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Abstract: Workplace accident has become a serious 1ssue in many countries especially among the construction
sector. Investigating safety performance of construction workers employees has become very important as
construction sector depends heavily on Foreign workers. The research aims 1s to examine the moderating effect
of social support on the relationship between management commitments, workers involvement and construction
workers safety behavior in Saudi Arabia. Partial Least Square Techniques (PLS) approach was used test the
hypotheses with a data collected among 282 construction Foreign workers. The finding shows management
commitment and workers involvement are sigmficantly related to safety behavior (both comphance and
participation. Additionally, social support moderates the relationships between management commitment and
safety compliance and the relationship between workers involvement and safety compliance. The finding in this
study, provides empirical support of social support as moderator and contributes to the role of social exchange
theory and can assist construction practitioners in Saudi Arabia on how to improve construction workers safety

behavior.

Key words: Management commitment, workers involvement, safety compliance, safety participation,

construction workers, safety

INTRODUCTION

Safety performance of various construction industry
1s comparatively poor relative to other industries such as
manufacturing (Pellicer ef al., 2014, Zhang and L1, 2015).
A huge amount of construction accident, mnjuries and
fatality rate have been recognized globally (Li and Poon,
2013, Lingard, 2013). Consequently, there safety
researchers increasing reached a consensus that
managerial practices are serious reasons of injuries and
accidents relative to technological failures (Lingard,
2013).

This 15 evidenced that fatalities and injuries still
happen to construction worlers usually and it seems
that safety in construction has reached a plateau
(Ibrahim et al., 2010). For example, 40% of constructions
accidents 1s reported to occur in Japan and 50% n occur
in Treland (Bomel, 2001). The accidents and fatalities have
caused huge financial costs to the companies in addition
to personal and social implications to the workers
(Ibrahim ef al., 2010). This called the attention of safety
researchers to study managerial practices to improve the
organizations safety (Awwad et al, 2016; Zhu et al,

2016). In the context of Saudi Arabia, during the past two
decades, various construction companies have increased
their activities rapidly due to the coming of many
construction companies all over the world (Al Haadir and
Panuwatwanich, 2011). An overview of the statistics
presented by the General Orgamzation for Social
Insurance (GOSI) shows that between the periods of
2004-2010, serious ijuries totaled 261,076, equivalent to
3413.9/100,000 employees on average, ammually. The total
number of injuries that resulted in death amounted to 2176
(given average rate of 28.3/100,000 workers per annum).
Therefore, understanding construction workers safety
behavior m Saudi Arabia become a priority.

Hitherto, there are many calls in safety literature to
expand safety models by incorporating moderator that
could strengthen safety management practices with safety
behavior (Mashy, 2014; Zohar, 1980). We address this gap
by exploratory a theoretically essential workplace social
construct that may influence the relationship between
management commitment and workers involvementon
safety behavior social support which 15 defined as social
exchange or relationship that helps the workers with
actual guidelines and assistance or with a feeling of
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affiliation or attachment to an individual or group that is

perceived as loving or caring. Specifically, we examine
the moderating effects of social support on
relationships between management commitment to safety,
worleers involvement and construction workers safety
behaviors in a sample of Foreign construction workers
m Saudi Arabia. In doing so, we contribute in safety
literature by empirically investigation a modifiable
variable of management commitment to safety, workers
involvement that contributes to safety theory
development and we provide mformation on the
functioning of social support as a potentially important
construct for construction managers to use to improve
worker safety. Therefore, the main objectives of this study
15 to mvestigate the direct relationslip between
management commitment to safety, workers
involvement and construction workers safety behaviors
and examine the moderating effect of social support on
the relationships.

Literature review

Safety performance: safety researchers
usually used statistics of accidents or mjuries to
understand and measure their orgamizational safety
performance (Huang et al., 2006; Lingard, 2013). However,
this statistics keep by the company may not be realsafety
indicators for the reason that they only reveal incidences
of failures (Glendon and Litherland, 2001). Injuries and
accident statistics are also “insufficiently sensitive of
dubious accuracy, retrospective and ignore risk exposure”
(Glendon and Litherland, 2001).

Neal et al (2000) grounded on Borman and
Motowidle  (1993)’s  framework that individual
performance mvolves of task and contextual performance.
Task performance is “the activitiesthat are formally
recognized as part of their jobs, activities that contribute
to the organizations technical core either directly or
indirectly while contextual performance supports the
orgamizational and psychological environment in which
the technical core must function” (Borman and
Motowidlo, 1993). Based on the above definitions, safety
compliance is describe the compulsory fundamental
safety activities that workers must do to keep orgamzation
safety (Griffin and Neal, 2000). Examples of employee’s
safety compliance includes: following right procedures
while working or wearing Personal Protection
Equipment (PPE). On the other hand, safety participation
15 reflected to be voluntary and contamns employee
behaviors that are outside employee’s recognized duties
for instance considering co-employee’s safety or
establishing creativiies m enhancing safety in
organization (Neal et al., 2000).

Previous

Management commitment: Management commitment to
safety in this study can be comprehends as management
active involvement to enswre safe orgamzation and
provision of safety-related policies and practices
(Flin et a., 2000; Zohar, 1980). Since, the capability of
management to meaningfully impact the perceptions of a
varied organizational 1ssues among employees (Griffin and
Neal, 2000), management commitment to safety remains
the most commonly used indicator of workers perceptions
concerning the priority of safety in an workplace (Zchar,
1980). Indeed, many researchers m safety agreed that the
central meamng of safety clinate is managerial
commitment to safety (Zohar, 1980).

Employee’s aspect to management to notify their
insights of the value of safety in relations of contending
demands such as value of production (Zohar, 1980).
Management’s importance safety linked to employees
safety behaviors across various organizations (7ohar,
1980). Additionally, meta-analytic findings reported that
workers perceptions of management commitment
positively associated to positive safety behaviors. In
summary, literature submits that management commitment
15 critical in relating to construction workers safety
behaviors (Pellicer et al., 2014; Zhang and Li, 2015).
Therefore, we hypothesized that:

» H,; management commitment 1s positively related to
safety compliance

¢+  H, management commitment is positively related to
safety participation

Workers involvement: Many companies are gradually
paying more attention to worker involvement in
organizational matters. Worker’s involvement s a
behavior-based method that includes employee in an
upward commurnication and decision-making by partaking
in safety related committees in an organization. Clarke and
Ward (2006) recommended that in order to attain improved
safety, top management must promote worker
involvement 1n safety. Since, literature reported positive
relationship between employee participation and workers
safety behavior (Vinodlkumar and Bhasi, 2010), we
hypothesized:

» H,:. workers Involvement is positively related to
safety compliance

» H,: workers Involvement is positively related to
safety participation

Social support: Social support is defined as social
exchange or relationship that helps the workers with
actual guidelines and assistance or with a feeling of
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affiliation or attachment to an individual or group that is
perceived as loving or caring. This social support
depends on mdividual perception Kim et al. (2008)
defined

articulating concern, respect, love or value. For the

social support as evidence from others
support to be obliging, it desires to be apparent by the
receiver as being supportive if a worker i1s specified
money when they need a hug or some inspiration, the
action of giving money might not be understood as
helpful. Shumaker and Brownell (1984) state that “social
support is an exchange of resources between at least two
mdividuals perceived by the provider or the recipient to
be mtended to enhance the

recipient”.

well-being  of the

Literature reports social support has moderating
effects that mightget rid of the pressure felt by worker
(Eaton, 1978). Construction employees that received
greater levels of social support summited greater levels of
safety and well-being (Shakespeare-Finch and Obst,
2011), sigmufying that social support can have an effect
in or promote psychological outcomes positively. We
argued that social support will moderate the relationship
between management commitment and workers
mvolvement on construction workers safety behavior.

Therefore, we hypothesized that:

* H,. social support moderates the relationship
between management commitment and safety
compliance

¢ H,: social support moderates the relationship

between workers mvolvement and safety compliance

¢ H,: social support moderates the relationship

between management commitment and safety
participation

¢ H,: social support moderates the relationship
between workers involvement and  safety
participation

Underlining theory and research framework:

Social Exchange Theory (SET) (Blau, 1964) proposes
that employee behavior has reciprocal relationship
(Emerson, 1976) and be contingent on the perceived
rewards (Emerson, 1976). Employees act m order to
maximize benefits and minimize the costs. If employees do
not getsome reward when providing favor to others,
employee may not do that favorin the future. Additionally,
if the worker reciprocate with a coming back, more
circles of exchanges will become possible. This act 1s
mostly motivated by the one who obtain benefits from
management later sense that there is a requirement to pay

.l

Safety compliance
Safiety participation

Fig. 1: Research framework

off through effort or loyalty (Cook et al, 2013). In this
context if organization involve workers in to safety and
committed to construction workers safety, workers will
reciprocate in term of safety compliance and participation
(Griffin and Neal, 2000). Figure 1 presents the research
framework which is underpinned by social exchange
theory.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Sample, data collection and data analysis technique: We
employed cross-sectional study design using the
quantitative method. The study unit of analysis were
construction workers. The population of the study were
8738 and required samples sizes 13 368 using table
of sample determination. Additionally, the study used
stratified sampling techmique to select the required
sample. Of the 368 distributed, 282 were returned. The
data was collected by the researcher and the data
collected was examined using SPSS 18 and SEM-PLS.

Measures: Seven items were used to measure
management commitment adapted Cox and Cheyne.
Sampled items: “In my workplace management acts
quickly to correct safety problems” and “Management
acts decisively when a safety concern is raised”. The
internal consistency value of the items was 0.845. Four
items were used to measure worker’s involvement in
safety adopted from (Vmodkumar and Bhasi, 2010).
Sampled items include: “In my workplace opinions are
always welcomed from Foreign employees before making
final decisions on safety related matters™ and
“Management promotes employees involvement in safety
related matters”. The internal consistency value of the
items was 0.65. Fifteen items were used to measure social
support adopted from Ujiwara. Sample items include:
“How much does your supervisor recognize and value

your job? and “How much support do you receive from
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your supervisor?”. The internal consistency value was
0.87. Four items were used to measure worker’s
compliance adopted from (Vinodkumar and Bhasi, 2010).
Sampled items include: “I use necessary safety equipment
to do my job” and “I follow correct safety rules and
procedures while carrying out my job”. The mternal
consistency value of the items was 0.66. Four items were
used to measure safety participation adopted from
(Vinodkumar and Bhasi, 2010) sampled items include: “T
voluntarily carryout tasks or activities that help to
improve workplace safety” and “T always point out to the
management if any safety related matters are noticed in
my company”. The mternal consistency value of the items
was 0.66.

RESULTS

Respondent’s profile: The profile of respondents shows
that 53.5% (n = 151) of respondents have high certificate
and 55.7% (157) have lower certificate. Respondent’s age
showed more than half of respondents are between
21-30 years which indicated that construction companies
are hiring young workers. With regards to the
respondents gender, all respondents are men 100%
(n = 282), this due to the fact that all workers in
constructions site in Saudi are men. The demographic also
showed that the majority of respondents are from Pakistan
was 39.4% (n=111) since, the Pakistam workers represent
the majority of Foreign workers in construction site;
meanwhile those form Philippines were 1.4% (n = 4)
because they represent the minority of Foreign workers.
The demographic results also shows that despite the
majority of respondents 67.7% (n = 191) have experience
working abroad between 1-5 years and the most of them
88.7% (n = 2350) have attended occupational safety
training, even though, the majority of them 56% (n = 158)
had occupational accident.

Descriptive statistics: Table 1 shows the descriptive
statistics which mclude the constructs means and
standard deviations for descriptive purposes. As
presented m Table 1 the mean value of all the constructs
ranged between 4.07 and 4.41.

Common method variance: Common Method Variance
(CMV) need to be tested when data are gathered through
self-reported  questionnaires  or both  the
endogenous and exogenous variables are took from the
same sources (Podsakoff et al., 2003). To reduce the effect
of CMV in this study, firstly, the researcher guaranteed
workers of their anonymity and privacy so that, workers

when

Table 1: Mean, standard deviation of the study variables

Construct N Mean 5D

Managerment cormmitrment 282 4.07 0.828
Worker®s involvement in safety 282 4.32 0.736
Social support 282 4.20 0.885
Safety compliance 282 4.38 0.819
Safety participation 282 4.41 0.657

Table 2: Loadings and cross loading

Factors COM MC PAR S8 WI

MC1 0.395 0.952 0.374 0.413 0.454
MCS 0.394 0.972 0.379 0.396 0.435
MCo 0.354 0.878 0.325 0.402 0.408
5C01 0.513 0.354 0.496 0.616 0.391
Co2 0.807 0.276 0.622 0.449 0.296
SCO3 0.793 0.267 0.645 0417 0.368
SCOod 0.859 0.406 0.678 0.037 0.447
5PAlL 0.605 0.373 0.823 0.433 0.299
3PA2 0.485 0.243 0.802 0.353 0.297
SPA3 0.596 0.262 0.773 0.458 0.313
SPA4 0.652 0.336 0.789 0.429 0.321
5512 0.492 0.349 0426 0.855 0.363
8813 0.492 0.293 0.350 0.807 0.442
8815 0.547 0.349 0.497 0.773 0.419
5583 0.521 0.380 0.366 0.862 0.436
556 0.545 0.354 0.453 0.843 0.305
387 0.573 0.324 0.440 0.723 0.440
RELY 0.576 0.385 0.437 0.801 0.353
WI2 0.450 0.463 0.337 0.496 0.856
WI3 0.283 0.340 0.265 0.338 0.758
Wi 0.385 0.317 0.336 0.339 0.828

Bold values are loadings for items which are above the recommended value
of 0.5

would response to the questions as honestly as possible.
Secondly, Harman’s single factor statistical test was used,
CMV happens when onlyone factor appears from the
factor analysis or one overall factor accounts for
more than 50% of the variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
First, we ran a factor analysis, the analysis returned
a 6 factor solution explaining 64.24% of the variance. The
first factor explained only 38.07% of variance, thus
indicating method bias is not a serious issue in this study.

Measurement model evaluation: We used SmartPLS
2.0 technique to analyze both the measurement and
structural model in this study (Ringle et al, 2005).
Specifically in the analysis, we first
themeasurement model which consist both the validity
and reliability of the constructs (Ringle et al., 2005).
First, the measurement model started with the test of
convergent validity. Table 2 and 3 showed the factor
loadings, Average Varance Extracted (AVE) and
composite reliability. Table 3 reported all items loadings
surpassed the suggested value of 0.6 (Chin et al., 2008).
Composite reliability which show the extent to which the
variable indicators specify the latent variable, surpassed
the suggested value of 0.7 while the AVE which reveals
the total sum of variance in the indicators accounted

evaluate
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Table 3: Convergent validity

Table 5: Results of the structural model analysis (direct relationships)

Constructs/Tterns Loadings AVE CR Hypothesis Relationship  Std. (&) SE t-values Decision
coM la MC-COM 0.242 0.066 3.647%% Supported
sco1 0.813 0.669 0.890 1b MC-PAR 0.264 0.064 4.127%* Supported
SCo2 0.807 2a WI-COM 0.355 0.069 5.135%% Supported
SCO3 0.793 2b WI-PAR 0.264 0.067 3.937%* Supported
SCo4 0.859 ##tyalue >2.33 = p<0.01; *t-value >1.645 = p<0.05

MC

ﬁg; 8 g;i 0.874 0.954 Table 6: Results of the structural model anaty sis (imoderating effects)

MC6 0.878 Hypothesis Relationship Std. () SE t-values Decision
PAR 3a MC*88-COM  -0.1660 0.0705 2.352** Supported
SPAL 0.823 0.635 0.874 3c MC*3S-PAR  -0.0189 0.1038 0.182 Not supported
SPAZ 0.802 3b WI*SS-COM  -0.1415 0.0621 2.279%  Supported
SPA3 0.773 3d WI*SS-PAR -0.0460  0.0903  0.509 Not supported
SPA4 0.780 *Htyalue>2.33 = p<0.01; *t value>1.645=p<0.05

SS

$812 0.855 0.657 0.930

S813 0.807

S815 0.773

883 0.862

§86 0.843

887 0.723

S89 0.801

WI

WI2 0.856 0.664 0.856

WI3 0.758

WI4 0.828

AVE = Average Variance Fxtracted; CR = Composite Reliability

Table 4: Discriminant validity

Factors COM MC PAR 58 WI
coM 0.818

MC 0.408 0.935

PAR 0.740 0.385 0.797

RR 0.665 0.432 0.529 0.810

WI 0.467 0.463 0.387 0.486 0.815

Diagonals (in bolded) represent the square root of the Average Variance
Extracted (AVE) while the off-diagonals are correlations among constructs.
Diagonal elements should be larger than off-diagonal elements in order to
establish discriminant validity

for by the variable, surpassed the suggested value
of 0.5 (Hair ef al., 2013). Therefore, convergent validity is
achieved in this study.

Next, we assessed the discriminant validity which is
the extent to which the measures are not a replication of
some other construct this 1s indicated by low correlations
between the measure of interest and the measures of other
constructs. Table 4 present that diagonal values which is
the square root of the AVE of each variable is greater
than its matching comrelation values demonstrating
acceptable discriminant validity based on (Fornell and
Larcker, 1981).

Structural model evaluation: Based on the suggesting
by Hair ef al. (2013), we evaluate the structural model
looking at the R?* value, beta
corresponding using 5000  bootstrapping

values and
t-values
resample. We also reported the effect sizes () and
predictive relevance (Q%).

Wi

Fig. 2: Structural model of the direct effect

Result of the direct effect: Firstly, we examine the direct
relationships between management commitment and
safety behavior.
Management commitment positively and significantly
related to safety compliance (p = 0.242, t = 3.647, p=<0.01)
and safety participation (f = 0.264, t = 4.127, p<0.01). In
addition, workers imwolvement positively and significantly
related to safety compliance (p = 0.355, t = 5.135, p=<0.01)
and safety participation (p = 0.264, t = 3.937, p<0.01).
Thus, H,,, H,,, H;, and H,, were all supported in this
study (Table 5 and Fig. 2).

workers 1involvement on workers

Result of the interaction effect: The moderating result
from Table 6 and Fig. 3 showed that social support
moderates the relationships between management
commitment and safety compliance (p =-0.166, t=2.352,
p<0.01) and workers involvement and safety compliance
(B = -0.1415, t = 2.279, p<0.05). Thus, H,,, H,, were
supported 1n this study. In contrast, this study did not
find social support as moderator between management
commitment and safety participation (p=-0.0189,t=0.182,
p=0.05) and the relationship between workers involvement
and safety participation (f = -0.046, t = 0.509, p=>0.05).
Thus, H,, H,; were not supported in this study.

Figure 4 provides a plot of the interaction between
management commitment and social support on safety
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Fig. 3: Structural model with moderator
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Fig. 4: Interaction effects of management commitment
*social support-safety compliance

compliance at high and low social support based on the
recommendation by Dawson (2014). As shown n Fig. 4,
the relationship between management commitment and
safety compliance is strongest in the case of high social
support and weakest 1 the case of low social support.
Individuals of different level of social support did not
differ much in safety compliance under conditions of low
management commitment but large differences were noted
under conditions of high management commitment. Tn
other words, under conditions of high management
commitment, ndividuals reporting high levels of social
support reported significantly better safety compliance
than individuals reporting low social support.

Figure 5 provides simple plot of the mteraction
between workers mvolvement and social support on
safety compliance at high and low social support based
on the recommendation by Dawson (2014). As shown in
Fig. 5, the relationship between workers mvolvement and
safety complance 1s strongest in the case of high social
support and wealkest in the case of low social support.
Individuals of different level of social support did not
differ much in safety compliance under conditions of low
workers mvolvement but large differences were noted

507 --m- High social support
«w 451 = Low social support
2
g 40 e a
E 3.5 -
E 3.01
2.5 .______________.
1]
1.5
1.0 .
Low warkers High workers
involvement involvement

Fig. 5: Interaction effects of workers involvement *social
support-safety compliance

under conditions of high workers involvement. In other
words, under conditions of high workers mvolvement,
individuals reporting high levels of social support
reported significantly better safety compliance than
individuals reporting low social support.

Additional, criteria for assessing the structural model
is coefficient of determination (R*). The R’ of the safety
compliance in this study was 0.26 which implied that
management commitment and workers involvement
collectively explained 26% of the vanations m safety
compliance. Also, R’ of safety participation is 0.20 which
implied that management commitment and workers
involvement collectively explained 21% of the variations
in safety participation. Chin (1998) classified R* of 0.19,
0.33 and 067 as weak, moderate and substantial,
respectively. Therefore, the R* values in the present study
can be considered as weak.

Additional, vital criterion for assessing a structural
model is effect-size (). Cohen considered £ of 0.02,
0.15 and 0.35 as small, medium, large, respectively. The f*
of the management commitment and workers mvolvement
on safety compliance were 0.06, 0.13 which are small,
small, respectively. The f* of management commitment
and workers involvement on safety participation were
0.07, 0.6 which are small, small, respectively. The f* of the
moderators were 0.13 on safety compliance and 0.004 on
safety participaton which are small and none,
respectively. The concluding valuation criterion is
predictive relevance ((°). The Q>0 indicates predictive
relevance of a model (Ceisser, 1974). Q* of safety
compliance 18 066 and for safety participation is
0.63 which are all greater than zero which indicates the
model of this study has predictive relevance.

DISCUSSION

The findings in this study provide additional
support for the sigmificant positive relationships between

workers mvolvement and management commitment on
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safety participation and compliance of construction
workers in Saudi Arabia. Significantly, the study also
found the significant empirical support for the hypotheses
that workers with high levels of social support are
comnected with stronger positive relationships between
workers involvement, management commitment safety
compliance behaviors. These results offer additional
evidence for the view that social support plays a
significant part in influencing the relationships between
workers mvolvement and management commitment and
safety.

The result from Table 5 shown that a significant
relationship exists between management commitment and
construction workers safety behavior in Saudi Arabia
(both safety compliance and participation), hence H,, and
H,, is supported. This result is consistent with earlier
research (Naveh et al., 2005). The probable explanations
for this finding is that if construction company
concentrates on workers safety and involve in events that
make company safer. Compames are utmost certain to
gain high paybacks in terms of employee safety
performance. Another likely explanations for this result 1s
that worlers might recognize top manager’s commitment
to thewr own safety as mndication of commitment towards
workers safety. Earlier research by Mearns et al. (2010)
reported that the higher the company investment in s
safety the greater the better the company safety
performance.

The result from Table 5 shown that a significant
relationship exists between workers involvement and
construction workers safety behavior in Saudi Arabia
(both safety compliance and participation), hence H,,
and H, 1s supported. This result 1s consistent with
earlier research. The probable explanations for this finding
is that if construction company involve workers in to
safety decision. Workers reciprocate m form of safety
compliance. Earlier research by Vinodkumar and Bhasi
(2010) reported that the higher the company involvement
of workers i to safety the greater the better the company
safety performance.

With regards to social support as moderator, the
study found empirical support of H,, and H,. Figure 4
demonstrated that management commitment and social
support on safety compliance at ligh and low social
support. In other words, the relationship between
management comimitment and safety compliance was high
among constructions workers with high social support,
but low among constructions workers with low social
support. Thus, social support buffered the effect of
management commitment on safetycompliance. Therefore,

company with high management commitment and workers
with high social support, safety compliance can be
improved.
Additionally, the
ivolvement and social support on safety compliance at
high and low social support as shown in Fig. 5, the

interaction between workers

relationship between workers involvement and safety
compliance was high among constructions workers with
high social support but low among constructions workers
with low social support. Thus, social support buffered the
effect of workers involvement on safety compliance.
Therefore, company that involves workers in to safety
activities and workers with high social support, safety
compliance can be improved The possible reason of
these finding 1s that the Saudi government 1s providing an
avenue for Foreign workers especially construction
m term of their welfare (Al-Haadir and
Panuwatwanich, 2011). Ts possible this reason malke social

workers

support to moderate these relationships.

In contrast, we did not find the moderating role of
social support on the relationships between workers
involvement, management commitment and safety
participation. Therefore, were rejecting hypotheses H,,
and H,,. The possible reasons for these finding may be
attributable to the measure of social support used in this
study.

CONCLUSION

This study provides some evidence from the
use of PLS modeling which demonstrated that workers
involvement and management commitment Wwere
significantly and positively related to construction
workers safety behavior in Saudi Arabia. This study also
has established the moderating role of social support
that play a theoretically sigmficant role m construction
workers safety. Generally, these results highlighted the
significance of social support when attempting to improve

construction workers safety performance.
IMPLICATIONS

These findings are sigmficant to both research
(theory) and practice. Theoretically, the results offered the
boundary conditions under which the effect of workers
involvement and management commitment construction
workers safety compliance can be improve in Saudi
Arabia. The study also verified the utility of Social
Exchange Theory (SET) (Blau, 1964) in the context of
Saudi Arabia. From practical standpoints, since this result
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suggest that management commitment and workers
involvement show a significant impact in employee safety
behavior. Therefore, one can believe that a committed
management to ensure safe construction site is likely to
provide useful changes m workers safety positively. This
perhaps will extant a benefit for companies by maintaining
a healthier status on site and improving ther morale and
reduce compensation cost to the management. Since,
workers  involvement is significant predictor of
construction workers safety behavior, it 18 vital that
workers have input into all safety matters in the
companies or site.

The key implication of the study is that even though
workers involvement and management commitment are
critical for keeping workers safe, companies also need to
consider workers social support that may provide further
information.

As in all empirical studies, our result is not without
limitations. So, while mterpreting the findings, the
subsequent limitations can be taking mnto account. The
study is cross-sectional, hence, no causal inferences
could be made to the population. So, future research are
recommended to wse longitudinal research design.
Moreover, m this study construction workers safety
behavior was measured using self-report measures
which may be related with social desirability bias
(Grimm, 2010). There 18 possibility that the workers
may have over-reported their behavior. Hence, future
mvestigators may apply other method to evaluate safety
behavior. More precisely, supervisor ratings of workers
safety or peers reporting to control for the social
desirability bias.
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