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Chapter 1 — Introduction.

“The party responsible shall encourage and pronet®und health, environment and safety

culture comprising all activity areas and which tiionutes to achieving that everyone who

takes part in petroleum activities takes on respgulity in relation to health, environment

and safety, including also systematic developmedtimprovement of health, environment

and safety.*

The Norwegian oil and gas industry is one of rakg one of massive institutional pressure
for legitimacy. Dangerous operations are performea daily basis and the newest of
technology is applied, all in the frames of thaaus North Sea. Accidents can occur, and
there is potential for major disasters. Undoubtathlis calls for regulation.

The Norwegian framework regualtions hold the orgatidon responsible for encouraging and
promoting a sound health, safety, and environmd8&) culture. The overall assumption is
that such a culture will improve safety. Focusimgcalture seems to be trendy in the industry
these days, and it appears that the academics smhagree on the focus. This thesis will
focus on the notion of culture — is it possibleetdance safety through culture? | will use this

chapter to present the topic and introduce sonfieulifes that the industry faces.

1.1 Organizational safety in the Norwgian oil andag industry

The Norwegian petroleum industry has been focusingafety matters since the very
beginning, but the focus seems to have changed gudt over the years. The focus appears
to have evolved from hard science (technical réitgpto soft science (human reliability) —
from the focus on how the technical equipment camiproved to enhance the safety, to how
the behavior of the members of the organizationbsaanhanced to promote a safer work
place. Patrick Hudson (2007) gives an explanatiainé development of safety focus in the
oil and gas industry. He explains how each new ®&tVaf safety focus reaches a plateau
where, although the “wave” has contributed to aictidn of incidents and accidents, a new
perspective/focus has to be implemented in ord&rrtber the reduction of incident rates. In

his figure showing the development line (fig.1),dm@ws how the focus first went from

! Section 11 of the Norwegian framework regulations.



technology to systems. Although the technology neeases to evolve, there has always been
a technical integrity in the petroleum industry.t®av does one continue to lower the incident
rates after the focus on technology reaches iigepl? The answer was to shift the focus
toward the systems.

Numbers of Incidents

Time ﬂ

fig.1.1 — The developmental line, culture becomehé next wave after systems safety(Hudson 2007; 700)

The focus on systems developed, according to Hydster the Piper Alpha disastén 1988.
The thought was to improve safety managemently tise of safety management systems
(SMS) (Hudson 2007; 699). This also led to the inclgdof environmental and occupational
health management, and the implementation of hesdfiety and environment management
systems (HSE-MS). Also this focus led to a reductibincident rates, but also this focus
reached its plateau, and none of the fatas been reduced to the goal of zero. It was now
time to focus on the culture — time to focus ongheple. This is where behavior based safety,
safety culture and behavior modification becomerdgting and important.

It is now a common belief in the petroleum indushat, in order to reduce incident rates
further and enhance the general safety, one must swae that the employees act in the
safest way possible. It has therefore become weeydsting to analyze what lies behind the
behavior — to find out why people act the way tdey- so that the behavior easier can be

Z Hudson’s figure represents the change of focus on the safety work in the petroleum industry.
Although it seems from the figure that the incident rates have declined, this is not necessarily
representative to the factual incident statistics. Hudson’s plateaus do not indicate increased safety, but
merely a change in focus.
® A North Sea oil production platform which was destroyed in July 1988 by an explosion and the
resulting fire, killing 167 men. To this day it is the biggest offshore oil disaster, in terms of lost lives.
www.wikipedia.org/wiki/piper_alpha)

Fatal accident rate (FAR), Lost Time Injury Frequency (LTIF), Total Recordable Case Frequency
(TRCF)



modified. This has led to the development and imglietation of different “safe behavior”
programs, encouraging the employees to step upeteesponsibility and acknowledge their
role in the safety work. The new focus is that deots never happen, they are caused — a
focus that indicates a human responsibility. Thay wf thinking can be recognized in for
example Shell’s “Goal Zero”, Statoil’s “zero phitgshy”, and BP’s STOP-program.

1.1.1 What to make of the litterature on organizanal safety?

When it comes to organizational safety the litier@atand theories available seem to differ
widely in their conclusions and suggestions foegaénhancement. Two theoretical schools
prevail in the field, one based on Charles Perrdwgsmal Accident Theory (NAT) (Perrow
1983) and the other based on the High Reliabilityaization Theory (HROT). NAT’s side

of the story seems to be that accidents are unabl@gwe cannot prepare for what we do not
know, and accidents are therefore inevitable. TROM perspective is that accidents can be
avoided through, amongst other organizational dtaristics, a decentralized strategy that
further is dependent on a strong and uniform omgdinal culture. Two questions arise; can
we accept the first premise — that accidents adtable and unavoidable? If the answer is no,
is it possible to create a uniform culture in tihgamizations operating in the oil and gas

industry?

It is important to understand the significance paslition of the oil and gas industry in
Norway. Norway is one of very few countries in therld that can budget with a huge
surplus, all because of the oil and gas industilyal gas made up 48% of Norway'’s total
export of goods and services in 2007 (www.ssb.nd)les helped build the Norwegian
economy since the late 1960s. The industry gavé teoapproximately 32.000 people in
2006 (www.ssb.no). In 2007, the industry was acaigletfor 31% of Norway’s income
through the taxes and direct ownership (ibid). €hera huge political and economical
interest in the industry, and it consequently reegiextensive focus from the media. There
are many stakeholders in the industry. Numeroussinies have oil and gas politythere are

several employer confederatiBnand many workers’ uniohs

® Ministries of finance, fisheries and coastal affairs, trade and industry, petroleum and energy,
environment, etc. Also many directorates have their own oil and gas policies.

® OLF, The Norwegian Shipowners’ Association.

" OFS/SAFE, NOPEF.



The oil and gas industry is a somewhat controvierstustry, where safety and
environmental issues seem to be most controvendial oil companies have a strong need to
legitimize themselves and their operations in teairoundings, and accepting the premise
that accidents are unavoidable is not a way toimistech legitimacy. Not everyone would
appreciate if companies declared that “there wdb@ably be accidents during our operations,
people will probably be hurt, and it is also likéhat someone, sometime, will die”. A
company simply cannot make statements like that 8ahnot guarantee that our operations
won’t harm the environment” would not be acceptethe Norwegian society, especially in
these “green” environmental times we have entetayl. It would not be legitimate. It would
not be accepted. In other words, studying orgaioizal safety in this industry implies
suggesting and testing organizational charactesigtiat are thought to increase reliability.
This study will focus on the second premise memtbabove; accidents can be avoided
through a decentralized organizational strategyithdependent on a strong uniform culture,
and the question that needs to be focused on igheter not creating such a culture is

possible.

The culture of the Norwegian oil and gas industry

To illustrate the difficulties related to creatiagtrong and uniform culture, let me introduce
the cultural story of the Norwegian oil and gasusitly. The diversity and multinationalism

involved indicate only some of the challenges winrgimg to obtain unifomity.

The early 1960s were the beginning of a new inddstra in Norway. Big international
companies opened their eyes to the Norwegian camthshelf (NCS) and became interested
in becoming a part of the development here. Tt ¢loncessions were distributed in 1965, to
nine different oil companies, and the first oil wasand in 1969 (Smith-Solbakken 1997; 28).
Ever since the very start of the Norwegian oil gad adventure a certain culture has evolved
in the industry, a culture characterized firstlydmmewhat of a cultural clash between the
experienced Americans and the inexperienced Noemsgiand secondly by a highly
international working environment. This specifidustrial culture is important in this context

as it helps us understand the distinctive qualithe industry.

Smith-Solbakken (1997) divides the history of thMegian oil and gas industry in two

different encounters; the “regional encounter” frb&66 to 1977, and the “industrial



encounter” from 1978 to 1986. The regional encawvies the encounter between the
cowboys from Texas and the farmers from Jeeren Ahhericans entered the NCS and
recruited Norwegian farmers with little industrickground. The American leadership style
was new to the Norwegians and broke with the pietisaditions from the Norwegian west
coast. A drastic change happened in 1973, wheseime-submersible rigs were defined by
the authorities as ships and maritime crews wenmgadeled. Norwegian captains became the
top authority on board and the drilling managerpwintil then had been in charge, became
degraded and subordinate to the captain. This ehlargught with it a change of mentality; a
“Norwegianization” of the industrial culture andatéership style. What first was an
authoritarian and somewhat arbitrary American wialgading evolved into a Norwegian
bureaucratic and union-friendly regime based ontisé for involvement in all hierarchical
levels. (Ibid)

The 70s represented a new and booming phase bidtiveegian oil industry. The
development of Ekofisk, Frigg, and Statfjord wadéocompleted from the mid 70s, and the
competency required for the job was varied, speed] and substantial. As the labour market
was tight manpower was called for from abroad, sowh the NCS was filled with workers
from Southern Europe and South, Central, and Nantlerica. The North Sea became a
cultural melting pot, and Norway was introducedrntany foreign languages and customs.
Stavanger had become an arena for internationaldsss This is what Smith-Solbakken
refers to as the industrial encounter, and thigogas characterized by immense industrial
development. (Ibid)

The NCS'’s historical development comes with certaaplications; the Americans were first
in charge, and brought along their old customsvaoikplace culture. Workers from all over
the world came to work on the industrial expandiefore the Norwegians took over and
modified the social rules and norms. The Norwegihand gas industry is, in other words,
characterized by a cultural diversity, and thewelfound in the workplaces in the industry is
thus not necessarily identical to the Norwegiamonal culture in general.

1.2 The purpose and intentions of this study

| have chosen to study organizational safety ioihand gas industry for several reasons.

Firstly, it is an industry with a high potentialrfaccidents and where risk elimination is



practically impossible. Secondly, it is an indusiriyere the premise of the inevitability of
accidents cannot be accepted — safety is expexteel @nhanced. Thirdly, the oil and gas
industry is highly international, including sometbé biggest multinational companies in the

world.

The purpose of this study is to test the premissutitiral uniformity being a possible savior
to the everlasting safety problem. The idea iss$hah a culture will lead to safe decision-
making in all levels of the organization. I includeiversal theories on decision-making
processes in organizations, in addition to thearesrganizational safety. The main
contribution of this study lies, however, in thelirding of cultural theory and the concept of
identity. How these fields are related and whay ihgply for one another are topics that

hopefully will be answered along the way.

1.3 The case

The case of this study is Norske Shell, and I firldghly suitable to the project. Norske Shell
has undergone an organizational change towardsattenal centralization and
standardization, which creates very difficult cdrmhis for cultural universalism. In addition,
the organization has what they consider a univensdlculturally independent safety practice,
the Golden Rules. The internationalism and cultdnarsity taken into consideration, it
seems highly appropriate to study universal tdol$urther be able to discuss their effects.
This Golden Rules practice is the main study olpéthis project, as it is seen as a universal

creator of a uniform culture.

The question of research is related to whethepbitiis possible to create an organizational
design that will make accidents avoidable. My dbiion to the field is related to culture,
and | will test the HRO theorists belief that aaty and uniform culture creates reliability and
enhances safety. | will expose the theory to whet bre considered very difficult conditions;
a supposable universal practice in a newly intésnatized organization. Taking these
conditions into consideration, the case of thislgforovides a good basis for showing how a

culture can spread out in an organization and beaamversal.

This study is as much a study on implementatiolcgsses as it is on organizational safety.

How a practice is presented and implemented isgiiioto have implications on its effects.
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The study will also show how an organization’s safeork does not differ very much from
other organizational elements, and the findingslaeeefore thought to be somewhat

generalizable in and across organizations.

Two research questions will be addressed:
- Can organizational safety be enhanced through calltuniformity?

- Is it possible to create a uniform culture in a tmational organization?

Organizational safety is, in this thesis, underdtas the safety that can be altered, modified,
and affected by the organization, through orgamirat designs and characteristics. The
organizational designs and characteristics arbduthought to affect decision-making
processes in all levels of the organization, legdmmsafe decision-making and increased
safety. The term includes all decisions made irotiganization that has an effect on the risk

level in the organization.

Cultural uniformity is understood as a homogenqmitern of basic assumptions which are
shared by members of an organization and whichat@emconsciously (Shein 1987),

consequently affecting the decisions made.

1.4 Thesis outline

This chapter has functioned as an introductioméatopic and emirical field, and as a brief
presentation of case and research questions. ptestial will present the theoretical
foundation of this study; including universal thegron organizations, the concept of identity
and cultural theory, as well as theories on orgaional safety. | will in this chapter show
how the theories on organizations correspond Vaitisé on organizational safety — the logics
behind the theories are pretty much the samel kg present an important topic regarding
risk understanding. Chapter 3 will present theaesedesign of the study, including a more
detailed presentation of the case and a presemtattiine methodology chosen. Chapter 4 has
an empirical focus and presents the organizaticimahge mentioned above. Chapter 5 gives
an in-depth presentation of the Golden Rules, hagtactice is exposed to an analysis that
further enables a discussion on its universalishap@er 6 works as a bridge between chapter
4 and 5, and it is here discussed whether or neit Bas managed to create a universal

practice that further creates a uniform culturelieg to enhanced organizational safety.

11



Chapter 7 addresses the risk understanding imthesiry, which can be seen as the main
issue in the field. The findings of the study anengarized in chapter 8, leading to the

conclusions of the thesis.

12



Chapter 2. Theoretical foundation

“It still isn’t gonna protect us from the thing weven't thought of ®

2.1 Different perspectives on organizations

Organization theory is a field of study which irbhs vast theoretical diversity. | choose to
limit my thesis to include two different perspeeisvon organizations which can be used on
businesses in the private sector: the rationaklaadhstitutional organizational perspectives
(Olsen 1992; March & Olsen 1989). Both perspectaresconsidered universal when
studying the decision-making processes in orgaioizsit The rational perspective has
traditionally been the dominating perspective,ibbfis been criticized for ignoring that
organizations in fact are institutions with an awatimous ability to affect its member’s
behavior (Powell & DiMaggio 1991:3). Although thestitutional perspective can be seen as
a reaction to the rational perspective, the twepectives can be interpreted as
complementary to each other, instead of mutualgpuekng (Christensen & Laegreid 2001:25;
Olsen 1992). Both perspectives will be includethim theoretical discussions of this thesis.

The discussion on rationality in organizations basome a controversy within the
organizational theoretical and management field®(ias 2003). The concept of rationality
is one of the most important sources when studiingan action and a lot of research has
been conducted on rationality with the objectivestiablishing the most efficient managerial
techniques. There are many nuances in the two @&trgps on rationality in organizations,
and there is a fine line between the most ratistialinstitutionalists and the most
institutionalistic rationalists. The placing of sermaf the theorists into institutional or rational
categories can thus be quite controversial. As Td®(1h993) notesjt‘is important to realize
that assumptions about rationality do not fall irither objectively rational or objectively
irrational categorieS. We are dealing with a continuum so that variousimediate

positions may be adoptédThomas 1993; 28). | will therefore proceed tesent the

® President Josiah Bartlet, The West Wing, season 3 episode 17.
° Thomas (1993) labels his categories differently from what is done in this thesis. The basic
assumptions are however quite similar.

13



different perspectives as a continuum, startindp wie rational perspective and ending with

the institutional perspective.

2.1.1 The rational perspective on organizations

The rational perspective on organizations seesii@nization as a homogenous actor, and as
a tool for the management (Ravik 1998). This itdasn the idea that the formal structure
controls the organization’s behavior and stratdgyiaes. The formulation of superior
strategies is the responsibility of the managensemd,a successful adaptation to the demands
occurring outside the organization requires a cdé@tegy and good timing. The management
acts based on a clear means-ends way of thinkinghvis based on expected consequences.
This is what March and Olsen (1989) call “the logiconsequences”. The scholars within
this perspective assume that the management alesgysationally and calculates which
solution will be most fitting, always in accordartoethe organization’s goals and interests.
This implies that the formal organization and ttsisture control the organization’s behavior.
Organization maps, job instructiora)d internal control documents, and also possible
changes in one or more of these, have strong aftecthe decision making structures and
how tasks are accomplished. This presupposeset badit formal structure in fact determines
behavior. By making changes within the formal dues in the organization, the
management can also change and determine beh@k®rational perspective is interesting

in this context since companies often have hiefeathvays of organizing, with distinct

governance systems.

Almost all economic theory, as well as big partshef other social sciences, is based on the
thought that human action is the result of human choice and inaan choice is intendedly
rational” (March 1999; 14). Rational choice theory focusashow the human always will
seek to protect and promote its own interests,aditide same time try to maximize its own
utility. History and culture are basically irrelextgo understanding behavior for rational
choice theorists, instead it is sufficient to knitve actors’ interests and to assume that they
pursue them rationally. Four different factors fdim basis of this perspective on decision
making; firstly that there is a knowledge of alteimes, secondly that there is a knowledge of
the consequences of the alternative actions, yhihdit there is a consistent preference
ordering by which the different alternatives carcbepared, and lastly that there is a
decision rule (March 1991; 97).

14



2.1.2 Bounded rationality — closing up on the ingtitional perspective.

Somewhere in between the rational and the ingiitati perspectives lie the thoughts of
Herbert Simon. Although considered a rationalistrist scholars, Simon is probably one of
the most important figures within the field of itistional theory. His theory on administrative
behavior was developed to correct and counteradr#uitional economic theories on rational
choice, and he was among the first to acknowlelgédinits of human cognitive capacity and
to link this with the features of organizationalusture (Scott 2001). The classical rational
choice perspective was counteracted by Simon whenttoduced the concept of “bounded
rationality”. This concept acknowledges human latidns and opens for other factors than
profit maximizing and interest promotion and préi@t in decision making processes. The
bounded rationality introduced by Simon relaxesassumptions regarding full knowledge of
alternatives and consequences, but hangs on Bufipmsition that the actors sed& tlo the
best they can to satisfy whatever their wants ngh{Abell 1995; 7, in Scott 2001; 66).
According to Simon, the human being can only abmally when organized;The behavior
patterns which we call organizations are fundamkrnteen, to the achievement of human
rationality in any broad sense. The rational indwal is, and must be, an organized and
institutionalized individual. If the severe limitaposed by human psychology upon
deliberation are to be relaxed, the individual mumshis decisions be subject to the influence
of the organized group in which he participatess Hecisions must not only be the product of
his own mental processes, but also reflect thedeoaonsiderations to which it is the

function of the organized group to give effef®imon[1945] 1997; 111).

Even when organized, there are limitations to tn@din rationality. These limitations can be
informational and computational (March 1999; 186)hamansdre unable to see clearly or
interpret accurately the decision situations in @fhthey find themselve@bid; 16). Thus,
when a satisfactory alternative emerges, it iscéede In his classic “Administrative
Behavior”, originally published in 1945, Simon debes how organizational structures work
to compensate for the human lack of rationaligfldwing them to achieve higher levels of
consistent and “boundedly rational” behavior thaowd otherwise be possibil€Scott 2001;
27).

15



2.1.2 The institutional perspective on organizatios

The institutional perspective on organizations &gy wide concept which includes several
different theoretical perspectives. In few wordiés perspective can be explained through the
belief that internal dynamics, informal structurelture, identity, norms, and traditions are
explanatory factors when studying organizationsigwor (Olsen 1989; Powell & DiMaggio
1991). This perspective sees organizations agutietis, as something more than just an
administrative and instrumental tool for the mamaget. The organization is seen as a source
for identity and personal progress, which giveaiintrinsic value for the employees. The
organization as an institution evolves graduallg exfilled with informal norms and values
which gives it a distinctive character and regudatdat is considered appropriate behavior
(Selznick 1997). This is a behavior logic which Bfaand Olsen (1989) call “the logic of
appropriateness” — stating that the members ofganization/institution will act according
to what is considered normal, or appropriate, givan situation. The established norms and
routines are considered as influential on the amgdilon’s choices as rational calculation.
Internal dynamics are created, which makes chadiffesult due to the intrinsic value it has
for the members of the organization (March & OI14689). Thus, behavior and change can
result from the relationships between the memlmere different departments of the
organization independent of the formal structures @ontrol documents. In an institutional
study on companies, Galaskiewics (1991:309) cordulkat Organizational behavior is not
only premised on strict cost-benefit calculi andividual firm rationality’. In a similar study,
Fligstein (1991) points out how key persthased on their positions in the company, can
articulate and have the power to implement newegres. Individuals, also outside the

company’s management, can, therefore, influenceeb@nd decisions that are made.

Herbert Simon’s concept of bounded rationality lasady been presented as a major
contribution to the institutional perspective ogamizations. Though Simon is, by most
people, considered to belong to the rational catedus theory does indeed differ from
classical rational theory by including the limitats and boundaries of human rationality.
Another perspective that is important to includéhis context is that of Philip Selznick. This
perspective is safer to label as institutionalisiielznick is one of the early figures in the
institutional analysis of organizations. He wasumlent of Merton’s at Columbia, and is

1A key person in this context is not necessarily a leader or a member of the management.
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considered one of the founders of institutionabtigeAlready in his early workS Selznick
made a clear distinction between the organizatofihe structural expression of rational
action” (Selznick 1948; 25) and the organization as ‘adaptive organic system, affected by
the social characteristics of its participants aslMas by the varied pressures imposed by its
environmerit (Scott 2001; 23). Over time organizations ar@sfarmed into institutions, they

are ‘infused with valug(Selznick 1957; 17) and become institutionalized.

When an organization becomes institutionalizew, o longer merely a tool or an instrument
used to reach a specific goal. It becomes rathestablishment in which its members wish to
see protected. Values, goals, and social ruledalgvend the organization evolves from

being an instrumental matter to something thaptréicipants fight for to keep alive. In other
words, the organizations original goal which wasisething instrumental, changes when the
organization becomes an institution and the orgdioizal procedures become valued as ends
in themselves. Selznick has also treated the unistitalization process as a variable, and
concludes thatdrganizations with more precisely defined goalsvith better developed
technologies are less subject to institutionali@atihan those with diffuse goals and weak
technologie’(Scott 2001; 24).

Selznick’s approach sees the natural history afrganization as an important factor, and
treats the organization as an organic system. @dbeglop over time, and so do their
procedures, structures and capabilities. Selznsdif studied the Tennessee Valley
Authority (TVA)*? which was established in the late 1930s to cbfioding, manufacture
fertilizer, increase the utility of waterways, lwhdams, and produce power. The TVA was
also meant to develop new recreation areas, peser@sts, and to help farmers, particularly
the poor ones. Selznick’s study focused on therozgéion and its development, and showed
how its original goals and structures changed afingrto the level of commitment of its
members and the requirements stated by its enveah(®elznick 1949). The study is still
considered a milestone in institutional and orgatninal theory, as it empirically showed that
“its doctrine of grass-roots involvement and coninaihe recreation, forestation, and
farming programs led to powerful local and natiomaterests achieving control of the agency
and subverting these goalgerrow [1972] 1986; 160).

1 Selznick, Philip 1948, "Foundations of the Theory of Organization.”. American Sociological Review
13:25-35.
'2 Selznick 1949, TVA and the Grass Roots.
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2.2 The concept of identity

The institutional perspective sees the organiza®a source for identity, and the logic of
appropriateness is related to how it is expectedcansidered appropriate for someone of a
certain identity to behave in a certain situatidientity can in this context be defined as
“people’s source of meaning and experiériCGastells 2004; 6), or acbnception of self
organized into rules for matching action to sitwa$’ (March 1994; 61). The pursuit of
appropriateness can, however, be difficult wherswt@ring the possibility of multiple
identities. March (1994) sums this up quite compreively when saying thaA“decision
maker is a parent as well as a police officer,iarfd as well as a physician, a lover as well as
a woman. (...) An individual is likely to have sdtdigerse self-images, which shift and alter
as the context shifts(lbid; 68/69).

What is not address is how these multiple idestiéiee formed and enacted. Nor is it specified
how these identities can cause tension in orgaaimand, in the specific context of this
study, to safety work. The notion of available selages shifting and altering according to
the context is a key argument; what happens wherotvnore identities can be enacted in
the same context? This is an aspect already itehtify March: f every situation evoked

one and only one identity and every idetity evakeeland only one rule, rule-based decision
making would be more routine than it is. Situatioften evoke several identities or several
rules. Sometimes there is clear conflict betweerddmands of alternative identities. When
national interest conflict with class interestsyarker may have a problem. When the
demands of work roles conflict with the demandsawily roles, a family member may have a
problem? (Ibid;74)

Furthermore, what happens when one’s surroundingsge? A normal assumption within

the field of organizational theory is that struelurhanges affects identity and behavior. This
assumption seems to belong in a rationalistic metsge, where one could expect identities
changing according to the surroundings. If the fifies and behavior do not change in
accordance with the structure, one can assuméhtharremises for the structural change were
unsatisfying. From a more institutionalistic pergpe, one can imagine the surroundings and
identities having a mutual effect on each othed, #wat changes in surroundings are effected

by, and have an effect on, the available identiti€he idea that individuals, institutions, and
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their environments adapt to each other is cenwahiany modern theories of behavidtbid,;
77).

This study is on organizational safety in multinatl organizations operating in the oil and
gas industry in Norway. Basically, we are interdstewhat it is that makes some behavior
appropriate and some inappropriate, or some beheational and some irrational in this
context, to further formulate expectations to thallenges of safety work in multinational
organizations. The first challenge is to identlg possible identities in the specific
organization, to subsequently develop an understgraf the different conceptions of

appropriateness available in the organization.

Three different possible identities are importaninclude in the discussion. Firstly, this is an
organizational study, and it is the appropriate@esslable in a specific organization that is
interesting. The organizational identity, being @nmber of the specific organization, is thus
the main focus of this study. There are, howeviiigroidentities that can be thought to be in
effect within the organization and have an influeoa the conceptions of appropriateness.
The multinationality of the context of this studykes the concept of nationality highly
relevant. Does being a Norwegian (or an Americaa German) affect those decisions
related to safety? If so, the nationality in treese has to be discussed further in relation with
the specific industry. The rise and developmenhefNorwegian oil and gas industry has
since the early 1960s been quite a social adverftuoen the very start, this industry has been
influenced by multinationality, new technology, adenormous growth, and a special
industrial culture has emerged. When studying aegaional identities in the Norwegian oll
and gas industry the industrial culture is an ingoarcontribution, and it must be included to
obtain a satisfactory understanding of the so@#kepns in the industry. If the national

identity does play a role in decision-making preess how “Norwegian” can we expect these

identities to be, considering the multinationalighin the industry?

2.2.1 The concept of culture

Culture is a widely discussed topic within orgatimaal theory, and the concept is an
important contribution when studying organizationahavior. It is often assumed that culture
affects behavior, and subsequently it becomescttteafor the organization to participate in

creating and shaping the culture. Ever since theri@ibyl accident in 1986 the term “safety

19



culture” has been used to explain the part of togasinteraction patterns which has an effect
on the level of risk in the organization, and ibadieved that a “healthy safety culture” is
important to obtain and maintain the safety in ayanizatiori®. This presupposes that the
organization can affect the culture that subsedyaffiects the behavior of the organization’s
members. In the context of this study, culturesisnsas having an affect on human behavior
through being a molder of identity and a defineappropriateness. Remembering the
concept of bounded rationality, we must keep inchihmat culture is not the only factor
affecting behavior. Managing to control the cultur@n organization does not imply that all
actions, and the consequences of these, can bietpcedne is merely one step closer to a

goal far, far away.

Including culture in the discussions can help usi@derd those factors that are not possible to
operationalize on an organizational level, andettds comprehend the societal and cultural
influences on human action. It can thus contriltie discussions on rationality; the
institutional logic of appropriateness and theoradil concept of utility are both subject to
cultural influence. The cultural dimension can lfiert contribute in the discussions on the
limits of safety work, and to illustrate the bounda of behavior modification. Culture will in
this section be related to identities, and thréemint identities have already been suggested
as important contributors when studying safetyhia tontext; the organizational, national,

and industrial identities.

Edgar Schein’s definition of organizational cultisgrobably the most cited. He defines it as
a pattern of basic assumptions which are shareddmgbers of an organization and which
operate unconsciously. These patterns of assungpi@taken for granted and are based on
the organization’s view of itself and its enviromméShein 1987). Organizational culture is in
other words a very wide concept which, in this eantis important to include when
analyzing the premises for human behavior. Whewoinétg a member of an organization
one takes on a new identity; being hired by NoiSkell means becoming a “Shell person”.
With that identity come new social rules for belwaand new considerations of
appropriateness. One becomes part of an enormaals whd subordinate to a culture that
has developed and evolved since the very stahteobtganization’s history. A special

characteristic of the major oil companies is thgrde of multinationality that exists within

% The term “safety culture” was first introduced by the International Nuclear Safety Advisory Group
(INSAG) following the Chernobyl meltdown.
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the same organization. National identity and celigra widely debated topic in the
discussions on decision-making in organization® ddntext of this study makes national

culture and identity highly relevant and an impotteontribution to the discussions.

National culture can be defined as those basiegalnorms and perceptions of realities
which are learned early in one’s childhood, andolseparates one group of people from
another. Hofstede (2005) sees national cultutbesoftware of the mintlke some kind of
mental programming (Hofstede 2005; 3). National culture shapes thetdalay life and

sets the definition of what is considered “normalit unlike the institutional concept of
considering something “appropriate”. Several staidigow that not only do differences
between national cultures exist; they can also simmes become challenging obstacles when

there is human interaction across cultures (Scl&lRogovsky 1998).

National culture and its impact on organizationasalready mentioned, a widely debated
topic within the organization theoretical field. & hational level within the cultural field is
considered to influence “lower” cultural levelsy.eorganizational culture, and is thus
considered very important in this context. Theoval culture debate is enormous, and some
restrictions have to be made. | have chosen tomgsgdiscussions on national culture on what
probably is the most empirical and applicable studynely the one conducted by Geert
Hofstedé>. Hofstede collected and analyzed data from overQD individuals within the

IBM organization, from more than 50 different caued. Hofstede’s massive sample size
makes his study a rarity in international busimesgarch. From this study Hofstede has
identified and developed foirdifferent dimensions to differentiate culturediiidualism

(the degree of interpersonal, social connectednpssler distance (the degree to which
differences in wealth and status are accepted gmetted), femininity (the degree to which

achievement and aggression are valued), and uimtgréaoidance (the degree of comfort

* He specifically differs between the human being from the computer, by stating that even though the
person is "programmed” to have certain basic assumptions of reality, he still has the ability to act
differently than what is expected.

> There is a clear methodological challenge when using Hofstede’s data in a study like this;
Hofstede’s theory is a comparative theory, based on a large survey sample from more than 50
countries. Only a small number of countries are relevant to this study, but Hofstede’s frameworks are
still relevant and desirable to include. Hofstede's comparative theory is thus to be transformed into a
process theory, which can be used as an additional mechanism to understand those cultural
differences that are relevant in the case of this study and to formulate expectations about the case at
hand.

'® Hofstede later added a fifth dimension regarding time orientation.
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with the unknown)’ (Hofstede 2005). Hofstede’s data can contribut@aking some
assumptions about the degree to which differenbmal identities can be found and be

thought to create tension in an organization.

Hofstede’s study has several features that have Wwekely criticized. What needs to be
addressed in this context is how he keeps hisblagaconstant and how his study only
captures one organization in one industry. | pr@n@more dynamic cultural concept than
that. Also, Hofstede’s concept of national cultcam be compared with what | promote as an
industrial culture, as something that exists withia national culture and that can has a

mutual effectual relation with national culture.

The data Hofstede’s has collected shows the Noameggtional culture as characterized by
low power distance, medium individuality, a verglhidegree of femininity, and medium
uncertainty avoidance. A question evolves regartbnghich degree the oil and gas industry
and the culture, morals, values, and social rdasad there correspond with those found in
the elsewhere in the Norwegian society. The histdtyhe Norwegian oil and gas industry has
been briefly presented in chapter 1, and thereasan to consider and acknowledge a
modified version of the “Norwegian” culture whenlpstudying the specific industry.
Industrial culture is far from as popular and deldad topic as organizational and national
culture, but the very special story of the growtla mew industry in Norway does stand out as
a major contribution when analyzing the organizaiacultures within this industry.

Industrial culture is in this context defined asudture that is specific within an industry.

The historical development of the Norwegian conttaéshelf comes with certain
implications; the Americans were first in chargel &mnought along their old customs and
workplace culture, in what Smith-Solbakken (19%fgrs to as the regional encounter. The
Norwegians over the leading positions, and modifiexisocial rules and norms. Then, in
what Smith-Solbakken calls the industrial encoyntarkers from all over the world came to
work on the industrial expansion. The Norwegianaoidl gas industry is in other words
characterized by a cultural diversity, along withradual long-term “Norwegianization”, and

" The choice of words is in this context pretty unfortunate. The uncertainty and risk that Hofstede
deals are not linked to the safety context, but to a cultural context describing how people handle
situations in which they are not certain.
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the culture found in the workplaces in the indusdrthus not necessarily identical to the

Norwegian national culture in general.

The industrial culture depicted here is in many svaynilar to Hofstede’s cultural concept, as
he only focuses on one organization in one industowever, since Hofstede’s study
captures the differences across national bordees;ancepts can be treated differently. The
industrial culture can be treated as as somethignlying the national culture, but at the
same time as something that influences the natmrialre. The Norwegian oil and gas
industry has such a special history and has degdlapder such unique circumstances that
the Norwegian national culture just does not saffidhen studying the culture that exists in
organizations operating in this industry. The indakculture is thus applied here to modify
those aspects of the national culture that aregthioto influence the organizational culture, by
moderating the Norwegian characteristics and inolyithe multinational, especially the
American, influence on the industry. The Norwegiatture is still considered Norwegian,

but the Norwegian oil and gas industry has nevenlfand probably will never be) entirely
Norwegian. The Norwegian people, including thoseking in the oil and gas industry, are
however still Norwegian, and the Norwegian natiandture as depicted by Hofstede is still
considered important in this context. In the sarag,whe cultural origins of the multinational
organizations become important; although the omgditins are multinational and operate at a
global level, one can still assume that the orgaion is influenced by its origin, as well as
the geographical location of its headquarters. tediss data are, therefore, considered
applicable and relevant. The cultural concept f $kudy is treated as a hybrid between
organizational, national, and industrial culturéene all three cultural aspects are seen as

having an influence on the others.

The concepts of identity and culture must be teatepluralistic and dynamic concepts.
There are no rights and wrongs, nor are there esdigr handling the concepts at an
operational level. The national level is, in thomtext, seen as the superior level, but is not at
all sufficient when explaining behavior and choicElsis is better seen when introducing the
industrial level; a brain surgeon in Japan migiveh@ore in common with a brain surgeon
from Denmark than he would with a teacher fromdvis country. Likewise, if industrial
identities and cultures can exist within the nagidevel, we must presume that sub-levels can
exist with the industrial level. A roughneck frorhell will probably have more in common
with a roughneck from ConocoPhillips than a finahenanager from his own organization.
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In other words, the cultural concept and the conokmlentity must be treated dynamically
and pluralistically, and should not be seen a®titg effectual factors to predicting and

shaping behavior.

2.3 Theories on organizational safety

“Organizations cannot train for unimagined, highgngerous, or politically unpalatable
operations’ (Sagan 1993; 46)

In the world of safety in the highly complex indysof oil and gas, and in immense
organizations consisting of a tightly coupled sgsiavolving enormous numbers of
individuals, the presence of a discussion on comggierspectives on organizational safety is
necessary. Regarding the topic of safety practgadsty regulations, and behavioral
specifications, this is highly relevant. Why dogberactices actually exist? What kind of
thoughts and assumptions are they based on? Datheglly work? And maybe the most
interesting question of them all, do the organaatiactually believe that their own practices

will rise to the occasion and solve their safetylghems?

| will below present two opposing theories on aeais$ and organizational safety; the Normal
Accidents Theory and the theory on High Reliabiitsganizations. Whereas the previously
discussed perspectives on organizations are uaivitiesories, focusing on the general
decision-making processes and managerial sidégajrganization, these theories on
organizational safety discuss a much more spednebinarrow side of the organization. We
are no longer discussing general decision-makimgnaanagerial techniques, but those
decision-making processes and techniques thatkied to safety. We will however see
similarities between the logics behind the twoetiint theoretical fields. The two theories on
organizational safety will be presented beforesauision on the different aspects is

appropriate.

2.3.1 Normal Accidents Theory (NAT)

Charles Perrow published his bagkrmal Accidents, Living With High-Risk Technolsgre
1984. This book presented what has subsequentlg tofne known as the Normal Accident

Theory. Some would say that this theory breaks thighmore traditional rational way to
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understand accidents, by being based on a mortutitstal view on organizations. NAT is
basically a very pessimistic theory, or at leastdnclusions seem pessimistic, stating that
“the belief that intelligent design and managemelhtr@sult in complex organizations that

are capable of safely operating hazardous technple@n illusiori (Sagan 1993; 28).
Accidents are seen as inevitable and, althoughdhbeyr rarely, they will, nevertheless, occur.
NAT can be seen as an institutional theory becdustates that not all human actions are
based on rational choices. Or, even more precid@y,not all human action can be explained
by human rationality. NAT addresses the possibdithuman failure. The consequences of
these failures are, however, dependent on thewsutiogs.

Perrow’s classification of surroundings leads fmaeadoxical result. He makes two basic
structural differentiations; firstly between comyplend linear systems, and secondly between
tight and loose couplings.

A system’s complexity is a measure of the mannevhiith its parts are connected and
interact or, as stated by Perrowpmplex interactions are those of unfamiliar seaqesn or
unplanned and unexpected sequences, and eithersilae or not immediately
comprehensible(Perrow 1999; 78). Complex systems meet theirosfps in linear systems,
which are those in expected and familiar production or mamatece sequence, and those
that are quite visible even if unplanriétbid; 78). Complexity in a system is thought to
produce bizarre and unanticipated failures.

Whereas a system’s complexity increases the charfiegsisual and dangerous incidents,
Perrow’s second structural category of tight vesecoupling will influence whether or not
the incident will escalate into an accident. A tigltoupled system decreases the
organization’s ability to recover from small-scale failures befdhey cascade into larger
problems$ (Sagan 1993; 34).

Further, Perrow states that tightly coupled systehasild be centralized, to obtain
“unquestioned obedience and immediate resgqisgrow 1999; 332). For loosely couple
systems, decentralization is preferable, aalloivs people to devise indigenous substitutions
and alternative patliglbid). Linear systems are most compatible wiémiralization, since
interactions are visible and surprises rarely hap@emplex systems should be decentralized,
“to cope with unplanned interactions of failuresr@fal slow search by those closest to
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subsystems)(lbid). This means that there are two categorieghvare incompatible; linear
systems with loose coupling, and complex systentis tight coupling. The first (linear

system with loose coupling) is not the one to foonsas in this category both centralization
and decentralization is possible. The last cate@mygnplex system with tight coupling) is the
main concern of NAT. This category has two opposiagands. In complex and tightly
coupled systems, regular human mistakes and failtae evolve to create major accidents. In
order to reduce the probability for an acciderftappen one needs to decrease the complexity,

the coupling, or even both. Oil companies woultidader this categof.

2.3.2 High Reliability Organizations Theory (HROT)

HROT is an opposing theory to NAT, with much moositive conclusions. HROT scholars
“are in essential agreement with the professiorsl analysts and engineers who build these
systems: serious accidents with hazardous techred@an be prevented through intelligent
organizational design and managenigi@agan 1993; 14). The intelligent organizational
design and management includes several specifracieaistics. These have been split into
four different categories by Scott Sagan. Thisg@ieation is probably one of the most
comprehendible and will therefore be used hereiséugsion on the different aspects of the
theory will follow after it is presented.

Leadership safety objectives is the first categdhjs addresses the notion that a high
reliability organization needs to hold extremeatliity and safety as a top priority. Not only
does this include the organization’s managementalso political leaders. Safety requires
huge resources, also economically, and it is natrganizational aspect which can compete

with other organizational goals and priorities.

Secondly, the HROs have a need for redundancyiitéaning that there are elements in the
organization which are repeated or duplicatedhabif one part fails, another takes over.

Human beings are not perfectly rational robots, thind redundancy is needed. Redundancy

'8 This is dependent on the perspective chosen when considering the oil company. What happens
onshore is not comparable with the offshore operations, and the offshore parts of the oil company are
obviously more complex, tightly coupled, and more exposed and vulnerable to risk. The offshore
operations are however connected to the onshore activities, and what happens in the office buildings
in Stavanger does in fact affect the work offshore. When stating that oil companies fall under Perrow’s
category of tight coupling and high interactive complexity | have chosen to consider the oil company as
a whole.
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is needed not only in personnel, but also in tl#esys and technologies. The combination of
multiple and independent paths of decision-mak@oegamunication, and implementation can

create a system which is highly reliable.

The third category focuses on three aspects; dedization, culture, and continuity. One can
choose to label the category differently — e.g.€f@bonal management systems”, or one can
choose to treat the three parts individually. Iy emwent, the three aspects do need to be seen
somewhat together. HROT implies that decision-mgduathority should be decentralized.
This is to permit the individuals closest to thelgems at hand to respond rapidly and
appropriately when dangers occur. As dangers aftear where there is no organizational or
procedural rules and regulations, a strong orgéorza culture becomes vital. The
organization culture should emphasize reliabilitg @afety, thus ensuring that lower-level
personnel behave according to the wishes of thenmgtion and of the management. A
strong culture should thereby ensure that all persh even when acting independently, make
operational decisions which are met with approMaintaining continuous operations and
training is the third element of the operationahagement factors which can contribute to
success in high risk organizations. The combinatforoutine procedures, stability, lack of
variety and challenges can all lead an organizatitia state of relaxation. This situation can
then cause careless behavior. Therefore, a contsnoimcess of on-the-job training
improvements and frequent and realistic simulatmfidangerous incidents should help
contribute to safety.

The last category deals with organizational leagndn HRO needs to have a strong
capability to learn. Some activities promote safatyd some do not. It is therefore important
that the organization manages to learn from itegsees, and that it adjusts its routines and
procedures over time. Simulation and anticipatienaiten used as a supplement to the

organizational learning processes. (Sagan 1993)

2.4 Linking rationality and safety — institutionsrad accidents

When the theories on organizational safety andristgutional theory are revised, it should
be possible to connect the different theoreticaddions. Institutional theory becomes

important in this context as it explains differgetspectives on what lies behind human
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action, and because the theories on organizatsafiety take the general logics behind the

universal theories on rationality down to a spedforganizational field.

Both the NAT and HROT perspectives acknowledgdribeitability of human error, and the
major difference between the two different schdiels in the expected capabilities of the
organization; while Perrow says that the organiratiannot train for unexpected situations
and therefore cannot compensate for the errors niaelélROT scholars state that the
organization can prevent accidents through inetiigsystems and designs. This can be
compared with the differences between Selznickts @imon’s views on the organization;
while the organization in Simon’s perspective makegparticipants more rational and
compensates for their errors, Selznick sees thenargtion as a natural system with an
organic evolution which not always can be predi@ed anticipated. Selznick’s view is
therefore similar to that of Perrow in his theoryrmrmal accidents, while Simon’s
perspective can be compared to the HROT scholaew. v he main difference still lies in the

capabilities of the organization.

| would like to make two different distinctions lioth the institutional theories and the
theories on organizational safety. First of alijduld like to promote that a clear distinction is
made between the rational and institutional viewogganizations. Within the institutional
view are Simon’s and Selznick’s perspectives. Simspas mentioned earlier, usually placed
in the rational category, but as his theory ackeolges that not all human action is based on
calculated choice, he is in this context placedheninstitutional side of the continuum.
Within the rational view are the rational choicedhists, who are content with the
perspectives on all action as rational and calmgdatn the same manner, | would like to
make a distinction in the row of organizationaletatheories, where the first distinction is to
be made between those who do and those who dakmbwaledge that human errors are
inevitable. NAT and HROT are placed on the same sfdhe fracture (for now), as they both
do acknowledge and, to some degree, expect humam #mes Reason (2000) makes a
distinction between the person approach and thersyapproach; whergtlhe person
approach focuses on the errors of individuals, bitagrihem for forgetfulness, inattention, or
moral weaknesgReason 2000; 768) and the system approaohcentrates on the
conditions under which individuals work and triesbuild defences to avert errors or
mitigate their effects(lbid; 768). The person approach seeks to eliteitlae unsafe acts,
while the system approach rather focuses on tineefsaof which actions take place. Safety
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climate theorists can probably successfully be placed on the pesppnoach side of the
distinction, on the same side as the rational eéhthieorists, as these cling to the belief that
human action can be altered to eliminate the pihggibf error. The uncertainty factor is hard
to explain in this perspective, as everything cateptially be planned. Innovation and
technological development should, therefore, nadibeussed quite yet.

On the systems side of the distinction we can HRDT and NAT, and all other
organizational safety theories that acknowledgehtiraan fallibility. Before discussing this
side in relation with safety practices, anothetidgtion must be made. This distinction is the
one briefly mentioned above, the one separating A HROT and Selznick from Simon.
This distinction is on the capabilities of the argation. The HRO theorists and Simon have
in common the belief that the organization can censate for the flawed human. These can
be categorized as thational institutionalists Safety culture theorists can also be placed in
this categor$’. Perrow’s NAT and Selznick are placed on the ofige of this fracture, and
can be labelled as tlmstitutionalists They both have an evolutionary view on the
organization, and argue that since the organizatrahits surroundings is subject to
continuous change, it can never be certain thaintpensates for its participants’
shortcomings. Redundant mechanisms, smart orgamaatiesigns, and uniform
organization cultures are not necessarily solutiand one can, therefore, never guarantee

that an operation is “safe”.

Here we have three different categories withinitusonal theory and theory on
organizational safety. All categories have theall@nges when seen in connection with
behavioral safety work. The first category, whiem de labelled as thationalists includes
the rational choice theorists and the safety clntlagorists. These theorists promote the
human rationality and calculative actions. The pensill pursue which ever option he sees
most effective in maximizing his own utility, anlget organization can use this notion to its
own advantage. As Dov Zohar discusses in his artiche Effects of Leadership Dimensions,
Safety Climate, and Assigned Priorities on Minquiies in Work Groups”, it is important to
identify the needs and wishes of the employeesderdo create a reward system that is
beneficial to the safety climate in the organizatitConstructive leadership (i.e., the

contingent-reward dimension) implies an intermegligivel of concern for members’ welfare

¥ See D.R. Denison 1996, D. Zohar 2002.
0 See J. Reason 1997, D. Vaughan 1996, K. Haukelid 2001.
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because, although it is hierarchically-based (ireward-for-effort exchanges), leaders must
identify needs, desires, and individual capabditie order to offer motivationally relevant
rewards” (Bass, 1990 and Yukl, 1998, in Zohar 2002; 4). Engument shows the
management as super-rational, while the workersofimvers in need of being organized.
The rational limitations are in this perspectiveamed for the workers, and seemingly the
management is rational enough to both identify¢Hastors that motivate the workers to act
in a certain way, and also to identify areas & aésd the appropriate behavior that helps
eliminate the risk. Zohar concludes with a simdegument; This implies a supervision-
based safety model whose basic proposition isliblasvioral safety depends on performance
reliability, engendered by close monitoring andypsion of contingent consequences (i.e.,
reward/punishment){lbid; 89). If the organization’s leaders manag&lantify the needs

and desires of their employees and use these methedopment of a reward/punishment
system, it is thought to result in a positive safdimate.

The scholars in the second category, the ratioséitutionalists, believe that the organization
can compensate for the human fallibility, and eatidents can be prevented through
intelligent organizational design. As opposed ®filst category, the scholars in this category
do not present the leadership as more rationalttitenther workers. The organization is not
a tool for the management to lead the workers.drganization is seen more as a means in
which all members together can act more rationallyhe perspective of the rational
institutionalists the behavioral safety practicesm logical; they reduce the potentiality of
errors by giving behavioral guidelines. The sys{éme organization) creates the frames
(guidelines) for human behavior, and thus decredmepotential for unsafe acts. The
practices are part of the intelligent organizatiatesign, and the behavioral rules are there to
compensate for the human’s lack of knowledge. Bpating a massive set of procedural
guidelines and behavioral rules the organizatidhasight to create a uniform culture that
helps the members behave in a manner which is diogpto the management’s wishes, and
that promotes safety and reliability. Somethinmpdeed super-rational in this perspective also;
the organization is thought to identify and cresgtpropriate behavioral guidelines and thus
reduce the potential for unsafe acts. The manageiseansidered as limited as the rest of
the workers (in the rationality sense, at least)l the super-rationality now belongs with the

organizatiof™.

2 Again | must comment on the categorization of Simon as a rational institutionalist. He is, by many,
considered to belong on the rational side of the continuum, and many see his super-rationality placed
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The scholars in the third category, the institugigsts, are not as hopeful towards the
organization’s capabilities to cover for its meng@mperfections. In an extreme version of
the institutionalistic perspective behavioral safatactices seem meaningless. Accidents are
inevitable and, since no one can predict how tlyareation, its surroundings, and its
technologies will develop, no one can design atggiectice that can work as planned.
Extremities are, however, quite pointless. Safeficiices should not be meaningless in a
NAT perspective - the main point being that no eratiow large the number of practices and
the depth of these, they will never suffice. Theikalways occur unforeseen situations that
cannot be prepared for, and there will always heetainty involved when dealing with high
technology. The interesting question is therefetated to the possibility of too much safety
focus, in the sense of a high number of differeatfices creating a higher degree of
organizational complexity and thereby working agaits own purpose. However ironic it
may seem, it is not too out of line. The uncertaintvolved in the naturally evolving future
does in this perspective exclude any super-rati@vals; even super-rationality cannot

predict and prepare for unforeseen situations.

| will proceed to discuss what is to be consideghedtwo main perspectives of this thesis,

namely the two different institutional perspectives

2.5 NAT and HROT - a closer examination and critigwf the theories

As the two different perspectives within the thesron organizational safety have been
presented, they do indeed deserve a closer exaamraaid a more elaborate discussion. This

is done in connection with the institutional thesrpresented above.

The two theories on organizational safety are famel#ally different, as they involve

different levels of the organization. Perrow’s NASCuses on the physical characteristics of
the organization while the HRO theorists have ai$oan the internal dynamics and processes.
They do however share a mutual vocabulary andlbéy make a distinction between the
person and its surroundings. The theories offey ddferent (and sometimes opposing)

solutions to accident prevention and they diffedely in their acknowledgement of the

with the management. My perspective is based on his acknowledgement of human fallibility and his
belief that the organization can compensate for its members’ flaws.
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difficulties involved. They also hold opposing viewm their beliefs in the organization’s

capabilities to compensate for human flaws. Belolo¥s a discussion on both theories.

2.5.1 Normal Accidents Theory — discussion

Perrow has identified and presented two differeganizational characteristics that he claims
together determine an organization’s susceptibititgccidents — interactive complexity and
tight coupling. This identification has been recagd as a contribution to understanding
accidents, and Perrow’s top-down system approastbéen credited (Marais et al. 2004).
However, the theory is often criticized for beingedy pessimistic. This criticism is not
necessarily appropriate — NAT seems to me to be mealistic than pessimistic, as Perrow
acknowledges the uncertainty factor as somethinghndannot be anticipated and prepared
for. HROT on the other hand does not treat ungestan a serious manner, as part of the
HROT scholars’ recipe to a safe organization isathiéity to anticipate —Technical
operations are treated as if they can be almogy krlown, as if surprises and contingencies
can be either eliminated or anticipated.aPorte and Consolini 1991; 24). If a surprise i

anticipated, is it still a surprise?

Some criticism to Perrow’s theory is, however, idey. Firstly, one of Perrow’s main
arguments is that the historical development catelbtis anything about future uncertainty.
This does seem a bit overdramatized, as not altsiins are subject to vast change over time
and the uncertainty connected with these situattansremain stable. Organizational learning
is one of the HROT scholars’ main suggestions taiala reliable system, an argument that
somewhat opposes to Perrow’s view. In high-techygiodd industries, where the technology
changes continuously, it is difficult to trust tessons learned from earlier episodes, and this
is Perrow’s basic assumption in this context. Whikestechnology remains stable over time,
yesterday’s lessons can however be valid todaypaae even tomorrow. Perrow’s
argument is based on another aspect of NAT thabeariticized; the distinction between the
person and its surroundings. In his theory Perromsitiers the person as a dependent variable,
as something constant. Its surroundings are treetdke independent variable and it is these
that have the quality of being complex. This digion between the person and its
surroundings must be subject to criticism as, atiogrto this way of thinking, it is only the
physical characteristics of the organization tlzat be altered to promote safety. In other

words, if the organizational frames are not changexican expect accidents to occur.
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Perrow’s distinction between the person and itsosundings brings forth another problematic
aspect; if the person is to be held constant irosadings possible to alter, how does one
handle the concept of multiple and shifting ideesi? Does this mean that organizational
strategies and recipes can be copied from one pameother without being affected by the
internal dynamics of the person? Would a perfeceAocan organizational design be as
perfect in an equivalent organization in Norwayatudies conclude otherwféeTreating

the person as a constant can not be considerstasstry.

Finally it seems like Perrow has a political agendtx his book, even though it is considered
a major theoretical contribution within the accitbterature field. He focuses solely on
organizations where accidents with disastrous cpresgces can occur, e.g. nuclear power
plants and biotechnology. His conclusions are ¢hg&nizations with potentially catastrophic
outcomes must be liquidated. His theory thus ldsae®levance when discussing “normal”
accidents (ironic enough, considering the naméetheory). This brings us back to the first
point of criticism towards Perrow’s NAT — about hbw argues that history cannot reveal the
future. As Perrow focuses on catastrophes and ragdents his argument becomes easier
to accept; accidents of this scale occur very sejdond the disasters are usually very
different in cause and circumstance. Whether oPeotow is rightly criticized for being

overly negative towards learning through experiaa@ependent on the relation between
small-scale and large-scale accidents. In the @aBerrow’s NAT, the perspective chosen on
accident causation is relevant. If the accidenapyd and iceberg metaphor mentioned above
are correct, then the criticism towards Perrowpjsrapriate. If the accident pyramid and
iceberg metaphor are incorrect, then Perrow’s thebould not be subject to criticism on that

argument.

As discussed above, this thesis considers thewipany as a whole, and as a complex and
tightly coupled system that is susceptible to disas accidents. NAT is therefore considered
an important theory in this context.

2 See Kedia and Bhagat 1998, Bhagat, Kedia, Harveston, and Triandis 2002, Kostova 1999.
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2.5.2 High Reliability Organization Theory - discusion

How is a high reliability organization identifiedié defined? Karlene Robert, one of the main
researchers associated with high reliability orgaimon theory says thabhe can identify this
subset by answering the question, “how many tiroegdchis organization have failed
resulting in catastrophic consequences that itrebt?” If the answer is on the order of tens
of thousands of times, the organization is “higleliability” (Marais et al. 2004; 3). Marais et
al. raise the highly appropriate question: if ikithe case, and this is how one should define
an HRO, where can one find a low reliability orgaation? An organization without that kind
of safety record would not be allowed to proceadvéry long. It would not be accepted.
Frequency is the only way to compare organizatiorierms of safety,t6 calculate accident

rates based on particular activity over a commoeragional time perioti(lbid; 3).

HRO theorists oppose Perrow’s normal accident thbgrstating that complex and tightly
coupled systems can operate with very few accid@iis statement is based on studies of
two aircraft carriers, US air traffic control, utyl grid management, and fire fighting teams.
Marais et al. (2004) point out the most obvious smplortant flaw in the HROT — the systems

studied are neither complex nor tightly coupledresccording to their own descripti6hs

Marais et al. identify an important factor in tHereent of uncertainty. Without having to deal
with uncertainty, both technological, organizatipm@ad social, safety work would be less of
a challenge. First of all, technological uncertgista basic —Ih complex systems,
particularly those operating at the edge of techhionovation, there are always many
technical uncertainties that cannot be resolvedeagiired for HRO%(Ibid; 4). Most
organizations which operate with high-tech systbmg the problem of unresolved technical
uncertainty. If one was to do as required for HR&®g| eliminate and resolve all uncertainty
before operation, most high-tech systems would have shut down. Furthermore, technical
uncertainties do not only prevail within new teclogges. The oil rigs and technical
constructions in the North Sea were made with geeted duration. Several of these have

already exceeded their expected lifespan, and rodgys are approaching their limits

%ps stated by the HRO theorists themselves: “HROs struggle with decisions in a context of nearly full
knowledge of the technical aspects of operations in the face of recognized great hazard. (...) The
people in these organizations know almost everything technical about what they are doing — and fear
being lulled into supposing that they have prepared for any contingency. (...) This drive for operational
predictability has resulted in relatively stable technical processes that have become quite well
understood within each HRO. (LaPorte & Consolini 1991; 29-30)
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(Aldring og levetidsforlengelse. Ptil.no.). Thissas new questions and new challenges. Old
technology can, in that sense, be just as unceataihe new and new problems can occur

with old technology.

In addition to this, the different organization®ddo take political and economical
uncertainties into consideration. Most industriessubject to uncertain political and
budgetary environments, and the organizations’ggaatl operations need to adapt to possible

changes.

Four different organizational characteristics hbgen presented to explain the HRO
theorists’ suggestions to limit accidents and fa and at the same time generate good
performance results. The first characteristic ial gwioritization and consensus. This means
that safety should be the organization’s top ptimed goal, and there should be total
consensus about this. This leads us back to tieasti®n on rational vs. institutional
perspectives on the organization. Most organizatltave a purpose, or a mission. No
organization is founded only to operate safelya hational sense, this is a money-minded
world, and it would not be too far off to front thetion of production and sales as being an
organization’s main mission. In a more institutibparspective, continued existence could be
seen as the main goal — and this goal is of cdarbe seen in connection with more
commercial goals; an organization that does notenm&ney and cannot keep up with
competition, will not survive very long. In the tiiational perspective, safety could be treated

as a main priority, but merely as one of many.

In an HRO view, the commercial goals are compatita safety as main priority, but

Marais et al. however point out thatdhsensus on prioritization of conflicting goalsyma
waver when a company is forced to choose betweeratpnal safety goals (i.e., activities
that lower risk) and their organization’s continuegistencé(Marais et al. 2004; 6). This
brings forth an obvious link to the TQM w&teln a TQM perspective, there need not be any
incompatibility in interests — maximizing qualityilirender long-term economical benefits.

In a more opposing economical view, one can disthessliminishing marginal utility of

safety work; the first measure implemented to iaseesafety might render great results and

decrease the incident and accident numbers, themaasure might however not eliminate as

* Total Quality Management — a managerial paradigm that is based on the "assumption that devoting
resources to maximizing quality is less costly than poor workmanship”. (Manley 2000; 460)
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high numbers of unwanted situations, etc. Evenghdbe economical contributions to a
safety programme are the same as with the prepimgramme implemented, the results can
be less profitable. A third view, as in Perrow’s NAs that increased efforts could lead to
decreased safety. Safety should probably be tapityriin a perfect world, but it must be
considered as something to combine with otheriegigioals, and one has to acknowledge
both internal and external pressure on the orgaaiZza main mission as effective and
important. This is, however, the main and mosidaliff challenge of organizations operating
in high-tech industries. How does one manage tH@®¥ much risk should one be willing to
take before shutting down operations? Difficult&affs and decisions need to be made, and
this shows that the HRO theorists’ “black and whterception on safety and reliability is

not sufficient. Safety is a far more complex coridbpn that.

Redundancy is another organizational factor the HifRgrists see as a contributor to
increased safety, Perrow’s normal accident themmthe contrary, states this being an
element which in fact may reduce safety. He doke@eledge redundancy as a way to avoid
accidents, but at the same time, sees it as app@shiect cause of accidents. In the HROT
perspective it can seem appropriate to see redagp@ana way to reduce the limitations and
boundaries of rationality (Simon 1965) — thinkihgt if sufficient redundant elements are
working together, they can complement each othéraduce the overall limitations. The link
between Selznick and Perrow becomes relevant agmihey see the organization as
something evolutionary and thus cannot be surertapensate for its participants’
shortcomings. One reason why these two schoolslifi@n so extensively is, once again, that
the HROT is based on studies on systems which matker complex nor tightly coupled. In
relatively simple and loosely coupled systems reldmgy can be an effective way of
preventing failures and thus enhancing safetyompmex and tightly coupled systems
redundancy may only contribute to increase the dexity, which clearly would not be
optimal. Even if redundancy was an acknowledgedeynto the sickness that is safety, no
one could guarantee that independent componeritaatifail simultaneously. One must also
take into consideration the possibility that redamzy can lead to false reliance and

overconfidence, and thereby result in dangerousidecmaking.

The third HRO category addresses centralizatioltyi@) and continuity, and represents what
probably can be summed up as the main differenvecle® HROT and NAT. The issue of
centralization is one of NAT’s main concerns. Atlg coupled system is seen best fit with
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centralization, and a complex system is thoughtddk best with decentralized decision-
making authority. The HROT scholars agree on deakration as the best solution.
Decentralization is seen fit by both schools sibh@ermits those nearest to the problem to
make swift decisions, without having to go throdlgé time consuming hierarchical steps
when time is critical. Centralization is seen byrBe to be appropriate in tightly coupled
systems because to obtaimfuestioned obedience and immediate resgqRssrow 1999;
332), where theifnmediate responéeontradicts the opposing view. As Marais et alinp
out, the finteresting cases arise when decision-making igine critical’ (Marais et al. 2004;
8). Does one expect decentralized decision-makimgrwvthere is time for higher level

involvement? If so, how is one sure that therémg tenough?

The HROT scholars identify and acknowledge the ephof culture being relevant in the
discussion on whether or not decentralizationestibst way to go — where there is a good
and uniform culture, the decisions made by persoiysvhere in the organization’s hierarchy
should be according with the management’s wishesebtralization is possible because the
management can rely on their employees to actdardance to their wishes (of course with
the main goal being safety), and thus act reliabhys means that the decentralization
proposed is a centralized form for decentralizataarthority is decentralized, but because the

factors affecting decision-making are centralized.

Culture becomes a very important variable; thelle¥decentralization possible is dependent
on the strength and uniformity of the culture. Thacept of culture is, however, not as easily
structured and adopted as portrayed by this sabfdbbught. Expecting a “good” culture to
generate solely “safe” and “reliable” decisionsnisrely wishful thinking. In large
organizations one should expect a good numbeiffefreint sub-cultures, with possibly
different views and goals. It is hard to trust thamechanic discovering a fault will go
through the same chain of thought as a financiaager, because of the uniform culture in
the organization. The result might turn out the sabut different functions and professional
groups are very likely to see the same problem different eyes, and the methods used and
guestions asked might differ vastly. If the “cuipart of this argument is seen as
“something that makes all members of the orgaroradio their best in avoiding accidents”, |

suggest that “culture” is replaced with a more appate word, as perhaps, “common sense”.
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This part of the HROT is the main focus of thisdstuConsidering the cultural diversity
found in the industry, how do the HRO theoristsestghe organizations to go forth in
creating such a culture? Is it possible at allreate cultural uniformity in major multinational

organizations?

The last organizational characteristic which shdadddevoted to is the one regarding
organizational learning. HRO theorists claim tHdROs try to maximize learning from
accidents, incidents, and near misgésit/ while it is difficult to argue against learningoim
mistakes, the costs of implementing effective orgéinnal learning are high and the
problems of competition for resources arises agéutarais et al. 2004; 9). Especially in
high-tech industries, where the technology is instant evolvement, learning becomes
difficult. The lessons learned from an accidentjdant, or near miss are quickly outdated.
New technology demands new learning, which is padadl in an HRO view. For learning
to be possible and effective, one should make thatethe technology remains constant
(which is,of course, unrealistic). As discussedvab®errow has an opposing view on
organizational learning — he does not agree wghHROT scholars on the organizations’
abilities to learn in a constantly evolving tectogital industry. Once again, the links

between Selznick’s perspective on organizationsRardow’s arguments can be mentioned.

2.6 The phenomenon of safety — what is there to ersand?

After categorizing the organizational safety thesmvith the different perspectives on
organization we are left with a major question; tihahe world does this imply for the
safety phenomenon? One implication is that threddmentally different views on what
safety is can, and do, exist simultaneously, ran§iom the rational consequential logic to

the institutional and more organic logic.

Understanding the concept of risk is a complicaedter, and there are many studies
conducted whose sole mission is trying to depistigersal understanding of it. Attempting
at that discussion here is highly ambitious, buhatsame time necessary before | can
proceed to comment on the existing understandihgafety practices. | will focus on the risk
understanding in the oil and gas industry.
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Two prevailing metaphors are used within the risklerstanding discourse on the Norwegian
continental shelf. First, we have the accident pyda a theory stating that there is a relation
between unsafe acts, incidents, and accidentsthiBoey was originally published by H.W.
Heinrich in 1931, in his bookdustrial Accident Prevention: A Scientific AppobaThe

theory illustrates one perspective on accidentataus unsafe acts lead to minor injuries and,
over time, to major injury. The pyramid metaphoogwses there are 29 minor injuries and
one major injury for every 300 unsafe &tt#f we reduce the number of unsafe acts we will
also reduce the probability for accidents. Secamdhave the iceberg metaphor, a
comparison between safety work and a floating iggb®ven though the iceberg seems small
when looking at the part above water, most of tleeis located under water and not visible to
the “untrained eye”. The theory is that safety vgarksimilar ways — most unwanted
situations and unsafe acts, etc. are located bilyisnder the surface, while the less frequent
incidents and accidents are visible to all. Redyievhat lies under the surface is in this line of
thought the way to reduce what lies above the seffaBoth metaphors are based on a

correlation between incidents and accidents.

2.7 Closing remarks

In this chapter | have discussed different perspesion organizations. | have presented some
universal theories on the logics behind decisiokintaprocesses, and | have classified these
as either rational or institutional theories. Asntiened earlier, not all categorizations are
uncontroversial. | have deliberately placed HerBarion in the institutional category, as he
does acknowledge that not all human action is basezhlculative rationality. | do, however,
realize that labelling Simon as an institutionalkstjuite controversial. Although | have placed
him on the institutional side of the continuum,isstill placed on the border to the rationalist

side.

After the different perspectives on organizatiorgevpresented, | proceeded with the
presentation of the more context specific theofiest}y, the introduction of the concepts of
identity and culture, then the presentation ofttie®ries on organizational safety. The
theories on organizational safety show the diffelegics when studying accidents and risk,

% This theory is of course highly controversial, and seems to be more and more outdated in today’s
risk understanding. See Manuele 2003.
?® See Haukelid 2007, Heinrich 1931.
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and this chapter has shown how the logics behiadh#ories on organizational safety
correspond with those behind the more universairtee on decision-making in organizations.
Three different categories have been proposedati@nalists, the rational institutionalists,

and the institutionalists.

The rationalists promote the notion of human ackieimg based on calculative rationality,
and the rational choice theorists have been plactdds category along with the safety
climate theorists. The leaders and managers besape-rational in this perspective, as they
are thought to possess the ability to identify define those criteria necessary to obtain the
wanted results from their employees’ actions. Ti®nal institutionalists acknowledge the
limits of the human rationality, and place the suionality with the organization. The
organization is thought to be the solution to tbenan fallibility, and through intelligent
organizational design one can control human a@mhsubsequently prevent unwanted acts
and outcomes, like accidents. The institutionakstsid super-rationality as they promote the
uncertainty of the unknown future and the evoluiyndevelopment of the organization.
Accidents can never be fully prevented, but somasmees are, at the same time, proposed to
reduce the frequency and consequences of unwatuatians.

The theoretical reviews and discussions and theeabategorizations should now be used to
discuss the implications and expectations to thegiral parts of this study. The supposition
that three different logics are in action in therent safety work in the industry implies
possible conflict areas. The focus will stay onlssibility of creating a uniform culture,
and whether or not such a culture will enhanceroegdional safety. | will proceed with a

research design chapter, where the case of the wilidbe presented and argued for.
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Chapter 3 — Research Design

“l don't claim to be a methodologist, but | act ltkee only because | do methodology to

protect myself from crazy methodologists.

3.1 Introduction

To carry out a study like this one needs to makeesdecisions regarding methodology. The
methodology in a research project makes up theemimg link between the theoretical input
and the empirical findings. | would like for theidy to have a qualitative design, and have a
deeper (rather than broader) focus on the reselptdn to focus on one single organization.
This may decrease the generalizability acrossrithestry as a whole, but at the same time
increases the representativeness within the org@aoiez

This thesis is mainly a case study of Norske Sdradl the safety work performed there. | do
however discuss the possibility that Norske Shedlsdnot differ from the rest of the industry,
and whether or not the thesis is subsequentlyagishuch an analysis of the current safety

situation in the Norwegian oil and gas industnaasse study.

The purpose of this chapter is present the catieeaftudy and explain the methodological
choices made along the way. | will argue for theicé of case and formulate expectations to
the data collected. | will proceed to give a pietof the qualitative data collection process.

The last part of this chapter will introduce théadand present the analysis.

3.2 Qualitative case design

A case design involveghe description of an ongoing event (e.g. orgamzetl change) in

relation to a particular outcome of interest (estrategies of coping) over a fixed time in the
“here-and-now™ (Brewerton and Millward 2001; 53). Advantages Isyng case design in a
study include the ability to collect a lot of datad knowledge on a topic of research, and to

*" Howard G. “Ward” Cunningham (best known as the inventor of Wikiwikiweb, the predecessor of
Wikipedia) talking about software development methodology.
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gain a bigger understanding of the topic. A dovade b case design is that it is usually
difficult to generalize (generalizing is never tgdhe goal with a case study), and a low
external validity. A design like this enables a mor-depth study on a specific situation than

other designs.

3.2.1 Choosing a case

The purpose of this study is to highlight the cdtaspects of the of safety work in
multinational organizations. The field is narrowdsvn to the Norwegian context, and thus a

multinational organization operating in Norway ppeopriate.

Norske Shell was chosen as a case for severalngdsiostly, the organization should be
considered highly representative within the industrNorway, and it is of noticeable size
and volume. While being representative as a muitinal organization operating in the
Norwegian oil and gas industry, Shell does possesain qualities that make the
organization stand out as an interesting case;Kdd@sell is part of a major global
organization, the Shell Group, consisting of 108.6tployees in more than 110 countries
(www.shell.com). The Shell Group is considered ohthe “Seven sisters of the petroleum

28 ‘and one of the six “Supermajof$”’Norske Shell has also undergone some major

industry
organizational changes that seem interesting iconéext of this study, namely the transition
from being an autonomous business unit to beinggé&8hell EP Europe, a European Shell
organization consisting of all European Shell @foperating within the area of exploration
and production (EP). This has had a clear impa¢hermNorwegian organization, both
managerial and structural, which will be devotedaa later stage. As Shell has chosen to
undergo an organizational change towards centt@izand cross-cultural standardization,
Norske Shell does seem like one of the most apteporganizations for a study on the

cultural implications on the safety work in the Negian oil and gas industry.

% The “Seven sisters” term was introduced by Enrico Mattei, later becoming the founder of the Italian
energy group Eni. The term reflects the seven sisters’ control of the vast majority of the world’s oil
production and refining. The seven sisters were Royal Dutch Shell, Standard Oil of New Jersey, Anglo
Persian Oil Company, Standard Oil of New York, Standard Oil of California, Texaco, and Gulf Oil.
SFinanciaI Times, www.ft.com, “The evolution of the Seven Sisters” by Carola Hoyos, 11.03.2007)

°* The “Supermajor” term is used about the six largest, non state-owned energy companies. The six
supermajors are ExxonMobil, Royal Dutch Shell, BP, Chevron Corporation, ConocoPhillips, and Total.
(www.wikipedia.org/wiki/Supermajor)
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Secondly, Norske Shell has a battery of safetytipexwhich are very representative in the
industry. | chose to focus on the Shell Group’sdeal Rules, which will be introduced below,
after discussions with and recommendations fromski®Shell’s safety department. The
Golden Rules are highly suitable for this projextdeveral reasons. Firstly, the Golden Rules
is a global safety practice in the Shell Group, timsl opens for a cultural perspective. The
practice is considered universal in the Shell sgstnd should thus be a highly suitable study
object when considering the possibility of cultunaiformity being a safety enhancing
organizational characteristic. Secondly, the GolReates is considered the superior program
within the safety work performed in the organizatiand thus makes it possible to analyze
with other current safety practices in mind. Thirdhe Golden Rules was the last safety
practice implemented in the organization, and ésdfore not only the most current practice,

but also the most relevant and freshest-in-mindragsiothe members of the organization.

A third reason for choosing Norske Shell as theéysgicase was the accessibility aspect.
Before obtaining access to the Norwegian Shellromgdion | was employed to work for
them on a project for three months. The project masat all related to the research project,
and the access to the organization was approveedyle in the organization who were not
at all related to my work there. | do however $ezpossible conflicts which can arise in a
situation where the student works for the orgaimmastudied. | must clarify the fact that my
work there was strictly temporary, | was engagedafproject which started and ended within
3 months. Of course, | used my time there wisehgesit was a perfect opportunity to be
extremely flexible when doing my data collectiomeTinterviews were basically performed
when the informants had some time to spare, whiatlenthe whole process easier for both

parts.

3.2.2 Presentation of Norske Shell

Norske Shell was established in 1912, with the nBimesk- Engelsk Mineralolie
Aktieselskab (NEMAK), and is part of the internai# Shell group.

The Shell name and brand can be traced all thebaely to 1833, when Marcus Samuel
opened a little shop in London, where he did bissivaith decorative shells. His store went
well and, after his son Marcus Samuel jr. took dlierbusiness in 1878, the company started

its involvement in the oil industry. Samuel puraeight oil tankers in 1880, and started
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importing oil and kerosene. This business was soessful that a new and much larger

company, The “Shell” Transport and Trading Comphimyited, was founded in 1897.

Simultaneously, in 1890, a Dutch company was fodridedevelop an oil field in Sumatra.
This company was NV Koninklijke Nederlandsche Meah&ppij tot Explotatie van

Petroleum-bronnen in Nederlandsche-Indie.

In 1907 these two companies came together to deeetmoperation, which resulted in the
merger into The Royal Dutch/Shell Group of Companieveral hundreds of companies
have emerged from this merger, in more than 10@tc@s in the world. One of these is
Norske Shell, founded in 1912, originally named $¥sEngelsk Mineralolie Aktieselskab.
(Shell Internt, nr 6-7/87 — Jubileumsutgave av NkBske Shells bedriftsblad i anledning
selskapets 75-ars jubileum)

Norske Shell is a Norwegian registered companyraijpey in different areas within oil and
gas. The company runs a network of gas statiomsisting of more than 500 stations nation
wide. Norske Shell has participated in the seaocloil and gas on the Norwegian continental
shelf ever since the first seismic exploration§964. The company had the responsibility for
the building of Troll Gass, which started produetio 1996 and is operated by Statoil. It is
also the operating company for Draugen, where mroolu commenced in 1993, and for

Ormen Lange.wyww.shell.ng

In 2006, Norske Shell had 997 employees, and darigd to 9,500 work-years nationwide.
The company paid 11,9 billion NOK in direct andinedt taxes. (Annual report — “Shell in
Norway 2006").

Shell EPE

The European Shell organizations went throughresitian in 2003, when it was decided that
all Exploration and Production (EP) units in Eurepere to merge. The result was Shell EP
Europe (Shell EPE), consisting of three main offl§eNorway, UK, and The Netherlands.
The Shell EPE organization is based on the thoofglobalization; organizations of the

* These are the three main offices in Europe, and the only ones focused on in this thesis. Shell also
has offices in Denmark, Ireland, Italy, Austria, and Germany. (www.shell.com)
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same enterprise, operating in different but gedgcatly close countries, were to come
together and act as one. They would share goalsauds, cooperate on competence and
personnel, contribute to each other’s learningughoexperience, and have a common set of
rules and standards. The European Shell organizatiwld also share management, and the
common set of rules and standards would also iedd safety field. In other words, the
organizing would become function based and no Iohgeed on geography, as the
exploration and production part of Shell in Eurepmuld merge together. The sum of the
different European Shell organizations would beenomportant than each single organization,
and resources could be allocated and shared irokewew way*' The positive sides to such

a way of organizing are great, yet there are sénegative sides, sides which obviously are

important to the employees.

The idea of a continental enterprise brings witeieral advantages which are to a large
extent only visible for the organization itself,daits leaders. Sharing of knowledge to
enhance organizational learning is one exampleflag@ossibility of sharing and relocating
resources, both economical and personnel, is andthese are benefits deriving from the
economy of scale; the long run cost of each londlis decreased, while the scale of the
organization increases. Some operations which guely were performed in each local office

are now run from only one location with validityrfine whole European Shell organization.

The Shell Group’s Golden Rules

The following presentation of the Shell Group’s @G Rules is based on interview with
Arild Lund, previously responsible for behaviorafety (25.04.2008).

Golden Rules was implemented in 2005, globallyhi $hell system. The practice is
considered by the Shell system as a universalipesittat transcends all cultural issues. The
practice therefore makes a good case for this sfudtling out whether or not cultural
uniformity is possible in multinational organizatecan be done through analysis of a
universal practice — if a practice can be univeitsstiould be possible to assume that also a

culture can be universal.

Golden Rules consists of three rules:

% Based on interview with the Norwegian HSE leader, Gerd Olaug Vikesa, 22.07.08

45



Comply with the law, standards and procedures.
Intervene on unsafe or non-compliant actions.

Respectour neighbors.

To fully understand the rise of Golden Rules, onsinsee the larger context in which they
evolved. Mainly three issues seem of importanceeta@n the information from the first
interview with Lund; the house rules, the transitio the European Shell cluster, and the
2004 Shell financial “crisis”.

Golden Rules evolved based on the different houles mwhich existed in the different
European Shell units prior the merger. The threts wame together and discussed what they
had in common in that area, a discussion whichltexin a common set of EP House Rules.

These rules are:

| stop any job that feels unsafe.

| understand the rules for the job or | find out.

| wear the correct Personal Protection EquipmieRE) for the task.
| use the right tools for the job and use thenmeily.

| keep my workplace clean, tidy and free of olbsian.

I hold the handrail when using the stairs.

| do use a seatbelt and do not use a mobile phvbiist driving.

| reduce sources of waste.

The new House Rules were modified to be more géraard to also involve the onshore
personnel, which was not the case with the previtausse Rules. After formulating the new
House Rules the wish was to identify the main psiepand superior meaning behind the

mentality, and the result was the Golden Rules.

A second factor behind the Golden Rules was Shatiscial crisis. January 9, 2004 Royal
Dutch Shell shocked the financial world by annoagdhe reduction of its proven oil and gas

reserves by 20%, and shifting it from “proven” fwébable®?. This was not seen as a result

%2 The Economist, March 11, 2004; New York Times, March 19, 2004, Dagens Neeringsliv, March 9,
2004.
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of calculated and deliberate cheating from thospassible in the Shell system, nor of
strategic decision-making in the Shell managemaritrather a result of the organizational
culture — or even a lack of such. It seemed notmahoose to exaggerate the reserves instead
of reporting conservatively, according to Lund. Aksh50% of the reduction in reserves came
from projects in Nigeria and Austraifabut the Ormen Lange field of the Norwegian

continental shelf was also involved.

From the first interview with Lund, it seems appiafe to draw a link between this financial
incident and the first of the Golden Rules, nantie&/rule of compliance. This rule addresses
acting in compliance to existing rules, regulaticarsd procedures, in any part of the Shell
organization. Having compliance as the first Gol&eres, the rule of intervention came
naturally. This is about identifying an unsafe onrcompliant action and doing something
about it. An observer of such an action is alspaasible. The third Golden Rule, “respect

our neighbors”, was also seen as a natural follower

3.2.3 Choice of case in light of culture and iderty

Norske Shell does stand out as a highly suitalde @ar a study on the cultural impact on
safety work in multinational organizations, espkgibecause of the organizational change
undergone in 2003. The EPE transition presentedeaimakes it possible to argue for the
choice of case in different perspectives. Firstll argue for the choice in the light of the
cultural perspective and concept of identity présein chapter 2. | will then argue for the

choice in the light of the on the theories on raidy and organizational safety.

Three different levels of identity have been introed in this thesis, and these are to be
applied to further explain the choice of NorskelSag a case for this study. The EPE
transition has already been mentioned as a reasahdosing Norske Shell as a case,
indicating that national cultural differences wi# focused on. There must, however, be some
sort of problematization of the stereotyping of tliféerent cultures. The culture which is
interesting in this study is the one of Norske Saetl, through the brief introductions of the
concepts of organizational, national, and indulstiidture, it is possible to assume that
several aspects have been influential.

* New York Times, March 10, 2004
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The Shell culture

Seeing the organizational culture as an institai@oncept, as something evolving naturally
over years and generations, we can see how thecsiteare can have been influenced by a
number of factors. Shell is a very old organizatitshistory can be traced all the way back
to 1833. The Shell Group has evolved somewhat samebusly from two different countries,
and thus two different national cultures; the Bhtand the Dutch. When what today is known
as Norske Shell was established in 1912 it isyikieht both these national cultures influenced

the organization, of course along with the Norwegialture.

The organizational culture is often considered peoduct of the national cultures it underlies.
In the case of Norske Shell this includes the Ngiaue, Dutch, and British cultures. Also, as
the presentation of the industrial culture eailiethis thesis implies, other cultures (especially
the American) can be considered influential. Itgitieis seem likely that the culture of
Norske Shell is something else than just Norwelidrhe organization is international,
operating in an international environment in a highternational industry. Globalization and
the convergence of cultures are not new conceptgetmdustry, nor is the concept of
multinationality in all levels of the workforce. €question is thus related to which culture
the members of Norske Shell are likely to act iooadance with, when in work-related

decision-making situations.

The applicability of Hofstede’s dimensions in ttisdy

The impact of national cultural differences in tbatext needs to be discussed further. The
three Shell EPE countries do not differ widely iofstede’s dimensions, but the theory is
however applicable, although in a somewhat limgedse. The applicability of Hofstede’s
dimensions increase after choosing Norske Shellase; the organizational change from
2003 can be thought to bring the organization ditsaegular stable path and onto a more
ambivalent course, which further can be thougmh&ximize the potentiality for
organizational displeasure amongst the membersspéefic context of Norske Shell is thus
thought to be very suitable for studying possiblestons due to national cultural differences.

* This assumption is just as valid for other organizations operating in the Norwegian oil and gas
industry; StatoilHydro’s culture, BP Norge’s culture, or ConocoPhillips Norge’s culture are probably
subject to the same industrial cultural influence as the culture of Norske Shell.
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The applicability of Hofstede’s dimensions in thiady is fairly limited, and for several
reasons. Firstly, | have already promoted a monauhyc cultural concept than used by
Hofstede, and his conception of national cultuenseto be more like my conception of
industrial culture. Secondly, the small numbersational cultures relevant in this study
makes Hofstede’s quantitative approach less viatld, however, see the value of his findings,
and want to use his data as an auxiliary sourcerwiaking assumptions about the identities

that can be available in the organization andéhsibn that can be expected due to these.

The parts of Hofstede’s data that are relevarttitostudy can be summarized in a figure:

National Cultural Dimensions (Hostede 2005)

30
20 +—
10 +—
0 - .

PDI IDV MAS UAI
UK M The Netherlands B Norway

Fig.3.1 — National Cultural Dimensions (Hofstede 2Ub)

The three countries at hand are very similar, aedimitations of Hofstede’s applicability to
this study become more obvious; most of the diffees are just not big enough to discuss
further. The dimension that makes a big differeme®veen the countries is the one regarding
masculinity. The most relevant differences in thisension are related to the concept of
management; while one emphasizes consideratioo@rzkrn for people in a feminine
culture, structure and work are considered moreontiapt in a masculine culture. In feminine
cultures it would seem appropriate to hold meetingsrder to discuss and reach decisions
based on consensus, while in masculine culturesimgseare more often considered as arenas
for people to assert themselves, and decisionsiade by individuals elsewhere. Another
important difference between a feminine and a masegulture is related to avoiding and
resolving conflicts. In feminine cultures, suchtlas Norwegian and Dutch, compromise and
negotiation is considered the preferred way of hagatonflicts. In masculine cultures, such
as the British, conflict resolution is charactedizeore by quarrels and competition. Rewards
are based more on equality in feminine culturegpg®sed to equity in masculine ones.

Managers in feminine cultures would hesitate tolemgnt a practice which was unpopular
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amongst the employees, whilst a manager in a masatllture would more easily ignore the
unpopularity of the practice (and maybe even gespect by doing so). (Hofstede 2005)

This dimension should be seen in connection wighdievelopment of the safety work in the
oil and gas industry in general, as the shift ksegrom a focus on hard factors (technology
and systems) to more soft factors (people). Thi®inecessarily special for the safety work
on the Norwegian continental shelf, as the focuthersofter factors is a trend in the UK and
The Netherlands as well. However, the masculinityethsion may imply the possibility of
using highly different methods in the behaviordesawork. For example, the use of
punishments and rewards is a very masculine metiibih safety work, and is probably

more likely to be applied in UK than in Norway.

From this dimension, which makes out the majoredéhce between the EPE countries, one
could make some assumptions regarding the implextientand internalization of safety
practices in Norske Shell. Norske Shell is a smahnization in the EPE context, and the
Norwegian organization is not represented in thE ERRnagement. It is thus natural to expect
that the Norwegian culture becomes somewhat oveosted by the two other major
organizations and their own national cultures, nmeathat assumptions can be made
regarding the cultural origin of the different piaes. This makes further implications on the

Norwegian culture’s susceptibility to the practigessible.

From a national cultural theoretical perspectivee oan make assumptions regarding the
effectiveness of different methods within the bebial safety field. The question is not
necessarily what the perfect methods for a Norwegrganization would be, but rather the
applicability of British and Dutch methods in a M@&gian context. From the implications
deriving from national culture discussed in theabsection it is possible to formulate
assumptions and expectations concerning the receptisuch cross-cultural standardized

practices.

What seems critical in this perspective is the wagyactice is implemented and how the staff
is involved and consulted in the process. The ddfgrence in the masculinity index between
the UK and Norway shows that these processes giibbll standardized; the techniques and
strategies likely to provide the most positive Hsstrom the implementation processes are
presumably very different in the two countries. N@wegians would prefer much more
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staff involvement than the British, and would prolyefeel left out and neglected without

sufficient involvement.

It is likely that the EPE transition can have afeetf on the implementation of standardized
practices and, as the discussion above indicdtissstnot necessarily the best way of
generating results in the safety field. Standatdinanakes comparison possible across
borders, but should not overshadow the main goshiety work; to actually reduce the
frequency of accidents and incidents. Is it possiblcreate a practice that provides
satisfactory local AND international adaptationdoes international adaptation imply local
maladaptation, and vice versa? Is it possibledalstndardized practice generates the most
positive results possible in all the organizationlved, or does standardization just involve
a number of sub-optimal solutions that could hasenbbetter if adjusted to the local

surroundings?

It is assumed that the Norwegian culture is givess Ipriority than the other EPE countries,
and the assumptions deriving from the discussionsuiture and identity are thus dependent
on the level of standardization. If the implemeiotaprocesses are standardized, it is likely
that the British ways and values are most visiloléhat case, the implementation process is
probably sub-optimal in a Norwegian context. A sydtimal implementation process can, in
the worst case, lead to an unsuccessful practioee [drobable, such a process can lead to a
longer and more drawn-out internalization proc@éso, as discussed earlier, the down
prioritization of the Norwegian culture can leadatstronger sense of belonging to the
available cultures and identities at a more loeatl, emphasizing the Norwegian values and
norms. This can subsequently have consequencesrfibar processes in the future, together

with a growing discontentment in the organization.

Multiple identities: the Norwegian meets the Spelison

Belonging to several different cultures simultar@gwan be a confusing matter, but mostly
in situations where the different cultures implypoping choices of action. Is one firstly a
Norwegian or a Shell person? Does one react nepativ finished safety practices
implemented in the organization because of thempadibility with the Norwegian culture,
or does one accept the practice based on a betptggthe Shell culture?
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As the organization clearly plays an important pareating the frames for decision-making,
it is also realistic that the organizational cultis very relevant, and we can thus discuss
whether or not the national cultural implicatiorgsiding from Hofstede’s dimensions are
reliable in the context. How much deviation fromio@al cultural social rules is necessary for
opposition to be likely, when considering the irtdas and organizational cultures?

Though it has been said that the Norske Shell @ijpoobably is something more than “just
Norwegian”, | do choose to see the instabilityhed Norske Shell organization, due to the
EPE transition, as a factor that potentially insesaorganizational displeasure and the
possibility of extra national cultural identificati, and thus consider Hofstede’s dimensions
appropriate. The reorganization which is meant &ximize the homogeneity amongst the
EPE countries can have had the opposite resultteaddo the organizations’ members’

stronger national cultural identification.

| consequently choose to keep the assumptions negdeding the possible conflicts deriving
from national cultural differences. | do howeveoacke to include the concepts of industrial
and organizational culture, and focus on the No&kell culture instead of the Norwegian
culture. As the Norske Shell culture is thoughibéohighly influenced by the Norwegian
culture (along with the British, Dutch, and somewth& American cultures), and as the
concept of multiple identities shows its potenéiat relevance, the Norwegian national
culture does not lose its significance. The nalionfiural factor is however supplemented by

the concepts of industrial and organizational celtu

3.2.4 Choice of case in light of the discussions dationality and organizational

safety

Also in the light of the discussions on rationahityd organizational safety the choice of case
seems highly appropriate. The Shell Group’s chofaerganizational strategy, from a
decentralized strategy towards a centralized gfyatean be seen as a rational measure; the
economical aspect of the organizational change s@sm way to maximize utility, both
related to economy and personnel. It can also bsidered as something more institutional,
as a natural step forward in a world influencedybgieral industrial development and the

thought of globalization.
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In the discussions on organizational safety theatkebn centralization in organizations is

very relevant. This organizational characterigiome of Perrow’s main concerns in his
Normal Accident Theory, and centralization is cdesed by the HROT scholars to increase
the possibility of accidents as it makes it diffidoe respond rapidly when dangers occur. The
choice of centralization in the Shell Group thusoatrengthens Norske Shell as a case in this
study, and makes it possible to articulate some@&=pions regarding possible tensions due to
the centralization of decision-making authority alidition, the HRO theorists promote a
decentralized strategy, but the decentralizatialegendent on a strong and uniform
organizational culture. The Shell Group’s GoldeneRware considered universal and
culturally independent, and should thus be a higiplgropriate study object when trying to

find out whether or not such a culture is possiblereate.

3.3 Collecting the data

After choosing a case and making assumptions l@sée theoretical discussions in chapter
2, it seems appropriate to proceed with a predentat the data collection process. | will
present the different data collection methods urselis study, and conclude with a

discussion regarding the strengths and weakne$#les methodological choices made.

3.3.1 Some challenges in organizational studies

There are some challenges when it comes to caltpdita in an organizational context. First
of all, obtaining access to the organization, ieswbers, and its documents can be challenging.
Accessibility did not become a problem in this study temporary employment with Norske
Shell probably played a decisive role, as | wasstess by my employers in getting in touch

with the right people, and the fact that | wasadie“in the system”. An application to

perform a study was sent to the HSE leader, aldtiganetter of recommendation, and a

short project description. After a meeting with th8E leader and the person who
subsequently became my “mentor” | was given acte#se necessary personnel and

documents.
Also, one must consider the ethical aspects ofrozgéonal studies; factors like ethics,

objectivity, informed consent, and privacy protentneed to be considered throughout a

study. Organizational studies may be of sensitiaéten — the researcher is often interested in
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a problem, or a conflict area in the organizatemj getting informants (employees in the
organization) to speak their minds on a specifgdonay be difficult. It is important that the
researcher makes it clear that he/she is not semtthe management, but rather that he/she is
there for the sake of the study itself. It is dlsportant that the employees do not just answer
in a way which would please the management, aisdags important that whatever stated that
can be opposing to the management’s thoughts asttewis not received with negative
consequences. The informants should be able tcsehtodbe anonymous, and the
management should agree on not using any kindragpment and rewarding in connection
with the research project. | treated the ethicakasby anonymizing all informants, except

for Arild Lund and HSE leader Gerd Olaug Vikesal. iAformants were explained about my
role as a student and seemingly understood thaslom no assignment from the Shell

organization.

3.3.2 Semi-structured interview

From the start of the project, the main methodctlecting data was chosen to be semi-
structured interviews. Interviewing is a very flebd research tool which can be used in any
stage of the research process, and which can ti#&yreambined with other research methods.
Depending on the data required, interviews can ta&ey forms. Structured interview is the
most quantifiable way of conducting an intervieeTresearcher has a battery of questions
which are to be asked the informants in a fixedggrthaybe even by selection of one or more
fixed options, in order to easier obtain the apiitt code and quantify the data. This method is
very similar to the questionnaire, with the impattdifference being the presence of the
researcher and his/her ability to both clear amfuion the informant might experience, and

to influence the informant. (Bryman 2000)

Unstructured interviews on the other hand allowrds®archer to ask questions regarding any
topic which may be of interest to the study. Thedjions are not fixed, but the interview is
more based on an open conversation. The abilitptopare and quantify is secondary to

obtaining rich data from each individual. (Ibid)
| chose to combine these two methods by using sémntctured interviews as a method in my

study. Semi-structured interviews incorporate el@siérom both structured and unstructured

interviews, and thus carry with it the advantagelsath approaches. By having a battery of
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guestions to use in the interview settings, biltadtowing for more in-depth discussions
where necessary, the data from semi-structuredviates are both easy to analyze and
guantify, and also have the potential to geneliateand salient knowledge on interesting
topics. Of course, the semi-structured intervieso aarries with it the disadvantages from
both approaches; there will be the danger to spemtbng on peripheral subjects, one might
lose control of the informant when allowing thesiiew to have the feel of an open
conversation, and one might reduce the reliabilien using non-standardized approaches to

interview each individual.

3.3.3 Interviews and Respondents

After being given access by Norske Shell, | wasonhiced to my “mentor”, Arild Lund. He
had just recently been in charge of behavioraltgafethe Norwegian Shell organization, and
was an important informant for the study. The datéection process started with two long
interviews with Lund, and these interviews werengdio be a contribution to the foundation
of which the rest of the process would be based.ond gave a lot of important information,
both background information and his own thoughtshensubject. He was also the one who
made a list of informants for me to contact dummg summer months working for Norske
Shell. Lund talked to and prepared the informaetsi® my contacting them, and he
explained the project and gave them the necessanyigsions to spend their work time with
me. This was obviously a huge advantage. My inforihavere already somewhat prepared
and they had been asked by a superior to parteipand had also made sure that
demographical factors were considered — just abalfiof the informants were women, just
about half were contractors, and there were at teasinformants from each participating
department. All together, a total number of 18infants were on my list, not including Lund
himself, nor Norske Shell's HSE leader Gerd Olaikg¥a. 11 of these were interviewed, the
remaining seven were left out due to practicalorasthey were either unavailable or too
closely related to the project | was hired to work This resulted in a total of 14 interviews,

including two with Lund and one with Vikesa.

The interviews were recorded on tape to avoid ueseary distractions from having to note
down everything. All informants were informed abth# advantages of tape recording and
their consent was always given prior to the inamg. One interview was carried out over the

telephone. The rest were carried out face-to-fas@iious meeting rooms in Norske Shell’s
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office building in Tananger, outside Stavanger. e interviews with Arild Lund, along

with the interview with Norske Shell's HSE leadeer@ Olaug Vikesa were of explorative
quality; these were carried out with focus on gatigeinformation on the organization, its
safety practices, and possible focus areas fosttidy. The rest of the interviews focused on
the respondents’ views and opinions on the orgénizand its safety practices, as well as the

general trend towards behavioral safety work.

Some of the informants were in fact skeptical efrtheaders being informed about their
responds. It seemed that this fear faded whenwieeg reassured that no names would be
used in the final thesis, and that this was a ptd@@ a student at the university and not for
someone sent by the management. Others were, hgwewe free-speaking, with lots of
thoughts on the subject. It was mainly during thaserviews that opposing arguments to the

current safety trend became obvious.

3.3.4 Literature review and analysis

A thorough literature review and analysis seemexssary, as it was not simply a case of
examination of previous studies, but also a chofadirection. The safety literature is much
divided, and different paradigms seem to live figeide in a highly complex theoretical
environment. At this point the study got a theaadtiurn and, as the theoretical discussions
are considered both relevant and important forelseof the project, | chose to include the

literature review and analysis as part of the mixdhagy.

3.3.5 Shell People Survey

At a fairly late stage in the project | was givatess to an excerpt of the results of a survey
conducted throughout the global Shell Group, thell3teople Survey 2008. The Shell People
Survey is carried out every 12 to 18 months, armbmglucted by International Survey
Research (ISR). The survey is a method for theelesaich the Shell system to receive feedback
and inputs on different aspects of the organizati@sed on nine different categories;
Employee Engagement, Diversity & Inclusion, Perfante and Reward, Learning and
Development, Overall Management Effectiveness, \Adidk Balance, Communications,
Customer Focus, and Business Principles. The eixgesn to me was a Survey Detall

Report for the EPE Technical unit in Norway, andwe$ the results from 5 different
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groupings in the Shell system: Shell Group, Exgloraand Production (EP), EPE Technical-
Norway, EPE Technical-Norway 2006, and Top QuaBgachmark. In other words, the
excerpts shows two very interesting dimensionstlyiy how the Norwegian technical unit
scores compared to the rest of the Shell Groupaadndly the development in the
Norwegian technical unit’s scores from 2006 to 2008

3.3.6 Strengths and weaknesses — looking back aetprocess

To claim that a study is conducted without any wessses is very bold and probably untrue.
Each study has its strengths and weaknesses; dherde lies in identifying them. This
section is devoted to such identification.

Studying safety (especially qualitatively) cantself be considered a methodological
weakness, as it implies studying something thas et exist until something (accidents)
occurs. This study is based not on quantitativédaot statistics, but rather on the attitudinal
and conceptual aspects of behavioral safety, ame seould probably say such a study
cannot generate results related to how to impregienical safety. The people saying so are
probably right — this study has very little to dghwtechnical safety. This study is however
based on a social scientific side of safety wooknething that until lately hasn’t been
recognized as relevant. As long as one acknowleiihgerelevance of social science in safety

work, a qualitative design should be a very appabprchoice.

One main problem with studying safety is the imneeosmplexity of the concept of causality.
If something is safer than it used to be, thislmamecause of a certain practice being
implemented. It can however also be because afretdogical improvement. Proving that
one certain safety practice actually makes an @zgtan increase its safety is not really

possible in a constantly evolving industry, and tas to be taken into consideration.

Interviews and respondents

Interview as a method to collect data in studiehsas this does carry with it some
disadvantages, as mentioned earlier. However, #thaod seemed appropriate when studying
the attitudes and understandings related to tletysafork. Some of the interviews did come a

bit off course, but generally they all worked ostexpected. The one phone interview
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conducted was by far the least remunerative, amddhversation was limited to only include
what was absolutely necessary. All face-to-faceruitws were positive experiences, based
on comfortable conversational situations. Fromligteof 18 informants given to me by Arild
Lund, only seven were not interviewed. This wasniyailue to time issues and practicalities,
and the fact that some of them were to closelytedlto my work at Norske Shell.

There is, of course, the possibility that beingegia list of informants is a disadvantage. The
individuals could have been chosen not to givelgaative picture of the organization’s
employees, but more to show the best and mostiymsites of the organization. Maybe it
would have been better for me to choose the infatsnanyself, based on observations and
maybe even random sampling. However, looking barcthe responds from some of the
informants, this does not seem to be the case. Mang very negative toward everything
happening within HSE in the organization, some nspecific and some more general than
others. Lund also emphasized the importance oksittg opposing responds before
producing the list of informants, and it truly sesiriike he was interested in finding the flaws,
rather than the positive sides. Obviously, forahganization, it is much more beneficial and
interesting to unveil the negative arguments tadifferent practices, as the positive sides are
both obvious and already overstated by the orgtaaizéself and its management. When
Norske Shell agreed to participate in this projta,decision was based on a genuine interest
in the topic and them knowing that it might genersame results on how they can reach out
to a larger part of their employees on sensitivéienailike safety.

Shell People Survey

The Shell People Survey was a major contributiotihéostrengthening of this study. The
survey is based on a large sample size, and érisdetailed. It would of course have been
preferable to have access to the part of the sueayts which showed the numbers for the
whole Norske Shell organization, and not only #ghnical unit. However, it has been said
that the technical unit’s results in the surveylaghly representative of the organization as a
whole. The survey is used in this study to stremgtiine validity of the findings deriving from

the data collected from the interviews.
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Alternative research methods

One needs to ask oneself whether or not alterneg¢s@arch methods should have been
included in the study. Of course, the time and ag@ect of a study like this makes the data
collection process fairly limited, and one can nmewe fully satisfied with the amount of data.

| could have chosen to base the study on a mongti§able method, e.g. a questionnaire. The
data would probably be easier to categorize anttidave included a larger sample. | did
however find the interview method to increase tbsspbility of capturing the details behind
the attitudes and understandings of the peoplevietged, and | do believe that it was the

best method for this specific study.

3.4 Presentation of data and analysis

The following chapters will present my analysidteé data collected in Norske Shell. The
analysis will be spread over four chapters in antdec manner. First, in chapter 4, | will
introduce the EPE transition more elaborately.lll then present and discuss the data
collected about the actual case of this study, hathe Shell Group’s Golden Rules. These
will be analyzed and seen in connection with tle®thtical contributions in this study.
Chapter 6 will function like a bridge connecting tlwo previous chapters, and see the
analysis in connection with the research questwasented in chapter 1. Chapter 7 will
discuss what seems to be a major issue in thetiydusmely risk understanding. Chapter 8
will summarize the findings of the study and, halgf make room for some conclusions.
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Chapter 4 — Shell EP Europe — cross-cultural standdization

“Standardization leads to rigidity, and rigidity oaes things to break®

4.1 Introduction

In 2003 it was decided that all Exploration anddeiaion (EP) units in Europe were to merge,
and the result was Shell EP Europe (Shell EPE} Glhapter will focus on the Shell EPE
organization. Firstly, | will discuss the implicatis deriving from the transition. | will then
give a picture of the empirical data collected sunding EPE transition, and try to

summarize the organization’s members’ views aritudts. | will then see the restructuring

in light of the institutional theories, and disctiss degree to which the choice to reorganize
can be seen as based on a rational or institutioesal of the organization (or both).

The EPE transition is important to include in tinalgsis, as it is a direct reason to the
implementation of the Golden Rules. The Golden Rplactice, being the main study object
of this project, is seen as universal and cultyraliependent. | will later discuss the
organizational change in relation with the GoldereR, to map out whether or not such a

restructuring theoretically can have affected #ifety in Norske Shell.

4.2 Cross-cultural standardization in the oil andag industry

Cross-cultural standardization in the oil and galustry is not special for Shell, most major
oil companies have practices and rules at a glela®®. The question is, however, related to

how such standardization is organized.

Multinationalism has characterized the Norwegidrand gas industry since the very start.

The operating companies are all multinational, ehenNorwegian StatoilHydro operates at a

% Quoted in Gray, Scott (2006). The Mind of Bill James: How a Complete Outsider Changed Baseball.
New York: Doubleday. pp. 191

% See BP’s Code of conduct
(http://'www.bp.com/sectiongenericarticle.do?categoryld=9003494&contentld=7006600), Total's Code
of conduct (http://www.total.com/static/en/medias/topic1608/Total_code_conduct_en.pdf), or
ConocoPhillps’ HSE policy (http://www.conocophillips.com/NR/rdonlyres/54D24EQ09-254D-479D-
A8DC-F044C8A6F25E/0/hse_policy.pdf).
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global level. Michelsen (1989) points towards tpemating companies’ wish to coordinate
across borders and discusses how decisions areahdteheadquarters with effect for every
unit. The decisions made have had a tendency tetaéled and have been pressed on the

local subunits.

There has been different traditions for multinagiomanagement in the industry. The
American standard has been characterized by fréeguamagerial changes. Together with a
tendency of detailed decisions from the headquartiis is thought to have consequences for
the lower levels in the organization. Somebodytbageld, and it sure will not be the main
headquarters. One very visible consequence frorhiitery of cross-cultural standardization
is how all companies have English as their workamguage. The employees in the different
local units have become bilingual while the Amemiead British leaders have remained
monoligual. The European companies have, howehesen less frequent changes in
management and have, in a historical perspec@liedrmore on local adaptation (Michelsen
1989). Nevertheless, the American influence onrtastry is, and has always been,
pronounced. Some sort of industrial convergencmsde have taken place, and it seems like
the European ways have moved closer and closbetArmerican.

Shell does not, in this perspective, stand ouiféerent from the rest of the industry. There
has been a tradition for centralization in the sBtdy and central decision-making with effect
on subunits is not very special. | do not, howekegw of any other company that has chosen

a continental organizational strategy.

It becomes appropriate to ask some questions: H®s dne organize such standardization?
Is it possible to work toward organizational unifoty and simultaneously well-functioning
subunits? Where is the border between multinatidaaision-making and local autonomy?
Has Shell managed to overcome the cultural obstac®lved? Do the advantages of the

standardization process exceed the disadvantages?

4.3 Implications from the transition

In order to see the impact of the EPE transitioiNorske Shell’s safety work, one needs to
consider what the transition actually implies. Altigh the three main European Shell offices

clearly have influenced each other before merggagh unit has always had its autonomy —
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each unit has had the option of choosing for it$&len before the transition the wish to
standardize within the Shell group was presenis &8 probably any organization operating
globally. However, the local offices had their olenal management, with the power and
option to stop new concepts and practices which saev as unfitting. This option has
decreased to a level of insignificance after wlaat lse seen as an organizational upheaval,
and the local offices cannot as easily stop prastitom being implemented. In other words,
it is possible that the transition has influendeel $afety in Norske Shell, when seeing the

standardization and forced implementation of sgbectices as a consequence.

The notion of having one mutual management folBlpean Shell cluster is another aspect
that needs to be addressed. The leaders are rer llmegl and they are neither Norwegian nor
situated in Norway. This has to be seen in conoedtiith cross-cultural management theory,
and cultural theory will be beneficial to includethe discussion regarding the pros and cons
of the Shell EPE transition. This also has to lensa the discussion on standardization of
safety practices, as the leaders now do not havkrtbwledge of the local cultural aspects

which maybe should be considered before “forciig’ implementation of new practices.

4.4 The response to Shell EPE in Norske Shell

The empirical findings in this study show a lotdi$contentment related to the Shell EPE
transition. This discontentment is interestingialgze further and the discussions need to
include answering questions regarding why thetksisontentment with the organizational
structure. Subsequently it is interesting to disaubat the discontentment can imply in a

safety perspective.

Basically two different aspects of the EPE orgatiorehave been brought up in the
interviews as negative consequences of the transiirstly the newly evolved remoteness of
the leaders, and secondly the standardizationaatipes and the implementation of practices

considered non-compatible to the Norwegian culture.

Questions regarding the EPE transition were asked/@espondent in the study, and there
was clearly some passion regarding its negatiwessids positive sides, which more or less
are related to the benefits of the economy of seakeclearest to the top management, who

has a deeper insight in the organizational andtdrated aspects of the solution. The notion
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of not having local leaders to the same exteneésre the merger is clearly a chief objection

from the employees’ side:

“There are no longer any leaders nearby to whomoamerelate. This is relevant for major
issues and also for more day-to-day issues. ltde@s very frustrating not having someone
around who can make decisions, and | believe thathtas been noticeable to the
organization. We don’t decide anything anymore. ¥edare no longer master over our own
matters — we have to go to England or the Nethedan ask how to do things. And | believe
that not having any internal power is very destiveto the organization, especially in the

long run”*’

Not having their leaders nearby is evidently anesor the employees in Norske Shell, and
the frustration surrounding the extra time needeprdceed with their doings, while waiting
for a decision to be made somewhere in the Eurofmagven global) Shell system is obvious.
This seemed to be a factor on several levels.Ifiitseems that the employees of the
Norwegian office miss having decision-makers inrthbeesence, mostly because of the extra
time spent waiting for decisions to made overs8asondly, another negative side of not

having leaders present is the thought of not beotged:

“If a leader is very distant and doesn’t see yostit see how you perform, and doesn’t
have any idea of how you function locally and how &re perceived by your co-workers, it
feels pretty unfair. One needs feedback, bothipesiind negative®.

Thirdly, not having Norwegian leaders reduces toall cultural knowledge:

“In a way, Norske Shell had more ownership and aautgnbefore 2003. We could argue
against the implementation of new practices byrrefg to our culture not being compatible.
Certainly we can still argue similarly, but nottine same way. It used to be more accepted,
because we had a management here who defendeaiats pf view in the bigger contex?

" Interview 4, 03.07.08 — my translation.
% |nterview with HSE leader, Gerd Olaug Vikesa, 22.07.08, my translation.
% Interview with Arild Lund, 25.04.08, my translation.
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The discontentment regarding remote leaders isfaidg obvious through the Shell People
Survey. The survey’s most interesting categorighiscontext are those regarding
“Employee Engagement” and “Overall Management HEifeaess”. In general, the
Norwegian technical unit was around 25% less satighan the rest of the Shell group. The
satisfaction has decreased since the last surv29d6, strengthening the possibility that the

EPE transition has played a significant role.

The members of the Norwegian technical unit wereegaly less satisfied with their jobs,
less motivated to commit extra effort to help tbenpany succeed, less proud to work for
Shell, less likely to recommend Shell as a goodleyep, and less overall satisfied with the
Shell organizatiof!. They felt less involved in decisions affectingithwork, less encouraged
to come up with new and better ways of doing thimgsagreed sharply that decisions get
made without undue delay and that the change maseasoving in the right direction, found
their team leaders being less accessible when defaleless encouraged by their team
leaders, felt less informed about the directiowlmch the organization is headed, were less
convinced that their leadership has an effectiam pbr competing in the future, were less
satisfied with how the Shell organization is ledd avere less convinced that the structures

and reporting relationships allows them to effeslfvexecute their business stratégy.

The reactions to the EPE transition appear to gatne in the Norwegian organization, but
should, at the same time, be possible to considen iopposite manner. First of all, the
negativity can be seen to unite the employees; steeyd together in their opposition, and they
agree on the terms. A mutual inconvenience has inggosed on them, provoking a mutual
reaction. Apart from uniting the employees, theadmsentment also signalizes commitment
and interest; the employees complain because tdreyand want to see their organization
well-functioning. They would not oppose if they wendifferent to what is happening in the
organization. Unity and commitment amongst the viende should be considered positive,
and all the negative feedback in relation withttla@sition can, therefore, actually be positive

for the organization.

“® These statements are all based on the results of the Norwegian technical unit's responses to the
individual questions within the "Employee Engagement” category.

*! These statements are all based on the results of the Norwegian technical unit's responses to the
individual questions within the "Overall Management Effectiveness” category.
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4.5 Shell EPE in light of institutional theory

Was the organizational change towards Shell EPEdbas a rational or institutional view on
the organization? Was it a choice made by the nmenagt in order to maximize the
organizational effectiveness, or was it the natdealelopment of an institution affected by

the legitimizing demands of its surroundings?

The most obvious advantages deriving from theuwegiring of the Shell organization can all
be considered rational and calculative utility nmaizing. Sharing of knowledge to enhance
organizational learning is one example and theipitisg of sharing and relocating resources,
both economical and personnel, is another. Thesberefits deriving from the economy of
scale; the long run cost of each local unit is €ased, while the scale of the organization
increases. Some operations which previously weremeed in each local office are now run
from only one location with effect for the wholerfgpean Shell organization. Clearly this
should be a positive contribution to the effectees of the organization, especially in an

economical aspect.

The organizational restructuring can also be ssamnanstitutional process; in a world
constantly moving towards globalization, the cr@af continental organizations does not
seem inappropriate. Maybe a thought of boundedrality lies behind the new
organization — the limitations of each individuajjanization can be reduced or even

eliminated as a result of the new and bigger ozgian.

4.6 Summary

This chapter has looked closer at the EPE trans#ti@l discussed its implications. It has also
looked at how the organizational change is consetler the Norwegian organization. The
analysis of the Shell EPE organization seems td hrea negative direction; the
discontentment amongst the employees is pronoufitedmain arguments against the new
organization include remoteness of leaders, wilssquent prolonged decision-making,
decreased internal power in the organization, addaed cultural knowledge. Another aspect
is the standardization of practices and the pdggibif cultural incompatibility. A third

aspect is more positive; the employees in Norslal Seem to unite in their discontentment,

and their complaining signalizes commitment todhganization.
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The EPE organization has been mentioned as a kegmdo the implementation of the
Golden Rules; the Golden Rules practice was, amanigsr reasons, implemented to create
mutual grounds for the different EPE countriesill proceed to present, discuss, and analyze
the Golden Rules, before discussing the connebigtween the practice and the

organizational restructuring.
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Chapter 5 — The Shell Group’s Golden Rules

The Golden Rule: Whoever has the gold makes tkee rul

5.1 Introduction

Shell's Golden Rules is the case of this study,taeackground of the practice has already
been discussed. In the Shell system the GoldersRuéeconsidered culturally independent,
and the practice is seen to transcend all locaditions and interpretations. The purpose of
this chapter is to discuss the practice furthergiation to the theoretical foundation laid in
chapter 2. | will first present the story of thegtice, including the reasons behind the
implementation and the reception of the practiceragrthe employees. This discussion will
include seeing the practice in the different pecpes presented in chapter 2. The rational
and institutional perspectives on organizationaigien-making will contribute to the
discussion on the grounds for which Golden Rules wglemented, seeking to find out
whether the practice was implemented to incredeetefeness in the safety work or if it was
implemented as a means to meet the legitimacy désrifaom the organization’s
surroundings (or both). I will proceed to discuss originality of the practice, to see whether
or not the Golden Rules stands out as a uniqueigeadn the industry. Finally, | will seek to
discuss whether or not the Golden Rules actuabyaslturally independent practice and this
discussion will develop into treating different @otial aspects of cross-cultural
standardization. The chapter is based on the délected through the interviews conducted
in Norske Shell.

5.2 The story of the Golden Rules

How and why was Golden Rules implemented in No&#kell? Was it a decision based on
rational utility maximization or was it a consequerof the expectations from the
organization’s environment? This section focusesane different explanations to why the

Golden Rules were implemented in the Shell Group.
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5.2.1 Why the Golden Rules

In the attempt to find out why the Shell Group iempkented the Golden Rules | found it most
suitable to start at the top of the hierarchy andkwwny way down. Also, when trying to
identify the rationale behind the choice of implernation, the appropriate way to proceed
seemed to be through the “ambassadors” of the @magn other words those who have an
HSE responsibility. Amongst my respondents, twaviddials stand out as such ambassadors:
Gerd Olaug Vikesa, the Norske Shell HSE leader,Amild Lund, who previously was
responsible for behavioral safety in Norske Sheladdition | was given access to a DVD
made for the Shell Group calledlie Golden Rules — Getting Us to Goal Zeiithis DVD

shows the Executive Vice President of Shell EPEhgifis explanation to why the Golden

Rules were to be implemented:

“What I'm not proud about is our safety record. WWatmue to hurt people and have high
potential incidents. And that's just plain wrongidhit's not just wrong, it doesn’t reflect the
kind of company that we are, or the kind of comphay we aspire to be. And it certainly
doesn't reflect all the good that this company Hase in the world over the last 100 years.
So what are we going to do? We have to shift ondsdat; from being satisfied with small
continuous improvement and focusing on just hurtavger people this year than we did last
year, and get to a place where every injury andyeteh potential incident is unacceptable.
The goal has to be zero. And we have to shifttiae@e where safety is a deeply held value
that stands right alongside and integral to hongstiegrity, and respect for people. And it
comes from a place of really caring for those amws, whether they be Shell people or
contractor people. | want us to have the samerfgelihen we hurt people in this company as
we feel when people lie in this company. It hasittas in the gut. And the way into a Goal
Zero culture is going to be for you and I to follttve Golden Rules; comply, intervene, and
respect. And when we do that we’re going to segdoand longer periods of time between
when people are getting hurt and high potentialdeats. And then we’ll know we’re on to
something. The Goal Zero will not be easy, butiele that we're morally obligated to take
this journey. | want to have a place where everybgaes home every day healthy, and | want
to have a place where we can all be proud of tlietggerformance and the safety culture in
Shell?*

2 Tom Botts, Executive Vice President of Shell EPE. From the Shell DVD "The Golden Rules —
Getting Us to Goal Zero”.
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This statement is given by the Executive Vice Riesi of Shell EPE, Tom Botts. Here it
seems that the Golden Rules program is used daédgas a method to reach Goal Zero. As
Goal Zero is the most superior safety program atség| this is not really surprising. Every
single work done that is safety related can siiyilbe seen as a means to the end of Goal
Zero. What is interesting here is the emphasi®puhe Golden Rules as the savior; the way
to reach Goal Zero is, in Mr. Botts’ view, througteating a safety culture e Goal Zero
culture’, and the way for that to happen is through théd&o Rules. If all Shell personnel
follow the Golden Rules the organization will expeace not only the rise of a healthy safety
culture, but also the decrease in injuries and piflential incidents. This statement has to be
seen in its specific context; the video from whitclvas quoted is a marketing video meant to
introduce and sell the Golden Rules practice. Tibeodrrse will, therefore, vary from that of

my other informants.

The next explanation to why the Golden Rules wemglemented came from the Norwegian
HSE leader:

“1 believe that it has to do with the fact that@untries have had their own rules. There is a
general tendency towards a higher degree of intenegtion and standardization, towards us
all having a mutual system. There are some cultdif&érences between the countries, and
the need for the rule of compliance was probabbaggr in other countries than Norway.
However, since we are part of the same organizatianare all subject to the same systems
and requirements and we have the same practicedate to. Exactly what triggered the
implementation of Golden Rules | couldn’t say. Bih believe that there have been incidents

that have led the management to the decision tin@tapractice was necessafy.

Vikesa’'s view of the reasoning behind the GoldeteRshows the choice of implementation
as based on a wish to create something unifornsad¢he borders, something common for all
Shell units. She does not disregard the possiliiidy the decision was triggered by specific
incidents, as some sort of hindsight rationalizat®nother statement about the practice, this
time from the person recently in charge of behalisafety in Norske Shell, shows the

possibility of a simultaneous rational and instdoal explanation:

*® Interview, Gerd Olaug Vikesa, 22.07.08, my translation.
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“1 believe that the oil companies focus on safatyWio reasons simultaneously; firstly to
make the operations as safe as possible, and scbecause its expected by the authorities
and the economical implications deriving from thegpectations. And | think it has to be this
way, | believe it's healthy. | think that the sgfetork is based on achieving the highest
possible level of safety. You want to be ableltyderr workers that this is a safe workplace
and that after a day at work they can go home adtimne as they arrived. It's good for the
company, and it's good for the individual. Thighe foundation. But of course, there are
economical sides to safety work, and we see thaiainy ways; for example through risk
assessment. If you construct a rig without safgsyesns you risk having the rig blow up, and
subsequently go through an economical crisis. $aged good investment for the

company.**

The rationale behind the implementation of the @nlRules seems to somewhat depend on
the person asked. The three explanations depieteddo not differ extensively, but appear to
vary somewhat in depth. The expectations to thetigeaseem to soften in the lower levels in
the hierarchy. The first explanation, from the $BEE Executive Vice President, shows high
expectations to the practice; the Golden Rules wepéemented to create a safety culture
that subsequently will get Shell to Goal Zero. Nwwegian HSE leader emphasizes more
organizational sides to the practice and portragsGolden Rules as a result of the wish to
standardize, but as something that also may haae tioiggered by specific incidents. The
person responsible for behavioral safety in NoSkell has a more institutional explanation.
Firstly, he highlights the institutional sides bétsafety work, the legitimizing demands from
the society, the workers, and the organizationfitéé¢ the same time he acknowledges the
economical sides, not only to the safety work selit but also to the meeting of the
legitimizing demands. This shows that the raticarad institutional perspectives on

organizations can, and often do, co-exist.

The main ideas behind the practice are somewhatingtass unless directly related to the
effects the practice has had on safety, wheth® ib relation to creating a safety culture or
reducing safety statistics. The actual implemeoiasind presentation process is the next step

to figure out, before handling the employees’ adliis and views of the practice.

* Interview Arild Lund, 12.06.08, my translation.
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5.2.2 Implementing the Golden Rules - how was theqcess?

When seeking to explain the process of implemeritiegGolden Rules in the Norwegian
Shell organization | choose to divide the procaghiiee different parts; the presentation of

the practice, the staff involvement in the processl the reception of the practice.

The presentation

Finding out about the Golden Rules presentatioogs® turned out to be more difficult than
first presumed; it seemed like most people justndidremember exactly how it happened.

"There was some sort of initial campaign, but | khiimat you can ask anyone in my
department, and probably in the other departmetds,aand they won’'t remember what was

said or how it was don&?

This statement is somewhat verified through theadgian HSE leader being one who does
not remember how the process happened. She dots other hand, assume that the
presentation followed the usual procedures:

"1 don’t really remember how the process was, it s@song ago. We already had our own
rules, and when the EPE transition came we all viena mutual change. | remember it as
being presented as an interconnecting thing fronk BRat it in fact was pretty much the
same as what we already had. The process itselpvedmbly a combination of a general
meeting in the canteen and presentations from ififierent line leaders. (...) | don’t really

remember it.*®

The derivations one can draw from these statens@atsomewhat limited. We can assume
that the practice was presented to the staff thr@mgassembly in the canteen as well as
through the different line leaders. We can alsoiagsthat the presentation did not really
affect the workers, since no one seems to remethbagrocess (the Golden Rules were
implemented in 2005, three years before my askiegd questions, and some sort of memory
of the process would, therefore, not be too muaxfgect). Arild Lund points out that the

organization finds the process of presenting neagtpres challenging:

*® Interview 6, 06.06.08, my translation.
*® Interview, Gerd Olaug Vikesa, 22.07.08, my translation.
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“We should talk a bit about how things are introdijdeecause we struggle a lot with that.
The way things are presented and the matter intwthimgs are introduced, especially since
EPE. There are many British people out there ingygtem that have their own ways of
introducing things. Norway is a hi-tech countrydame use the internet and electronic
facilities to convey matters and to make it allitanbore interesting. The British, on the other
hand, want posters. When the Golden Rules weredated we were given enough posters to
wallpaper the whole building, it was pretty fantasiVe only used screens, but in Aberdeen
they had posters literally everywhetg

The struggle mentioned seems to be related witkBte transition and the wish to
standardize procedures across the different orgaoins. The way things are presented in the
UK is not necessarily the way to obtain the bes¢p&on in a Norwegian context. The above
example draws on the technological differences eetwthe countries, and that the
Norwegian organization would rather like to make ogthe technologies at hand. Apart from
the technological aspect, one part of the statestantls out as an implication of a bigger
cultural challenge. Theespecially since EPEphrase indicates that the EPE transition
actually has made a difference in these mattetstlaat the change is not for the better. This
seems to strengthen the assumptions made in ct&pbeut cultural awareness in the
implementation processes. Staff involvement wasribpr point deriving from the
discussions on national culture, and as it wastpdiout that the EPE transition has affected
the presentation process it should be considersttengthen the assumption. This leads us to

the point where it would seem natural to find oonvithe staff was involved.

Staff involvement through the Working Environmenmin@ittee

Staff involvement is important in a Norwegian cotif@nd it is expected and somewhat
required. When an organizational change that ltamsiderable relevance to the working
environment is proposed, Norwegian law requirestti@proposition always goes through
the Working Environment Committee (WEC), where ¢ngployees are represented. The
Golden Rules was such a change, and the WEC wasdndvolved in the process. The
statements gathered about the WEC involvement, i&nwehow the involvement as more of
a formality than anything else:

*" Interview Arild Lund, 25.04.08, my translation.
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“They don't really have a say in the discussionyTdet it presented as “this is something the
Shell Group has decided on, and this is how itimgado be”. It's not really an object of

discussiort®®

This statement came from Arild Lund. The WEC's ilwement does not seem to be
considerable in this sense. This is also confirimethe Head Safety Deputy, who is the

staff's main representative in the WEC:

“The Golden Rules first entered through the Workngironment Committee. But you can’t
really say no to the Golden Rules, since it comrms the Group level?®

It does not seem as though that the employees kag about the implementation of the
Golden Rules; the rules were coming, and therens#tsing to do about it. The role of the
Norwegian institution of the Working Environment@mittee appears to have been reduced
to mere symbolism. According to the assumptionsevazbut staff involvement this should
mean that the practice was met with some oppositomwever, the Head Safety Deputy does

not seem to see a problem with the process:

"We can not be too negative to what is new. We'ozl g protesting and screaming here.
But who knows? Maybe in five years we can look batke best thing that ever happened in

this industry. Forced change can also be good chdny

This statement is interesting on two different Isve&irstly, that the Norwegians are critical
and good at expressing their discontentment. Skeptitowards new things seems normal,
and this can be seen in connection with the ladgtadf involvement. Secondly, that it all
depends on the perception one has on safety. Ineplémg a practice can have positive effect,

no effect, or negative effect. But whatever theafimay be, it will not be visible immediately.

Another aspect comes to mind: which objective amguis could have been used against the

implementation of the Golden Rules? There is aipibi$g that the practice has such a

*® Interview Arild Lund, 25.04.08, my translation.
*° Interview 8, 10.07.08, my translation.
% |nterview 8, 10.07.08, my translation.
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universalism to it that it becomes difficult todimrguments against it. However, there seems
to have been a lack of staff involvement when pritsg and implementing the Golden Rules,
and even if WEC representatives seem happy witpriheess it is still important to take a

look at the general reception of the practice arabtige employees.

The reception of the Golden Rules

How the staff's reception of the Golden Rules seamtdepend on the view on the practice;
are we to consider the Golden Rules by themsetraaclude the further implications of the
practice? First of all, let us consider the Gol&eres exclusively. The Golden Rules practice
does not seem to have been met with oppositiopjtéehe assumptions made. Arild Lund
sees the simplicity of the practice as a considerfaator:

“The Golden Rules implementation process was guathjess, since it was so similar to
what already was. Any change is usually subjecipjmosition, but | would claim that this
didn’t happen with the Golden Rules. When peopde daw them they thought “hmm, that
was a pretty simple thing”. It was just pretty dianito what we already had, so it met little

opposition here in Europ&?

From this statement we can understand that theigeatself is simple and easy to
comprehend. We can also understand that the peastgimple and easy to comprehend
compared to other practices, and we can undergi@bdince something simple was being
implemented, for once, there was no oppositions Blatement contrasts the view of the Shell
EPE Executive Vice President; he saw the Goldee$as some sort of shift in paradigm,
something new and ground-breaking that would resuBoal Zero being reached. The

Golden Rules are seen here, however, as someihiigrso what already was.

Another explanation to why there was little oppositto the practices comes from the Head
Safety Deputy of the WEC. He considers the Goldelefas a realistic practice, and sees

this as an important facor:

"Realism is necessary — not that you have to bedhegiaall times, but that what comes along
is realistic. The Golden Rules have such realisomuathem. How you choose to implement

*! Interview Arild Lund, 25.04.08, my translation.
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and what kind of regime you choose to have is amathse. But the Golden Rules in

themselves are godd?

This can also be understood in several ways. ¥ins# can understand that the Golden Rules
is a realistic practice. Secondly, we can undedsthat the other practices are unrealistic, and
that the realism that the Golden Rules has is apdtihe practice is seen as “good”, but
always in comparison with other practices, and@bé&den Rules is the superior safety
practice, does not the lack of simplicity, compredieeness, and realism of other practices

come back to haunt the “goodness” of the Golder&ul

5.3 The originality of the Golden Rules

Having a set of superior rules is not somethingigppe- most oil companies have something
similar. It is important to see Golden Rules ayame part of a much larger safety system —
in addition to Golden Rules Shell also practicesahleady mentioned House Rules, the
Hearts and Minds project, and Goal Zero. Goldere&should be seen as something superior
in this context — three rules of conduct, threedvedral expectations, three codes that surpass
everything else. Golden Rules is seen to transa#mdltural issues. Everybody, anywhere in
the world, should be able to comply with ruleseirene on unsafe actions, and respect their

neighbors. No cultural aspect can oppose the GdRiges, according to the Shell Group.

As mentioned, one should see Golden Rules in coiomewith Shell’s history. Firstly, the
transition to Shell EPE, and the process of findimgcommon grounds of the European Shell
units, and secondly the financial crisis of thelBBeoup. In that sense, Golden Rules can be
seen as something special for Shell. They candre agthe result of the organization’s
history and the means to reach a goal of not reehistory. Arild Lund seems to find the

practice original:

“You can probably find similar practices around e tother companies too, but | have to

admit that I've been a bit around and | have neéeeind anything as clear as Shell’'s Golden

Rules’>3

*2 |nterview 8, 10.07.08, my translation.
*% Interview Arild Lund, 25.04.08, my translation.

75



However, one must also see the rise of the GoldaasRn accordance with the general trend
in the industry. Cultural awareness is the newdr&hanging behavior and attitude is the
latest remedy to an everlasting problem in the sigu- namely not being able to reduce the
incident rates to the goal of zero. So the questiaives to whether or not Shell’s Golden
Rules actually brings something new to the tahidf, ibcan be seen as just another safety

practice. It seems like the employees share teis:vi

"There is not anything new about it, it's just aeliént set of words from what everybody else

has?>*

The above quote does not reflect positively onGb&len Rules, and it is representative of the
attitudes of the employees portrayed through ttexrews conducted in this project. In
general, employees do not seem to see the origimdlthe Golden Rules, as compared to
practices of other companies. Another way to seduh)originality of the practice is in

comparison with the other practices in the Shedtean:

“All these buzzwords come, and they all seem Ii@nascheme, the latest greatest phrase,
and after a while, especially on the rig, they khioh, here comes another one”, and they're

actually all the sam&>®

The informant giving this statement refers to tr@dén Rules as a buzzword, as a
fashionable practice in line with the general s@atidiscourse. The originality of the Golden
Rules decreases in this view, this time in comparisith other Shell practices, when he says
that “they’re actually all the same”. The Goldend&ucan, in other words, be seen as nothing
new to the organization, but merely as new woradsshmgans to what already was. He also
makes a differentiation between offshore and oresharking environments when saying
“especially on the rig”, implicating that the offste workers have been more exposed to
numerous new practices. This is not really unexgukds the focus has historically been
greater offshore than onshore. Maybe, when tryongdlude the onshore personnel and
creating new practices that include all, which @ety is a new trend, the offshore personnel

are more exposed to having a “just another prdcattgude.

** Interview 11, 13.08.08, my translation.
** Interview 9, 25.07.08.
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5.4 Golden Rules — the Shell Group’s attempt inatiag a culturally
independent and universal practice.

Golden Rules is a practice that has validity witie whole Shell group. The three rules
(comply, intervene, and respect) are seen to teanasall cultural issues and should not,

according to Shell, be subject of opposition in anlure:

“So those three rules, if you think about them, te@pplicable in all situations. And they're
easy to remember. And that's the strength of thetare. (...) And what | thought was
especially positive about them is that if you tdieam to a higher level you see that they do
not have any cultural specifications. They areitisi§ in Norway as in the UK, or in
Finnmark as in Oslo. They're very broadly applitaly(...) Wherever you are in the world, in
a Shell location, you should know the three ruteserybody talks about them. Everybody
should understand thetr®

The rules are, however, vague and inexplicit, acdllinterpretations are not only possible,
but even necessary. | will in this section go tigilothe Golden Rules, to see to what degree

the practice can be considered culturally independe

“Comply with the law, standards and procedurgatans that one needs to know the laws,
standards, and procedures that are in effect. laagvdifferent in every country, and
compliance to these is (probably) expected on &mgouental and legal level as well an
organizational level. For Norske Shell this firstl@n Rule involves the compliance with the
House Rules, which have validity in all EP (exptama and production) parts of the Shell
group. The House Rules include eight different behal rules and, as the first Golden Rule

includes the compliance with these, they shoultalireated:;

1. I stop any job that feels unsafe.

This first rule is based on a feeling, a sensegbatething about the job being done is unsafe.
The rule is thus potentially subject to a vastatéhtiation — what one person considers unsafe
does not necessarily coincide with another pergoerseption of the same situation. Safety is
often seen in connection with uncertainty, whictiHar implies the lack of knowledge about

something. Considering a job unsafe means havioglaige about one’s own lack of

*® Interview Arild Lund, 25.04.08, my translation.
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knowledge, and it is, therefore, difficult to bekethat all unsafe jobs will be stopped as a

result from this House Rule.

Furthermore, one must consider the uncertainthefiiture; one can seek to decrease the risk
level of a situation and choose what seeminglystifest decision is, but one will never know
whether or not the decision was the right one. &ikluhmann (1993) points out this problem
and also makes a distinction between risk and dabgger is in this view seen as a
replacement for safety, and the distinction isébgrnmportant in this context. Firstly, it is
important to understand that uncertainty existisah risk and danger. Risk is seen as the
uncertainty we expose ourselves to through ded@siDanger is seen as the uncertainty we
are exposed to through our environments — the taingy that is not calculated. Eliminating
risk does not mean eliminating danger, and thulwminating uncertainty. Whether or not a
decision is “safe” is therefore not possible towrwefore the situation is over and the
consequences of the decision are known, and tlesstherefore only meaningful in cases

where the uncertainty is related to risk.

Culture is very relevant when interpreting thiserids cultural aspects are seen to affect the
understanding of and the feelings related to (dedgaThe level of risk one is willing to take
is, by many, thought to be culturally dependentistéale (2005) points out that a
differentiation between uncertainty avoidance askl avoidance is important as risk
avoidance refers to something specific, to the abdhy that a specific event will happen,
and uncertainty avoidance refers to ambiguoussstd®aradoxically, theypeople in
uncertainty avoiding culturgsare often prepared to engage in risky behavioonder to

reduce ambiguities, like starting a fight with at@atial opponent rather than sitting back and
waiting” (Ibid; 172). In other words, a British employd®osild be less uncertainty avoiding
than a Norwegian, and the Norwegian is more likelperform a risky action if the action is

seen to reduce an ambiguous situation. state

2. I understand the rules for the job or | find.out

When does one know that one understands sometAimgjwvhen does one know that the
understanding one has is correct? This rule ig atesituations where detailed guidelines and
procedures are provided, but rather indistincituraions where one simply does not know

that rules exist. This rule presupposes regulaiionanother level, and where these are
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nonexistent there just might not be anything td fout to fully “understand the rules for the
job”.

3. I wear the correct Personal Protection Equipr{lRRE) for the task.

This rule is clear only if the guidelines on PPBuieements are distirt In such situations
this rule should however be redundant, as complwiig standards and procedures is a
Golden Rule and should definitely include complemdth PPE requirements. In situations
where PPE requirements are not provided in ddtailrtile also becomes dependent on
knowledge, which furthermore can vary among a staff

4. | use the right tools for the job and use themextly.
As the PPE rule, this rule is only clear when glinds and manuals for jobs and tools are
provided.

5. | keep my workplace clean, tidy and free of nligion.
This rule is clear and, at first sight, more a evatif appearance and practicality than safety.
Clean workplaces look good, and are easier usetstigrs. However, there is literature

showing the correlation between workplace tidiress safety.

6. | hold the handrail when using the stairs.

This rule is probably the most used example withenbehavior modification field. The rule
itself is clear and unambiguous. The problem isydwer, the signals sent by introducing it. It
is safe to state that all personnel in an oil camye adults, and it is also safe to state that
all personnel have used stairs extensively pridreiog hired by an oil company. This rule is
thus there to modify behavior that all personnelaubtedly already master. This is a good
example of a rule which is not related to an obsipuisky situation and one which
Norwegian workers are likely to oppose. At a latiaige of this thesis this rule will be used
more in-depth to show the different levels of ulstiamding available in the same organization
regarding safety work.

7.1 do use a seatbelt and do not use a mobilegoivbiiist driving.

" There are plenty of external rules regarding PPE. There are European standards, user’s guides,
NORSOK standards, and standards from the PSA.
*® See Saarela 1990 and Nasanen & Saari 1987.
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The most dangerous arena for all oil companiesffi¢, and it is here most incidents happen.
Incidents and accidents that happen in traffidretided in the companies’ safety statistics
and driving has therefore become a focus areamilia safety field. Seatbelts are mandatory
by law in Norway, but mobile phones are allowed wheing handsfree sets. Shell goes
further than Norwegian law when they fully prohithie use of mobile phones in c&rs

8. | reduce sources of waste.
This rule is the only one related to the environtn&€he rule itself has a clear purpose, but
depends on the workers having sufficient knowlealgeut how to best contribute towards

waste reduction.

Compliance as a Golden Rule becomes more intrighésn seen in relation to the House
Rules, which are only some of many standards aockeplures that are to be complied with.
Interpreting the Golden Rules thus implies an prtetation of the House Rules, among other
things. As long as the Golden Rules include statgland procedures that can be subjects of
local interpretations, they cannot be seen astarallly independent practice. The rules are
not sufficient in decision-making situations, simgest of them presuppose and demand a

higher form for knowledge and regulation.

“Intervene on unsafe or non-compliant actions”the second Golden Rule. This is the rule
which indicates that the Golden Rules practicebigausly not of Norwegian origin, as this is
the rule which probably is the most difficult fooNvegians to comply with. Intervening on
obviously dangerous situations is one thing, bethighly feminine Norwegian culture makes
intervention very unnatural. It is very likely thi&ie British Shell organization experiences a
substantially higher number of interventions thag Worwegian and Dutch organizations, as
the masculine British culture makes assertivenesgaal quality. This assumption is
verified by Arild Lund:

“Amongst the golden rules, the rule of interventsothe one we have focused the most on in
Norway, since it is this rule we have most problentk. The Norwegian culture is not

compatible with it — we do not have a culture fomg over to people and saying “what are

%9 Considering that the time spent in traffic is work related — driving on one’s personal time is not
considered work related, and accidents happening in such events are not included in the statistics.
® This is not special for Shell — most oil companies operating in Norway have similar rules.
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you doing? Stop doing it, it can be dangerous”. &l that it can lead to getting a punch in
the face. It's just out of our comfort zone; welikscussing a situation with several people
before we go telling people that what they are gagnwrong, because we feel that the
intervention has to be rooted in something. Theadgian culture is kind of weird that way.
We need time to discuss and rationalize. Thisss aisible in meetings; it's very frustrating
for the British and Dutch, because us Norwegiass $it there and listen and consider, and
at the end of the day we want to go home and thioie about it and ask our neighbors and
whatnot. And the next day we return and say thaagvee after all. The British sit in their
meetings and are all “this is how it is, we're ggithrough with it, that's that”, and that
confuses us Norwegians. (...) It's like that with@wden Rules as well. For them
intervening is just something they do. They dogshiike “hello, we are going to practice
intervention now, let’'s wait in the stairway andarvene”. That's weird to us, we don’t want
that here. It's actually just about our culturesig different’®*

This statement highlights the femininity of the Negian culture; whilst the British (and the
Dutch) emphasize decisiveness and prompt and agggedecision-making, the Norwegians
need time to reach consensus. Which is the bdt&native in the long run is difficult to say,
but the combination of the two strategies can teddustration and tension, and this should

be considered and prepared for.

In another perspective, the Norwegian culture canadly be quite compatible with the rule
of intervention. The low power distance found ia tlorwegian culture could indicate that
intervention across hierarchical order comes nlyurehis leads to an assumption that
intervention in general is difficult in a Norwegiaontext, but if one first is comfortable with
intervention one does not really care whether otim® person one intervenes on is of higher

or lower hierarchical ranking.

Intervention on unsafe or non-compliant actions aisplies a certain amount of knowledge
about the laws, standards, and procedures th&b &ieecomplied with, as well as knowledge
regarding what should be considered unsafe. Itialpties the ability to interpret the laws,
standards, and procedures as discussed in the abctien on compliance. In other words,

the intervention rule is dependent on interpretatwhich can be (and probably is) of local

®® Interview Arild Lund, 25.04.08, my translation.
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and culture specific nature. There is also somed@uper-rationality implicated in the rule
of intervention; one is required to question thasjof other professionals based on what
might be just a random sighting of a situation. $hper-rationality does not match the ones
portrayed in chapter 2, as it is neither the mamesge: nor the organization that is super-
rational, but rather every single employee in darirening situation.

The third Golden Rule ifRespect our neighbors This does seem both clear and natural, but
is at the same time subject to interpretation. Seeonnection with the two other Golden
Rules, compliance and intervention, how does onesiespect? Does one have respect for
the non-compliant person’s life and therefore wgee on the action, or does one have respect
for the non-compliant person’s professional intggand therefore chose not to intervene on
the action? Or maybe the respect rule refers tondoener in which one should intervene? In
any event, the Golden Rule regarding respect tsalbject to interpretation, and also this can

(and probably is) of local and culture specificunat

The Shell group’s culturally independent Goldend2udre not necessarily culturally
independent. All three of the rules are subjedbeal interpretation, as are the EP House

Rules.

5.5 Summary

This chapter has focused on the Shell Group’s GoRldes. | have introduced the story of
the practice, including the rationale behind ig iimplementation process, and the employees’
reception. | have discussed the originality of ph&ctice and argued against its cultural

independence.

The EPE transition brought with it centralizatiand centralization is a very important
characteristic within the field of organizationafety. The only ones promoting a centralized
strategy are the HRO theorists, and they stateathaiform culture is a prerequisite. The
findings of this chapter are related to the allegewersalism of the practice. The Shell
organization sees the Golden Rules as universalirally independent, and comprehensible.
However, the practice has not had any practicacafin the employees, and it is difficult for
most to see the effectual change. It seems likprhetice has not worked as it was meant to

do — there is no universal understanding available.
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Chapter 6 — Can organizational safety be enhancetirough

cultural uniformity?

“The proper method for hastening the decay of eri®not, by brute force, or by requlation

which is one of the classes of force, to endeaimteduce men to intellectual uniformity; but
062

on the contrary by teaching every man to thinkhionself.

6.1 Introduction

In the previous two chapters we have seen moretaildow the safety systems work in

Norske Shell. Chapter 4 analyzed the organizatiaakition from 2003, when the European
Shell Exploration and Production units merged Bbell EPE. The chapter showed the level
of discontentment in the Norwegian organizatiort t#ra directly related to the transition. The

implications deriving from the transition will bésdussed further in this chapter.

Through chapter 5 we have seen how the Golden Rudesice was implemented and
received, and discussed its cultural vulnerabditg universialism. The conclusions were that
the practice was not culturally independent, asraped by the ambassadors of the practice in
the Shell system. The Golden Rules, however simpteself-evident, are dependent on
interpretations and do not work on their own asah in decision-making situations. Also, the
lack of staff involvement was proposed as a reagonnobody seemed to remember the
implementation and presentation process and whprietice by many is seen as “just
another practice”. Questions were asked regardimgflver or not the Golden Rules practice

brings something new to the table, or if it menstyrks as a waste of time and resources.

The purpose of this chapter is to connect the dsons on the EPE transition with those on
the Golden Rules, to see if there can be implioation the safety of Norske Shell. Keeping in
mind the research questions | will discuss theipdsg that Shell has managed to create a

uniform culture.

2 William Goodwin 1793.
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6.2 Shell EPE — what to make of the transition?

The EPE transition has shown itself as an impoxantributor to organizational
discontentment in Norske Shell, and most argumeansbe related to a newfound remoteness
of leaders. Three different negative sides of @mateness of leaders have been highlighted
through the interviews; prolonged decision-makingcpsses, lack of personal feedback from
leaders, and a reduction of cultural knowledge o8itpve aspect has also been briefly
discussed; the employees of Norske Shell seemit® imrtheir discontentment. They stand
together in their disagreement with the organizetictrategy. Furthermore, the complaining
and opposition signalizes something important:etimployees would not have complained if

they did not care — their opposition, in that wsignhalizes commitment to the organization.

The choice of Norske Shell as a case has alreasty ltméefly discussed in relation to the
theoretical contributions surrounding rationalitydaorganizational safety, and it has been

said that the matter of centralization as a consecgl of the restructuring strengthens the case.
However, going deeper into the implications frora tinganizational transition, not only
centralization stands out as an important factbe EPE organization can also be seen as
something that increases the system’s complexityeshing that — especially together with

the increased centralization — really opposes tat\Werrow proposes will help decrease the

organization’s susceptibility to accidents.

In his newest booklThe Next Catastrophe: Reducing Our Vulnerabilitee$latural,

Industrial, and Terrorist Disaster@007), Perrow focuses on the challenges related t
globalization, and states that standardizatiorotnecessarily the best strategy to choose. He
suggests that the concentration of political andketgoower should be reduced and that
today’s companies are just too big and well beythvedrequired size for production
effectiveness. Organizations could decrease in sitkout it having a negative effect on
production. His arguments can help understandatienale behind the expansion of
organizations; the bigger one is, the bigger thecentration of power. Reducing the size of
organizations is one of his main agendas; firgtlyeduce the complexity and secondly to
reduce the chances that the organization becona@get for external malign intentions.

Through NAT, Perrow proposes that in order to deseean organization’s susceptibility to

accidents one needs to decrease the organizationfding, its complexity, or both.
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Subsequently one should understand that an incheases or both of these organizational
characteristics can lead to an increase the orgtmivs susceptibility to accidents. The
complexity in the Norwegian Shell organization tenthought to have been increased as a
result of the EPE transition; the communicativeditave been lengthened and the leaders are
more remote, authority has been centralized, aactipes are subject to standardization. The
patterns of interaction have been spread, botmarggonally and geographically,
subsequently prolonging the decision-making praegddowever, the idea behind EPE is
uniformity, and uniformity can be seen as a wakettuce complexity; if everyone acts based
on the same logics the complexity decreases. Netder to obtain uniformity in such a large
organization one needs to first centralize auth@uitd prolong the decision-making lines
which, in turn, increases complexity. We therefomanot take for granted that the EPE
transition has increased the complexity in the oizgion, but we can assume that it has not
complexity has not been reduced. The complexitheforganization has either remained

stable or been increased.

The centralization warned about by both schoolsrganizational safety theorists is thought
to affect to organization’s ability tacbpe with unplanned interactions of failut¢Berrow

1999; 332) and suppress the ability of the indigldiclosest to the problems at hand to
respond rapidly and appropriately when dangersrodduough NAT, Perrow suggests the
possibility of choice between the two strategiasshia classification of tight coupling and
interactive complexity leads to an incompatibleoramendation; tightly coupled systems
should be centralized, whilst complex systems shbeldecentralized (Perrow 1999). The
centralization recommended in tightly coupled systés to ensure swift reactions and
undisputed obedience. The decentralization recordeteim complex systems is to make sure
that those closest to subsystems can cope witlannet! interactions of failures. One of

Perrow’s main points is that simultaneous centadilin and decentralization cannot exist.

The HROT scholars, on the other hand, seem to peaaentralized form of decentralization.
They promote decentralization as the correct omgaioinal strategy, but point out that this is
only possible where there is a good and uniforrtucellthat guarantees that all personnel act
in accordance with the management’s wishes. Therdiedization recommended can thus be
seen as centralized in many ways; the decisionimgakiindeed done at all levels, but always
in accordance with set values, goals, and strate@ientralization can exist simultaneous with

decentralization.
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When seeing the HRO theorists’ recommendationBignnhanner, the Shell EPE organization
does not seem to counter the notion of decenttedizéoo much. The authority that has been
centralized seems to be at the organizational |eustreas the individual level decisions are
still decentralized. The Shell Group’s Golden Ru$ea good example; compliance,
intervention, and respect do indeed imply a cedaigree of decision-making rights at all
levels of the organization. Operations can stilstmpped by those closest to the problem, and
all individuals in the organization have a respbitisy for their own actions, as well as a duty

to intervene on unsafe actions performed by others.

However, having a strong and uniform organizatioliuce is seen by the HROT scholars as a
prerequisite for decentralization, ensuring thatdecisions that are made are met with
approval. As discussed earlier, the tension dileg@rganizational transition can be thought
to make the cultural identities available in thgaorization harder to identify, as well as it can
create a stronger sense of belonging to the diffex@bcultures. Giving the Norwegian

culture less priority can lead to an extra Norwegddentification amongst the Norwegian
workforce. Similarly, giving the Norwegian Shellgamnization less priority can lead to an
increased identification to the Norwegian Shellasigational culture. | have mentioned that a
possible positive aspect of the discontentmertteénlNorwegian organization due to the EPE
transition is that the employees seem to unit@eir tomplaining and disagreement. This
unity is, however, on a local level; the Norwegiamgte with the Norwegians.

Creating a uniform culture cannot be an easierwdsn increasing the scale of the
organization. Quite on the contrary, the increasscale will complicate the dynamics found
within the organization and lead to a higher nundieavailable identities and perceptions of
appropriateness. This could lead to a paradoxaatlasion; by trying to create and promote
a uniform culture, the organization can actuallg ep with increased heterogeneity. In other

words, the actual effect is the exact oppositdeflanned effect.

The question is thus subject to a shift; it is metessarily the centralizing strategy as a result
of the EPE transition that is the potential probl&ather, | would like to focus on the
conditions for the centralization to be a posistategy. The Golden Rules become essential.
The practice has already been seen as a way tatodcee authority — all three of the Golden
Rules imply a certain degree of decision-makingtsat all levels of the organization. The
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guestion thus becomes related to culture; carptiaistice, with its assumed universialism and
cultural independence, be seen to create the umifaiture needed to compensate for the

centralization performed by making possible simnédtaus decentralization?

6.3 Golden Rules — what to make of the practice?

The point of the close revision of the Golden Riget® see whether or not Shell has managed
to create a universal and culturally independeacttore. Further, this can help to see the
practice’s actual effects on the safety in NorskellS“Actual effects” in this context does not
involve statistics and numbers, but rather theipoig that the practice has affected the

safety through creating a culture, or a mind-s$ett further can be thought to affect the safety.

The fact that none of the informants rememberedntipdementation or presentation process
of the Golden Rules can be interpreted in a negatianner for the practice. The practice has
the quality of being “just another practice”, howesuperior and easily understandable it
may be considered to be. Being “just another prattloes make the practice seem
immaterial, especially when seen in connection viitttontents. All three of the Golden
Rules can be seen as obvious practices, and @efdhe, function merely as a reminder of
what people already know, do, and take for granted. practice does not work as a tool in
decision-making situations, and it is shown th#fedent interpretations of the three rules can
exist. No real changes are made by implementingthaetice, and no behavioral changes can
be linked directly to the three rules. It therefbezomes difficult to see the purpose of the
Golden Rules. If the practice fails to bring angithnew to the table, how can it be

contributing to a safer organization?

The “just another practice” view of the workers @so be seen in connection with the lack

of staff involvement in the implementation procdsst possible that if the staff was more
involved in the process the practice would obtaimgher status amongst the workforce? If so,
is it possible that the practice actually couldénassisted in the creation of a healthy culture

that promoted safety?

It is difficult to say anything about the effectstibe Golden Rules. There is, however, little
reason to believe that the effect that it has hathe safety of Norske Shell has been positive.

What can be learned from this revision is the caltdifferentiation made between the
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Norwegian and the British organizations. The sgig®and facilities used when
implementing the practice varied across the boradnge the Norwegian organization chose
to use interactive facilities to introduce, implamheand attend to the practice, the British
chose to rely on posters. So, not only are thesrillemselves subject to vast cultural
differentiation, the practical (in this case thsual) changes related to the practice are also
different. The Norwegians seem to want to contitastnselves with the British, and many
point towards the British when asked how far thieaw&ral safety focus can go. This is also
visible through other practices in the organizatibime offices are in principle meant to have
the same behavioral rules and standards, and adg@wemployee should be able to behave
in the same way when visiting the Aberdeen offisd@ would at his local Norwegian office.
However, there are observations made which defriate this principle. It seems like the
differences between the Norwegian and British effiare noticeable, with the British having
more rules like not being allowed to slice your own breadeltke canteen workers having to
wear protective footwear, like having arrows indiog which side of the corridor to walk on,

and like having the stop card systér

When it comes to the focus on behavioral safetgéims like the line for exaggeration is
drawn at very different places for the two coursiri@nd it seems like the British have a
different view on safety than the Norwegians. ktdoees extra visible when the Norwegians
portray the British ways as extremities, sayinggsilike it's totally extreme over thet&"

and ‘we don’t do that here. It's over the td}.

The differences here can be linked to Hofstedetwial dimensions as well as the
discussions on super-rationality. Bumping into songewhile walking in the hallways does
not seem like a risk worth eliminating in a Norwaagicontext, and this is probably because of
the cost implied by doing so. The risk-level in tfice hallways is extremely low, and
regulating such elementary behavior is, in Norvesyivalent of treating the employees as
idiots — as if they didn’t know how to walk withobtirting themselves. It just seems like a
risk worth taking to avoid appearing condescending, culture where equality in power and
status is emphasized. The management, or the H&tdeent acting on the management’s

behalf, should not put themselves in a positionre/tiieeir “super-rationality” is shown off.

® |nterview 8, 10.07.08, my translation.
® |nterview with Arild Lund, 25.04.08, my translation.
® Interview 6, 07.07.08 — my translation.
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Rather, showing the employees some faith and iigan lead to more responsibility from

the workforce and reduce the potential discontentrnmethe organization.

Walking in hallways can reasonably be compared wilking in stairs, the difference being
the gradient. One can thus ask whether or not thevdgians are consistent when accepting
the handrail rule while refusing the arrows in bliadlways. However, the visible symbolic
effects are different; arrows in the hallways ageywisible. The handrail rule is not visible at
all, except for in the Golden Rules pamphlets hdraid to visitors and in other Golden
Rules/House Rules. It must also be rememberedtadtandrail rule is the most
controversial in Norway, and the rule met by mggtasition. It can seem like the Norwegian
limit for what is accepted within behavior modifian is related to effect; if a rule is seen to
have the effect of reducing real risk, then the islaccepted. The integrity of the individual
is important and it seems like the line betweerab@hal rules and treating people as idiots is
finer in Norway than in the UK. The perception afety just seems to be different in Norway
than in the UK, and the trade-offs between risleland the cost of low-risk elimination seem

to vary.

What is there then to make of the Golden Rules?praetice seems redundant, being “just
another practice” and stating the obvious. It iglla believe that it has led to the creation of
a “healthy safety culture” when seeing the littieet it has had on the employees. It is also
very difficult to believe that the Golden Rulesgiree has contributed in the creation of a
uniform culture, it rather seems like the practies led to increased heterogeneity and sub-
cultural identification. There is, in other words reason to believe that the Golden Rules has
had a positive effect on the safety of Norske SA¢lere are, however, two other possibilities
when it comes to the effect of the practice; it edher have had no effect or negative effect.
The potential negative effect can be related toumity — one can become immune when
exposed to the same words over and over agaimmi@e how bacteria become resistant to
antibiotics. For every practice implemented thagoot have a clear positive effect, the
likelihood of discursive immunity increases. If ghactice has had no effect, and can just be
seen as a waste of time and resources, then itrctact, be considered having some negative
effect after all. The resources wasted, if thihescase, are numerous; the organization’s
money, its personnel, the employees’ time, and #t&ntion. Wasting the employees’ time
and attention brings us back to the immunity aspadtallows us to raise an appropriate
guestion; what will happen the day the organizalias something important to implement?
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6.4 Has Shell managed to create cultural unifornfty

A strong and uniform culture is presented by theOHRscholars as a prerequisite for a
decentralized organizational strategy, and Perrdd&3 states that tightly coupled systems
should be centralized to obtain quick responseusiggiestioned obedience. The decentralized
strategy proposed by the HROT scholars as thewmsto decrease the organization’s
susceptibility to accidents, and proposed by Peaswne of two choices in strategy, is in
other words dependent on a uniform understandirappfopriateness. This notion, especially
seen in connection with the EPE transition, seentetproblematic.

The centralization performed through the transiti@s the most obviously important
characteristic and it was shown how this strategytarn out both positively and negatively.
The HROT scholars’ need for a strong and uniforitucel to ensure correct decisions that are
in accordance with the management’s wishes doeseeoh to have been met. The size of the
new organization, seen in connection with the edimtxtion and new remoteness of the
leaders, complicates the possibilities of creasimgh a culture, and the tension and
discontentment due to the transition seems totleadstronger sense of belonging to the sub-

cultures available. Appropriateness is, in otherdspnot necessarily agreed on.

The data collected in Norske Shell points towartck of a uniform culture. Part of the
discontentment identified related to the new remes$s of the leaders can seem to be directly
related to cultural issues; the standardizatioprattices deriving from the centralization of
organizational authority decreases the local atiaptavhich was possible earlier. In the
previous chapter the Shell Group’s Golden Rulessusigect to an analysis. The main
conclusions were that the practice is not cultyriadlependent, as opposed to what the Shell
organization communicates. It was also shown ti&at3olden Rules indeed weren’t as
thoroughly known amongst the workers as the HSEdent thought. Some of the
informants couldn’t even state the three rules,sorde didn’t really know the difference
between the Golden Rules and the House Rules. lsas shown how different the practice
is understood within the same organization. In otherds, if the Golden Rules is one way of
decentralizing the otherwise centralized line dhauity, the centralization at hand does seem

to counter the advice from both schools within orgational safety theory.
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This leads us back to the paradox mentioned abuaven attempting to create a uniform and
homogeneous culture, the organization could agtestl up with the opposite result — an
increased heterogeneity and stronger sub-cultlirean thus be said that the EPE
organization counters the advice from both schobtsrganizational safety theorists, and
therefore be thought to increase the susceptiltdigccidents. The increase in scale of the
organization makes creating a uniform culture evene difficult, as even more sub-cultures

and identities are available.

Connecting the notion of centralization with theiestion for cultural uniformity can also be
seen in relation with the different perspectiveoayanizations. The EPE transition and the
Golden Rules practice can be seen as part of @bayganizational strategy. While one is
strucutral and related to economical conditionsl, i@ other is practical and related to safety,
they both signalize the same strategy; more unaless, less local cultural adaptation.

It becomes important to discuss the relation betvibe rationalistic and institutionalistic
organizational characteristics, and the relatiawben structure and culture. The EPE
transition is of structural character, and theal#ht organizational perspectives would have
different views on its implications. From a ratitisac perspective, one could assume that it
would be expected that the internal dynamics obtiganization (identities, cultures, etc.)
change according to the new structure — that tleerial dynamics adapt. An institutionalistic
perspective would, on the other hand, open forlaratlation between structural and internal
characteristics; the structure may affect the celtthe culture may affect the structure, and
the structure and culture may evolve simultaneoastyin accordance with one another. The
empirical findings of this study point toward astitutional perspective; it does not seem
possible to separate structure and culture. ThetEPBition has affected the culture, and the
culture has affected the reception, and consequtrgleffect, of the transition. The Golden
Rules practice can be seen as a way for the o#onzto control the culture, its evolvement,
and its effect on the transition. However, we hseen how the practice has contributed in
increasing the heterogeneity in the organizatiod, sirengthened the local identities and
cultures. The structure and culture have had aaheftect on each other.
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Chapter 7 — The paradoxical risk understanding.

“Human responses to risk are filled with contradicts. Countless aphorisms warn us about

risk, but their directions are not clear: “Look € you leap” conveys a different message

than “he who hesitates is lost”. Our behavior iretface of risk is incosister?f’

7.1 Introduction

| will proceed to discuss the risk understandimgghe industry. How the safety work is
conducted and communicated in Norske Shell doksgedomething about the prevailing risk
understanding. Remembering the theoretical dissausgrom chapter 2, including the
theories on organizational safety and the icebgrgfpid theories, | will discuss the practical
and normative implications on today’s safety focus.

7.2 Understanding risk, or misunderstanding safety?

One problem that Norske Shell faces in its safedykvis, in my humble opinion,
representative of the whole industry, and seenhe tielated to the operalization of risk and to
the many different levels of understanding amotigstwvorkers. Some understand the logics
behind the practices, and some simply do not. WAsothe correct understanding remains a
mystery, but someone must indeed be wrong. Thesbigigture exceeds the safety practices
and is related to the general risk understandihg.i¢eberg/pyramid theories were presented
in chapter 2, and support a correlation betweeaferacts and major accidents. If these are
correct holding the handrail in the office buildinghould be a profitable solution to accident

prevention. If the theories are incorrect, the maihdule becomes superfluous.

7.2.1 Exemplification of different understandings

Firstly, let me illustrate the different understang$ found through my interviews in Norske
Shell. The best way to illustrate this is throué tonversations regarding the rule of holding
the handrail. The inoriginality of this examples@mewhat a pity, as the handrail rule

probably is the most discussed part of safety wotke industry. | would have liked to avoid

% Nelkin 1985; 15.
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this as an example, but the rule is still the noositroversial one available, and is the easiest

to make an example of.

The reason why the handrail rule is a good exanmsgleat this rule can be understood very
differently. Some choose to see the rule in a iy rational sense; we hold the handrail to

avoid falling in the stairs:

“1 think it's understandable, especially the hantig=rt. | have been close to falling in the
stairs many times, and the handrail actually sanest ®’

This way of seeing the rule is very simple, antsfahder the category of the rationalists. This
statement is also very positive to the rule, tfiermant seems to appreciate the rule and to

see its value.

Another understanding of the rule is seeing itragdirect tool for accomplishing something
else, in this case intervention. Several of mynmi@nts saw the handrail rule as a way to
practice what is considered the most difficult pdirthe Golden Rules in Norway, namely

intervention:

"] asked "why do we do this?”, and he actually peithout to me that slipping and tripping is
not the main reason. The main reason is becausméf the easiest things to intervene in,
and it's at that level of being on display that yanwuld actually intervene in a correct way. If

you're able to intervene on someone doing somethiats worth gold — that's gold dust?

“We do the things we do; back into the parking spaoé] the handrails, have the lid on our
cups, (...) don’t carry things or use the cellphaméhie stairs. By doing this | believe that
people will develop a good attitude to HSE which fwither lead to the wish and knowledge
to intervene (...). Because it goes against therfigeh our backbone, and intervention is
difficult for us. But if we see something thatesycontrary to what we believe in we will

intervene’®®

®7 Interview 2, 02.07.08, my translation.
% Interview 9, 25.07.08.
% Interview 6, 07.07.08, my translation.
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Seeing the handrail rule as an easy way to praictieevention shows that the understandings
available in the organization can exist at a dekpal. Practicing intervention on a day-to-
day basis and with something so elementary asrlilie handrail can make the workers

more prepared for “real” interventions in otheuations.

The level of understanding behind the rule doegidver, not stop here. A third level of
understanding shows the attitudinal connotatiorth@fpractices; by holding the handrail

consistently one develops a healthy attitude tos/aadety.

“1 hold the handrail myself, but because (...) | $eehandrail as a metaphor for how | want
the rest to b&/°

The handrail as a metaphor seemed to be valichémetwith this understanding. Holding the
handrail is thought to help in creating an attittiuet makes people don’t accept shortcuts and

make them conscious about their choices:

“Especially the handrail rule has been used as amgte that this is all to make people think,
to make them conscious and help them understandprtgerly. They have to understand
that when you’re working on an operation — we cénaive rules for everything — you have to
think about the potential outcomes, think abouttvataually can happen. If you teach them
to hold the handrail and they do it often enouglactually becomes a habit (...). And that’s
generally what you want to achieve when it comd4Sg& rules; that people don’t take

shortcuts and that they fall into good habifs.

Another version of this perspective is the symbolaf the handrail rule. One way to see this
is by acknowledging the coupling between the oreslamd offshore activities, and seeing the

impact the work onshore can have on operationfioifés

“People hold the handrail, but we have left the ukstons about it. Now we have begun to
understand that it is all about thinking throughr @etions ahead, and keeping in mind the
jobs we do. Most people sitting here working hawees sort of impact on the job being done

offshore, or at a construction site somewhere,ta ag or something. So it’s clear that you

" Interview Arild Lund, 25.04.08, my translation.
™ Interview Gerd Olaug Vikesa, 22.07.08, my translation.

94



have a responsibility to do the job thoroughly,tttiee equipment is properly designed, that
you don’t choose bad solutions, that you invohersighat can help to check that it's done
right. In doing that, we can avoid situations wheare have to climb or hoist things, in other
words making things simpler. That's what peoplelmre are working on. And they have to
understand that there’s someone somewhere wharig ¢gmuse these systems in the hard end
(...), and that’'s what it's all about. That peoplederstand that what they’re sitting and doing

here actually has a consequence for someone someetse” '

Another symbolic view on the rule is seeing holding handrail as an active action one

chooses consistently every day, as a way to worklg] but surely, with an HSE attitude:

“1 do not believe that | will die if | don’t holdeéhhandrail. But when | explain people about
safety | usually use the handrail as an example.ldoause it's terribly dangerous not to
hold the handrail, but because is an symbolizingtlaat does something about the way to
think about safety. It's something you choose tevdy day, so it becomes a habit after a
while, an underlying active action, and you getvtrk a bit with HSE everyday, from within

yourself’ "3

The different understandings portrayed show theyna#fiferent ways in which a practice can

be understood; from the utility rationalistic teetimstitutional and symbolic sense.

7.3 The paradoxical risk understanding

The iceberg/pyramid metaphors are essential whsusising risk understanding, and
whether or not they can be assumed to be corre@opisrtant to examine. The basic
assumption behind these theories is a correlagbmnden unsafe acts, small incidents, and
major accidents; if the smaller incidents are rediithe major accidents will subsequently be
reduced. This perspective dates back to 1931, weamrich published his book]ridustrial
Accident Prevention: A Scientific Approdcfioday, 78 years later, it shouldn’t be too early
to discuss the possibility that the theory is raotect. Fred A. Manuele (2003) argues against
the theory in On the practice of safétyHe refers to the numbers from the National Safet

Council publicatiorinjury Facts, 2000 editiorgomparing those of 1933 to those of 1999: in

2 Interview Arild Lund, 25.04.08, my translation.
3 Interview 6, 07.07.08, my translation.
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1933 there were 39,000,000 workers and 14,500 sleaihking a death rate of 37 per
100,000 workers. In 1999 there were 134,688,00(kersrand 5,100 deaths, making a death
rate of 3.8 per 100,000 workers (Manuele 2003; 12&)m these numbers he poses the
highly relevant question:Could workplace studies made in the 1920s be walidlation to

the workplace as it now exists(?hid; 125), and answers with don’t think so’ (Ibid; 125).

The workplace situation is just too different today

Tore Tjelmeland (2003) shows, in his study on tisklerstanding in the petroleum industry,
the lack of correlation between incidents and aaaisl through a correlation analysis. His
analysis shows that the only statistical signiftazorrelation between the different
categorief', is a negative correlation between small injugied serious injuries. The other
categories do not correlate. His conclusions aeetbre that there is no connection between
the categories, and that the iceberg/pyramid tas@dnsequently can be rejected.

Also the industry seems to be moving away fromi¢eberg/pyramid theory, and this is also

communicated in the Shell system:

“Back to the iceberg theory — the iceberg theory li@en based on the notion that all the
invisible unsafe acts turn into a serious accidand | believe it's a fact that the industry is
turning away from this focus. (...) I think it's actathe industry is moving away from the
belief that even if you have ten thousand repants@scellaneous near-misses that never
happened, it will lead to one thousand injurie® bandred lost-time injuries, and one fatality.

| don’t only believe this — I'm sure of it®

Arild Lund, giving this statement, seems sure thattheory is outdated and no longer
prevalent in the industry. However, looking backhe earlier parts of this study, the general
risk understanding becomes paradoxical. Somett@ams to be inconsistent. The handrall
example, however cliché, is in fact very interaggtih sums up the paradoxical risk
understanding that prevails in the industry. Theagax is this: if the pyramid metaphor is
outdated, why the focus on low-risk situationsthére is no correlation between holding the
handrail and a platform blowing up, why waste tbsources (understand: the organization’s

money, its personnel, the employees’ time, and #te&ntion)? To turn it around: if the

" He operates with the following categories: small injuries, serious injuries, and fatalities.
" Interview Arild Lund, 12.06.08, my translation.
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pyramid metaphor is prevalent, why not have guardise stairways to make sure that
everbody holds the handrail? Why not have movintxways to avoid workers crashing into

each other while walking? Shouldn’t that be thoughtelp avoid offshore catastrophes?

The answer to these questions are important, lug¢agy to reach. The paradox does,
however, have practical and normative implicatidrige practical implication is that safety
work needs to be differentiatied; low-risk situasoshould not be treated in the same manner
as high-risk situations, even if only for capa@typoses. If there is no differentiation, one
should indeed have guards in the stairways andngowvalkways in every office building.

The costs of the focus in today’s safety work carséen to exceed the profits; lots of
resources are allocated to make already pretty gtatistics just a little bit better. Campaigns
are created and practices are implemented that sebave no direct practical effects, e.qg.
the Golden Rules, and the cost of doing this néztie discussed. Monetary resources is one

aspect, another is the wasting of the employes® @ind, even more important, their attention:

"One can lose some respect for HSE, if it's exaggdraAnd | believe that Shell is getting to
a point of exaggeration. If you're out doing a dangus job, you’ll do a Safe Job Analysis. If
you’re working with hydrocarbons you have to betalBut if all of us hold the handrail or

not — it's just not the same risk level. And | éed that the immense focus onshore is being

ridiculed.” ’®

As seen in the analysis of the Golden Rules, bgus another practice” can be seen as just a
waste of resources. The practice has had no paheffect and can thus not be thought to
have increased the safety of the organization. Astioned earlier, there are still two
possibilities; the practice can have decreaseddfety, or the practice can have had no effect
on the safety whatsoever. Whichever of these pitiisib turns out to be correct, the best case
scenario involves a waste of money, time, and tttenand the possibility that the employees
“lose respect for HSEThe best case scenario is, in other words, notlg

The normative implication is related to the resploitisy imposed on the workers; should they

be held responsible for the organization’s safetyrds because they choose not to hold the

"® Interview 11, 13.08.08, my translation.
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handrail? If there is no covariation between smaflafe acts and major accidents, why keep

employees accountable for their co-workers’ craaycase behavior?

The behavioral rules related to low-risk situatiditee holding the handrail, must be based on
one of two logical premises; either the icebergdpyid theories or a thought that there exists
one safe or rational behavioral choice for eaakasibn. If the rejection of the
iceberg/pyramid metaphors actually is prevaleriheindustry, we can assume that there is
thought to be some sort of logic of appropriateraasslable for each behavioral situation. If
such a variety of appropriateness exists becomesngirical question, and will not be
possible to answer until all possible situationgenshown their logics of appropriateness. In
that case we must assume that every situationrf@scorrect” (or “rational”, “appropriate”,

or “safe”) outcome. The appropriateness, as aday, has not been reached through an
institutionalization process or a cultural procdss, rather through the organization creating
the frames for appropriate behavior. The orgaropais super-rational, and the rationality of

the employees can be seen as bounded (Simon 1945).
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Chapter 8 — Summary of findings and conclusions

“We all have our philosophies, whether or not we aware of the fact, and our philosophies

are not worth very much. But the impact of our @lphies upon our actions and our lives is

often devastating. This makes it necessary tamtimprove our philosophies by criticism’”

8.1 Introduction

This study has been on the topic of organizatisafdty. The litterature on the field is much
divided, and two perspectives seem to prevailtRiwve have the Normal Accidents Theory
(Perrow 1999). The theory has become one of twegineg schools of thought, and the main
arguments include that accidents are inevitable.dther perspective is that of the High
Reliability Organization theorists. This line obtight disagrees with NAT on the

inevitability of accidents, stating that accidecés be avoided through intelligent

organizational designs.

The purpose of this study has been to test andignegke HROT. One of its main arguments
is that of simultaneous centralization and decén#tzon; authority and decision-making are
recommended to be decentralized, but only whepitbenises for decision-making are
centralized. In other words, decentralization iged@lent on cultural uniformity, and together
these organizational characteristics are thougimct@ase the organization’s reliability and
decrease its susceptibility to accidents. Thisystuas performed to question the notion of
cultural uniformity and discuss the degree to whiatan be possible for a multinational

organization to create a uniform culture.

The case of this study has been Norske Shell,f@ndrganization’s alleged universal and
culturally independant Golden Rules. Seen in cotmmeevith the EPE transition and the
centralization and standardization performed, #secseems highly relevant. Studying a
universal and culturally independent practice stidnd considered a good way to test the
HROT,; if Shell actually has managed to create &umi practice there should be reason to

believe that cultural uniformity is possible to aiptin multinational organizations.

" Popper [1986] 1972; 33.
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The purpose of this chapter is to summarize thdirfigs of this study, as well the conclusions

reached along the way.

8.2 Summary of findings

The organizational transition performed in the pea@n Shell system has been the source of
substantial discontentment amongst the employelsiigke Shell. The main arguments
behind the discontentment are related to the navdfoemoteness of leaders, with subsequent
prolonged decision-making, decreased internal panvéire organization, and reduced

cultural knowledge. One can choose to see theipwsispects of such discontentment; the
opposition to Shell EPE can have contributed toeased fellowship in Norske Shell. The
opposition shows that the employees care, andgbesn to unite in their discontentment.
However, Norske Shell is no longer a unit, but eath subunit. Increased fellowship within
Norske Shell does, therefore, indicate increasedudtural identification. Increased

subcultural identification points toward decreasefiural uniformity.

The EPE transition seems to have made culturabumify more challenging to achieve. The
organization is larger and more complex, and inesuah increased amount of subcultures. If
the transition at the same time has lead to araser in subcultural identification, the wish to
create a uniform culture can not be seen to hage bEached. The review and discussions
surrounding the EPE transition has shown somethmpgrtant: organizational strategies
related to structure and culture do have an etfiedafety. This can tell us that safety should
not be differentiated from the rest of the orgatdeg but rather be acknowledged and treated

as an integrated part of the organization.

The Shell Group’s Golden Rules has been presestad alleged universal and culturally
independent practice, and the three rules — Commiigrvene, and Respect — are supposedly
not possible to oppose to. The data of this stixdyvs otherwise; the Golden Rules are
neither universal nor culturally independent. Thawes indeed exist different understandings
of the practice within the organization, and thiesware indeed subject to interpretation.

The main findings surrounding the presentationiammlementation of the Golden Rules are

related to cross-cultural standardization. Thenepkes and facilities used in the UK do not
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necessarily have positive effects in Norway. It haen discussed that the highly feminine
Norwegian culture requires a high degree of stafbivement, and one can consider the
possibility of the Golden Rules having a greatéectfif the staff was more involved in the

process.

The Golden Rules are, in this study, not considarpdsitive contribution to the
organizational safety of Norske Shell. There hab® practical effect from the practice,
and the employees have a hard time identifyingh@nges — there just does not seem to be
any difference between before and after the impieaton of the practice. Questions have
been raised regarding how the Golden Rules can e a positive contribution to the
organizational safety when it does not seem tagtaimything new to the table. If the Golden
Rules have had no positive effect on the safetyartke Shell, there are still two other
possibilities; the practice can have hade a negatifect or it can have had no effect. The
negative effects can be related to discursive inmtyuexposing the employees to new
practices without practical implications and effecan result in their becoming immune to the
discourse. What will then happen the day the omgditn has a “real” practice to implement?
The possibility that the practice has had no efiiectgs forth another problem; if this is the
case, the Golden Rules can be seen as a wasteeoatid resources. Money and time are just
two aspects, the employees’ attention is anothasstihg, or misusing, the employees’
attention leads us back to the immunity problemhenvwill they know when their attention
really is needed? The practice having no effect daems to be negative after all.

Many central organizational characteristics thatthought to increase organizational safety
are opposed to through the EPE transition, andabimes difficult to believe that the effect
on the safety of Norske Shell has been positivaditition, the alleged uniform Golden Rules
can not be seen to have aided in the creatioruaffarm culture. Quite on the contrary, the
practice, along with the organizational transitiseems to have led to an increased
subcultural identification. The effect seems talmopposite of the intentions — by trying to
create cultural uniformity, the organization hatiatly achieved increased cultural
heterogeneity. So, unless the statistics can pralecline in accidents and incidents that is
due to the EPE transition, the Golden Rules, artirmplications deriving from the two, |

must conclude that the transition has dragged tip@nization in the wrong direction.
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Fig.8.1 —Lost Time Injuries and Total Recordable Cases pr niiion working hours in Norske Shell 1993 — 2006

Here we have the Lost Time Injury Frequency (LT{iBlue line) and Total Recordable Case
Frequency (TRCF) (red line) for Norske Shell in gegiod 1993 — 2006. The frequency is
based on numbers given to me by Norske Shell. Rte tEansition and the implementation of

the Golden Rules are marked.

| have earlier promoted the qualitative view oresafvork over the quantitative, and have
avoided use of statistics. Statistics are, in thr@ext of this study, not really interesting; no
matter what the statistics say we can never kn@aetgxwhat triggered the changes. A
decline in cases can never be exclusively linkeal safety practice, so we can never reach
conclusions likehe Golden Rules practice has reduced our TotabRkzble Case

Frequency by 60%Tl here are just too many factors within safetykvémnother aspect is that
of time; the qualitative view on safety opens fanach longer-term perspective. The Golden
Rules practice does maybe not show its effectydgtmaybe it will in ten years. Even then, if
the effects show in ten years, we can still nosloe that they are exclusively related to the
practice. The only reason to use statistics indbrgext is to strengthen the conclusions; can
anyone argue against my negative conclusions leyrief to the statistics? Quite on the
contrary; the statistics show an increase in fraqyatarting the year of the EPE transition,
and continuing after the Golden Rules were impldeaknThe effect, if possible to consider

from statistics, seems negative.

During this thesis | have also discussed the mekeustanding that seems to prevail in the

industry. The iceberg/pyramid metaphors are constleutdated in the industry as well as in
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the litterature. The focus on low-risk situatiolisg walking in the office stairways, therefore
becomes paradoxical. The paradoxical risk undedsigrcomes with practical and normative
implications. The practical implication is that eyf work should be differentiated, and the
focus should correspond with the risk level. Logkrsituations need to be treated differently
from high-risk situations, the cost of no differatibn is just to high. The normative
implication is related to the responsibility one @scribe to the employees; should they really

be held accountable for the organizational safetyely choose to not hold the handrail?

8.3 Conclusions: Can organizational safety be enlcad through cultural
uniformity? Is it possible to create a uniform cuwite in a multinational
organization?

Which conclusions can be reached from these dimnsaFirstly, | must express my
skeptism towards the HROT’s suggestions to orgéinizal safety enhancement. | do
consider it a possibility that organizational spfedin be enhanced through cultural uniformity;
my critique is more related to the possibility oéating such a culture. We must consider and
problematize the scale of the organizations thatlleory is intended for; the complexity and

multinationality do not make up good conditions doiformity.

The case of this study showed the intangible catthat the organizations are subject to
and operate in. The EPE transition came with ckrdtéon. Centralization is considered an
important organizational characteristic in thisteo, and it has been shown how a
centralized strategy can turn out both positivelgt aegatively. The HRO theorists need for a
strong and uniform culture to ensure correct densthat are in accordance with the
management’s wishes were not met. The organizatisrincreased in size and, together with
the centralization and newfound remoteness of lsadleis seems to complicate the premises
for creating cultural uniformity. Also, the discentment and tension due to the transition
seems to have led to a stronger sense of belotgithg sub-cultures available.

It seems to me that the HROT is not meant for degaiions like Shell — organizations
characterized by multinationality and cross-cultstandardization. Cultural uniformity as a
prerequisite for decentralization just does notrspkausible. Shell has tried, through the

Golden Rules, to create uniformity. The paradak# the practice seems to have had the
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opposite effect — increased subcultural identifacaaind more internal heterogeneity. If

cultural uniformity is not possible to create inltmational organizations, we must assume
that authority and decision-making cannot be deabmé¢d. The possibility that this is a

finding possible to generalize across organizatshrild be considered; maybe the HRO
theorists’ recommendations, performed on the wranggnizations, can have opposite results?
If this is the case, the HRO theorists should eitkeonsider their recommendations or

consider specifying their target group.

The categorization performed in chapter 2, linking theories on organizations and
rationality with those on organizational safetypwiad the similarity between the different
logics. | decided to reject the most rationaligegary at an early stage, as this category does
not acknowledge human fallibility. Human fallibylitas | see it, is a given premise in today’s
safety work. The two other categories, the ratiamstitutionalists and the institutionalists,
were thus focused on. The rational institutionalistlude the HRO theorists and the
organizational perspective of Herbert Simon. Thstitationalists include NAT and Selznick’s
organic view on organizations. The main differebeéwveen these categories lies in the
capabilities of the organization. This categor@atcan highlight an important aspect; it is
difficult to differentiate safety work from the tesf the organization. Theories on
organizational safety do not differ much from thoseorganizations in general, and
organizational characteristics, such as structurére, management, and goals, do affect
safety. A higher degree of integration betweentweefields might be rewarding, or would, at

least, be a bit closer to reality.

Today’s risk understanding is a paradox; the iogipgramid metaphors are rejected, by
academics as well as by the industry, but thesélis lack of differentiation in the safety
work. The alternative logic behind the low-riskusition behavioral rules is that there in fact
is one “correct”, “safe”, “rational”, or “appropte’ alternative available in all situations, and
that the low-risk behavioral rules are there to englire that the right alternative is chosen.
This line of thought is very similar to the two moationalist categories from chapter 2. The
rationalist category, including the safety climtteorists and rational choice scholars, would
probably agree on these behavioral rules existirfgest calculate behavior and eliminate the
possibility of human error. The rational institutadist category could agree on these rules

being the organization’s way of obtaining a higlesel of rationality — a way of
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compensating for the human fallibility. The institunalist category is the only category that

can not seem to make sense of the low-risk sitndt@havioral rules.

An ironic argument arises: There seems to be agsoivable difference between the
organizational safety theorists, and no matter hmwh knowledge and empirical data that is
accumulated there does not seem to be a way tlvedabese differences. The irony is that
this indirectly supports the Normal Accidents Theerone can never know what the future
will bring, and knowledge and experience is onlifdsas long as the situation (including the
technology, systems, and social conditions) staysdme. In other words, by not being able to
proclaim a winner in the contest between the omgdiunal safety theories, does not the

winner become Perrow and his NAT?
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