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Employee safety behavior is a dynamic phenomenon that takes place in every 
organization where employee’s concerns are taken for granted. 
Organizations and their respective authority are in search of ways to reduce 
the magnitude of such behavior by counseling employees. Research scholars 
play an important role in understanding and developing employee safety 
behavior. In this regard, specifically for assessing the way and magnitude of 
employee safety behavior (ESB), researchers have developed a tool to 
measure it. For achieving such an objective, researchers theoretically 
proposed the indicators to measure employee safety behavior effectively. 
These behaviors were: Avoidance and aggression coded as SBAV (safety 
behavior for avoidance) and SBAG (safety behavior for aggression). The 
present study strengthens the theoretical rationale of previous studies and 
validated the psychometric properties of employee safety behavior in the 
Pakistani context. 400 employees from 11 branches situated in different 
regions were surveyed, and data was analyzed using SMART PLS 3.0–
software prominent due to its methodological usefulness. Findings 
illustrated that instrument satisfaction met the criteria of internal 
consistency reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity for both 
ESB dimensions. Findings clearly demonstrated that the ESB scale is effective 
enough in measuring employee safety behavior in the microfinance sector of 
Sindh, Pakistan. Hence, Future researchers are recommended to use this tool 
in measuring employee safety behavior in developing countries, specifically 
in Pakistan. 
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1. Introduction 

*Safety has long been considered by organizations 
as a major concern because it has a strong linkage 
with direct as well as indirect cost (Neal and Griffin, 
2006). Past research (Shaw and Sichel, 2013; 
Sutherland and Cooper, 1991) on safety behavior 
focused on identifying attitudes and personality 
traits. However, modern research has shifted the 
attention of safety researchers from individual 
attributes to management practices and work 
climate as a contributor to failure (Barling et al., 
2003; Cox and Cheyne, 2000; Neal and Griffin, 2006; 
Parker et al., 2001). According to Chan and 
McAllister (2014), safety behaviors are common 
place among individuals who are suffered from post-
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traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), which can be 
triggered by workplace bullying and victimization 
(P: 53-54). For example, a person indulged in 
stressful life trauma always prefers ‘back seat 
driving.’ Though this type of behavior does not 
reduce the risk or intensity of experienced stressful 
events; rather, it creates disturbance and feelings of 
irritation for fellow passengers, especially car driver. 

Findings of primary research conducted by 
Freeman et al. (2005), in clinical as well as in non-
clinical settings, identified that individual employees 
involved in disturbed negative emotions -fear, 
anxiety, and threat-opt for safety behaviors with the 
hope to decrease the level of risk. Research of Vogel 
and Mitchell (2017) confirmed the significance of 
aggression and avoidance as a key determinant of 
employee safety behavior. Their research suggests 
that experience of any harmful behavior or 
mistreatment by the supervisor/organization gives 
rise to aggression and avoidance by a concerned 
employee in order to repay their mistreatment. 

Chan and McAllister (2014) provided an 
explanation for the role of avoidance and aggression 
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as a worth able factor in determining employee 
safety behavior. However, the scale of employee 
safety behavior consisting of two dimensions-
avoidance and aggression-needs to be validated, 
especially in developing contexts because the mere 
explanation that avoidance and aggression play a key 
role in endorsing employee safety behavior is not 
enough. Scale comprised of 17 items, 9-items for 
aggression, and 8-items for avoidance. Hence, the 
present study recommends the validation of the 
scale of employee safety behavior using its 
dimension avoidance and aggression in the Pakistani 
context. 

In the consequent section, we have elaborated on 
the literature review, the method adopted followed 
by results. Conclusions are also drawn based on the 
findings of the present study. 

2. Literature review 

Safety behaviors, behaviors that employees adopt 
with the purpose of decreasing the level and risk of 
threat proposed by perpetrators, are performed as a 
reaction or as a way to deal with stressful events 
(Freeman et al., 2001; Salkovskis, 1991). According 
to Chapin (2001), it is optimistic thinking to adopt 
safety behavior in the circumstances when they feel 
underestimated in comparison to other co-workers. 
The belief that ‘‘it couldn’t happen to me’’ has been 
found to be a consistent justification by Mullen 
(2004) for adopting such unsafe work practices (p. 
275-285). A framework of safety behavior 
elaborated by Chan and McAllister (2014) explained 
that safety behavior captures many behavioral 
responses as a reaction to different negative forms of 
supervisory behavior directed towards employees 
such as workplace bullying, victimization, abusive 
supervision, incivility, undermining, and ostracism 
(Tepper et al., 2007). 

The direct effect of safety behavior is 
intrapersonal in nature as it strives to maintain a 
suspicious pattern of thoughts (Chan and McAllister, 
2014; Freeman et al., 2001). Researchers further 
argued that safety behavior provides a tool for 
psychological relief that substantiate the concerning 
efficacy and reinforce them towards commitment for 
vigilance and observation. Tepper et al. (2001) 
claimed that safety behaviors are adopted only with 
the intention to decrease the magnitude of 
mistreatment. Considering the available literature on 
safety behavior, Freeman et al. (2001) identified 
compliance, help seeking, avoidance, aggression, and 
ingratiation as principal forms of safety behavior, 
but in the present research, aggression and 
avoidance have been recognized as key drivers of 
safety behavior and Freeman et al. (2001) argued 
that items of avoidance and aggression behavior 
need to be considered in order to determine the 
employee safety behavior because Freeman and 
Garety (2004); Freeman et al. (2005) and Kramer 
(2001) claimed that avoidance and aggression is the 
main prototypical behavioral response. 

After a comprehensive review, Chan and 
McAllister (2014) theoretically developed the scale 
of employee safety behavior that contains the 
dimensions of avoidance and aggression, but that 
scale was not validated in developing countries 
where the ratio of safety behavior is very high. This 
study will potentially address this gap in the 
Pakistani context by answering the question like 
what are the psychometric properties of the 
employee safety behavior scale (ESBS) and its factor 
structure in the Pakistani context. 

3. Methods 

3.1. Sample and population 

A proportionate stratified sampling technique 
was adopted, and survey questionnaires were 
distributed to 400 employees of microfinance 
sectors from different regions of Pakistan. Ten 
microfinance banks were selected, and 
questionnaires were distributed in different 
branches of these banks (See Table 1 for 
microfinance branches). For this study, we preferred 
Krejcie and Morgan (1970) sample size 
determination criteria. Because it takes into account 
the precision and level of confidence, which ensure 
that sampling error has been minimized. If we refer 
to the sample size table generated by Krejcie and 
Morgan (1970), the sample size for this study would 
be 377, which represents the whole population. A 
total of 400 questionnaires were distributed with the 
expectation of a 76% response rate to be on the safe 
side. 

3.2. Demographic profile 

We approached 400 employees as respondents 
from 11 branches of microfinance banks. The 
majority of the participants were male (275, 89.6%); 
however, only 32 participants were female (10.4%). 
Regarding the age group, 72% of respondents were 
under the age group of 20-30 years, 27.7% of 
respondents were under the group of 30-40 years, 
and only 3% of respondents were under the group of 
40 years and above. Regarding the status of 
respondents, 103 respondents were single (33.6%); 
however, 204 respondents were married (66.4%). 
As far as their education is concerned, 227 
respondents had bachelor's degrees (73.9%), 71 
respondents (23.1%) were having a master's degree, 
and only 9 respondents (2.9%) were doing 
postgraduate.  

As far as the experience level of respondents is 
concerned, 208 respondents (67.8%) had 2 years 
experience, 88 respondents (28.7%) had 5 years 
experience, and only a minimum number of 
respondents is 11 (3.6%) had the experience of more 
than 10 years. Table 2 provides the tabulation form 
of respondent’s demographic characteristics. 
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Table 1: Total number of microfinance banks, its branches, and employees 
No. Banks Number of branches Number of employees % 
1 Advance microfinance bank limited 13 441 2.5 
2 Apna microfinance bank limited 79 1411 8 
3 FINCA microfinance bank limited 115 1855 10.0 
4 Khushhali bank limited 167 3511 19.1 
5 NRSP Microfinance bank limited 103 1957 11 
6 Pak Oman microfinance bank 9 233 1.2 
7 Telenor microfinance bank limited 147 2782 15.1 
8 The first microfinance bank limited 123 2489 13.5 
9 Mobilink microfinance bank limited 60 1532 8.2 

10 U Microfinance bank limited 141 2112 11.5 
Totals  957 18323 100 

 

Table 2: Demographic profile of respondents 
Demographics Frequency Percentage 

Gender 
Male 

Female 

 
275 
32 

 
89.6 
10.4 

Age 
20-30 years 
30-40 years 
40-50 years 

 
221 
85 
1 

 
72 

27.7 
0.3 

Status 
Single 

Married 

 
103 
204 

 
33.6 
66.4 

Education 
Bachelors 
Masters 

Postgraduate 

 
227 
71 
9 

 
73.9 
23.1 
2.9 

Experience 
2years 
5years 

10years and more 

 
208 
88 
11 

 
67.8 
28.7 
3.6 

Designation 
Teller/customer service/banking 

operations. 
Sales staff. 
Manager. 
Others. 

 
62 

208 
28 
9 

 
20.2 
67.8 
9.1 
2.9 

3.3. Instrument 

Employee safety behavior (ESB) was measured 
by connecting two scales, one of avoidance and one 
of aggression. One thing must be noted here that 
using both scales to measure safety behavior is not a 
new idea. Rather Chan and McAllister (2014) have 
identified avoidance and aggression as safety 
behavior of employees at the workplace. Aggression 
scale of 8 items was adopted from Nifadkar et al. 
(2012). This study adopted it from Nifadkar et al. 
(2012) however this scale is an adapted version 
from the scale of social undermining (Duffy et al., 
2002), the abusive supervision scale (Tepper, 2000), 
and a measure of dispositional verbal aggression 

(Rancer et al., 1986). Reliability of the scale reported 
by author is 0.94. Original items were directed 
towards organization but due to the context these 
items were prefixed with ‘my supervisor’. 

Avoidance scale of 8 items is an adapted version 
from PRCA (Personal Report of Communication 
Apprehension) (McCroskey, 1982). It is a trait 
measure of communication avoidance and social 
anxiety in our day to day situations. However, the 
items of this scale were modified to measure 
avoidance behavior directed towards the supervisor. 
The reliability of the scale reported by Nifadkar et al. 
(2012) is 0.87. The items are: All the items were 
measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 
‘1’ never to ‘5’ always.  

4. Analysis and results 

PLS path modeling technique has been used for 
the analysis of research findings. According to Hair 
et al. (2011, 2014) and Sarstedt et al. (2014), PLS is 
used for testing and validating the research models. 
It is a variance-based technique that is used in the 
condition of small sample size, especially when the 
nature of research is exploratory. Wold (1975) 
stated that exploratory research normally requires a 
soft modeling approach; therefore, the PLS path 
modeling technique has been considered as suitable 
in this context. 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) has also been 
applied using SMART PLS 3.0 for determining the 
construct validity of ESB in the Pakistani context. 
Additionally, PLS Algorithm recommended by Geladi 
and Kowalski (1986) was estimated for assessing the 
internal consistency reliability, convergent validity, 
and discriminant validity. Table 3 shows the 
confirmatory factor analysis results for ESB. 

 

Table 3: Confirmatory factor analysis results for ESB 
Code Indicators Loadings CR AVE 

Aggression   .861 .509 
SBAG1 My boss uses offensive language with me 0.709   
SBAG2 My boss speaks disrespectfully with me 0.776   
SBAG3 My boss gets into loud arguments with me 0.704   
SBAG4 My boss speaks rudely with me 0.701   
SBAG5 My boss attacks me personally when I don’t agree with his/her ideas 0.724   
SBAG6 My boss interrupts me when I am talking 0.660   

Avoidance   .799 .506 
SBAV3 I prefer having minimum informal interaction with my supervisor 0.525   
SBAV4 I try to minimize official interactions with my supervisor 0.771   
SBAV5 As far as possible, I don’t ask for help or information from my supervisor 0.843   
SBAV6 As far as possible, I try to stay away from my supervisor 0.668   
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Depicted results in Table 3 showed the results of 
confirmatory factor analysis that yield two 
dimensions of ESB. Results also showed the values of 
internal consistency reliability and convergent 
validity. For assessment of internal consistency 
reliability, the present study follows the 
recommended threshold of Hair et al. (2011) as 0.70 
or greater. Results depicted in Table 3 indicate that 
composite reliability values are above 0.7; hence 
successfully met the criteria. Secondly, convergent 
validity was also assessed by evaluating the values of 
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) of each latent 
variable (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Chin (1998) 
suggested the AVE of each latent construct must be 
0.5 and above. Results depicted in Table 3 indicate 
that AVE values of both constructs were greater than 
0.5; therefore, it concludes that the present study 
successfully met the criteria of convergent validity. 

For the present study, the value coefficient of AVE 
has been used to assess discriminant validity, as 
recommended by Fornell and Larcker (1981). This 
can only be achieved when a researcher compares 
the correlation of latent variables with the square 
root of AVE (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). In addition, 
with that, discriminant validity has been determined 
using the criteria suggested by Chin (1998) to 
compare the indicator loadings with other reflective 
indicators in the cross-loadings table. First, as a rule 
of thumb for evaluating discriminant validity, Fornell 
and Larcker (1981) suggested the use of AVE with a 
score of 0.50 or more.  

To achieve adequate discriminant validity, 
Fornell and Larcker (1981) further recommended 
that the square root of the AVE must be greater than 
the correlations among latent variables. The results 
of the present study clearly indicate that the value 
coefficient of AVE is greater than 0.5 means the 
study has found an adequate level of discriminant 
validity. 

5. Discussion and conclusion 

This study has been undertaken to validate the 
ESB scale (Chan and McAllister, 2014) in the 
Pakistani context, specifically in the microfinance 
sector of different regions of Sindh, Pakistan. The 
findings of the current study offer some meaningful 
insights. The confirmatory factor analysis reveals 
that it is a multidimensional construct encompassing 
two indicators presented in Table 3. These findings 
are consistent with the findings of Chan and 
McAllister (2014), who theoretically validated the 
dimensions of employee safety behavior (ESB). Chan 
and McAllister (2014) not only validated the 
employee safety behavior using a theoretical 
perspective; rather, they elaborated in detail the 
theoretical dilemma that initiates safety behavior. 
Findings of confirmatory factor analysis, validity, and 
reliability further confirm the suitability of these two 
dimensions as a key indicator while measuring ESB 
in the microfinance sector of Sindh, Pakistan. 
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