, 

and seeking behavior. Hovick and colleagues’ (2014) research on cancer information 

seeking also found these relationships to be significant. In fact, all of the prior PRISM 

studies with published path regression weights produced a significant relationship 

between individual seeking norms and seeking intent (Eastin et al., 2015; Ho et al., 2014; 

Hovick et al., 2014a; Kahlor, 2010; Rosenthal, 2011). Individual seeking norms is 
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therefore a powerful driver of seeking behavior, and an important focus for future 

research to explore how people develop these norms.    

UNEXPECTED FINDINGS 

 While the PRISM to date explores a range of topics, such as information seeking 

about cancer, environmental change, hydraulic fracturing, or general health information 

(see Eastin et al., 2015, Ho et al., 2014; Hovick et al., 2014; Kahlor, 2010), this study is 

the first to test the utility of this model within an organizational setting. Although this 

theoretical model claims to “transcend specific health situations” (Kahlor, 2010, p. 354), 

the full potential of the PRISM’s explanatory value required modifications. The 

predictors of risk information seeking must reflect the complexity of organizational 

constraints that effect decision-making, cooperation, resistance, and power attainment 

(Miller & Jablin, 1991). The results of several adjustments to the O-PRISM during model 

analysis prompt organizational researchers to consider the unexpected role risk 

knowledge, seeking control, and individual seeking norms play in the risk information 

seeking process. 

Rethinking Risk Knowledge in High-Reliability Organizations 

 Research out of the literature on transactive memory suggests that an 

organization’s climate stimulates employee relationships in which knowledge sharing is 

common (Novak & Sellnow, 2009). Accordingly, this study anticipated a positive 

relationship between organizational information seeking norms and both current risk 
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knowledge and risk knowledge insufficiency. This data, however, did not offer support 

for either of these relationships. At first glance, the non-significant finding between 

information seeking norms and risk knowledge is unintuitive. Since organizational 

information seeking norms are a powerful predictor of risk information seeking, one 

might expect that norms influence risk knowledge. However, a more targeted analysis of 

this unexpected finding reveals that the acquisition of risk knowledge in HROs is 

different from that in other types of organizations or settings (Milosevic, Bass, & Combs, 

2015).  

 The stability of a HRO demands careful adherence to procedural rules and the 

vigilant enactment of risk knowledge (Levinthal & Rerup, 2006). However, there is not 

always a procedure in place to deal with the variety of situations that may arise in these 

organizations. As such, HROs also rely on employees’ situational awareness and in-the-

moment problem solving ability to handle challenging problems. These non-routine 

events, near misses, and failures foster new risk knowledge within organizations 

(Farjoun, 2010). In response, Milosevic and colleagues (2015) explain how “the process 

of knowledge creation in HROs seems to be paradoxical: individuals must enact current 

knowledge to comprehend a given problem, but also challenge current knowledge 

because it may not be appropriate for solving the problem” (p. 4). The paradox of 

operating within a rule-driven, hierarchical environment while adapting to change creates 

new risk knowledge (McIver, Lengnick-Hall, Lengnick-Hall, & Ramachandran, 2013). 
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 This combination of formal training and in-the-moment learning provides 

evidence that organizational information seeking norms may not play a significant role in 

employees’ risk knowledge and perceptions of knowledge need. On the contrary, formal 

organizational training and experience on the job is a more powerful supplier of risk 

knowledge. The O-PRISM supports this conclusion since attitude toward seeking—which 

stems from past experience—was a positive predictor of both types of risk knowledge 

assessments. Thus, the role of organizational information seeking norms is still an 

important influencer of seeking behaviors, but does not affect this outcome through risk 

knowledge assessments. In practical terms, this finding suggests that managers tasked 

with maintaining the health of HRO workers need to explore ways to improve 

employees’ attitudes toward risk information seeking in an effort to increase their 

employees’ safety knowledge.  

Additionally this study revealed no relationship between current risk knowledge 

and perceived risk knowledge needed, which is inconsistent with the theorizing offered 

by the RISP and TMIM information seeking models. According to RISP, information 

insufficiency is the difference between current knowledge and knowledge desired, and a 

catalyst for information seeking (Griffin et al., 1999). Although the results show that 

information insufficiency is still a predictor of information seeking behaviors, there was 

no relationship between risk knowledge and risk knowledge insufficiency. In other 

words, the model portrayed that what an individual knows about the risks encountered at 
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work does not lead to valuations of the risk information needed to do his or her work 

safely.  

One explanation for this finding stems from Catino and Patriotta’s (2013) case 

study on the Italian Air Force, where they found that errors, or unexpected events, 

stimulated information need. Whereas workers almost instinctively respond to routine 

events using their current risk knowledge, the unexpected exposes information needs. In 

the context of unanticipated non-significant relationship between perceived risk 

knowledge and knowledge insufficiency, it is likely that these knowledge evaluations 

take place independent of one another and not sequentially within a HRO. Alternatively, 

current risk knowledge may be the product of formal organizational training, whereas 

perceptions of risk knowledge insufficiency may arise from errors and new challenges 

employees face at work. In other words, the effects of formal training habituate safety 

messages and lull employees into perceiving that they do not need to seek risk 

information. It is only when unplanned, non-routine events arise, then, that employees are 

confronted with their need for greater health and safety information, which motivates 

information seeking.  

Organizations Influence Seeking Control Through Access and Empowerment 

 Organizational scholars are well accustomed to myriad constraints affecting 

employee behavior. In their seminal article, Miller and Jablin (1991) offer several 

constraints on newcomers’ information seeking process, such as contextual factors, 

individual differences, level of uncertainty, and the social costs of seeking information. 
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While these constraints aptly describe the complexity involved in decisions to seek 

information, Miller and Jablin (1991) overlook a key tenet from social learning theory: 

locus of control. Locus of control refers to “the extent to which employees believe that 

events in their lives are either contingent upon their own behaviors or on the actions of 

others” (Cleveland & Ellis, 2015, p. 3805). Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) 

supports the idea that an individual’s belief about their internal and external control over 

information seeking predicts their motivation to learn. In the case of the present study, 

seeking control follows this same logic and captures an employee’s self-efficacy 

(internal) and availability (external) of locating risk information.   

 Consistent with Kahlor’s (2010) framing of the relationship between seeking 

control and current risk knowledge—stemming from the HIAM (Freimuth, 1989)—the 

findings here replicate this connection. However, the relationship between seeking 

control and knowledge insufficiency did not find support. This finding appears to 

underscore Kahlor’s rationale for this relationship: the EPPM (Witte, 1998). Yet, in 

returning to the EPPM, Witte (1998) proposes that perceived efficacy in handling a threat 

leads to message acceptance or rejection, but does not suggest that information 

insufficiency mediates this relationship. Thus, Kahlor (2010) loosely bases her 

construction of the relationship between seeking control and knowledge insufficiency on 

the EPPM. This weak theoretical relationship is also evident in other PRISM research 

(i.e., Ho et al., 214; Eastin et al., 2015).  
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 Considering the lack of support for the relationship between seeking control and 

knowledge insufficiency, it is probable that this relationship becomes active when 

employees have not yet decided how to respond to workplace risks. According to Witte 

(1998), “when perceived threat is low, regardless of perceived efficacy level, there will 

be no further processing of the message” (p. 439). In an HRO where employees either do 

not perceive to be at risk of an injury or believe they can handle any dangerous situation, 

the extent of risk information seeking may be negligible. As such, it is understandable 

why control is a consistent predictor of current risk knowledge, but not of risk knowledge 

insufficiency.  

 Another unexpected finding was the significant relationship between seeking 

control and attitude toward seeking. Although this path was not part of the model 

originally proposed in this study, there was statistical and conceptual support for adding 

this path. Historically, attitudes and locus of control are discussed together in social 

science research (Kim & Sundar, 2015). For instance, Kim and Sundar (2015) describe 

how individuals who assign control to their external environment are more likely to be 

influenced by the way others share their health related information. Although their 

research is not on information seeking within an organizational setting, this finding 

resonates with the present study. Similarly, individuals who perceive the organization to 

control their ability to seek health related information might be more influenced by the 

way their co-workers look for or ignore risk related information. Given the increase in 

organizations placing restrictions on digital use (Ford et al., 2014), and the strict 
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regulations for mobile technology use within HROs, there is ample evidence for the 

influence of external seeking control on employees’ attitudes toward seeking. On the 

other hand, employees who have a strong internal locus of control when it comes to 

workplace information seeking might have a more positive attitude toward risk 

information seeking, and thus engage in this protective behavior more often. Still, future 

research must continue to address the tightly coupled relationship between seeking 

control and attitude toward seeking.  

Undervaluing the Impact of Individual Norms on Seeking Control and Behavior 

The role of norms within the O-PRISM underwent the most extensive changes 

from Kahlor’s original model. Whereas Kahlor (2010) emphasized the role of seeking 

related subjective norms on risk information seeking behavior, the present study replaces 

the location of this variable with the organizational norms construct. In doing so, the O-

PRISM places organizational expectations regarding risk information seeking as the 

dominant predictor of information seeking behaviors. As an additional extension, the 

present study also evaluated personal information seeking tendencies through the 

individual seeking norms variable.   

The results indicated that the model fit would improve with several new paths 

stemming from individual seeking norms. Specifically, the model fit indices 

recommended adding a path from individual seeking norms to (a) seeking control and (b) 

seeking behavior. Initially, the only predictor of seeking control was organizational 

norms. Individual seeking norms, however, also influence perceptions of control. This 
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notion resonates with the definition of seeking control as both an evaluation of external—

or organizational—control and internal self-efficacy (Ajzen, 2002). This insight should 

be incorporated into subsequent studies using the O-PRISM.  

Furthermore, because the complexity of organizational communication can cause 

individuals to make decisions contrary to ones they would make alone (Janis, 1972), the 

O-PRISM placed organizational norms as a direct predictor of risk information seeking 

behaviors. As for individual seeking norms, this variable was originally thought to 

influence the other variables in the O-PRISM, but not to impact seeking behavior 

directly. However, the results revealed that the influence of individual seeking norms was 

underestimated in this model. Both individual and organizational norms directly 

predicted risk information seeking behaviors, but the influence of organizational norms 

exceeded the impact of individual seeking norms. Even so, the relationship between 

individual and organizational seeking norms on risk information seeking still needs more 

clarity. In what ways do organizational norms magnify or weaken employees’ individual 

seeking norms? And do some types of industries attract individuals with stronger 

tendencies to seek or avoid risk information? 

 In sum, these unexpected findings regarding the role of risk knowledge, seeking 

control, and individual seeking norms within the O-PRISM promote further inquiry into 

organizational risk information seeking. Beyond prompting future studies, the findings 

from the O-PRISM testing offer several contributions to theory. The following section of 
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this chapter discusses the implications of this research on future work on information 

seeking within HROs.  

REVISITING UNCERTAINTY IN HIGH-RELIABILITY ORGANIZATIONS 

Any attempt at managing the unexpected within HROs begins with understanding 

how risks are perceived and how workers manage the uncertainty risks evoke. Weick and 

Sutcliff’s (2007) review of HRO practices affirms this starting point of HRO research. 

People in HROs know that you can’t develop a big picture of operations if the 

symptoms of those operations are withheld. It makes no difference whether they 

are withheld for relational reasons such as fear, ignorance, or indifference. If 

managers refuse to examine what happens between heads, they’ll be eternally 

puzzled by what appears to happen inside individual heads. (p. 13) 

Nationally, the US workforce incurs approximately three million nonfatal injuries 

each year (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014). Further examination into the causes of 

these injuries reveal employees’ fear, ignorance, or indifference to workplace health 

hazards. An effort to combat these signs of impending injuries provokes the present 

research on risk information seeking. After all, information seeking is the precursor to 

effective behavioral change (Griffin et al., 1999). 

The heartbeat of information seeking is uncertainty management (Brashers, 

2001). To better understand what is happening “between heads” as well as what is 

happening “inside individual heads,” this study answers Brashers’ (2001) call to examine 

the multilayered aspects of uncertainty. Essentially, the complexity of uncertainty stems 
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from its contextual enmeshment “that can produce complementary and contradictory 

forces” (Brashers & Babrow, 1996, p. 249). The testing of the O-PRISM illustrates the 

complexity of organizational and individual factors affecting risk information seeking 

behaviors. Because uncertainty management is a macro-theory explaining the driving 

mechanism behind information seeking and avoiding behaviors, the present study does 

not offer theoretical contributions at this level. Instead, the present study offers 

theoretical contributions to the PRISM, which draws its foundation from other well-

known, uncertainty-motivated models (i.e., RISP, TPB, TMIM, and EPPM).   

 Accordingly, the present study demonstrates how theories stemming from health 

and interpersonal communication change in an organizational setting. In particular, future 

studies using the O-PRISM within HROs must (a) account for organizational seeking 

norms, (b) potential desensitization to risks, and (c) the role attitude plays on information 

seeking behaviors. The following section explains these changes in light of prior theory 

development.  

Understanding the Impact of Organizational Norms and Expectations 

 In organizational communication studies, information seeking research primarily 

investigates newcomer experiences (e.g., Miller & Jablin, 1991; Van Maanen & Barley, 

1984). This vein of research makes sense because the socialization process produces 

uncertainty, which is primarily managed through information acquisition (Clampitt & 

Williams, 2005), and in order to help navigate the complex organizational landscape, 
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individuals must learn information-sharing norms (Miller & Jablin, 1991). Yet, post 

socialization, little is known about organizational information seeking.  

Organizational behavior research on “help seeking” offers some additional insight 

into cases where individuals need information, but do not seek information because of 

other constraining factors (Capers & Lipton, 1993; Lee, 1997; Van der Vegt, Bunderson, 

& Oosterhof, 2006). Lee (1997), for example, shows how managers often overlook the 

costs associated with seeking information and assume that access to information-based 

resources leads to their use. In actuality, “exhibiting competence, expertise, and the 

ability to solve critical problems are important for gaining power. Therefore, exhibiting 

signs that one is lacking on these dimensions effectively diminishes one’s power” (Lee, 

1997, p. 339).  

Because the social costs associated with organizational information seeking are 

different from other forms of health and risk information seeking, modeling this process 

required certain adjustments to Kahlor’s PRISM. Whereas the original PRISM integrates 

seeking subjective norms from Ajzen’s (1991) TPB, this construct captures the general 

social pressure individuals perceive from others, rather than the complexity of explicit 

and implicit organizational demands. To overcome this limitation, the O-PRISM adds the 

construct of organizational norms to measure the implicit and explicit organizational 

expectations regarding information seeking as well as the behavioral norms of coworkers. 

The O-PRISM also accounts for individual information seeking norms, an individual’s 

propensity to avoid or seek information regardless of external pressures.  
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Despite Kahlor’s (2010) purpose—to construct a model that transcends specific 

health contexts—the present research demonstrates the added value of this model after it 

was tailored to an organizational setting. Organizations, and the communication they 

enact formally and informally, play a key role in shaping peoples’ interpretation of risk 

and safety. Considering the influence of organizational information seeking norms on 

employees’ information seeking process, the O-PRISM provides additional explanatory 

value when compared to the original PRISM. Additionally, the model adjustments 

provide insight into why certain relationships within this model disappear in an 

organizational setting. For example, risk perception is a consistent predictor of seeking 

intent in prior PRISM studies (Eastin et al., 2015; Hovick et al., 2014; Kahlor, 2010), but 

is a non-significant relationship within an HRO, a discovery further explored in the 

following section.  

Monitoring the Desensitization to Risk in HROs 

 Risk fatigue is defined as numbness caused by repetitive threats that may cause 

harm to individuals (Attansey, 2012). Risk fatigue helps to explain why individuals who 

live in hurricane zones often refuse to evacuate in an emergency (Cole & Fellows, 2008; 

Kapucu, 2008). In a similar vein, research on habituation illustrates how repetitive 

messages can lead to instances where individuals either ignore or do not recognize when 

serious threats arise (Thorley et al., 2001). Stephens and colleagues (2013) show how 

organizations must use multiple channels when communicating safety messages in order 
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to combat habituation. From a HRO perspective, risk fatigue, or habituation, threatens the 

safety of an organization (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).  

Given the frequency of repeated safety incidents at Petro Mobile, paired with the 

high tenure of the employees at this organization, the presence of risk fatigue and 

habituation of safety messages is likely. The insignificant effect of risk perception on the 

O-PRISM confirms this suspicion and carries a sobering consideration for future risk 

research. If risks become commonplace, how do organizations combat risk fatigue and 

promote safe workplace practices? Current theoretical models, including the O-PRISM 

tested here, position risk perception as a powerful predictor of seeking behavior (see 

RISP, TMIM, and EPPM). The findings from this study do not dispute the role of risk 

perception within the general risk information seeking process, but rather, they suggest 

that the role of risk perception is diminished within environments where risks are 

constant. In fact, risk fatigue may be a natural and, at times, important coping mechanism 

for those working in HROs. For example, previous research on nurses addresses 

compassion fatigue as serving the positive function of maintaining emotional stability 

through difficult losses, yet also contributing to poor quality of care (Boyle, 2011). 

Similarly, if employees with dangerous jobs—such as firefighting and oil refinery 

work—recognized the full extent of their workplace risks, they may not be able to do 

their job well. Thus, to some extent, it could be in the best interest of the organization and 

its employees not to dwell on the risks associated with their day-to-day work.  
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Recognizing that either end of the risk perception spectrum is problematic within 

HROs, the present research provides an opportunity to further explore ways of 

combatting risk fatigue and habituation in organizations. Novak and Sellnow (2009) 

acknowledge how “risk issues in organizations frequently originate in, or are complicated 

by communication” (p. 350). Accordingly, communication scholars are well positioned to 

assess how communication within organizations could stimulate greater attention to risks. 

Drawing on research on evacuation fatigue, researchers may want to look into the 

consistency and credibility of risk messages within HROs (Cole & Fellows, 2008). For 

example, if workers receive messages about risks during organizational training events, 

but do not hear these same messages repeated by their supervisors, employees may be 

inclined to belittle the importance of certain safety behaviors at work. In sum, the 

communicative construction of risks within HROs is an area that deserves more attention 

within organizational research. 

The Influence of Attitude on Risk Knowledge Assessments 

 Attitude is an important component of information seeking models (Ajzen. 1991). 

The original PRISM considers attitude to be a predictor of perceived current knowledge, 

knowledge insufficiency, and seeking intent (Kahlor, 2010). Despite the positive 

significant relationship found between attitude toward seeking and seeking intention in 

prior research (Eastin et al., 2015; Ho et al., 2014; Kahlor, 2010; Rosenthal, 2011), the 

present study did not confirm this relationship within an organizational setting.  
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There are a several explanations for this insignificant finding. First, the outcome 

variable changed from seeking intent to seeking behavior in the present study. As a result, 

attitude may have more to do with perceived seeking intent than actual seeking behaviors. 

Second, attitude may not play a direct role in information seeking behaviors when 

employees have already decided to seek information about risks to their health at work. 

This position is supported by Eastin and colleagues’ (2015) PRISM research on hydraulic 

fracturing. Using three experimental conditions to designate different stages of the 

decision-making process, their study found that the relationship between attitude toward 

seeking and seeking intention was only significant when individuals were undecided or 

had resolved not to seek information about the hydraulic fracturing (Eastin et al., 2015). 

However, when individuals had already decided to seek risk information, this relationship 

disappeared. This finding demonstrates that attitude toward seeking might not predict risk 

information seeking efforts when individuals already engage in this behavior.  

Third, in an organization, attitude toward seeking may not be as strong of a 

predictor of seeking intent as in non-organizational settings. Because the addition of 

organizational norms was responsible for a considerable amount of the variance in 

information seeking intent, it is likely that the role attitude toward seeking plays in this 

process lessens. However, in non-organizational settings, attitude may be a salient 

predictor of information seeking because the external pressure encouraging this behavior 

is less formal. Just as employees show up at work even when they do not feel like it, 

organizational demands may influence seeking regardless of employees’ attitude toward 
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risk information. Efforts to create a positive attitude toward seeking risk information may 

therefore be better spent addressing how organizations communicate risk information 

seeking expectations. 

 Despite lack of support for the relationship between attitude toward seeking and 

seeking behavior, attitude still holds an important role within the O-PRISM. The results 

from this study show attitude toward seeking positively predicts current risk knowledge 

and risk knowledge insufficiency. This finding is consistent with the HIAM, which 

asserts that prior searches for information contribute to both an individual’s current 

knowledge as well as his/her attitude toward seeking (Freimuth et al., 1989). Similarly, 

valuations of information’s utility for a certain goal—another aspect of attitude toward 

seeking—influences perceptions of information inadequacy. In other words, attitude 

toward seeking stimulates appraisals of current risk knowledge and of information need.  

Since “employees experience uncertainty when there is a difference between information 

available and information needed” (Clampitt & Williams, 2005, p. 315), attitude toward 

seeking helps frame employees’ evaluations of risk-based uncertainty. In order to fully 

understand how employees make uncertainty management decisions, research needs to 

investigate the ways organizational communication contributes to attitude formation.    

LIMITATIONS 

By providing the antecedents to risk information seeking, this study has 

meaningful implications for individuals tasked with managing the safety of workers in 

HROs. Despite the support for the O-PRISM, this study is not without limitations. Below, 
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I describe how my sample, survey, data decisions, and directionality of paths limit the 

findings of this study.  

Although my survey location was appropriate for addressing the study’s goals, the 

sample may have limited my findings. In my initial conversations with Petro Mobile, I 

was told that operators and maintenance workers would be the only employees taking this 

survey. My key contacts sent the survey to the entire plant, however, which meant job 

functionalities that did not work with dangerous equipment also took this survey. As a 

result, there may have been discrepancies in information seeking based on job role. 

Furthermore, I did not yield a large enough sample size of maintenance workers and 

operators to run my analysis with only these responses, yet my time on-site during data 

collection provided evidence that anyone who steps onto the refinery, including myself, 

has to take a safety and risk assessment. Therefore there may be differences in 

information seeking based on role, even though all employees are aware of health hazards 

and risks at the refinery on some level.  

Another sample limitation was that the workers were skeptical of management’s 

intention for the survey. As I noted in my field notes, one veteran maintenance worker 

stopped by the computer lab where I was stationed and mentioned how the survey was 

evidence of management’s suspicion. He said, “It used to feel like family here and now 

people are always looking over your shoulder.” Because of the tension between 

management and the workers at Petro Mobile, survey participants may have been subject 

to social desirability bias. The workers may have felt that the survey results would be 
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given to their supervisors and consequently the participants manipulated their answers to 

appear more favorable to management (Gideon, 2012). 

In survey research, those who do not take the survey may be systemically 

different than the survey participants (Morgan & Carciopppolo, 2014). One way to avoid 

this nonresponse bias is to locate individuals who did not take the survey and learn their 

characteristics. Another way to overcome nonresponse bias is to have a strong survey 

response rate. The metric for an adequate response rate is dependent on a variety of 

factors, including follow-ups, and survey length, but typically falls around 20 to 24% 

(Sheehan, 2006). Because the present survey had a 22.9% response rate, the presence of 

nonresponse bias is not likely. It should still be noted that males comprised 91% of the 

survey participants, which is in keeping with the fact that there were more male than 

female workers at Petro Mobile—a consistent finding among natural-resources based 

industries (Filteau, 2014).  

Besides the sampling limitations, there were also problems with several survey 

items. The unobtrusive seeking scale was deleted altogether and objective risk perception 

was reduced to one item. The pilot study was not as helpful as I thought in identifying 

these problems because the pilot study captured a different context than the primary 

study. Ideally, my pilot study would have been conducted at Petro Mobile using a focus 

group, but my organizational contacts did not allow for this additional data collection.  

Lastly, while the model contained enough participants to run the analysis, the 

complexity of the PRISM is best suited for larger sample sizes. A more robust sample 
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would have likely produced a more linear data set that would not require the use of 

bootstrapping procedures in the analysis. Although bootstrapping provides a systematic 

method of reducing the effects of non-normality in SEM analysis, it is also more sensitive 

to Type I errors (Nevitt & Hancock, 2001). Additionally, a larger sample size would have 

eliminated the use of means as the mode of measurement for the risk perception and 

organizational information seeking norms variables.  

FUTURE RESEARCH AGENDA 

High-reliability organizations are tasked with managing daunting demands that 

are laden with risks and accident-potential, which set them apart from other types of 

organizations (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Considering Real’s (2010) claim that injuries 

and fatalities are failures in organizational communication, it is surprising there is such 

little fervor for research on this topic. Although the present study helps to pinpoint the 

antecedents to risk information seeking, research on this topic demands more scholarly 

attention. In particular, I draw from organizational communication research on 

information seeking to illustrate how this body of research enriches future studies on risk 

information seeking in the workplace. These avenues for future research are discussed in 

the final section of this chapter.  

Using Organizational Scholarship to Inform Risk Information Seeking 

Employees face numerous situations where information seeking is an appropriate 

response to uncertainty. Job interviews, newcomer interactions, task-related procedures, 
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change management, and performance appraisals all induce uncertainty for employees. 

Although navigating risks at work also causes uncertainty, little organizational 

communication research to date looks at risk and health information seeking in hazardous 

working conditions (see Real, 2010; Zoller 2003 for notable exceptions). Instead, the 

majority of research on information seeking by organizational scholars looks at 

socialization, performance feedback, and change implementation (Morrison, 2002). Each 

of these three areas represents fertile ground for future scholarship on risk information 

seeking.  

Socialization informs risk management.  Communication during socialization 

structures newcomers’ behaviors and their identity at work (Scott & Myers, 2010). As 

such, the socialization process is an important temporal period to explore within HROs in 

order to better understand the way employees interact with workplace hazards. For 

instance, the socialization process explains why Scott and Trethewey (2008) found both 

new and veteran firefighters not wearing their protective breathing masks when cleaning 

burn sites. Because veteran firefighters would tease newcomers who wore breathing 

masks, the newcomers decided to forego this protective behavior and fit in with the rest 

of the squad. Recognizing that the social pressure to conform can put organizational 

members in danger, more research must address how communication during socialization 

impacts occupational injuries and fatalities. In particular, how do newcomers acquire risk 

related information from more experienced organizational members during socialization? 
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How are the implicit and explicit norms for risk information seeking and hazard 

management communicated during socialization?  

Additionally, socialization research addresses unmet expectations, which 

describes the discrepancy between expectations created during the recruitment process 

and the reality of the job (Jablin, 2001). Extending the research on unmet expectations, 

scholars need to consider how safe new employees expect to be at work and whether 

safety expectations predict risk information seeking. Since expectations create “blind 

spots” and threaten our ability to recognize hazards (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007, p. 23), it is 

appropriate to look at the formation of safety expectations during socialization. Perhaps 

those who begin work in HROs are more comfortable with hazards, and as a result, 

overlook the importance of information on safety, hazards, and risks.  

 Assessing the costs of information seeking.  Seeking information within an 

organization comes at a cost (Morrison, 2002; Real, 2010). The research on employee 

performance feedback seeking reminds scholars interested in the ways workers acquire 

risk information that information seeking is an intentional and calculated process 

(Ashford & Cummings, 1983; 1985; Morrison, 2002). Also guided by uncertainty 

management, this research demonstrates how decisions to seek information depend on 

employees’ tolerance for ambiguity and the perceived social costs of seeking certain 

information (Ashford & Cummings, 1985; Morrison & Cummings, 1992).  

Bearing in mind that organizational norms, which are acquired in part during 

socialization, help people in appraising the costs and benefits associated with information 



 

 

171 

 

seeking (Ashford & Northcraft, 1992; Morrison & Vancouver, 2000), future O-PRISM 

studies may want to add another antecedent to the model. Specifically, the relationship 

between organizational norms for information seeking and attitude toward seeking may 

be mediated by the costs associated with information seeking (see Figure 5.3). In other 

words, employees may evaluate the perceived cost of seeking risk information in light of 

organizational norms, which ultimately impact their attitude toward seeking.  

Recent research on the antecedents of feedback seeking behavior offers support 

for this proposed relationship (Anseel, Beatty, Shen, Livens, & Sackett, 2015) and 

suggests that an employee’s age and organizational tenure negatively predicts feedback-

seeking behavior. In a similar vein, future risk research must consider how these 

employee attributes affect the perceived cost of seeking health and safety information. 

Likewise, how do safety managers gain the attention of employees who are non-seekers 

and may feel less uncertainty at work due to their age and tenure?  

 
Figure 5.3  Addition of Seeking Cost as a Variable in Future PRISM Research 
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Organizational change literature as a lens into workplace injuries.  Research 

on organizational change indicates that these punctuated events create uncertainty and 

thus information needs (e.g., Lewis, Schmisseur, Stephens, & Weir, 2006; Lewis & 

Seibold, 1998; Miller & Monge, 1985). Again, the desire to make sense of new situations 

motivates information seeking (Morrison, 2002). In their study on organizational 

downsizing, Casey, Miller, and Johnson (1997) found employees who survived massive 

cuts were more insecure about their job stability and used information seeking strategies 

to manage their uncertainty. Similarly, incidents that result in workplace injuries may 

produce information needs not only for those that are hurt, but also for those that 

“survive” these events without getting hurt. Future research needs to consider how 

workplace injuries create organizational disruptions that give rise to employee 

information needs and seeking behaviors. 

Employees returning to work after an injury often experience humiliation and 

shame because their coworkers and supervisors question the legitimacy of their injury 

(Dembe, 2001; Kirsh, Slack, & King, 2012). Recognizing that the social costs of injury, 

such as shame and stigmatization, are expressed through communicative acts, it is evident 

that on-the-job injuries disrupt workplace communication. Considering that there were 

over one million reported cases of injury-related absenteeism in 2013 (U.S. Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 2014), researchers must address how the “return to normal” is crafted in 

dialogue with others. More research needs to investigate the communication injured 
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employees receive when they return to work and how these interactions affect their job 

satisfaction and performance.  

Overall, future research on risk information seeking can benefit from using the 

findings from socialization, feedback seeking, and organizational change research and 

extending them to HROs. Whereas the present research provides a starting point for 

addressing the antecedents of risk information seeking, there are more nuances to this 

behavior that require attention from communication scholars. Table 5.1 provides a range 

of research questions guided by organizational literature on information seeking to 

enhance our present understanding of risk information seeking within HROs.   

 

 

 

 

Table 5.1  Research Questions Guided by Organizational Communication   

RQ1:  How do newcomers to HROs acquire risk related information from more 

experienced organizational members during socialization? 

RQ1a:  How are the implicit and explicit norms for risk information seeking and 

hazard management communicated during socialization? 

RQ2:  What is the impact of employee safety expectation on risk information 

seeking?  

RQ2a:  To what extent do safety expectations predict injuries at work?  

RQ3:  Does the addition of perceived costs of seeking increase the explanatory 

value of the O-PRISM? 
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RQ4:  What are the effects of employee age and organizational tenure on the 

perceived costs of risk information seeking? 

RQ5:  How do employees craft normalcy through their discourse with others 

post injury?  

RQ5a:  Does risk information seeking look different for previously injured 

employees with highly enmeshed communication networks compared to 

disconnected workers? 

 

Beyond offering new directions for organizational risk information seeking 

research, I urge scholars to retest the O-PRISM presented in this dissertation. The utility 

of the O-PRISM increases when studies are able to replicate the model’s fit and amount 

of variance explained. However, given some operationalization limitations with the 

organizational norms and unobtrusive information seeking scales, future work must 

continue to generate robust scales for these constructs. In a continued effort to achieve 

model parsimony, future studies on the O-PRISM could use Rosenthal’s (2011) 

information need variable instead of the current risk knowledge and knowledge 

insufficiency variables.  

CONCLUSION 

The results of this study offer three distinct contributions to safety researchers and 

managers. First, encouraging risk information seeking within organization must begin by 

cultivating organizational norms conducive to such behavior. Second, this study 

questions the centrality of risk perception as a principal motivator of risk information 

seeking within HROs. That is, the notion that continual presence of risks in these 

organizations leads to the habituation or desensitization of risk perception. Third, this 
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study invokes a larger discussion over the utility of context free models to fully capture 

the communicative complexities of specific settings. Together, these contributions 

provide substantial areas of exploration in future health-related, organizational 

communication research.  
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Appendix: Survey Instrument 

Individual Information Seeking Norms Scale 

Individual Seeking Norms: This scale comes from Griffin, R. J., Yang, Z., ter Huurne, E., 

Boerner, F., Ortiz, S., & Dunwoody, S. (2008). After the flood anger, attribution, and the 

seeking of information. Science Communication, 29, 285-315. 

doi:10.1177/1075547007312309 

 

Instructions: Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements.  

 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Feel 

Neutral 

or Don’t 

know  

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Individual Seeking Norms      

1. When it comes to the topic of 

workplace health and safety, I’m 

likely to go out of my way to get 

more information.   

     

2. When the topic of workplace 

health and safety come up, I try 

to learn more about it. 

     

3. Whenever the topic of workplace 

health and safety comes up, I’m 

likely to tune it out.   

     

4. Gathering a lot of information on 

workplace hazards and risks is a 

waste of time. 

     

5. I go out of my way to avoid 

learning about workplace risks, 

hazards, and safety.  
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Organizational Information Seeking Norms Scale 

Organizational Information Seeking Norms: This scale is adopted from Morrison, E. W. 

(1993). Newcomer information seeking: Exploring types, modes, sources, and 

outcomes. Academy of Management Journal, 36, 557-589. doi:10.2307/256592 

 

Instructions: Think about the last three months at work to determine the behaviors and 

attitudes that Petro Mobile values and expects. 

 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Feel 

Neutral 

or Don’t 

know  

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Organizational Seeking Norms       

6. Petro Mobile expects me to ask 

my direct supervisor about 

workplace hazards.  

     

7. Petro Mobile expects me to ask a 

more experienced staff member 

for information on safety and 

risks to my health at work. 

     

8. This company expects me to pay 

attention and learn from how 

others behave around industrial 

hazards.  

     

9. At Petro Mobile, most 

employees ask other co-workers 

about the safe handling of 

equipment and material.  

     

10. Petro Mobile expects me to 

consult the Process Safety 

Management Handbook to find 

information about workplace 

safety.  
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Perceived Seeking Control 

 

Items 1-5 are drawn from Kahlor (2010) pre-existing scale. Items 6 & 7 were created by 

the researcher. 

 

Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements.  

 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

Agree or 

Disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Information seeking self efficacy      

1. I know where to look for 

information about occupational 

risks to my health. 

     

2. I know where to search for 

information about risks to my 

health at work.  

     

3. When it comes to information 

about occupational risks to my 

health and safety, I know how to 

separate fact from fiction. 

     

4. When it comes to information 

about occupational risks to my 

health and safety, I know where 

to go. 

     

5. I can readily access all the 

information I need about the 

risks I encounter at work. 

     

Information Visibility       

6. My employer provides me with 

access to information about 

workplace risks to my health and 

safety.  

     

7. During work, I have open access 

to technology that I can use to 

look up information about my 

exposure to workplace health 

risks. 
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Attitude Toward Seeking 

 

All items except for the last item are taken from Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM development. 

Using a scale of 1-7, please indicate whether you feel that seeking information about 

workplace risks to your health is worthless or valuable, with 1 = worthless and 7 = 

valuable.  

 

 

Seeking information about workplace risk my health is… Score from1-7 

… worthless or valuable, with 1 = worthless and 7 = valuable.  

… bad or good, with 1 = bad and 7 = good.  

… harmful or beneficial, with 1 = harmful and 7 = beneficial.  

… unhelpful or helpful, with 1 = unhelpful and 7 = helpful.  

… unproductive or productive, with 1 = unproductive and 7 =     

     productive. 

 

… wise or foolish, with 1 = foolish and 7 = wise.  

… useful or not useful, with 1 = not useful and 7 = useful.  

  

Now, think about the last time you looked for information about 

workplace health risks. Was your search for information… 

 

 

… worthless or valuable, with 1 = worthless, 7 = valuable and  

     0 = not applicable 

 

 

Perceived Knowledge 

Item taken from Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM development. 

         Score from 0 - 100 

 

Rate your knowledge about the health risks you encounter at 

work on a scale of 0 to 100, where zero means knowing nothing 

about risks to your health at work and 100 means knowing 

everything you could possible know about risks to your health at 

work. 
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Perceived Knowledge Insufficiency 

Item taken from Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM development. 

 Score from 0 - 100 

 

Think of that same 0 to 100 scale again. This time, estimate how much 

knowledge you need to deal adequately with the risks to your health 

encountered at work.  

 

 

Risk Perception 

Items 2-6 are taken from Kahlor’s (2010) PRISM development of risk perception and 

affective risk response. The first item is altered to address the context of the present 

study.  

 

 
Very 

Safe 

Somewhat 

Safe 
Safe 

Somewhat 

Unsafe 

Very 

Unsafe 

1. In general, how safe would you 

say you are on any given day at 

work… 

     

 

Instructions: Please rate the following using the scale designated for each item.   

 
Score from  

0 -10 

2. How serious are current threats to your health at work? 

0 = no threat at all, 10 = severe threat to health 

 

3. How likely are you to be injured at work in the next year? 

0 = not likely at all, 10 = extremely likely 

 

4. If you were to be injured at work in the next year, how serious do 

you think it would be? 

0 = not serious, 10 = extremely serious 

 

 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

Agree or 

Disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

5. Current risks to my health at work 

are scary.  
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Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

Agree or 

Disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

6. Current risks to my health at work 

are worrisome. 

     

 

Information Seeking Strategies 

This is a scale developed by the author using Berger and Kellermann’s (1994) 

conceptualization of information seeking as either (a) unobtrusive), (b) active, or (c) 

interactive. 

 

Instructions: Please respond to the following prompts based on how you find information 

about risks to your health and safety at work? 

 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

Agree or 

Disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Unobtrusive Information Seeking      

1. I closely monitor the reactions of 

others when they talk about 

workplace risks.  

     

2. I find information on my own 

without having to ask others. 

     

3. I pay attention to what others do 

around workplace hazards.  

     

Active Information Seeking      

4. I ask a fellow co-worker (who 

does not supervise me directly) 

their opinions about workplace 

risks.   

     

5. I ask a friend at work, who is not 

my supervisor, about risks to my 

health at work.  
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Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

Agree or 

Disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

6. I ask someone who is more 

experienced than me (but does 

not supervise me) about 

workplace health hazards. 

     

Interactive Information Seeking      

7. I ask my supervisor/manager 

directly when I have any 

concerns about workplace 

hazards. 

     

8. I am completely upfront with 

management and ask them about 

risks to my health at work.  

     

9. I approach my supervisor and 

ask about risks to my health at 

work. 

     

 

Information Seeking Sources 

 

This scale was developed by the author. 

 

Instructions: Please indicate how likely you are to use the following sources to find 

information about your exposure to health risks at work.  

 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes 

Almost 

every time 

Always 

1. Internet search on work 

computer. 

     

2. Internet search on home 

computer. 

     

3. Internet search on 

mobile phone. 

     

4. Consult the employee 

handbook. 

     

5. Ask a co-worker.      

6. Ask a supervisor.      
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Demographic Information  

 

Please fill in or mark the appropriate blanks below. Although this information is of value, 

if you feel uncomfortable in providing some of this information, please leave it blank. No 

identifying information will be reported. 

 

1. How long have you worked for Petro Mobile? ________ years _____ months       

2. What shift do you work?  _____ day shift     _____ night shift     _____ combination 

3. Does your workplace provide you with access to communication technology (i.e., 

computer, phone, etc.)?  ____no ____yes   

4. Do you own your own laptop or smart phone with Internet capabilities?  

 ____no ____yes   

5. Are you in a supervisory position? ____no ____yes   

6. Are you a ______maintenance craftsman  or ______operator? 

7. How long have you worked in that current position?  ______________________ 

8. Have you ever had a near miss at work? ____no ____yes   

9. Have you ever had a workplace injury? ____no ____yes   

a. Was this injury while working at Petro Mobile? ____no ____yes   

10. What year were you born? ___________   

11. Are you _____ male  or _____ female 

12. Which describes your highest education level?   

_____Some high school   _____High school diploma/GED 

 _____Some college           _____College degree or above 

13. Which best describes your race/ethnicity?       _____Black    _____Hispanic 

    _____White        _____ Asian ______ Native American   _____ Other       

14. What is your first language:  _____ English      _____ Spanish     ______ Other 
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