
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIO, ý , 

CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF TRANSFER 
OF FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE AND 
CONFORMING AMENDMENT AND OPPORTUNITY I'Docket No. 50-286 

FOR A HEARING REGARDING POWER AUTHORITY 
OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK INDIAN POINT 
NUCLEAR GENERATING UNIT NO. 3 

MOTION TO FILE RESPONSE OUT-OF-TIME 

The Utility Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO, Local 1-2, ("Union") through its 

undersigned consultant, respectfully requests that it be allowed to file a response out-of

time to the answer of Power Authority of the State of New York ("NYPA"), Entergy 

Nuclear Indian Point 3 ("EIP3") and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. ("ENO") 

(collectively "Entergy Applicants") to Motion for Hearing and Right to Intervene of 

Utility Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO, Local 1-2 consistent with §2.1325, 

§2.1319, §2.1307 and §2.1308 of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's 

("Commission's") Regulations. In support of this Motion, the Union states the following: 

1. The Union represents the interests of approximately 360 bargaining unit members who 

are employed by NYPA at the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit No. 3 ("IP3").  

2. The above referenced docket has been established by the Commission to consider the 

issuance of an order under 10 CFR 50.80 approving the transfer of the Facility 

Operating License No. DRP-64 for the IP3 currently held by NYPA, as owner.  

operator of IP3. The proposed transfer would be to Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3



("ENIP3"), the proposed owner of IP3, and to Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.  

("ENO"), the proposed operator of IP3.  

3. NYPA and the Entergy Applicants filed an answer to the Union's Motion for Hearing 

and Right to Intervene on July 31, 2000.  

4. The Union's filing of its response out-of-time is due to additional time (five days) 

necessary to obtain appropriate documentation in support of its response which would 

provide the Commission with important information and allow it to make a 

particularly informed decision.  

5. The Union believes that the safety issues raised in its response are important for the 

Commission to consider before it renders a decision in this matter.  

Wherefore, for the reasons set forth in this Motion To File Response Out-of-Time, 

the Union respectfully requests that the Commission accept the Union's response.  

Dated: August 11, 2000 
Ridgefield, Connecticut 

By: 

KODA CONSULTING 
Consultant to 
Local 1-2, UWUA, AFL-CIO 
409 Main Street 
Ridgefield, Connecticut 06877-4511 
Voice: (203) 438-9045 
Fax: (203) 438-7854 
Email: rjkoda@javanet.com
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To: Honorable Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 
email: SECY@NRC.GOV 

Karen D. Cyr, General Counsel 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 
email: OGCLT@NRC.GOV 

C: David E. Blabey, Executive Vice President, Secretary and General Counsel 
The New York Power Authority 
1633 Broadway 
New York, New York 10019 
email: blabey.d@nypa.gov 

Douglas E. Levanway 
WISE, CARTER, CHILD and CARAWAY 
P.O. Box 651 
Jackson, MS 39205-0651 
email: del@wisecarter.com 

Jay E. Silberg 
SHAW PITTMAN 
2300 N Street, N.W.  
Washington, DC 20037-1128 
email: jay.silberg@shawpittman.com 

Donald E. Wightman, President 
Utility Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO 
815 16 th Street, N.W.  
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Tony Martin, Deregulation Coordinator 
Utility Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO, Local 1-2 
5 West 37th Street, 7th Floor 
New York, New York 10018-6222
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that the foregoing Motion was sent via email and Federal 

Express to members of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission listed on page 3 of the 

Motion, and that a copy of the foregoing Motion was sent via email and/or 1t Class Mail 

to the other parties listed on page 3 of the Motion, this I 1• day of August 2000.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION !' i 2522 

CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF TRANSFER ' 
OF FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE AND #.  
CONFORMING AMENDMENT AND OPPORTUNITY Docket No. 50-286 
FOR A HEARING REGARDING POWER AUTHORITY 
OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK INDIAN POINT 
NUCLEAR GENERATING UNIT NO. 3 

RESPONSE OF UTILITY WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA, AFL-CIO, 
LOCAL 1-2 TO THE ANSWER OF POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF 
NEW YORK, ENTERGY NUCLEAR INDIAN POINT 3 LLC AND ENTERGY 

NUCLEAR OPERATIONS, INC. DATED JULY 31,2000 

The Utility Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO, Local 1-2, ("Union") through its 

undersigned consultant, respectfully responds to the Answer of Power Authority of the 

State of New York ("NYPA"), Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3 LLC, and Entergy Nuclear 

Operations, Inc. (collectively "Entergy Applicants") to Motion for Hearing and Right to 

Intervene of the Union. The Entergy Applicants and NYPA (collectively "Applicants") 

have requested the Nuclear Regulatory Commission ("Commission") to deny the Union's 

motion for hearing and right to intervene in the proceeding cited above. In response to 

the Applicants answer dated July 31, 2000, the Union states the following: 

1. The Union takes exception to the Applicants' claim that the Union's motion... "relates 

exclusively to the economic interests of its members. . ." The Union's motion does not 

exclude the Union's interest in the safe operation of the plant. In fact, a primary reason 

why the Union wishes participate in the license transfer proceeding is its concern for the 

safe operation of Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit No. 3 ("IP3"). Without the 360



represented employees currently involved in the operations at IP3, this plant could not 

be operated safely.  

2. In the second paragraph of the Background section of the Applicants' answer, the 

claim is made that the Entergy Applicants agreed to assume the terms and conditions 

of each of the collective bargaining agreements as they relate to employees of NYPA 

transferring to the Entergy Applicants until the expiration dates of the agreements.1 

However, as noted in the middle paragraph on page three of the answer, the collective 

bargaining agreement between NYPA and the Union expired seven months ago.  

Contrary to the contention of the Applicants, the negotiation sessions have not been 

productive; if they were, there would have been a new contract in force prior to July 

31, 2000. Obviously, there is a genuine dispute with the Applicants regarding the 

issue of how the present labor contract status coupled with the transfer of employees 

to a new owner/operator affects the safe operation of IP3.  

As the Commission may know, under the New York State Civil Service Law, 

Article 14, Section 210, the represented employees at IP3 are presently prohibited 

from striking and they have honored this law. As a result of a license transfer to a 

private enterprise, the workers would not be constrained by statute from striking. If a 

reasonable contract is not agreed to prior to license transfer and conditions at the plant 

were determined by the Union to be unsafe because of concerns about the new 

owner/operator, a walkout of 360 IP3 workers could result on the very day of license 

transfer. In this proceeding, it behooves the Commission to include, not exclude, the 

elected representative of the employees, given the operating history of IP3.  

Answer of the Applicants dated July 31, 2000 at 2-3.  
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3. The Applicants allege that the Union's motion fails to demonstrate that it has standing 

under the Atomic Energy Act ("AEA").2 The Union maintains that it has generally 

demonstrated such standing by stating that approval of a license transfer without a 

reasonable and appropriate labor contract for the employees who operate IP3 may 

result in an unstable operating environment at IP3. Such "unstable operating 

environment" threatens the safe operation of the nuclear generating facility.  

Regarding concrete and particularized injuries the Union alleges that the anxiety 

of not having a renewed contract over the last seven months, coupled with the 

prospect of being transferred to an unknown (from the workers perspective) private 

corporation, and lack of communication between the workforce and prospective 

employer/operator and the lack of perceived support of the workers by management, 

significantly increases the risk of radiological injury to its members operating IP3 and 

collateral injury to the surrounding communities.  

Current research (see attached) has linked leader-member exchange 

(interaction/communication) and perceived organizational support to safety 

communication, safety commitment and accidents.4 The results of the research 

indicated that perceived organizational support was significantly related to safety 

communication and that leader-member exchange was significantly related to safety 

communication, safety commitment and accidents. Without the workers perceiving 

management support and adequate communications at the workplace, the workers and 

general public would be placed at increase risk of radiological accidents.  

2 Ibid. at 4.  

3 Union's Motion for Hearing and Right to Intervene, dated July 17, 2000 at 2.  
4 Journal of Applied Psychology 1999, Vol. 84, No. 2, 286-296.  
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In a study of utilities' investment in nuclear generating technology and prior 

earnings growth, it was determined that the pattern of results was consistent with 

three interpretations: (a) some historically successful utilities that are heavily 

committed to nuclear power provide leadership; (b) such utilities are gambling with 

public safety; and (c) a general pattern of purposeful, unintended consequences 

arising from ignorance and self-serving myths combine with the risk propensities of 

executives and lead to hitherto unidentified threats to public safety. 5 

The increased risk to safety of employees and the risk to public safety are not 

hypothetical conjecture or speculation. It has been substantiated through scientific 

research. The license transfer under present circumstances would be a direct link to 

the injury discussed above.  

4. The Union's interests in safety would be redressed by a favorable decision as the 

safety concerns would be alleviated if the license transfer would be denied and the 

identified injuries would be within the "zone of interests" protected by the governing 

statute(s) because the AEA protects public health and safety from radiologically

caused injury.  

5. The Union is the sole representative of its members in contract negotiations, 

including safety issues, with employers and regulatory agencies. Notwithstanding the 

above, members of the Union, whose affidavits are attached, state that the Union is 

authorized to request a hearing on their behalf 

5 Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 31(4), Dec. 1988, 924-947.  
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6. The Applicants state that

[W]hile NRC regulations require operating license applicants (and 
prospective license transferees, 10 C.F.R. § 50.80(b)) to submit 
plant personnel qualification requirements, they do not require 
Applicants to have executed, or renegotiated, collective bargaining 
agreements with the Union.  

and that 

[T]he Union has failed to challenge Applicants' compliance with the 
relevant staffing requirements.6 

It is doubtful whether the Applicants would be in compliance with staffing 

requirements if the 360 represented IP3 workers went on strike because of safety 

concerns on the day of the license transfer.  

7. The Union believes that it should be granted intervention even if it does not meet the 

standing requirements because 

[U]nder current agency case law, the Commission may also allow 
discretionary intervention to a person who does not meet standing 
requirements, where there is a reason to believe the person's 
participation will make a valuable contribution to the proceeding 
and where a consideration of the other criteria on discretionary 
intervention shows that such intervention is warranted.7 

The represented workers who operate the plant and have concerns about safety 

believe that valuable contributions will be made by their designated representative(s).  

CONCLUSION 

The Union respectfully requests that a hearing be established and that the Union be 

afforded the right to intervene in this proceeding for the reasons stated above. The 

6 Answer of the Applicants dated July 31, 2000 at 12.  
7 Rules and Regulations, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 10 CFR Parts 2 and 51, Streamlined Hearing 

Process for NRC Approval of License Transfers, 63 FR 66672 1, (December 3, 1998).
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Commission has established a policy regarding the reporting of safety concerns' which 

begins by stating that all individuals should feel free to communicate to the Commission 

any safety or wrongdoing concerns. To exclude the Union from intervening in this 

proceeding will send a clear message to nuclear generating plant employees that 

expressions of their safety concerns will inevitably fall on deaf ears.  

Dated: August 11, 2000 
Ridgefield, Connecticut 

.By: 

chard J. oda 

KODA CONSULTING 
Consultant to 
Local 1-2, UWUA, AFL-CIO 
409 Main Street 
Ridgefield, Connecticut 06877-4511 
Voice: (203) 438-9045 
Fax: (203) 438-7854 
Email: rjkoda@javanet.com 

To: Honorable Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 
email: SECY@NRC.GOV 

Karen D. Cyr, General Counsel 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 
email: OGCLT@NRC.GOV 

C: David E. Blabey, Executive Vice President, Secretary and General Counsel 
The New York Power Authority 
1633 Broadway 
New York, New York 10019 
email: blabey.d@nypa.gov
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Douglas E. Levanway 
WISE, CARTER, CHILD and CARAWAY 
P.O. Box 651 
Jackson, MS 39205-0651 
email: del@wisecarter.com 

Jay E. Silberg 
SHAW PITTMAN 
2300 N Street, N.W.  
Washington, DC 20037-1128 
email: jay.silberg@shawpittman.com 

Donald E. Wightman, President 
Utility Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO 
815 16 th Street, N.W.  
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Tony Martin, Deregulation Coordinator 
Utility Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO, Local 1-2 
5 West 37th Street, 7th Floor 
New York, New York 10018-6222 

Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-3201 

Senator Charles E. Schumer 
313 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

First Lady Hilary Rodham Clinton 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Ave. N.W.  
Washington, DC 20500 

Congressman Rick Lazio 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2244 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that the foregoing Response was sent via email and Federal 
Express to members of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission listed on page 6 of the 
Response, and that a copy of the foregoing Response was sent via email and/or 1s Class 
Mail to the other parties listed on pages 6 and 7 of the Response, this 11th day of August 
2000.

Richard IJ. Koda
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Safety-Related Behavior as a Social Exchange: The Role of Perceived 
Organizational Support and Leader-Member Exchange 

David A. Hofmann and Frederick P. Morgeson 
Texas A&M University 

Researchers have been giving increased attention to the role larger organizational variables 

play in safety and accidents. Although generally neglected by this research, the nature of the 
exchange relationships between individuals, leaders, and the organization appears to have 
safety-related implications. The present research linked leader-member exchange (LMX) and 

perceived organizational support (POS) to safety communication, safety commitment, and 
accidents. Data were collected from 49 supervisor-group-leader dyads in a manufacturing 
facility. The results indicated that POS was significantly related to safety communication and 

that LMX was significantly related to safety communication, safety commitment, and 
accidents. Support was also found for a structural model linking POS and LMX to safety 
communication, safety commitment, and accidents. Implications of these findings for safety 

and social exchange research are outlined.

In 1996, workplace accidents caused 4,800 deaths 
and 3,900,000 disabling injuries, with a combined cost to 
organizations of $121 billion (National Safety Council, 
1997). Although safety has historically been viewed as an 
engineering problem, researchers are increasingly acknowl
edging that organizational factors play an important role in 
workplace safety (see Hofmann. Jacobs, & Landy, 1995; 
Hurst, Bellamy, Geyer, & Astley, 1991; Kletz, 1985). This 
has led to research investigating such factors as safety 
climate (Dedobbeleer & BeLand, 1991; Donald & Canter, 
1994; Neal & Griffin, 1997; Niskanen, 1994; Zohar, 1980), 
group processes (Embrey, 1992; Hofmann & Stetzer, 1996), 
communication (Dawson, 1991; Hofmann & Stetzer, 1998; 
Wright, 1986), organizational structure (Perrow, 1984), de

cision making (Wagenaar & Groeneweg, 1987), organiza
tional politics (Gephart, 1984; Turner. & Pidgeon, 1997), 
leadership (Simard & Marchand, 1994, 1997), and the de
gree to which management values employees (e.g., Erick
son, 1997; Millar, 1993; Sarkus, 1996).  

One area that has received little attention, however, is the 

David A. Hofmann and Frederick P. Morgeson, Department of 
Management, Lowry Mays College and Graduate School of Busi
ness, Texas A&M University.  

We thank Nate Bennett and Steve Green for their helpful com
ments on an earlier version of this article.  

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to 
David A. Hofmann, Department of Management, Lowry Mays 
College and Graduate School of Business, Texas A&M University.  
College Station, Texas 77843-4221. Electronic mail may be sent to 
dhofmann@tamu.edu.

influence that organizationally based social exchanges may 
have on safety. Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) sug

gests that as one party acts in ways that benefit another 
party, an implicit obligation for future reciprocity is created 
(Gouldner, 1960). Over time, this implicit obligation results 
in certain behaviors designed to benefit the initiating party.  
In looking over the constructs investigated in the safety 
arena, one can envision how social exchange might help to 

explain some of the observed relationships. For example. if 
one considers the foundational arguments for safety climate, 
the social exchange perspective seems relevant. For exam

ple, Zohar (1980, p. 10) noted that management's commit
ment to safety "is a major factor affecting the success of 
safety programs in industry," and that this commitment can 
manifest itself through such things as job training programs, 
participation of management in safety committees, and tak
ing safety into consideration in job design. Zohar argued 
that these management actions influence employee percep
tions regarding the safety climate of the organization. In
terestingly, these safety-related actions could be viewed 
from a social exchange perspective as well, in that they 
signal an implied obligation for workers to act in a safe 
manner. In fact, Hofmann and Stetzer (1996) found that 
positive safety climates were related to safety-related 
behavior.  

This conceptualization of social exchanges arising be
tween and among organizational members has been used as 
the foundation for a number of different areas of investiga
tion within the organizational sciences. For example.  
Konovsky and Pugh (1994) and Moorman (1991) suggested 
that implied obligations arising through social exchanges 
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could be reciprocated through employee citizenship behav

iors. More recently. Tsui, Pearce, Porter, and Tripoli (1997) 

suggested that investment-oriented human resource prac

tices would result in an unspecified perception of obligation 

by the employees. They argued that this perceived obliga

tion would manifest itself in increased citizenship behav

iors, increased performance of core tasks. and lower absen

teeism. Similarly, social exchange has been used to describe 

the relationships that develop between individuals and their 

leader (e.g.. Liden. Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993; Settoon, Ben

nett, & Liden. 1996) as well as with the larger organization 

(e.g., Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990; Eisen

berger. Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa. 1986; Settoon et 

al.. 1996).  
Although social exchange theory has increasingly been 

used as a conceptual foundation within the organizational 

sciences, researchers have not yet linked it to safety-related 

outcomes. To address this deficit, we investigated the rela

tionships between two forms of social exchange-perceived 

organizational support (POS) and leader-member exchange 

(LMX)--and the degree to which employees feel free and 

are willing to raise safety concerns, their commitment to 

following accepted safety procedures and practices, and the 

occurrence of accidents. In the following section, we pro

pose relationships between POS and LMX, safety commu

nication, and safety commitment. We then discuss the rela

tionship between these two safety-related constructs and 

accidents occurring within organizations. Finally, after pro

posing a number of bivariate relationships, we propose a 

more fully integrated structural model relating POS and 

LMX to the raising of safety concerns, safety commitment, 

and accidents.  

POS, LMX, Safety Communication, and 

Safety Commitment 

POS and Safely Communication 

Eisenberger and colleagues (Eisenberger et al., 1986, 

1990) proposed that when employees perceive their orga

nization values and is committed to them (i.e., high POS), 

an implied obligation develops for future reciprocity aimed 

at benefiting the organization. These beneficial actions have 

been shown to include engaging in organizational citizen

ship behaviors, making suggestions to improve the organi

zation, and performing better (Eisenberger et al., 1990; 

Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997). The mechanisms that un

derlie these effects appear to have implications for safety 

communication for several reasons. First, because POS is 

related to an increased willingness to make suggestions to 

improve the organization, it seems likely that it also would 

be associated N ith safety-related communication because 

the raising of these concerns is ultimately beneficial to the 

organization.

Second. Tsui et al. (1997) found that human resource 
policies that signaled an investment in employees-policies 

that should also foster higher POS-were more likely to 

engender employee citizenship behaviors. If one reviews 

the citizenship measure used by Tsui et al., a number of the 

items involve communicating concerns and problems ob

served within the organization (e.g., "calls management 

attention to dysfunctional activities," "informs management 

of potentially unproductive policies and practices," and 

"suggests revisions in work to achieve organizational or 

departmental objectives"). From this, it seems likely that 

one potential reciprocating action resulting from high POS 

would be the raising of safety concerns, because these 

concerns reflect a more specific manifestation of the raising 

of general problems and concerns assessed by Tsui et al.  

Finally, if the organization actively attempts to demon

strate that it values and cares for its workers, then employ

ees should perceive that management would be open to the 

raising of safety concerns. In other words, the raising of 

these concerns would be consistent with the organization 

valuing its employees, because the raising of these concerns 

is designed to improve the physical well-being of the work

force. Taking these reasons in combination, we hypothe

sized that individuals who have high perceptions of orga

nizational support would be more likely to raise safety 

concerns.  

Hypothesis 1: Perceptions of organizational support will be 

positively related to safety communication.  

LMX and Safety Communication 

As previously highlighted, social exchange also has been 

used as the conceptual foundation for a large body of LMX 

research. One aspect of this relationship that has received 

attention is how high-quality LMXs foster more open and 

constructive communication. For example, Fairhurst (1993; 

see also Fairhurst & Chandler, 1989, Fairhurst, Rogers. & 

Sarr, 1987) found that high-quality LMXs involved more 

open discourse surrounding nonroutine problems, strong 

value congruence, more joint decision making, and minimal 

power distance between the leader and subordinate (see also 

Fairhurst, Rogers, & Sarr, 1987; Schiemann, 1977; cited in 

Liden. Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997). If high-quality leader

member relations are associated with generally more open 

and egalitarian communication, increased value congru

ence. and more open communication surrounding nonrou

tine problems (Fairhurst, 1993; Liden et al., 1997). then 

these same relationships should apply to the more specific 

situation of raising of safety concerns within the leader

member dyad (see Simard & Marchand, 1997). Thus, we 

hypothesized that high-quality leader-member exchanges 

will be typified b. an openness to the raising of safety 

concerns.



RFEARCH REPORTS
288 

Hypothesis 2: Higher quality LMXs will be positively related 

to safety communication.  

POS, LMX, and Safely Commitment 

The quality of LMX and POS should also be related to 

safety commitment for at least two reasons. First, POS and 

LMX have been shown to be related to the internalization of 

the organization's values (i.e., organizational commitment; 

Eisenberger et al., 1990). In contexts where employee ac

tions have direct safety implications, these values will in

clude safe behavior, and their internalization will be related 

to increased safety commitment. Second, previous social 

exchange research suggests that employees direct their be

haviors to particular targets given the nature of the exchange 

relationship. In other words, pro-organizational actions re

sult from POS, and pro-leader actions result from LMX 

(e.g., McNeely & Meglino, 1994; Settoon et al., 1996; 

Wayne et al., 1997). A strong commitment to safety benefits 

the organization by increasing safety compliance behavior 

(i.e., following accepted safety practices), reducing the 

number of accidents, and reducing the costs associated with 

accidents (e.g., workers' compensation insurance). Commit

ment to safety can also benefit the leader by indirectly 

influencing perceptions of their performance by senior man

agement. Specifically, in many organizations where jobs 

have direct safety implications, part of the performance 

evaluation of leaders is based on the safety record of their 

subordinates. Thus, an employee who is committed to safety 

can indirectly benefit their leader by helping to establish an 

outstanding safety record, which will be viewed positively 

by the leader's immediate supervisor. Given this, we hy

pothesized that employees who had stronger POSs and 

higher quality LMXs would be more committed to safety.  

Hypothesis 3: POS will be positively related to safety com

mitment.  

Hypothesis 4: LMX will be positively related to safety 

commitment.  

Safety Communication, Safety Commitment, 
and Accidents 

Although the preceding discussion proposed relationships 

between social exchange and both safety communication 

and commitment, it leaves unanswered how these different 

safety variables relate to each other as well as accidents.  

Looking fist at their interrelationship, we hypothesized that 

safety communication would be positively related to leader 

ratings of safety commitment. When a work group member 

frequently raises safety concerns to his or her leader (i.e., 

engages in safety communication), these actions should 

signal to the leader that the worker is committed to safety.  

Thus, from the leaders perspective, those work group mem-

bers who engage in more safety communication should be 

perceived as being more strongly committed to safety.  

Hypothesis 5: Safety communication will be positively re

lated to safety commitment.  

In addition to increasing perceptions of safety commit

ment, employees who engage in more safety-related com

munication with their leader should better understand 

proper safety procedures, policies, and the consequences of 

unsafe behavior. In addition, when minor incidents occur 

(i.e., those which do not lead to accidents), the leader

member dyads with better exchange relationships will be 

more likely to talk about it, allowing the individual to learn 

from the incident (see Edmondson, 1996). The increased 

knowledge and learning that results from greater commu

nication is likely to lead to reduced accidents.  

Hypothesis 6: Safety communication will be negatively re

lated to accidents.  

Clearly, however, communication is not enough. Individ

uals must also be committed to performing safely. Such 

commitment will manifest itself through increased adher

ence to established safety practices and procedures (e.g., the 

wearing of personal protection equipment, not taking unsafe 

shortcuts). This commitment (and the behaviors it implies) 

will, over time, lead to fewer accidents.  

Hypothesis 7: Safety commitment will be negatively related 

to accidents.  

Putting It All Together: An Integrated Model of 

POS, LMX, and Safety 

Thus far, a number of bivariate relationships have been 

hypothesized between and among POS-LMX and safety 

communication, safety commitment, and accidents. These 

constructs, however, can be depicted in terms of a more 

integrated structural model (see Figure 1).  

We hypothesized that POS and LMX would be related to 

leader ratings of safety commitment. These leader percep

tions of safety commitment would be based on the safety

related behaviors of work group members. One such behav

ior that we felt would likely influence leader perceptions of 

safety commitment was whether the employee brought 

safety concerns to the attention of the leader. Thus, we 

hypothesized that the relationship between POS-LMX and 

leader perceptions of safety commitment would be mediated 

by safety communication. Put more simply, this mediation 

suggests that perceptions of organizational support and 

high-quality exchanges with one's leader would provide the 

foundation for more open and free flowing communica

tion-particularly about concerns and problems (Fairhurst, 

1993; Liden et al.. 1997). With this foundation in place.  

work group members with stronger POSs and higher quality

I,
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Figure 1. Hypothesized integrated structural model.

LMXs would be more likely to raise safety-related con
cerns. The raising of these safety concerns would, in turn, 
signal to the leader that these work group members were 
highly committed to safety (i.e., be rated as being more 
committed to safety).  

Although the raising of safety concerns is one behavior 
that will demonstrate to the leader that the worker is com
mitted to safety, there will likely be others (e.g., following 
accepted policies and procedures). Thus, work group mem
bers who are perceived as being more highly committed to 
safety will likely exhibit a number of behaviors that reflect 
this safety commitment (e.g., raising of concerns, following 
accepted safety practices). Because these perceptions of 
safety commitment would be based upon these behaviors, 
we expected that work group members who were rated as 
being more committed to safety should, over time, experi
ence fewer accidents.  

Method 

Research Setting 

The research context for this study was a manufacturing facility 
that produces commercial heating and air conditioning systems.  
The organization employs approximately 1,200 unionized produc
tion employees organized into 64 work groups. Each work group 
is led by a "group leader" who is charged with facilitating all 
aspects of the group's functioning (e.g,., ensuring supply of raw 
materials, facilitating coordination of group members. providing 
feedback to work group members, and ensuring the attainment of 
production goals). In addition to these duties, group leaders fre
quently become involved in the production cycle to facilitate goal

attainment. Group leaders are members of the union and are paid 
an hourly premium for performing these additional functions.  

In this organization, it is primarily through the relationship 
between the nonunion supervisor and the unionized group leader 
that the values, goals, and objectives of management are commu
nicated to the production employees. In this sense, the group 
leaders are charged with ensuring that production and quality goals 
are met, as well as handling any problems that occur within the 
group. These group leaders, however, are also union members.  
Thus, this relationship reflected a critical boundary between 
management-level and production-level employees and, as a con
sequence, was the focus of the current study.  

Participants 

The participants were 64 group leaders of a manufacturing plant.  
They had an average age of 50.8 years (SD = 7.4), an organiza
tional tenure of 26.2 years (SD = 9.5), and a group-leader tenure 
of 4.0 years (SD = 2.6). A total of 88% of the group leaders were 
male, 15% reported having some high school education, 67% had 
high school diplomas, and 18% reported some college-level edu
cation. As is discussed later, group leader responses were linked to 
supervisory ratings of commitment as well as accidents in the year 
following the survey. Of the 64 group leaders, 49 provided infor
mation that allowed linkage to both supervisor responses and 
accidents.  

Measures 

POS. We measured POS with nine items from the short ver
sion of the Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (Eisen
berger et aL.. 1986). A 5-point Likert-type scale was used, ranging 
from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a very large extent), such that higher 
scores reflected stronger perceptions of organizational support.
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Scale scores were created by computing the mean across the nine 

items. The items asked the extent to which the organization values 

employees (e.g.. values your contribution, considers your goals 

and values, provides help when you have a problem, cares about 

your well-being, and cares about your opinions). Internal consis

tency reliability was .96.  

LMX. We measured LMX with the seven-item LMX mea

sure provided in Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995). A 5-point Likert

type scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a very large 

extent) was used such that higher scores reflected higher quality 

exchanges. Scale scores were created by computing the mean 

across the seven items. The items asked group leaders the extent 

to which they had high-quality exchanges with their supervisor 

(e.g., know where you stand with your supervisor, your super

visor understand(s) your job problems and needs, your super

visor recognizes your potential, and would you defend and 

justify your supervisor's decision if he/she were not present).  

Internal consistency reliability was .87.  

Safety communication. Safety communication was measured 

by seven items based on the defensive communication literature 

(e.g.. Gibb, 1961: see also Hofmann & Stetzer, 1998). A 5-point 

Likert-type scale ranging from I (not at all) to 5 (to a verY large 

e.rtent) was used so that higher numbers reflected more open 

upward communication about safety. Scale scores were created by 

computing the mean across the seven items. These items asked 

group leaders the extent to which they (a) feel comfortable dis

cussing safety issues with their supervisor, (b) feel free to discuss 

safety related issues with their supervisor, (c) try to avoid talking 

about safety issues with their supervisor (reversed coded), (d) feel 

that their supervisor openly accepts ideas for improving safety. (e) 

are reluctant to discuss safety-related problems with their super

visor (reverse coded), (f) feel their supervisor encourages open 

communication about safety, and (g) generally try to avoid talking 

about safety-related issues with their supervisor (reverse coded).  

Internal consistency reliability was .85.  

Safety commitment. Group leader supervisors (n = 21) pro

vided a rating of safety commitment using items that were devel

oped for the current study. The rating consisted of three items 

asking the extent to which the group leader (a) takes responsibility 

for the organization's safety record. (b) is concerned with the 

safety of their work group's performance, and (c) tries to get their 

work group to meet or exceed safety standards. A 5-point scale 

was used, with the scale score computed by taking the mean across 

the three items. The measure was coded so that higher scores 

reflected a stronger safety commitment. Internal consistency reli

ability was .89.  

Accidents. The participating organization's archival records 

were used to gather accident data 1 year after the administration of 

the survey. In this organization, every time an individual is injured 

he or she is required to report to the company nurse, who com

pletes a report. This accident database is maintained by the com

pany nurse. Feedback regarding the number of accidents is only 

provided as the overall number of accidents for the organization. In 

other wordb, none of the supervisors receive systematic feedback 

regarding the accident rates of their group leaders. Our accident 

measure consisted of the number of accidents experienced by

group leaders for the year following the administration of the 

survey measures discussed above.' 

Results 

Bivariate Results 

Table I presents the means, standard deviations, and 

intercorrelations of the variables included in the study. As 

can be seen. the demographic variables were, on the whole, 

not significantly related to the variables of interest. Two 

exceptions are that group leaders who had higher job tenure 

reported lower POS (r = -. 28), and group leaders that had 

worked for the organization for a longer period of time were 

less likely to have had an accident in the following year (r = 

-. 29).  

In Hypotheses I and 2, we predicted that POS and LMX 

would be positively related to safety communication. In

spection of Table I reveals a significant relationship be

tween safety communication and POS (r = .54) and LMX 

(r = .47) offering support for Hypotheses I and 2. The 

direction of these relationships suggest that individuals who 

had higher POSs and higher quality LMXs were more likely 

to engage in safety-related communication.  

In Hypotheses 3 and 4, we predicted that POS and LMX 

would be related to leader ratings of safety commitment.  

Table I shows a nonsignificant relationship between safety 

1 Inspection of the distribution of accidents indicated a posi

tively skewed. nonnormal distribution. To assess the degree to 

which linear models were appropriate, we investigated the rela

tionship between accidents and each of the other variables using a 

negative binomial regression analysis. The results obtained in 

these analyses and the same regressions performed in LISREL 

were virtually identical. Specifically, the results for each of the 

other variables and accidents were as follows: organizational sup

port (LISREL = -. 17, t = -. 67, ns: Negative Binomial = -. 19, 

z = -. 72. ns), LMX (LISREL = -. 69, t = -2.40, p < .05; 

Negative Binomial = -. 59, z = -2.46, p < .05), safety commu

nication tLISREL -. 73, t = -2.13, p < .05; Negative Bino

mial = -. 65, z = -2.22, p < .05), and safety commitment 

(LISREL = -. 57. = -1.96, p < .05; Negative Binomial = 

-. 50. : = - 1.96. p < .05). Given these results, we concluded that 

the linear models were adequately capturing the relationships 

between each of the predictors and accidents. In addition to these 

analysis, we also tested each of the hypotheses and each of the 

structural models using a square-root transformed accident mea

sure (in keeping with recommendations regarding positively 

skewed frequency data: see Afifi & Clark, 1984; see also Hofmann 

& Stetzer. 1996: Watson, Driver. & Watson, 1985). Once again.  

the results were virtually identical to the findings using the raw 

accident measure. Given these findings and in order to simplify the 

presentaion of the results, only the raw accident measure is 

reported.
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Table I 

Means. Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations Among Variables 

Variable I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 M SD 

I. POS (.96) 2.50 0.86 

2. LMX .48** (.87) 3.00 0.78 

3. Safety communication .54** .47** (.85) 3.93 0.67 

4. Safety commitment .11 .29* .35** (.89) 3.74 0.78 

5. Accidents -. 09 -. 32* -. 28* -. 26* - 0.92 1.46 

6. Age .03 .08 -. 08 .01 -. 11 - 50.76 7.44 

7. Organizational tenure .04 .21 .02 .13 -. 29* .82** - 26.23 9.50 

8. Job tenure -. 28* -. 11 -. 15 .02 .04 .32 .37** - 3.95 2.60 

Note. n = 49 for variables 1-5. Sample sizes for age, organizational tenure, and job tenure were 49, 47, and 44. respectively. Where appropriate, internal 

consistency reliability coefficients are included in parentheses on the diagonal of the correlation matrix. POS = perceived organizational support. LMX = 

leader-member exchange.  
* p s .05. one-tailed. **p < .01, one-tailed.

commitment and POS (r = .11) but a significant relation

ship with LMX (r = .29). Thus, Hypothesis 4 was sup

ported. The direction of the significant relationship suggests 

that individuals who had higher quality exchanges with their 

leader were more likely to be committed to safety (as rated 

by their supervisor).  
In Hypotheses 5, 6, and 7, we predicted that safety 

communication would be positively related to safety com

mitment and that both safety communication and safety 

commitment would be negatively related to accidents in the 

year following the survey. Table I reveals that safety com

munication was positively related to safety commitment 
(r = .35) and that both safety communication and safety 

commitment were significantly related to accidents (rs = 

-. 28 and -. 26, respectively). Thus, Hypotheses 5, 6, and 7 
were all supported. The direction of these relationships 

suggest that work group members who engaged in more 

safety-related communication were more likely to be per
ceived as being committed to safety. In addition, work 

group members who engaged in more safety-related com

munication and who were perceived as being more com

mitted to safety were involved in fewer accidents in the 
following year.  

Structural Model 

The integrated model was tested with structural equation 
modeling (LISREL 8). Given the small sample size, we 

opted to fix the measurement model in order to keep the 
sample size to estimated parameter ratio to recommended 

levels (e.g., 10 to 1, Bentler & Chou, 1988). We accom

plished this by specifying the factor loadings for the latent 

variables equal to the square root of the reliability, and the 

measurement error in the observed variable fixed to (1

reliability) multiplied by the variance of the observed mea

sure, that is, (1 - reliability) X variance. The internal

consistency reliability estimates noted above were used to 
estimate the reliability of the measures. A reliability of .90 

was assumed for the accident measure (see Anderson & 

Gerbing, 1988, p. 415).  
Table 2 presents the results for the hypothesized model.  

In sum. the estimation of the hypothesized model in Fig

ure 2 indicated that all of the structural paths were signifi

cant (p < .05) and, overall, that the model fit the data well.  

X 1(5. N = 49) = 7.44, ns, goodness-of-fit index (GFI) = 
.95, comparative fit index (CFI) = .94, incremental fit index 

(IHI) = .95. root-mean-square error of approximation (RIM

SEA) = .10. In keeping with accepted procedures for test

ing structural models, we developed a series of nested 

alternative models with which to compare the hypothesized 

model. The results of these models can also be found in 

Table 2. These alternative models essentially tested whether 

model fit was significantly improved by adding each deleted 

structural path individually, adding several of these paths in 
combination, or reconfiguring the relationship among safety 

outcomes (see Table 2 for details). The results indicated that 

the hypothesized model fit the data significantly better than 

the null model and that none of the alternative models fit the 

data significantly better than the hypothesized model. Even 

though the overall results indicate that several alternative 

models fit the data slightly better, the incremental improve
ment over the hypothesized model was not significant given 
the loss in degrees of freedom.  

Additional Analyses 

In addition to the tests of the hypotheses and the struc

tural model, two additional analyses were conducted. The 

first analysis involved assessing the final structural model 

while controlling for organizational tenure. As discussed 

earlier, organizational tenure was significantly related to 

accidents. Thus. the first additional analysis added organi-
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Table 2 
Comparison of Hypothesized Structural Model With Five Alternative Models

Model X2 df X2-''" dfd,,t1  GFI AGFI CFR IFI RSEA 

Hypothesized 7.44 5 .95 .84 .94 .95 .10 

Model I 50.58 10 43.14 5 .67 .51 .00 .00 .29 

Model 2 6.72 4 0.72 I .95 .82 .93 .94 .12 

Model 3 4.08 4 3.36 1 .97 .88 1.00 1.00 .02 

Model 4 6.24 4 1.20 1 .96 .83 .94 .95 .II 

Model 5 7.27 4 0.17 I .95 .81 .92 .93 .13 

Model 6 4.75 3 2.69 2 .96 .82 .96 .96 .11 

Model 7 3.50 3 3.94 2 .97 .86 .99 .99 .06 

Model 8 5.34 4 2.10 1 .96 .85 .97 .97 .08 

Model 9 5.99 3 1.45 2 .95 .75 .93 .94 .14 

Note. Model I was a null model specifying no covariance among any of the measures. Model 2 added a direct 

path from leader-member exchange (LMX) to safety commitment. Model 3 added a direct path from LMX to 

accidents. Model 4 added a direct path from perceived organizational support (POS) to safety commitment.  

Model 5 added a direct path from POS to accidents. Model 6 added a direct path from both POS and LMX to 

safety commitment. Model 7 added a direct path from both POS and LMX to accidents. Model 8 added a direct 

path from safety communication to accidents. Model 9 specified direct paths from both POS and LMX to safety 

communication, safety commitment, and accidents. with no paths specified among the three safety-related 

measures (i.e.. the safety-related measures were treated as three independent outcomes, each predicted by POS 

and LMX(. GFI = goodness-of-fit index: AGF! = adjusted goodness-of-fit index: CFI = comparative fit index: 

IFI = incremental fit index: RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation.  
.Pd,rf < .01 for Model I and ns for all other models.

zational tenure into the structural model as a direct effect on 

accidents. The results indicated that the relationship be

tween safety commitment and accidents was not apprecia

bly altered. Specifically, the parameter estimate was re

duced from -. 30 to -. 26 and was still significant (p < .05.  

one-tailed).  
The second additional analysis attempted to investigate 

the degree to which accidents were disproportionately re

lated to certain aspects of the manufacturing process. Al-

though the technology that the group leaders dealt with was 
mostly similar (i.e., manual assembly line work), there 

could have been systematic differences across technologies 

influenced our results. For those group leaders who had 

experienced an accident. we were able to identify the de

partment or production line to which they were assigned. A 

one-way analysis of variance indicated than any minor 

variations in technology across group leaders was not sig

nificantly related to accidents, F(6, 18) = 0.356, ns.

.41

.53

.34

Figure 2. Hypothesized model with path coefficients. All structural 'paths are significant (p < .05, 

one-tailed& N = 49). Standardized structural parameters are reported.
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Discussion 

To integrate the safety and organizational literatures, the 
present study adopted a social exchange perspective linking 
POS and LMX to safety-related behaviors and accidents, 
The findings revealed that POS was significantly related to 
safety communication, and that LMX was significantly re
lated to safety communication, safety commitment, and 
accidents. In addition to these bivariate relationshirs. the 
results provided evidence suggesting that safety communi
cation and safety commitment mediated the relationship 
between POS and LMX and accidents. These findings have 
implications for safety as well as for POS and LMX 
research.  

Implications for Safety 

Both engineers and social scientists have become increas
ingly interested in the role that larger organizational factors 
play in the safety arena (e.g., Donald & Canter. 1994: 
Embrey. 1992: Hofmann et al., 1995: Hofmann & Stetzer, 
1996. 1998; Hurst et al., 1991: Wright. 1986). In the current 
study. we identified POS and LMX as two constructs that 
capture the quality of the relationships that employees have 
with their organization and leader, respectively. The present 
findings suggest that employees who perceive the organi
zation as supportive and those that have high-quality rela
tionships with their leader are more likely to feel free to 
raise safety concerns. Such safety-related communication.  
in turn, is related to safety commitment and, ultimately, the 
frequency of accidents.  

This suggests that it is important for organizations to 
engage in actions that convey their support for their em
ployees. Because an employee's direct supervisor is often 
the individual who conveys these messages (see Levinson, 
1965), it is critical for senior management to convey this 
support to managers who, in turn, can act as a conduit for 
support at the employee level. In addition, the results sug
gest that organizations should encourage the development 
of effective exchange relationships between supervisors and 
subordinates. Positive exchange relationships are more 
likely to engender a context within which members will 
raise safety concerns, which, in the long run, can lead to the 
identification and implementation of safety programs.  

The results regarding safety-related communication can 
also be viewed in light of recent research investigating the 
relationship between safety communication and accident 
attributions. Hofmann and Stetzer (1998) found that em
plovees working in climates that did not encourage or 
reinforce safety-related communication were less likely to 
attribute the cause of an accident to a fellow worker-even 
though there was clear evidence suggesting that the worker 
was at fault. Integrating the current results with those of

Hofmann and Stetzer (1998) suggested that actions aimed at 
altering perceptions cf POS and facilitating high-quality 
LMXs might not only lead to increased safety-related com
munication but also encourage more realistic assessments of 
accident causes.  

Implications for POS and LMX 

Recent research has begun investigating POS and LMX 
simultaneously (Settoon et al.. 1996; Wayne et al., 1997), 
because of their common foundation of social exchange.  
Our findings indicate that both POS and LMX jointly pre
dict safety-related communication. This finding is in keep
ing with research suggesting that employees direct their 
reciprocating actions toward the target from which benefits 
accrue (e.g., Settoon et al., 1996: Wayne et al., 1997). In 
particular, engaging in safety-related communication should 
be beneficial to both the organization and the employee's 
leader. It benefits the organization by helping management 
identify problems and develop effective countermeasures, 
thereby reducing accident-related costs. This type of com
munication can also benefit the employee's leader. Specif
ically. in many organizations where jobs have direct safety 
implications, part of the performance evaluation of leaders 
is the safety record of their subordinates. Thus, raising 
these concerns not only helps the leader better manage 
safety problems and improve the safety record of the work 
group, but also improves the perceptions of the leader's 
performance.  

The findings of the current study also have implications 
for LMX theory. In particular. one of the findings in recent 
reviews of the LMX literature (e.g., Gerstner & Day. 1997: 
Liden et al., 1997) is that high-quality exchange relation
ships are more predictive of subjective outcomes than of 
more objective outcomes (e.g.. objective performance). Ef
fective exchange relationships in the current study, how
ever, were linked to both subjective (i.e.. safety communi
cation and commitment) as well as more objective outcomes 
(i.e., actual accidents). Given these findings, future LMX 
research should further investigate the relationship between 
effective exchange relationships and nontraditional objec
tive performance indicators, such as safety and quality.  

Strengths and Limitations of the Current Study 

The current study has two main strengths. First, three 
different data sources were used (i.e., supervisor, group 
leader, and archival) thereby eliminating the possibility that 
common method effects were responsible for the findings.  
In particular. group leaders provided the measures of POS, 
LMX. and safety communication: their supervisors pro
vided the measure of safety commitment: and accidents 
were obtained from archival records. Second. the study

h-
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related POS and LMX to an outcome variable (i.e., acci
dents) that heretofore has not been investigated.  

These strengths notwithstanding, the current study does 
have three potential weaknesses. First, the model only in
cluded five core variables, and all of the survey measures 
were collected at one point in time. Given that we only had 
a single administration of the survey, we were unable to 
investigate how these forms of social exchange emerge and 
develop over time (Bauer & Green, 1996), which limits the 
extent to which we can make definitive claims about causal 
processes. In addition, because the model included a rela
tively small set of core variables, future research should 
include a wider variety of variables to assess how the 
current constructs fit into a larger nomological network.  

The second weakness was that our measure of accidents 
was obtained from organizational records and may be sub
ject to a reporting bias. In other words, it may be the case 
that certain group leaders chose not to report minor acci
dents to the organization. However, it seems that the group 
leaders who are most reluctant to report minor injuries to the 
organization are also those who do not believe that the 
organization supports and values them, who have less pos
itive relationships with their supervisor, and who feel the 
organization (or their supervisor) is not receptive to the 
raising of safety concerns (see, e.g., Edmondson, 1996). If 
this type of reporting bias existed, it should work to atten
uate the relationships of POS and LMX with safety-related 
communication with accidents. The rationale is that those 
individuals with high POS, LMX, and safety-related com
munication actually have fewer accidents, and those with 
low POS, LMX, and safety-related communication under
report accidents, resulting in range restriction on the archi
val accidents, thereby attenuating the correlations. Given 
the significant negative relationships between POS-LMX 
and safety communication with accidents, it does not appear 
as though this type of bias significantly influenced the 
results.  

The third potential weakness of the current study is the 
relatively small sample size. It should be recalled, however, 
that these group leaders are the primary linking pin between 
management and workers in an organization employ
ing 1,200 production employees. As such, the nature of their 
relationship with the supervisors and the organization are 
particularly critical. Thus, although the sample is small, the 
practical implications of the results for this organization are 
significant. This notwithstanding, the small sample size 
raises two data-analytic questions.  

The first question centers around the maximum
likelihood estimates and whether the significance tests as
sociated with these parameter estimates are appropriate for 
small sample sizes. Anderson and Gerbing (1988) explicitly 
addressed this when they noted that

although the bias in parameter estimates is of no practical 
significance for sample sizes as low as 50. for a given sample, 
the deviations of the parameter estimates from their respec
tive population values can be quite large... (which] does not 
present a problem in statistical inference, because the stan
dard errors computed by the LISREL program are adjusted 
accordingly. (p. 415) 

This suggests that the estimates for the current model are 
accurate and do allow us to make the kinds of inferences 
made earlier.  

The second question regards the overall assessment of 
model fit. There is much research that demonstrates some 
overall fit indexes are biased by sample size (e.g., Bentler.  
1990; La Du & Tanaka, 1989; Marsh, Balla. & McDonald, 
1988). In general, this research suggests overall fit indexes 
are positively correlated with sample size. For example, La 
Du and Tanaka (1989) found that values of GFI increased 
with sample size (see their Study 1; see also Marsh et al., 
1988), and. more recently, Bentler (1990) concluded that 
the CFI and IR perform well even with sample sizes as 
small as 50. Our hypothesized model produced GFI, CFI, 
and IFI values of .95, .94 and .95, respectively. This pro
vides further evidence that the hypothesized model fit the 
data well. Although a larger sample size would have pro
vided greater power to detect small differences between 
competing models, the weight of the empirical evidence.  
coupled with the theoretical foundation, suggests that the 
hypothesized model provided the best fit to the data and 
theory.  

Conclusion 

In sum, the results of the current study have important 
implications for both organizational researchers and safety 
researchers and practitioners. It appears that the support 
organizations show for their employees and the quality of 
exchange relationships with supervisors are associated with 
safety-related communication. This safety-related commu
nication is significantly related to safety commitment.  
which ultimately is predictive of accidents. These findings 
suggest that the nature of social exchanges in organizations 
plays an important role in understanding safety-related be
haviors and accidents. With respect to safety management 
systems in organizations, our findings suggest that the mes
sages organizations send to their employees and the nature 
of leader-member relations play an important role in ensur
ing employee safety.  
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF TRANSFER OF 
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENT AND OPPORTUNITY FOR A HEARING Docket #50-286 
REGARDING POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF 
NEW YORK INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR GENERATING 
UNIT NO. 3 

STATE OF NEW YORK) 
SS; 

COUNTY OF WESTCHEER) 

I, BILL ZIZZO, being duly sworn, deposes and says.  

I. That I am a full time employee of the New York State Power Authority residing at 31 
Canterbury Court, Hopewell kct., New York 12533; and 

2. That I and other employees I work with have a great deal of anxiety working without a 
contract for the past seven (7) months; and 

3. That it is very disconcerting for Public employees to be transferred to an unknown 
private corporation; and 

4. That I have been very disillusioned over the lack of communication between the 
workforce and the prospective employer; and 

5. That I have been further disillusioned by the lack of support shown workers by 
management; and 

6. That the workforco is very concerned over the risk of radiological injury stemming 
from the employer's lack of concern for safety; and 

7. That employees are leaving the employ of the Authority and others are actively seeking 
other employment; and 

8. That our highly technical workforce, necessary for the safe operations of a nuclear 
facility, is being substantially depleted; and 

9. That I and other employees similarly situated will not come to work on the day the 
license is transferred to Entergy Corporation if our concerns are not addressed; and 

10. That the collateral injury to the outside community will be substantial; and

•Jb-I ,A• -/ * JlA',
(
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BILL ZIZZO C0 7Y

Sworn to before me this 
/o 0 Day of August, 2000.

NOT.RY PUBLIC 7

WALTER KRAWE ,.  
Notary Pubic, State of New 

No. 01 KR4971032 

Commission Expires August 20, Zo0o

ii:18NO. 01:3 [Poe8 

11. That the Utility Workers Union of America, Local 1-2, is authorized to act as 
intervenors on my behalf.

9AV-)54ýý
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

x 

CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF TRANSFER OF 
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENT AND OPPORTUNITY FOR A HEARING Docket #50-286 
REGARDING POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF 
NEW YORK INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR GENERATING 
UNIT NO. 3 

X 

STATE OF NEW YORK) 

COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER) 

I, JIM DONLAN, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. That I am a full time employee of the New York State Power Authority residing at 52 
Osborne Hill Road. Lot #6 Falls, New York 12590; and 

2. That I and other employees I work with have a great deal of anxiety working without a 
contract for the past seven (7) months; and 

3. That it is very disconcerting for Public employees to be transferred to an unknown 
private corporation; and 

4. That I have been very disillusioned over the lack of communication between the 
workforce and the prospective employer; and 

5, That I have been further disillusioned by the lack of support shown workers by 
management; and 

6. That the workforce is very concerned over the risk of radiological injury stemming 
from the employer's lack of concern for safety; and 

7. That employees are leaving the employ of the Authority and others are actively seeking 
other employment; and 

8. That our highly technical workforce, necessary for the safe operations of a nuclear 
facility, is being substantially depleted; and 

9. That I and other employees similarly situated will not come to work on the day the 

license is transferred to Entergy Corporation if our concerns are not addressed; and 

* 10. That the collateral injury to the outside community will be substantial; and
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I

Sworn to before me this 
jOODay of August, 2000.  

NOTARY PUBLIC

WALTER KRAWEC JH.  
Notaey Pub•ic, State of New York 

No. 01KR4971032 
Qumkftd 5I• 'IC/ v v-f- l Commission Expires August 20. Zooo

11:18 NO.013 P02 

11. That the Utility Workers Union of America, Local 1-2, is authorized to act as 
intervenors on my behalf.  

IM DONLAN
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

x 
CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF TRANSFER OF 
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENT AND OPPORTUNITY FOR A HEARING Docket #50-286 
REGARDING POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF 
NEW YORK INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR GENERATING 
UNIT NO. 3 

x 
STATE OF NEW YORK) 

ss: 

COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER) 

I, DONNA PAGLIARO, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

I. That I am a full time employee of the New York State Power Authority residing at 9 
Shaw Highway, Cortland Manor, New York 10567; and 

2. That I and other employees I work with have a great deal of anxiety working without a 
contract for the past seven (7) months; and 

3. That it is very disconcerting for Public employees to be transferred to an unknown 
private corporation; and 

4. That I have been very disillusioned over the lack of communication between the 
workforce and the prospective employer; and 

5. That I have been further disillusioned by the lack of support shown workers by 
management; and 

6. That the workforce is very concerned over the risk of radiological injury stemming 
from the employer's lack of concern for safety; and 

7. That employees are leaving the employ of the Authority and others are actively seeking 
other employment; and 

8. That our highly technical workforce, necessary for the safe operations of a nuclear 
facility, is being substantially depleted; and 

9. That I and other employees similarly situated will not come to work on the day the 
license is transferred to Entergy Corporation if our concerns are not addressed; and

10. That the collateral injury to the outside community will be substantial; and



NO.013 G06

11. That the Utility Workers Union of America, Local 1-2, is authorized to act as 
inwervenors on my behalf.  

.I.•,.• .: v.

Sworn to before me this 
/6 6 Day of August, 2000.

'NOTARY PUBLIC

DONNA PAGLIAk

WALTER KRAWEC JR.  
Notary Pulic, State of New York 

No. 01KR4971032 

Commission Expires August 20, Zvvo
Z

08/10/00 11:13
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

-X 

CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF TRANSFER OF 
FACILITY OPERATING UCENSE AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENT AND OPPORTUNITY FOR A HEARING Docket #50-286 
REGARDING POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF 
NEW YORK INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR GENERATING 
UNIT NO. 3 

STATE OF NEW YORK) 
SS: 

COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER) 

I, STEVE McGUIRE, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1, That I am a full time employee of the New York State Power Authority residing at 7 
Boxwood Close, Hopewell Jc., New York 12533; and 

2. That I and other employees I work with have a great deal of anxiety working without a 
contract for the past seven (7) months; and 

3. That it is very disconcerting for Public employees to be transferred to an unknown 
private corporation; and 

4. That I have been very disillusioned over the lack of communication between the 
workforce and the prospective employer; and 

5. That I have been further disillusioned by the lack of support shown workers by 
management; and 

6. That the workforce is very concerned over the risk of radiological injury stemming 
from the employer's lack of concern for safety; and 

7. That employees are leaving the employ of the Authority and others are actively seeking 
other employment; and 

8. That our highly technical workfarce, necessary for the safe operations of a nuclear 
facility, is being substantially depleted; and 

9. That I and other employees similarly situated will not come to work on the day the 
license is transferred to Entergy Corporation if our concerns are not addressed; and

11
10. That the collateral injury to the outside community will be substantial; andII

T"



11. That the Utility Workers Union of America, Local 1-2, is authorized to act as 
intervenors on my behalf.

08/10/00 11:18

Sworn to before me this 
/00Day of August, 2000.  

NOTARY PUBLIC

WALTER KRAWSC JR.  
Netay Puit, Stat, of New York NO. 01KR497102 

Quaf In S, 
Commiý 0 EýOpremAgst, v

NO. 013 904
08'10/00 
11:18 NO.013 �04
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

x 
CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF TRANSFER OF 
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENT AND OPPORTUNITY FOR A HEARING Docket #50-286 
REGARDING POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF 
NEW YORK INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR GENERATING 
UNIT NO. 3 

x 
STATE OF NEW YORK) 

ss, 
COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER) 

I, JUAN CITRON, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 
(-- 1 -1T- RUN 

I1 That I am a full time employee of the New York State Power Authority residing at 218 
Locust Avenue, Cortland Manor, New York 10567; and 

2. That I and other employees I work with have a great deal of anxiety working without a 
contract for the past seven (7) months; and 

3. That it is very disconcerting for Public employees to be transferred to an unknown 
private corporation; and 

4. That I have been very disillusioned over the lack of communication between the 
workforce and the prospective employer; and 

5. That I have been further disillusioned by the lack of support shown workers by 
management; and 

6. That the workforce is very concerned over the risk of radiological injury stemming 
from the employer's lack of concern for safety; and 

7. That employees are leaving the employ of the Authority and others are actively seeking 
other employment; and 

8. That our highly technical workforce, necessary for the safe operations of a nuclear 
facility, is being substantially depleted; and 

9. That I and other employees similarly situated will not come to work on the day the 
license is transferred to Entergy Corporation if our concerns are not addressed; and

10. That the collateral injury to the outside community will be substantial; and
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JT TAN CITRON

Sworn to before me this 
/OtDay of August, 2000.

NOTARY PUBLIC A
WALTER KRAWEC JR.  Notary PubW, State of New York 

No. O1KR4971032 
oQual&fed in _5//.  

COmMISSM Expires August 20, Z evo

11. That the Utility Workers Union of America, Local 1-2, is authorized to act as 
intervenors on my behalf.

NO..012 902


