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The agriculture sector is a traditional economic pillar of many emerging

economies. However, it is facing greater occupational health and safety (OHS)

challenges in Pakistan, and its performance is continuously decreasing. An

e�ective OHS implementation provides better control over OHS challenges

and may help to restore its former glory. Therefore, this study aims to explore

di�erent organizational decision-making styles and safety accountability to put

OHS into practice in this sector. Based on institutional theory, a theoretical

framework was developed. Two hundred and eighty-seven agriculture farms

in Punjab, Pakistan were surveyed and analyzed using SmartPLS 3.3.7.

The findings revealed that implementation styles (rational and incremental)

and safety accountability positively impact OHS implementation. Similarly,

the moderating role of mimetic motives was found positively significant

in the relationship between rational style and OHS implementation, and

negatively significant in the relationship between incremental style and OHS

implementation. While no moderating e�ect of mimetic motive was found

between safety accountability and OHS implementation. This study suggested

that OHS implementation should not be viewed as a social or technical issue

alone. Strategic arrangements should be made at the organizational level

to gain better control over OHS challenges by considering the institutional

environment in which the organization operates.
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Introduction

The OHS implementation at the organizational level in the

21st century has long been a cause of concern. According to

International Labor Organization (ILO), OHSmeans the science

of anticipation, recognition, evaluation, and control of hazards

arising in or from the workplace that could impair the health

and well-being of workers, considering the possible impact

on the surrounding communities and general environment

(1). Based on the definition, it is the prime responsibility of
any organization to provide a safe working environment and

consider the health and well-being of all stakeholders. In the

OHS domain, work-related diseases and injuries are the major
occupational health problem (2, 3). The report by Workplace

Safety and Health Institute of 2017 revealed that approx. 2.78
million deaths occur annually across the world (2). It further

highlighted that 86.3% of the total deaths were attributed to
occupational diseases and 13.7% to fatal accidents. Based on

ILO (4) assessments, more than 2.3 million workers die each

year from work-related diseases and injuries, 160 million suffer

from non-fatal work-related diseases, and 313million from non-

fatal injuries. Therefore, concerns about OHS are widespread

across both industrial and emerging economies (5, 6). For

instance, in Great Britain, 123 workers died per 1,000 in

work-related accidents in 2021-22 (7). Additionally, the report

found that construction and agriculture have the highest rates

of work-related accidents. Similarly, more than 1,700 work-

related accidents were reported until March 2022 in Malaysia,

while agriculture was the second most affected sector after

manufacturing (8). In Pakistan, agriculture is a prominent sector

for worker-related injuries and deaths. This sector accounted

for 29.25% of workers’ deaths in 2020-21 (9). Consequently,

work-related injuries and deaths implicate an imminent cost

on the socioeconomic systems, destabilizes the worker earning

capacity, and adversely affect the nation’s productivity level (10).

According to the recent estimates of ILO (4), more than 4% of

the world GDP per year is lost as a result of work-related diseases

and injuries which rises to 6% in emerging economies.

In recent decades, the OHS domain has gained popularity

both in the industrial and scholarly world. The OHS

implementation has directly supported the Sustainable

Development Goals (SDGs), like SDGs 3.9, 8.8, and 16.6 (11).

Ivascu et al. (12) argued that OHS facilitates organizations to

achieve sustainability and innovation performance. Fonseca and

Carvalho (13) stated that organizations having OHS certification

performed better to achieve sustainable development goals.

Additionally, Zorzenon et al. (14) posited that OHS and digital

technologies help to promote SDGs. Ávila-Gutiérrez et al. (15)

claimed that OHS must be aligned with current industry norms

to achieve the SDGs and smooth transition from Industry 4.0

to 5.0.

A considerable number of study has been published on

occupational health and safety. These studies are more focused

on oil and gas (16), transportation (17), manufacturing (18),

and mining (19). However, agriculture is the most neglected

sector in terms of OHS implementation. For example, there

is a lack of empirical evidence in agriculture, especially in

agro-based economies like Pakistan. Although few researchers

attempted to perform empirical research in agriculture or

related sectors in Pakistan (10, 20, 21). However, the prior

studies contextualized OHS as a human indicator like gender

(21) and occupations (16). Noman et al. (10) argued that

organizational and human perspectives must be examined

separately to understand the OHS setups in developing countries

better. Based on organizational context, a decision strategy is

considered a vital factor in promoting OHS implementation.

Andrews et al. (22) argued that organizational decision-

making styles (rational & incremental) are vital to achieving

OHS implementation. Likewise, Otok et al. (23) claimed that

organizational decision-making styles help to mitigate disaster

risk in developing countries. Additionally, in the era of COVID-

19, safety accountability is a prominent enabling factor for OHS

implementation at the organizational level (24). Although the

OHS research domain has gained significant attention, several

lines of inquiry need urgent action, like organizational strategic

decision-making style (22, 23), and safety accountability (24).

Additionally, Ju et al. (25) claimed that some external stimuli

or motives influence a firm’s strategic actions to promote OHS

implementation. Generally, these motives are known as mimetic

motives. Taylor and Buumba (26) argued that mimetic motives

affect the OHS implementation practices in the service sector.

They further argued that more research is required in other

sectors of the economy.

Despite being a vital and integral aspect of organizational

objectives, OHS implementation has rarely been studied.

Notably, there is a lack of research that elucidates OHS

implementation in the agricultural sector. Therefore, the

present study aspires to investigate the impact of different

organizational decision-making styles, safety accountability,

and mimetic motives in OHS implementation by raising the

research question that “how different types of organizational

strategies impact OHS implementation?”. To address the

research question, this study will be able (a) to evaluate

the impact of organizational decision-making styles & safety

accountability on OHS implementation and (b) to examine

the moderating effect of mimetic motives on decision-making

styles and OHS implementation. A number of contributions

and implications will result from this effort once the research

objectives have been achieved. For example, this study will

enhance the theoretical understanding of institutional theory

from an OHS implementation standpoint. Similarly, it will help

managers to design OHS implementation programs, especially

in the agriculture sector. Furthermore, the research findings

may help national authorities to formulate policies regarding

training and technology selection for OHS implementation.

Most importantly, this study will provide the liberty to
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agriculture organizations to choose implementation style for

OHS implementation as per their competencies, environmental

uncertainties, and their desire to be like other organizations.

The following section presents the theoretical framework

and hypothesis development. After that, material and methods,

results and discussion of the findings are presented. Finally,

the conclusion, limitations, and future research avenues

are discussed.

Theoretical foundation and
hypotheses development

Institutional theory and OHS
implementation

Institutional theory refers to managing an organization’s

environment. Phillip Selznick initially defined its fundamental

concept in the year 1949. Subsequently, John Meyer and

Brian Rowan, as well as Paul J. DiMaggio and Walter W.

Powell advanced it in 1977 and 1983, respectively (27). This

theory not only explains how certain institutions influence

the organization’s behavior and decision-making process in

which it operates but also why organizational structures and

practices change (28, 29). Six key concepts make the basis

of this theory: legitimacy, isomorphism, rational myths, loose

coupling, diffusion, and the infusion of value (27). Collectively,

these concepts ensure the survival of an organization in the

institutional environment with both technical (i.e., capital and

labor) and social (i.e., legitimacy and status) perspectives.

Therefore, legitimacy and isomorphism are considered central

assumptions of this theory.

As an essential organizational component, OHS

implementation is seen as a social and technical aspect of

managing an organization’s environment. It reflects how an

organization promotes health and safety at the workplace,

which impacts several dimensions of performance, such as

productivity, absenteeism, and employee satisfaction (30). Jilcha

et al. (31) stated that implementation of the OHS requirements

is not the only responsibility of internal stakeholders, but

external stakeholders such as governing bodies, unions,

insurance agencies, and other higher institutions are also

equally responsible. For this reason, the institutional theory

could result in better OHS implementation due to the effective

involvement of both internal and external stakeholders.

Furthermore, various past research work [e.g., (32–38)] in

occupational health and safety have employed this theoretical

ground to understand the organizational behavior in responding

to the OHS issues. The other strength of this theory is that

it supports organizational transformation, even if the technical

or economic advantages are lacking (39, 40). Therefore, this is

also the reason that the present study employs the institutional

theory to explain the influence of different institutions (i.e.,

factors) on OHS implementation.

Implementation style and OHS
implementation

Implementation style is a process of putting a plan

into practice. Pollitt and Bouckaert (41) emphasized that

understanding the implementation dynamics of a program

requires an awareness of implementation styles. Similarly,

Andrews et al. (22) stated that the successful execution of

a plan or program depends on a particular implementation

style, which, as a result, has substantial significance for

the performance of an organization. Several styles of

implementation exist in the literature. However, researchers

explicit them into two main categories: rational style and

incremental style (22, 42). The rational style is a systematic

and well-planned approach that prioritizes organizational

changes and gets people to follow the precise procedure to

adopt these changes. Whereas incremental style is a fluid nature

style of organizational change which encourages modification

step by step based on the ground realities (22). Past studies

revealed mixed findings on implementation styles. For example,

Andrews et al. (43) used these implementation styles to check

service performance in public organizations. The study revealed

that no implementation style by itself is effective, but that style

is contingent on organizational strategic orientation. Similarly,

Andrews et al. (22) studied the individual and combined effect

of rational and incremental implementation styles in public

sector organizations in Turkey. It found that the organization

performs better that use a combined implementation style

more than those that emphasize a single style. Whereas the

absence of a style may lead to worse performance. On the

contrary, Balogun and Jenkins (44) explain that the rational

style gives better results in reactive situations or crises. In

contrast, the incremental style best suits managers to adopt in

proactive situations. As the OHS program not only provides

controls in proactive ways but also enables organizations to

handle hazardous situations by remedial measures. Therefore,

analyzing both implementation styles is important to assess

which style leads to better OHS implementation. Thus, the

following hypotheses are proposed:

H1: The rational style has a significant positive impact

on OHS implementation but is greater than the

incremental style.

H2: The incremental style has a significant positive impact

on OHS implementation but less than the rational style.

Safety accountability and OHS
implementation

Safety accountability is essential for OHS implementation. It

creates and establishes in each employee a sense of obligation to

perform assigned tasks effectively and efficiently. For example,
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management is responsible to design policies and procedures,

clarify roles and responsibilities, provide appropriate training

and infrastructure, and granting employees sufficient authority

to do their part in OHS implementation well (45). Similarly, it is

the responsibility of safety personnel to encourage management

and all other employees to OHS implementation. It is because

OHS implementation is an organization-wide effort. The safety

department or safety personnel cannot ensure its success

on their own alone. Therefore, everyone in the organization

is responsible for its success (46). However, without safety

accountability, a safety program implementation is likely to

be unsuccessful or only ceremonial. Kim et al. (46) argued

that an organization cannot achieve safety excellence until its

management and all other employees are not accountable for

their measurable responsibilities. Moreover, Mlynek (47) stated

that safety accountability is not a punitive strategy but rather a

proactive means of fostering a culture of responsibility. As such,

the following hypothesis was developed:

H3: Safety accountability has a significant positive impact

on OHS implementation.

Moderating role of mimetic motives and
OHS implementation

Mimetic motives refer to the extent to which an organization

implements a program by mimicking the best practices of

leading organizations in an attempt to gain legitimacy. This

trend is most common in developing countries because it

saves both cost and time (48). Moreover, Ansari et al. (49)

argued that mimicking behavior consist of two perspectives;

laws & regulations, and societal norms & values. The first

perspective stems at to achieve legitimacy, which is vital in

securing resources for continued existence over the long run

(29). Whereas the second perspective is of moral origin, which

emboldens ethical and responsible behavior regardless of the

outcomes (28, 50).

McBain-Rigg et al. (51) identified peer-to-peer networking,

industry representatives, government, and media as the most

influential agents for safety implementation in the agriculture

and fishery sector of Australia. Similarly, Iatridis et al. (52) found

that governmental authorities, NGOs, and the local community

are mimetic motives that influence them to commit fully to

certify management standards, such as OHSAS 18001. Another

perspective proposed by DiMaggio and Powell (39), is that

mimetic motives are especially relevant in those organizations

where technology is poorly understood, the environment is

uncertain, and goals are ambiguous. Thus, based on institutional

theory, this study understands mimetic motives as institutional

motives that push organizations to adopt OHS implementation

as strategy implementation. Furthermore, this study expects that

the organizations that have a strong influence from mimetic

motives, their decision-making styles for implementation, and

safety accountability would be high for OHS implementation.

This indicates moderating effects of mimetic motives on the

relationships between exogenous and endogenous variables.

Therefore, it is necessary to explore the role of mimetic motives

in implementing the OHS. Thus, the following hypotheses

were developed.

H4: Mimetic motives significantly moderate

the relationship between rational style and

OHS implementation.

H5: Mimetic motives significantly moderate

the relationship between incremental style and

OHS implementation.

H6: Mimetic motives significantly moderate the

relationship between safety accountability and

OHS implementation.

Materials and methods

Study area and population

This study focused on the province of Punjab (31.1704◦ N,

72.7097◦ E). It is most prominent in agriculture production

and has the most significant share in the national economy

compared to other provinces. Therefore, the targeted population

was all agricultural farms in this province. The latest

provincial government statistical record showed that there

are 5,249,800 agriculture farms in the whole province (53).

Although all districts in the province of Punjab are notable

for different varieties of agricultural products. However, the

district Bahawalnagar, Bahawalpur, Bhakkar, Sargodha, Multan,

Pakpattan, Okara, Jhang, and Layyah were chosen purposively

as the study area because these districts contain large farms, and

it is assumed that large agriculture farms have dedicated safety

personnel and resources to cope with OHS issues.

Unit of analysis

The agriculture farm was chosen as the unit of analysis

because this study is aimed at providing a holistic view of OHS

implementation in the agriculture sector of Pakistan. Moreover,

the respondents of this study participants were safety person-

in-charge (i.e., owners, OHS managers, OHS officers, or OHS

representatives). These individuals were selected as respondents

for three main reasons. First, they are linked with all activities

of other departments and speak for OHS at the executive

level. Second, they have sufficient practical and professional

knowledge to implement the latest OHS programs. Third, these
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FIGURE 1

Research framework.

people provide reliable information due to their key role in OHS

implementation and continuous monitoring.

Sample size and sampling technique

The G∗Power software of version 3.1 was used to calculate

the minimum sample size, as recommended by Joseph et al. (54)

and Memon et al. (55). A sample size of 153 was calculated

with the settings of statistical power of 95%, probability error

of 5%, and with a medium effect size of 0.15 for four predictors

and three interaction terms. The agricultural farms were selected

through purposive sampling. This technique was applied

because a comprehensive and up-to-date list of agriculture

farms was not readily available. Kumar (56) described that

the purposive sampling technique is more suitable, where a

complete list of the total population is unavailable to researchers.

Measures and data collection producer

The questionnaire was divided into two sections. The first

section contains the demographics of the respondents, such

as gender, age, qualification, designation, working experience,

nature of business, farm type, and number of employees.

Whereas the second section includes the measures of study

constructs. The measures of both rational style (5-items) and

incremental style (5-items) were adapted from Andrews et al.

(22). The items of safety accountability were adapted from

Molenaar et al. (57), which contains four items in total. Similarly,

the three items for measuring mimetic motives were adapted

from Hillebrand et al. (58). Finally, the intention for OHS

implementation was measured with four items adapted from

Hossain et al. (59). Moreover, the data of the second section was

collected on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to

7 (“strongly agree”). Keeping the education level of respondents

in mind, the questionnaire was translated into Urdu and sent

to one academic person and two OHS professionals (i.e., OSH

consultants) for content validity. After their feedback, a pre-test

with 37 actual respondents was also conducted to confirm the

comprehension and reliability of the questionnaire. No major

amendments surfaced, aside from a slight change in wording.

Moving forward, a paper-based questionnaire was personally

handed over to respondents. The questionnaire distributionwith

this method was aimed at generating a higher response rate (60).

A cover letter, stating the confidentiality of data and the nature

of the study, was also attached to each questionnaire. A total of

400 farms were targeted through different channels. Moreover,

data was collected in a single sitting, specifically from January

2022 to April 2022.

Data analysis

The PLS-SEM technique was adopted to examine the

theory-based conceptual model that is specified in Figure 1.

More importantly, this technique provides robustness in

analysis and does not rely on data distributional assumptions
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(54). Two steps are strictly followed. In the first step, the

reliability and validity of constructs were assessed through

outer loadings, composite reliability (CR), and average variance

extracted (AVE). HTMT was also examined to confirm

the establishment of discriminant validity. This is then

followed by structural model estimation. This step includes

the assessment of the coefficient of determination (R2), path

coefficient (β), effect size (f2), predictive relevance (Q2),

model fit, and PLS prediction. Furthermore, a bootstrapping

procedure with 5,000 iterations was used to test the significance

of hypothesized relationships. Besides, moderation was

evaluated using an orthogonalization approach (54). Data were

analyzed using SmartPLS of version 3.3.7 (61) and SPSS of

version 25.

Results

Demographics Findings

Most of the participants were men (97.91%) with an

age bracket of 31–40 years (47.04%) and had a bachelor’s

qualification (72.82%). Those who responded as safety

in-charge persons (i.e., safety manager, safety officer)

accounted for 47.73%, while those who responded as safety

representatives or owners were 52.27%. The majority of

farms had employees below 50 (79.10%) and livestock

nature of business (41.11%). Moreover, private agriculture

farms participated in this survey the majority (95.47%).

The detailed findings of demographics are illustrated in

Table 1.

Common Method Variance (CMV)

The data on all study constructs were collected in a

single sitting and from the same respondent, common method

bias could be a potential problem. Three remedies were

used to alleviate this problem. First, the participants were

informed that there were no wrong or correct answers and

that their responses would be anonymous and would not use

for their performance evaluation. Additionally, the readability

and comprehension of all the items were improved by keeping

the question specific and concise by avoiding ambiguous

terms (62). Second, Harman’s Single Factor test was carried

out to check the common method bias in the data. In this

approach, all eighteen items were loaded to a single factor

using principal component analysis with the varimax rotation

method. The single factor explained variance of 28.271%, far

below the 50% threshold. Third, a full collinearity test for

both endogenous and exogenous variables was applied to

examine this problem. The pathological (inner) VIF for all

constructs ranged from 1.091 to 1.121, which is less than

TABLE 1 Demographic findings.

Criteria Description

(n = 287)

Numbers Percentage (%)

Gender Male 281 97.91

Female 06 2.09

Age (Years) ≤20 years 02 0.70

21 to 30 years 61 21.25

31 to 40 years 135 47.04

41 to 50 years 75 26.13

Above 50 years 14 4.88

Respondent’s

highest

qualification

Secondary

school certificate

08 2.79

Bachelor degree 209 72.82

Diploma 20 6.97

Postgraduate

degree

50 17.42

Current

position

Owner 32 11.15

Safety manager 23 8.01

Safety officer 114 39.72

Safety

representative

118 41.12

Employee’s

strength

Below 10

employees

10 3.49

11 to 50

employees

217 75.61

51 to 100

employees

48 16.72

Above 100

employees

12 4.18

Business nature Crops 37 12.89

Livestock 118 41.11

Forestry 22 7.67

Fishery 24 8.36

Integrated 86 29.97

Type of farm Public 13 4.53

Private 274 95.47

3.30 (63), confirming again that CMV is an unlikely threat to

this study.

Measurement model assessment

The framework of the current study contained three

exogenous, one endogenous, and one moderating construct. All

were proposed as first-order reflective constructs. Therefore,

the recommendations of Joseph et al. (54) were followed
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TABLE 2 Measurement model: VIF, internal consistency reliability and convergent validity.

Constructs Indicator VIF Factor loading Cronbach’s alpha Composite reliability Average variance

extracted (AVE)

Rational style RS1 1.443 0.733 0.798 0.860 0.553

RS2 1.516 0.736

RS3 1.631 0.786

RS4 1.669 0.766

RS5 1.464 0.692

Incremental style IS1 2.689 0.872 0.909 0.932 0.733

IS2 2.543 0.860

IS3 2.300 0.839

IS4 2.402 0.851

IS5 2.459 0.858

Safety accountability SA1 1.965 0.837 0.831 0.887 0.663

SA2 1.864 0.826

SA3 1.682 0.800

SA4 1.646 0.795

Mimetic motives MM1 1.829 0.794 0.797 0.867 0.687

MM2 1.680 0.753

MM3 1.630 0.929

OHS implementation OHS1 1.917 0.837 0.867 0.909 0.715

OHS2 2.491 0.869

OHS3 2.388 0.862

OHS4 1.842 0.813

TABLE 3 Measurement model: Discriminant validity (HTMT0.85).

Construct Mean (SD) Rational style Incremental style Safety accountability Mimetic motives OHS

implementation

Rational style 5.617 (1.116) -

Incremental style 5.216 (1.382) 0.278 -

Safety accountability 5.536 (1.174) 0.311 0.281 -

Mimetic motives 4.148 (1.407) 0.099 0.074 0.151 -

OHS implementation 6.010 (1.010) 0.524 0.507 0.323 0.09 -

for measurement model assessment. Convergent validity and

internal consistency reliability were assessed in the first step,

while discernment validity was assessed in the later step. For

convergent validity, the factor loading of all items must be

higher than 0.703, and the average variance extracted (AVE)

should be equal to or higher than the threshold of 0.500

for each scale. Whereas Cronbach’s alpha and the composite

reliability (CR) of all the reflective constructs must exceed

0.700 to show internal consistency reliability (54). The findings

are tabulated in Table 2. It revealed that Cronbach’s alpha,

CR, and AVE values met the threshold criteria. Similarly,

the factor loadings of all indicators, excluding RS5, were also

found to be above 0.703. However, RS5 was retained due to

three reasons. First, this indicator was vital and of absolute

importance for the study. Second, the value of factor loading

was very close to the threshold. Third, the AVE value of the

relevant construct was meeting the threshold criteria without

excluding it. Thus, the constructs of the proposed model were

found to have satisfactory convergent validity and internal

consistency reliability.

Henseler et al. (64) suggest that the Heterotrait-monotrait

(HTMT) ratio of correlation should be tested for discriminant

validity. It reflects the distinction of the framework’s constructs

(63, 64). According to recent literature, the HTMT ratio is more

precise and preferred than the Fornell and Larcker criterion and

cross-loading method (54). The maximum threshold value of

0.85 indicates sufficient discriminant validity of the constructs

(65). The results presented in Table 3 demonstrate that HTMT
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TABLE 4 Structural model: Path quality and exploratory power.

Construct Path quality of the model Exploratory power of the model

Q2 Decision R2 without moderator Decision R2 with moderator Decision

OHS Implementation 0.260 Medium 0.333 Medium 0.393 Substantial

TABLE 5 Structural model: Hypothesized relationship testing and e�ect size.

Relationships β SD t-values p-values Decision f2 statistics Effect size

H1: Rational Style→ OHS Implementation 0.353 0.058 6.069 <0.001 Accept 0.182 Medium

H2: Incremental Style→ OHS Implementation 0.319 0.063 5.085 <0.001 Accept 0.150 Medium

H3: Safety Accountability→ OHS Implementation 0.120 0.057 2.102 0.018 Accept 0.021 Weak

H4: RS*MM→ OHS Implementation 0.138 0.065 2.113 0.018 Accept 0.024 Weak

H5: IS*MM→ OHS Implementation −0.170 0.075 2.275 0.012 Accept 0.043 Weak

H6: SA*MM→ OHS Implementation 0.094 0.137 0.682 0.248 Reject 0.012 Weak

RS, Rational Style; IS, Incremental Style; SA, Safety Accountability; MM, Mimetic Motives; OHS, Occupational Health and Safety; β, Path Coefficient; S.D, Standard Deviation.

< 0.85, meaning that the study’s constructs are distinct. Hence,

sufficient discriminant validity exists.

Moreover, multicollinearity was also checked through the

outer variance inflation factor (VIF) of all items before testing

the structural model. Joseph et al. (54) recommend that checking

VIF reduces the biasness in the hypothesized relationships. The

values of outer VIF ranged from 1.443 to 2.689 (see Table 2),

which were far below 3.3 (63), showing no multicollinearity

problem in the data.

Structural model assessment

Following that, the model’s path quality, exploratory power

model, and strength of the proposed hypotheses were examined

in the structural model assessment. The path quality was

estimated through PLS blindfolding procedure using the Q2

value. The Q2 value greater than 0 shows a predictive accuracy

of the model (65). Additionally, the Q2 value of 0, 0.25, and 0.50

represents small, medium, and large predictive relevance of the

path model. Table 4 revealed a Q2 value of 0.260 which means

that the model had a medium-size predictive accuracy.

The exploratory power of the model was estimated using

coefficients of determination (R2) of the endogenous construct

(i.e., OHS implementation). The R2 value tells the total variance

explained in the endogenous construct by exogenous constructs

(66). The R2 value for OHS implementation indicated a medium

exploratory power without a moderator and substantial with

a moderator (see Table 4). It means that mimetic motives

as a moderator increase the 6% exploratory power of OHS

implementation, which is accounted for by the organization’s

decision-making style for implementation (i.e., rational and

incremental) and safety accountability. Next, the strength

and statistical significance of the proposed hypothesized

relationships were tested. For this purpose, t-statistics and path

coefficients (β) were evaluated using a bootstrapping procedure

with 5,000 subsamples (63). Table 5 revealed that rational style

(H1: β = 0.353, t= 6.069, p < 0.001), incremental style (H2: β =

0.319, t = 5.085, p < 0.001), and safety accountability (H3: β =

0.120, t= 2.102, p < 0.05) are having positive significant impact

on OHS implementation. Thus, all three direct hypotheses

were supported.

Regarding moderation, the interaction terms were created in

SmartPLS and analyzed using an orthogonalization approach.

Joseph et al. (54) argued that the orthogonalization approach

is an extension of the product indicator approach and gave

better results than other approaches (i.e., two-stage, and product

indicator). The results tabulated in Table 6 showed that mimetic

motives (H4: β = 0.138, t = 2.113, p < 0.05) positively

influenced the relationship between rational style and OHS

implementation. Whereas mimetic motives (H5: β = −0.170, t

= 2.275, p < 0.05) negatively moderate the relationship between

incremental style and OHS implementation. However, contrary

to hypothesized relationship, mimetic motives (H6: β = 0.094,

t = 0.682, p > 0.05) were not found to have a moderating

effect on the relationship between safety accountability and

OHS implementation in either a positive or negative direction

and hence rejected. Thus, two moderating hypotheses were

found to be supported, and one was rejected. In addition,

moderating effect of mimetic motives was also analyzed using a

simple slop test. Figure 2A shows that the interaction effect of

mimetic motives is consistent with the prediction of H4. The

upward increasing slope showed that rational style and OHS

implementation are positive for both low and high mimetic

motives. However, OHS implementation is higher when there is

a low rational style but for those with low mimetic motives. On

the contrary, OHS implementation increased through rational

style increased for those agriculture farms with higher mimetic
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TABLE 6 Structural model: Pls predict.

Construct Indicators RMSE (PLS-SEM) RMSE (LM) Difference Q²_predict

OHS implementation OHS1 1.292 1.494 0.202 0.266

OHS2 0.813 0.941 0.128 0.234

OHS3 0.852 1.001 0.149 0.184

OHS4 1.277 1.465 0.188 0.187

motives. Similarly, Figure 2B shows that when the involvement

of mimetic motives is low, the impact of incremental style

is higher on OHS implementation. However, when mimetic

motives are high, then the relationship between incremental

style and OHS implementation is weakened.

More to this, effect size (f2) was also calculated based on

the recommendation of Chin (67). It measures the strength

of a specific exogenous construct on an endogenous construct

by mean change in the coefficient of determination (R2).

Cohen (66) described the threshold of 0.35, 0.15, and 0.02 for

substantial, medium, and small effect sizes. The statistics in

Table 5 are indicative of small to medium effect size.

Likewise, the goodness of the model was also assessed

in this study. A long list of fit indices such as standardized

root-mean-square residuals (SRMR), unweighted least square

discrepancy (d_ULS), geodesic discrepancy (d_G), Normed

Fit Index (NFI), RMSEA, and CFI have been proposed in

the literature. However, the standardized root-mean-square

residuals (SRMR) index proposed by Hu and Bentler (68) is

dominant as an approximate model fit criterion in the PLS-

SEM context (69). Hu and Bentler (68) suggested a cut-off

value of SRMR ≤ 0.08 for a good fit. The SRMR = 0.055 was

estimated for this study, well below the threshold, indicating a

good fit for the proposed model. It is worth mentioning that

the absolute application of any fit measure remains not fully

developed, and GoF assessment is unnecessary in general in

PLS-SEM (65).

In the end, PLS Predict was used to check the out-of-

sample predictive relevance (power) of the model with a default

setting of k = 10 (70). As Q2
Predict > 0 and the prediction

errors in this study are highly symmetrically distributed, a

comparison of RMSE values of PLS-SEM and linear regression

model (LM) was held as per the recommendation of Shmueli

et al. (70). The results in Table 6 show that all indicators of OHS

implementation hold true for PLS-SEM< LM, which confirmed

the medium out-of-sample predictive power of the model.

Discussion

The agriculture sector deals with different occupational

accidents, and consequently the need for increased intention

of OHS implementation. The farm managers and workers

are the ones who put OHS implementation into practice.

As the implementation styles and safety accountability

influence the OHS implementation, the relationship between

the interaction of organizational decision-making styles

(rational and incremental), safety accountability, and mimetic

motives on OHS implementation were investigated. The

findings revealed that mimetic motives, in combination with

a rational style, had a positive and significant influence

on OHS implementation. The interaction of mimetic

motives and incremental style, on the other hand, has a

negative but significant effect on OHS implementation.

However, there was no substantial influence on OHS

implementation when mimetic motives were coupled with

safety accountability.

The positive impact of both rational and incremental styles

on OHS implementation was supported. This is in line with the

findings of Andrews et al. (22) who showed that incremental

style is positively associated with a higher level of effectiveness

but less than rational style. These findings imply that the

agriculture sector may minimize occupational injuries and

diseases by implementing the OHS program either in a rational

or incremental fashion. However, it is worth mentioning that

the rational style for OHS program implementation was sub-

optimal to the incremental style in the context of the Pakistani

agriculture sector.

Similarly, the interaction effect of mimetic motives with

implementation styles (rational and incremental) on OHS

implementation was also supported. However, the results

were surprising. The interaction of mimetic motives with

rational styles increased the impact of OHS implementation,

while interaction with incremental style decreased the impact

of OHS implementation. Taylor and Buumba (26) argued

that a particular style typically depends on unforeseen

circumstances, such as leadership vision, organizational

climate, priorities, and resource availability. Moreover, it might

be possible that current management would take pressure

from trendsetters, business media, and their competitors to

embrace OHS. Therefore, in the presence of these pressures,

rational style along with mimetic motives may give better

interactional results and may make it a better choice for OHS

implementation. However, it might be concerning because

such OHS implementation is usually ceremonial or superficial.

On the contrary, Cândido and Santos (71) revealed that
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FIGURE 2

(A) Interaction of rational style and mimetic motives on OHS implementation. (B) Interaction of incremental style and mimetic motives on OHS

implementation.

the implementation process requires a longer time for the

successful execution of a program. Therefore, a number of

factors such as change of leadership, and governance system of

regulatory authorities might influence the OHS implementation.

Given that implementation style may likely change with the

change of management during the implementation phase
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of the OHS program or trend-setter’s fashion become old

or obsolete. Therefore, the interaction of incremental style

and mimetic motives might result in a negative trend in

OHS implementation.

Furthermore, the result showed a positive and significant

impact of safety accountability on OHS implementation. Prior

research has also emphasized the need to assign responsibilities

to employees (46). Employees who feel empowered take

responsibility for their safety (72) and hold themselves

accountable (46). As a consequence, there is better OHS

implementation, which reduces occupational injuries and

diseases. Finally, the interaction effect of safety accountability

and mimetic motives on OHS implementation was not

supported. A possible explanation for this result is that safety

accountability is generally perceived as a punitive practice,

while mimetic motives encourage organizations to mimic

best practices. Consequently, employees resist imitating such

practices. Another possible reason might be the infancy stage

of OHS implementation in the agriculture sector of Pakistan.

OHS implementation is viewed as the responsibility of the OHS

department or safety staff only. Therefore, other departments

and employees bear no responsibility for safety.

Theoretical implications

This study has fourfold theoretical implications. First,

it adds to the body of OHS literature by combining

organizational decision-making styles, safety accountability, and

mimetic motives for OHS implementation through the lens

of institutional theory. Second, although the importance of

safety management practices for OHS implementation has been

proven in past studies, these constructs, to the best of our

knowledge, have been brought together into a single model for

the first time. Third, the organization’s style of implementation

and safety accountability are important predictors in achieving

OHS implementation. However, this study contributes to the

sense that the choice of implementation style depends on the

organizational competencies and priorities. Finally, previous

research such as Iatridis et al. (52) and Hillebrand et al. (58)

have examined the interactive effect of mimetic motives in

the context of the certified management system and customer

relationship management implementation, respectively. This

research has looked at its moderating effect in the field

of OHS and has discovered that mimetic motives play a

significant role in OHS implementation in the Pakistani

agriculture sector.

Practical implications

Overall, the findings of this study have a number of practical

implications for OHS professionals, OHS practitioners, and

national authorities for better OHS implementation. First,

the findings of this study might enable OHS professionals in

designing and developing an OHS implementation program

by keeping in mind the organizational competencies and

priorities. Second, the findings may help OHS practitioners

to execute OHS plans and procedures in accordance with

the duties and responsibilities that have been assigned

to them. Third, it may enable the national authorities in

making better policies and decisions about OHS training,

field demonstrations, and technology selection for OHS

implementation. Fourth, it may help agriculture organizations

to be vigilant about safety-related market developments,

especially their competitors’ best practices. This could

help them to stay in business and gain legitimacy in

the long run. Finally, the findings provide the liberty to

agriculture organizations to choose an implementation

style for OHS implementation as per their competencies,

environment uncertainties, and their desire to be like

other organizations.

Conclusion

We conceptualized OHS implementation as a positive

gateway toward OHS management that is based on the

organization’s decision-making styles and safety accountability.

By doing so, we hope to help OHS professionals and

practitioners advance their knowledge about the complex

phenomenon of fear of failure in OHS implementation.

Thus, OHS implementation should not be viewed as a

social or technical issue alone. Instead, arrangements

should be made at the organizational level to gain

better control over OHS challenges by considering the

organizational factors as well as the institutional environment

in which the organization operates and to attain legitimacy

for survival.

Limitations and future directions

This research adds new empirical insights to the growing

body of literature studies on OHS implementation in the

fields of the agriculture sector. There are, however, three

major caveats that could be addressed in future studies.

First, safety management practices such as management

commitment, safety training, and others were not included.

Future studies are welcome to measure the impact of safety

management practices on OHS implementation in the presence

of mimetic motives. Second, the current study was purely

cross-sectional in nature which showed a static picture of

the OHS phenomenon. Future researchers are encouraged to

apply qualitative methods or perform longitudinal studies to

examine the dynamic picture of OHS implementation in the

agriculture sector. Last, the overprotectiveness of respondents
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was also observed during data collection. Many farm owners

and staff were reluctant to fill out the questionnaire for fear

of repercussions from the government and regulatory bodies.

Therefore, future studies must take some suitable measures to

avoid this problem.

Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this

article will be made available by the authors, without

undue reservation.

Author contributions

MN conceptualized, designed, and wrote the original

draft. MN and MH did the data analysis, interpretation, and

secured funds. LS supervised, critically reviewed, and edited the

manuscript. All authors contributed to the article and approved

the submitted version.

Acknowledgments

We acknowledge Dr. Kashif Ali for his support in

data collection.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the

absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could

be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the

authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated

organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the

reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or

claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed

or endorsed by the publisher.

References

1. Alli BO. Fundamental principles of occupational health and safety. In:
International Labour Organization (2nd ed.). International Labour Office. (2008).
Available online at: https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/@dgreports/
@dcomm/@publ/documents/publication/wcms_093550.pdf

2. Hämäläinen P, Takala J, Kiat TB. Global estimates of
occupational accidents and work-related illnesses 2017. Wsh-Institute.Sg.
(2017). Available online at: http://www.icohweb.org/site/images/
news/pdf/ReportGlobalEstimatesofOccupationalAccidentsandWork-
relatedIllnesses2017rev1.pdf

3. Sun Y, Arning M, Bochmann F, Börger J, Heitmann T. Development and
Validation of a Practical Instrument for Injury Prevention: The Occupational
Safety andHealthMonitoring andAssessment Tool (OSH-MAT). Saf HealthWork.
(2018) 9:140–3. doi: 10.1016/j.shaw.2017.07.006

4. ILO. (2021). How can occupational safety and health be managed?

5. Mouta GS, Pinto ALCB, Malloy-Diniz LF, Pasian RS. Cross-cultural
adaptation, and factor structure of the decision styles scale for Brazil. Curr Res
Behav Sci. (2021) 2:100039. doi: 10.1016/j.crbeha.2021.100039

6. Ncube F, Kanda A. Current status and the future of occupational safety and
health legislation in low-and middle-income countries. Safety Health Work. (2018)
9:365–371. doi: 10.1016/j.shaw.2018.01.007

7. Health and Safety Executive.Workplace fatal injuries in Great Britain. (2022).
Available online at: https://www.hse.gov.uk/statistics/pdf/fatalinjuries.pdf

8. DOSH. Occupational Accident Statistics 2022. (2022).

9. Pakistan Bureau of Statistics. Labour Force Survey 2020–21. (2022).

10. Noman M, Mujahid N, Fatima A. The assessment of occupational
injuries of workers in Pakistan. Saf Health Work. (2021) 12:452–
61. doi: 10.1016/j.shaw.2021.06.001

11. International Labour Organization. SDG targets and related Thematic Areas.
ILO. (2022).

12. Ivascu L, Artene A, Turi A, Balan M, Dufour C. OSH - sustainability
connection: innovation, education, and benefits. MATEC Web Confer. (2019)
290:12017. doi: 10.1051/matecconf/201929012017

13. Fonseca L, Carvalho F. The reporting of SDGs by quality, environmental,
and occupational health and safety-certified organizations. Sustainability. (2019)
11:5797. doi: 10.3390/su11205797

14. Zorzenon R, Lizarelli FL, Daniel BD. What is the potential
impact of industry 4.0 on health and safety at work? Safety Sci. (2022)
153:105802. doi: 10.1016/j.ssci.2022.105802

15. Ávila-Gutiérrez MJ, Suarez-Fernandez de Miranda S, Aguayo-González F.
Occupational safety and health 5.0—A model for multilevel strategic deployment
aligned with the sustainable development goals of agenda 2030. Sustainability.
(2022) 14:6741. doi: 10.3390/su14116741

16. Ajmal M, Isha ASN, Nordin SM, Al-Mekhlafi A-BA. Safety-management
practices and the occurrence of occupational accidents: assessing the mediating
role of safety compliance. Sustainability. (2022) 14:4569. doi: 10.3390/su14084569

17. Batson A, Newnam S, Koppel S. Health, safety, and wellbeing interventions
in the workplace, and how they may assist ageing heavy vehicle drivers:
A meta review. Safety Sci. (2022) 150:105676. doi: 10.1016/j.ssci.2022.
105676

18. Ghahramani A, Taghizadeh E,Mohebbi I. Identification of influencing factors
onOHS inmanufacturing companies using a grounded theory. BMCPublic Health.
(2022) [preprint]. doi: 10.21203/rs.3.rs-1421792/v1

19. Eva Dodoo J, Surienty L, Zahidah S. Safety citizenship behaviour of miners in
Ghana: The effect of hardiness personality disposition and psychological safety. Saf
Sci. (2021) 143:105404. doi: 10.1016/j.ssci.2021.105404

20. Ahmed I, Usman A, Nazir MS, Shaukat MZ. Safety practices
in informal industrial segment of Pakistan. Saf Sci. (2018) 110:83–
91. doi: 10.1016/j.ssci.2018.07.017

21. Memon QUA, Wagan SA, Chunyu D, Shuangxi X, Jingdong L, Damalas
CA. Health problems from pesticide exposure and personal protective measures
among women cotton workers in southern Pakistan. Sci Total Environ. (2019)
685:659–66. doi: 10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.05.173

22. Andrews R, Beynon M, Genc E. Strategy implementation style
and public service effectiveness, efficiency, and equity. Admin Sci. (2017)
7:4. doi: 10.3390/admsci7010004

23. Otok BW, Soeparno K, Rahmawati I, Azies HA, Isnawati. Structural equation
modeling on decision making in understanding disasters in Maluku. In: AIP
Conference Proceedings. (2021). Vol. 2360, p. 20003. doi: 10.1063/5.0059539

24. Parker L, Narayanan V. Readdressing accountability for occupational
health and safety in a pandemic era. Meditari Accountancy Res.
(2022). doi: 10.1108/MEDAR-06-2021-1350 [Epub ahead of print].

Frontiers in PublicHealth 12 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.1004767
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/@dgreports/@dcomm/@publ/documents/publication/wcms_093550.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/@dgreports/@dcomm/@publ/documents/publication/wcms_093550.pdf
http://www.icohweb.org/site/images/news/pdf/ReportGlobalEstimatesofOccupationalAccidentsandWork-relatedIllnesses2017rev1.pdf
http://www.icohweb.org/site/images/news/pdf/ReportGlobalEstimatesofOccupationalAccidentsandWork-relatedIllnesses2017rev1.pdf
http://www.icohweb.org/site/images/news/pdf/ReportGlobalEstimatesofOccupationalAccidentsandWork-relatedIllnesses2017rev1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shaw.2017.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crbeha.2021.100039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shaw.2018.01.007
https://www.hse.gov.uk/statistics/pdf/fatalinjuries.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shaw.2021.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1051/matecconf/201929012017
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11205797
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2022.105802
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14116741
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14084569
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2022.105676
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-1421792/v1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2021.105404
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2018.07.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.05.173
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci7010004
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0059539
https://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-06-2021-1350
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/public-health
https://www.frontiersin.org


Nadeem et al. 10.3389/fpubh.2022.1004767

25. Ju C, Rowlinson S, Ning Y. Contractors’ strategic responses to voluntary
OHS programmes: An institutional perspective. Saf Sci. (2018) 105:22–
31. doi: 10.1016/j.ssci.2018.01.011

26. Taylor TK, Buumba L. Strategy Implementation Styles of Local Authorities
of Copperbelt Province (Zambia). Strategic Public Manage J. (2020) 6:33–
53. doi: 10.25069/spmj.724100

27. Kessler EH. Encyclopedia of Management Theory. Singapore: Sage
Publications. (2013). doi: 10.4135/9781452276090

28. Aksom H, Zhylinska O, Gaidai T. Can institutional theory
be refuted, replaced or modified? Int J Organiz Analy. (2020)
28:135–59. doi: 10.1108/IJOA-02-2019-1666

29. Meyer JW, Rowan B. Institutionalized organizations: formal structure as
myth and ceremony. Am J Sociol. (1977) 83:340–63. doi: 10.1086/226550

30. Lafuente E, Abad J. Analysis of the relationship between the adoption of the
OHSAS 18001 and business performance in different organizational contexts. Saf
Sci. (2018) 103:12–22. doi: 10.1016/j.ssci.2017.11.002

31. Jilcha K, Kitaw D, Beshah B. Knowledge diffusion to workplace
safety and health improvement. J Optimiz Ind Eng. (2017) 10:7–17.
doi: 10.22094/JOIE.2016.256

32. Akbar S, Ahsan K. Workplace safety compliance implementation
challenges in apparel supplier firms. J Clean Prod. (2019) 232:462–
73. doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.05.368

33. Fan D, Lo CKY. A tough pill to swallow? J Fashion Market Manage. (2012)
16:128–40. doi: 10.1108/13612021211222798

34. Hassan H, Ying Q, Ahmad H, Ilyas S. Factors that sustain health
and safety management practices in the food industry. Sustainability. (2019)
11:4001. doi: 10.3390/su11154001

35. Jepson J, Kirytopoulos K, Chileshe N. Isomorphism within risk-management
practices of the Australian construction industry. Int J Constr Manage. (2020)
22:1508–24. doi: 10.1080/15623599.2020.1728608

36. López-Fernández M, Pasamar S. Coercive pressures for the implementation
of health and safety practices: are they enough? Employee Relat. (2019) 41:1065–
78. doi: 10.1108/ER-07-2018-0196

37. Ruiz-Frutos C, Pinos-Mora P, Ortega-Moreno M, Gómez-Salgado J. Do
companies that claim to be socially responsible adequately manage occupational
safety and health? Saf Sci. (2019) 114:114–21. doi: 10.1016/j.ssci.2019.01.010

38. Yang Y, Jia F, Chen L, Wang Y, Xiong Y. Adoption timing of OHSAS 18001
and firm performance: An institutional theory perspective. Int J Prod Econ. (2021)
231:107870. doi: 10.1016/j.ijpe.2020.107870

39. DiMaggio PJ, Powell WW. The iron cage revisited institutional isomorphism
and collective rationality in organizational fields.Adv Strat Manage. (1983) 48:147–
160. doi: 10.2307/2095101

40. Scott WR. Institutional theory: Contributing to a theoretical research
program. In:Great Minds in Management: The Process of Theory Development, Vol.
37, No. 2. (2005). p. 460–84.

41. Pollitt C, Bouckaert G. Public Management Reform: A Comparative
Analysis-Into the Age of Austerity (4th ed.). Oxford: Oxford University
Press. (2017). Available online at: https://books.google.com.my/books?id=
cEsrDwAAQBAJandprintsec=frontcover#v=onepageandqandf=false

42. Andrews R, Boyne GA, Law J, Walker RM. Strategic management and public
service performance. In: Strategic Management and Public Service Performance.
(2011). doi: 10.1057/9780230349438

43. Andrews R, Boyne GA, Law J, Walker RM. Strategy
implementation and public service performance. Admin Soc. (2011)
43:643–71. doi: 10.1177/0095399711412730

44. Balogun J, Jenkins M. Re-conceiving change management:
A knowledge-based perspective. Eur Manag J. (2003) 21:247–
57. doi: 10.1016/S0263-2373(03)00019-7

45. Surienty L. OSH implementation in SMEs in Malaysia: The role of
management practices and legislation. In: Bagnara S, Tartaglia R, Albolino S,
Alexander T, Fujita Y, editors. Proceedings of the 20th Congress of the International
Ergonomics Association (IEA 2018). Cham: Springer International Publishing
(2019). p. 650–71.

46. Kim NK, Rahim NFA, Iranmanesh M, Foroughi B. The role
of the safety climate in the successful implementation of safety
management systems. Saf Sci. (2019) 118:48–56. doi: 10.1016/j.ssci.2019.
05.008

47. Mlynek J. Safety Accountability. (2020). Available online at: https://www.
safetymadesimple.com/post/safety-accountability

48. Pilbeam C, Doherty N, Davidson R, Denyer D. Effect of isomorphic forces on
safety practices in service organizations: are there dangers to homogeneity? Policy
Pract Health Safety. (2016) 14:50–64. doi: 10.1080/14773996.2016.1210424

49. Ansari SM, Fiss PC, Zajac EJ. Made to fit: how practices vary as they diffuse.
Acad Manage Rev. (2010) 35:67–92. doi: 10.5465/AMR.2010.45577876

50. Saeed A, Jun Y, Nubuor S, Priyankara H, Jayasuriya M. Institutional
pressures, green supply chain management practices on environmental
and economic performance: a two theory view. Sustainability. (2018)
10:1517. doi: 10.3390/su10051517

51. McBain-Rigg KE, Franklin RC, King JC, Lower T. Influencing
safety in australian agriculture and fisheries. J Agromedicine. (2017)
22:347–57. doi: 10.1080/1059924X.2017.1353935

52. Iatridis K, Kuznetsov A, Whyman PB. SMEs and certified management
standards: the effect of motives and timing on implementation and commitment.
Bus Ethics Quart. (2016) 26:67–94. doi: 10.1017/beq.2016.9

53. Government of Punjab. (2022). The overview of agricultur of Punjab.
Available online at: http://www.agripunjab.gov.pk/overview (accessed March 4,
2022).

54. Hair JF, Hult GTM, Ringle CM, and Sarstedt M. (2022). A Primer on Partial
Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM), 3rd ed. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

55. Memon MA, Ting H, Cheah JH, Thurasamy R, Chuah F, Cham TH. Sample
size for survey research: Review and recommendations. J Appl Struct Equat Model.
(2020) 4:1–20. doi: 10.47263/JASEM.4(2)01

56. Kumar, R. (2019). Research Methodology: A Step-by-Step Guide for Beginners
(5th ed.). Singapore: Sage Publications Limited.

57. Molenaar KR, Park J-I, Washington S. Framework for measuring corporate
safety culture and its impact on construction safety performance. J Constr Eng
Manage. (2009) 135:488–96. doi: 10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9364(2009)135:6(488)

58. Hillebrand B, Nijholt JJ, Nijssen EJ. Exploring CRM effectiveness:
An institutional theory perspective. J Acad Market Sci. (2011) 39:592–
608. doi: 10.1007/s11747-011-0248-3

59. Hossain MA, Moazzem Hossain M, Tarannum S, Chowdhury TH.
Factors affecting OHS practices in private universities: An empirical study from
Bangladesh. Saf Sci. (2015) 72:371–8. doi: 10.1016/j.ssci.2014.10.007

60. Baruch Y, Holtom BC. Survey response rate levels and
trends in organizational research. Human Relat. (2008) 61:1139–
1160. doi: 10.1177/0018726708094863

61. Ringle CM, Wende S, Becker J-M. SmartPLS 3. Boenningstedt: SmartPLS
GmbH (2015). Available online at: http://www.smartpls.com

62. Podsakoff PM, MacKenzie SB, Lee J-Y, Podsakoff NP. Common method
biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended
remedies. J Appl Psychol. (2003) 88:879–903. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

63. Hair JF, Risher JJ, Sarstedt M, Ringle CM. When to use and how to report the
results of PLS-SEM. Eur Bus Rev. (2019) 31:2–24. doi: 10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203

64. Henseler J, Ringle CM, Sarstedt M. A new criterion for assessing discriminant
validity in variance-based structural equation modeling. J Acad Market Sci. (2015)
43:115–35. doi: 10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8

65. Hair JF, Sarstedt M, Ringle CM. Rethinking some of the rethinking of partial
least squares. Eur J Mark. (2019) 53:566–84. doi: 10.1108/EJM-10-2018-0665

66. Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences (2nd
ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Inc.

67. Chin WW. The partial least squares approach to structural equation
modeling.Mod Methods Bus Res. (1998) 295:295–336.

68. Hu L, Bentler PM. Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure
analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct Equat Model. (1999)
6:1–55. doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118

69. Henseler J. Partial Least Squares Path Modeling. In: Advanced Methods
for Modeling Markets, P. S. H. Leeflang, J. E. Wieringa, T. H. A. Bijmolt, and
K. H. Pauwels (Eds.), Cham: Springer International Publishing. (2017). p. 361–
381. doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-53469-5_12

70. Shmueli G, Sarstedt M, Hair JF, Cheah J-H, Ting H, Vaithilingam S, et al.
Predictive model assessment in PLS-SEM: guidelines for using PLSpredict. Eur J
Mark. (2019) 53:2322–47. doi: 10.1108/EJM-02-2019-0189

71. Cândido CJF, Santos SP. Strategy implementation: What is the failure rate? J
Manage Organiz. (2015) 21:237–62. doi: 10.1017/jmo.2014.77

72. Chinda T. Organizational factors affecting safety implementation in
food companies in Thailand. Int J Occupat Safety Ergon. (2014) 20:213–
25. doi: 10.1080/10803548.2014.11077050

Frontiers in PublicHealth 13 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.1004767
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2018.01.011
https://doi.org/10.25069/spmj.724100
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452276090
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-02-2019-1666
https://doi.org/10.1086/226550
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2017.11.002
https://doi.org/10.22094/JOIE.2016.256
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.05.368
https://doi.org/10.1108/13612021211222798
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11154001
https://doi.org/10.1080/15623599.2020.1728608
https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-07-2018-0196
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2019.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2020.107870
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095101
https://books.google.com.my/books?id=cEsrDwAAQBAJandprintsec=frontcover#v=onepageandqandf=false
https://books.google.com.my/books?id=cEsrDwAAQBAJandprintsec=frontcover#v=onepageandqandf=false
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230349438
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399711412730
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0263-2373(03)00019-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2019.05.008
https://www.safetymadesimple.com/post/safety-accountability
https://www.safetymadesimple.com/post/safety-accountability
https://doi.org/10.1080/14773996.2016.1210424
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2010.45577876
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10051517
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2017.1353935
https://doi.org/10.1017/beq.2016.9
http://www.agripunjab.gov.pk/overview
https://doi.org/10.47263/JASEM.4(2)01
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9364(2009)135:6(488)
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-011-0248-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2014.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726708094863
http://www.smartpls.com
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-10-2018-0665
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-53469-5_12
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-02-2019-0189
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2014.77
https://doi.org/10.1080/10803548.2014.11077050
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/public-health
https://www.frontiersin.org

	Impact of organization decision making styles and safety accountability on occupational health and safety implementation: The moderating role of mimetic motives
	Introduction
	Theoretical foundation and hypotheses development
	Institutional theory and OHS implementation
	Implementation style and OHS implementation
	Safety accountability and OHS implementation
	Moderating role of mimetic motives and OHS implementation

	Materials and methods
	Study area and population
	Unit of analysis
	Sample size and sampling technique
	Measures and data collection producer
	Data analysis

	Results
	Demographics Findings
	Common Method Variance (CMV)
	Measurement model assessment
	Structural model assessment

	Discussion
	Theoretical implications
	Practical implications

	Conclusion
	Limitations and future directions
	Data availability statement
	Author contributions
	Acknowledgments
	Conflict of interest
	Publisher's note
	References


