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Abstract

Food safety continues to be a challenge worldwide despite scientific advances,
continuous improvement in food safety management systems and increasing academic
debate on food safety. This paper aims to validate a new model of food safety cultural
compliance to identify the challenges that organisations face in their pursuit of a
positive food safety culture. A mixed-method approach was adopted via the
quantitative analysis of a stage one ‘Enlighten Questionnaire’ involving 202
respondents using parametric statistics (ANOVA with appropriate Post-Hoc tests and
t-tests). Hochberg’s GT2 was used for the Post-Hoc tests due to different group sizes
and appropriate non-parametric tests were also run to confirm these results.
Quialitative analysis of stage two semi-structured interviews totalling 40 participants
and stage three focus groups each consisting of 3 groups of 9 employees equating to
27 participants was utilised. Thematic analysis was adopted to synthesise and cluster
key themes. Our findings identify the misalignment of management and employees in

the pursuit of establishing and embedding a positive food safety culture. Four key
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themes of the Enlighten Food Safety Culture Model (EFSCM) namely; Control, Co-
operation, Communication and Competence were core cultural factors that could be
used to realign management and employee behaviours to help stimulate a positive
food safety culture.

Keywords:
Food Safety; Food Safety Culture; Cultural Compliance; Enlighten Food Safety
Culture Model

1. Introduction
Despite scientific advances, continuous improvements associated with food safety
management systems (FSMS) and increasing academic debate, a sobering reality is
that globally 600 million people suffer from foodborne diseases each year (WHO,
2015). In consequence, food safety is firmly in the limelight of governments, the food
industry, and consumers (Ball et al., 2009) as evidenced by a plethora of risk-based
food safety legislation (EC, 2004; FSMA, 2011). Global food manufacturers, in the
main, have responded with revised investment programmes to pursue compliance via
FSMS derived from best practice and structuring their FSMS on pre-requisite
programmes in unison with refined hazard analysis critical control point (HACCP)
initiatives (Tomasevic et al., 2013). Regulators are also embedding revised legislative
principles; notably the revised EC regulation. 2021/382 (EC, 2021) to refine and
enhance FSMS. Likewise standard owners such as the Global Food Safety Initiative
(GFSI, 2019) and the British Retail Consortium’s Global Food Standards are auditing
food companies to demonstrate their adherence to such systems (Griffith, 2017a;
BRC, 2018).

However, existing measures to secure flawless production of safe food have
demonstrated to be insufficient by high profile product recalls and recurring food-
borne outbreaks (Nyarugwe et al., 2016), which shows that FSMS do not always
mirror compliance. A key inhibitor is senior management who often fail to appreciate
that employee behaviour changes, which requires constant and effective monitoring.
Zook and Allen, (2016) suggested that at least 94% of organisational challenges are
attributable to senior management, as they are invariably the gatekeepers or regulators

of resources and instigators of food safety (Herrero et al., 2002). Whilst management
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places their commitment in food safety (Scallen et al., 2011; Tam et al., 2012), the
stark reality is that their failure to ensure behavioural compliance often results in

procedural breaches and potentially fatal consequences.

Several authors indicated that food safety behaviour is a key contributory factor in the
pursuit of food safety compliance (De Boeck et al., 2017; Nyarugwe et al. 2018).
Griffith, (2017b) suggested that more than 40% per cent of employee behaviour is
influenced by organisational food safety culture. In many cases, executive decision-
makers invariably over anticipate the level of employee commitment and
underestimate the level of managerial time and effort needed (Bennis, 2009), to
cultivate a positive food safety culture. Hence, many food manufacturers
inadvertently transform into an exotropia food culture, one in which executives
orchestrate their food safety strategy, often failing to appreciate the importance of
employee buy-in as a catalyst in the pursuit of a functional food safety culture. The
corollary, is a misalignment with the norms and food safety cultural values of their
workforce. Thus, the food safety culture conundrum continues to challenge food
manufacturers. In consequence, the paper objective is to illustrate, with the aid of the
EFSCM, the synthesis of key themes to aid the realignment of an exotropia food
safety culture, utilizing one of Europe’s largest high-risk fish food processing
organisations based in the United Kingdom.

2. Culture and the Enlighten Food Safety Culture Model
Table 1 shows the Enlighten Food Safety Culture Model (EFSCM) adapted from
Watson et al. (2018a) used to aid the synthesis of key themes in the realignment of an
exotropia food culture. It’s choice for selection is that the EFSCM differentiates itself
from other food safety culture models as it focuses on assessing exotropia food
cultures, thus contributing to the academic debate, existing validated scales of food
safety and food manufacturers’ cultural insights. Hence the development of this
model was based on the notion that if outside the ‘angle of view’ (Yewon et al.,
2017), an organisation’s food safety culture will manifest its own identity (Ades et al.,
2016), which takes a wakeup call in the form of a major non-compliance for
organisations to realise their food safety policy, procedures and culture are in need of

recalibration. This is often attributable to the fact that their employees' behaviours
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have incrementally drifted from their aligned food safety strategy, hence, the term

‘Exotropia Food Safety Culture’.

[Insert Table 1]

The model highlights four key themes namely; Control, Co-operation,
Communication and Competence, which were thematically synthesised following
consultation with clusters of 30 UK food manufacturers, comprising of both senior
management and a cross section of employees, two leading certification bodies and a
major food safety consultancy practice. Each theme focuses on four core elements and

the respective indicators of an aspired food safety culture.

Control is instrumental in the alignment of an organisation’s food safety culture and
in the coordination of operating procedures that influence food safety (Griffith et al.,
2017a). Strategy, leadership, process and change are considered the indicators of
control. Strategy signals the organisation’s commitments and priorities on food safety
culture (GFSI, 2018, PWC, 2018). Developing an organisation’s strategy and
processes with the involvement of employees is critical to foster willing participation
of control systems (Brinke and Keltner, 2020). Effective leadership is essential in
controlling and nurturing its food safety culture (Zin and Ismail, 2012) as
organizations with better leaders are more productive and responsive (Griffith et al.,
2010). Furthermore, organisations have a memory and it is important to reflect and
learn off past behavioural change failures, before embarking on new change
initiatives (Evans, 2020).

Co-operation is key in the alignment of an organisation’s food safety culture through
embedding responsibility and empowering individuals to actively participate in co-
operation initiatives, such as functional management-team dynamics (Basterretxea et
al. 2019). With co-operation, we measure responsibility, empowerment, teams and
recognition. De Boeck et al. (2017) suggested a correlation between responsible
employee behaviour and effective food safety compliance, both of which are affiliated
to employee co-operation. Taylor, (2011) acknowledges that organisations need to
foster a culture which requires management to continually empower the workforce, so

that they feel that their behaviour and opinions are valued (Ades et al., 2016).
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Moreover, motivational strategies such as incentives ranging from challenging and

interesting roles to financial recognition are a viable tonic (Watson et al., 2018a).

Good communication plays an undeniable role in sustaining an organisation’s food
safety culture as it ensures the company’s food safety strategy and vision are
understood by all organisational members, and ensures consistency i.e., alignment of
food safety priorities with resources, processes, people and technology (GFSI, 2018).
Lack of consistency between organisational levels i.e., existence of subcultures
reflects the importance of communication (Slijepcevic et al. 2018), in terms of clarity
and transparency of the organisation’s vision and norms. Accurate information and
360° feedback also influence an organisation’s productivity (Holzwarth et al. 2020).
The competence of all employees can also be considered the fulcrum in the pursuit of
a positive food safety culture. Evidence suggests that training and development are an
antecedent to favourable attitudes and behaviours (Da Cunha et al., 2014). A key
catalyst to direct and infuse employee commitment is through effective appraisal
systems (Cappelli, 2018), which actively synthesise accurate training and
development needs. Employees also need to feel self-belief that their ability and
contribution is valued (Ko, 2015) and without it, their potential and employee

convergence of efforts will always be mired.

3. Methodology

3.1 Selection of Participants
Characteristics of the selected company
Having gained University ethics, company and notably employee approval for the
research study, the company sourced is a major European high-risk fish processing
company based in the UK, as it volunteered to participate in the study. Its annual
turnover is more than £117 million and employs over 700 multi-national employees.
Its main products are cold smoked, hot smoked, ready to eat and natural salmon,
including other fish species products. Its principal customers are the UK supermarkets
but also export to the Far East. The company is audited to British Retail Consortiums
Global Standards and has attained a double AA standard and as such would be an
appropriate case study to implement the EFSCM. Furthermore, the company has

successfully achieved a series of quality awards such as the ‘Queens Award for
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Enterprise and International Trade’ and the ‘International Food Drink Health & Safety

Award’.

Characteristics of respondents

All employees were invited to participate in the study through an awareness email
detailing the purpose of research, which was further relayed to staff via two site
awareness Visits by the lead author and notice board communications. The selection
of respondents was based on their willingness to participate in the study and therefore
followed a convenience sampling approach (Bujang et al., 2012). 208 respondents
volunteered to participate in the study and included a cross-section of employees from
senior management to operations. They consisted of 7 different nationalities, both
male and female, and durations of employment from 2 months to 27 years (see table
2).

[Insert Table 2]

Design of the empirical study

Utilising the ‘EFSCM’ (Watson et al, 2018b), a mixed-methods case study approach,
which involved triangulation of research methods, was implemented as recommended
in other studies (Jespersen et al., 2016; De Boeck et al., 2019; Nyarugwe et al., 2020),
thus, endeavouring to robustly validate the research findings. The mixed methods case
study design utilises quantitative and qualitative data collection, and integrates results,

to provide in-depth evidence for a case(s) (Creswell & Plano Clarke, 2018).

Stage 1 involved a quantitative analysis of the ‘Enlighten Questionnaire’. Both
management and employees were encouraged to participate. Participants were assured
of anonymity and of the initial volunteers, 208 were willing to participate in the study
and completed the online questionnaire; after removing incomplete surveys, a final
sample of 202 remained that was used in the data analysis. A breakdown of general

staffing groups within the company is outlined in table 2.

To reinforce the validation of the data stages 2 and 3 included a qualitative analysis,
which involved 40 willing participants from stage 1 and the wider workforce and

focus groups each consisting of 3 groups of 9 employees equating to 27 participants,
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respectively and were a combination of volunteers from both stage 1 and 2 (see table
2).

3.2 Data Collection
Questionnaire (Stage 1)
The Enlighten Food Safety Culture questionnaire (see supplementary material stage
1) was designed based on the EFSCM to collect online anonymised data from
participants, and comprised six sections. The first section was used to gather basic
demographic data (e.g., work location, nationality and position within the company)
which has been filtered to ensure anonymity. The intermediate four sections targeted
each of the four key areas of the Food Safety Culture research model: Control (17
questions), Cooperation (8 questions), Communication (10 questions) and
Competence (13 questions). These provided the four sub-scales in the final analysis of
the questionnaire. Each of the questions was answered using a standard 5-point Likert
scale (Likert, 1932) ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree (1 —5), with
an appropriate iconic image supporting the scale and was assumed to correspond to a
linear decision scale for parametric analysis. In completing the questionnaire,
instructions guided participants to consider the scale to be linear between the two
extremes, thus, allowing for supportive arguments in using parametric analysis of
individual questions as well as sub-scales. The final section included general
comment sections that further provided the opportunity to target qualitative

questioning in one-to-one interviews and focus groups.

Interviews (Stage 2)

Data extracted from the questionnaires aided in the design of 13 semi-structured
interview questions on the four key areas: Control, Cooperation, Communications and
Competence. Three questions each from the four key areas were used for the
interviews and an additional concluding question was asked to elicit respondent to
give additional information (Supplementary materials stage 2). A total of 40 one to

one interviews (table 2), were recorded, each lasting approximately 30 minutes.

Focus Groups (Stage 3)
The feedback synthesised from stage 2 interview transcripts was used to inform the

design of 5 semi structured focus group questions (see supplementary materials stage
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3). Each of the three focus groups were asked to discuss each of the 5 questions and

to feedback back via flip chart notes and group dialogue, lasting 2 hours.

3.3 Data Analysis
Participants’ responses to the survey items measuring the four food safety culture
factors: Control (17 items), Co-Operation (8 items), Communication (10 items) and
Competence (13 items) were assessed for internal consistency using Cronbach’s
Alpha (Cronbach 1951) and were found to be either Excellent or Good (See Table 3).
The suitability of these responses for averaging to a single component was confirmed
using Principal Component Analysis (PCA) and Parallel Analysis (PA). Parallel
Analysis (PA) was the preferred approach for deciding how many variables to extract
as it is based on a bootstrapping approach rather than an arbitrary numerical or
graphical approach. Using this method, only the items that the initial eigen values are
greater than the 95th percentile of the randomly determined eigen values should be

retained (Longman et al., 1989).

[Insert Table 3]

As part of the PCA, Kaiser Meyer Olkin (KMO) (Kaiser 1974) was used to determine
the adequacy of sampling, while Bartlett's test of sphericity assessed the strength of
the relationship between variables (Bartlett, 1954). The KMO values between 0.8 and
0.9 are considered good, and a value greater than 0.9 is considered excellent (Kaiser
1974; Hutcheson & Sofroniou,1999). Additionally, Bartlett's test of sphericity was
used to determine the variables' homogeneity and assess if variances are equal across
all samples. The p-values all being less than 0.05 indicate the data is for further
investigation (Field, 2000).

Based on this suitability for factor reduction, prior to quantitative analysis, this data
was then averaged to produce a single score for each of the four components. These
scores were then used as the basis for comparisons between employee groups.

Prior to running statistical comparison between the employee groups, it was important
to note the different sizes of these groups. As such, suitable statistical tests robust to

this variation in group size were chosen, and a decision was made to run a parallel
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non-parametric analysis to the more statistically powerful parametric analysis to

confirm results.

The raw data from interviews (stage 2) and focus groups (stage 3) was manually
transcribed and thematically coded, analysed and clustered under the EFSCM 4 sub-
scales. Thematic analysis was used as it is an appropriate qualitative method used to
identify, analyse, organise, describe and report themes within a dataset (Nowell et al.,
2017).

When analysing the data from the EFSCM questionnaire, the four sub-scales i.e.,
Control, Co-operation, Communication and Competence were normalised (due to the
unequal sizes) before statistical analysis and data visualisation was carried out, so
direct comparisons could be made (see Figure 1 A-D). For each component, tests for
Homogeneity of Variances were carried out before parametric statistics (ANOVA
with appropriate Post-Hoc tests and t-tests) were calculated and were carried out,
based on the nature of the data. Hochberg’s GT2 (Ijsmi, Editor, 2016) was used for
the Post-Hoc tests given its robustness to groups of unequal sets (see table 2). Also,
the equivalent non-parametric test (Kruskal Wallis, 1952) was used to cross-check the

results of the parametric analysis. In all cases, Alpha was set at the 0.05 level.

4. Results and Discussion
This research sought with the aid of the EFSCM, to synthesise of key themes to aid
the realignment of an exotropia food culture. In the pursuit of establishing and
embedding a positive food safety culture, core cultural factors namely; Control, Co-
operation, Communication and Competence were applied resulting in the
identification of challenges in food safety cultural compliance via the alignment of
management and employees. Considering each of these factors independently,
appropriate assumptions were tested using parametric analysis to look for differences
between staffing groups and found to be satisfied, and a summary of the findings are
presented in Table 4, which are used as the basis of comparisons between these
findings. The integrated results of the interviews and focus groups are described in the

following sub-sections.

[Insert Table 4]



304

305 4.1 Control

306 Interms of control, there was supportive evidence indicated in both the interviews
307 and focus groups, that the company was committed to a positive food safety culture,
308 by way of its accredited strategy and eminent national and European awards. In line
309  with findings by Bust et al. (2014) participants acknowledged that there were

310 effective systems in place for dealing with ‘reject products’, ‘failed hand swabs’ and
311  that the introduction of new production technology had improved production planning
312 interms of enhanced efficiency in product runs, storage and reduced product spoilage.
313  However, differences in opinion existed between the Technical/QA group and the
314  Management/Supervisory groups, and was confirmed by the Hochberg’s GT?2 test
315  (p<.01). Graphical analysis of this data suggests that although statistically different,
316  there is still considerable variability in opinion (as indicated by the dispersion of the
317  data (Figure 1, A - D). The differences mainly regarded the effectiveness and

318 management of quality control systems, with specific reference to production

319  scheduling and batch testing against client specifications. Furthermore, there was
320 clearly a difference of respondence perceptions between the quality and technical
321  divisions in terms of staff adhering to quality checks in contrast to production and
322  processing teams, who expressed a belief that all staff complied to quality standards:
323

324  “The challenge we face is that there are inconsistencies in quality compliance with
325  other departments”, (Interview Respondent).

326

327  “Quality and technical may have a different view but I can put my hand on my heart
328  and genuinely say that staff do not accept substandard or out of spec products”,

329  (Interview respondent).

330

331 [Insert Figure 1]

332

333  However, there were repeated concerns expressed in both the interviews and focus
334  groups stating that operational policies needed review and, in specific cases, a

335 complete rewrite, as they were deemed not fit for purpose in terms of ensuring

336  effective control policies and procedures, such as their HR policy, software support

337  systems:

10
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“The HR Policy in need of revision, it’s not consistently applied and is ineffective

such as the sickness policy is not consistently applied”, (Interview Respondent).

“Yes, we have the ‘Tyton System’ but if department managers don’t ensure that key
managers comply with the new system and bin the old then we are always going to

have issues with quality control”, (Focus Group Response).

Interviews and focus groups responses also expressed concern that management
rarely visited the factory floor and that interaction with staff was generally non-
existent during the backshift operations. In consequence, as noted by Watson et al.,
(2018b) this resulted in regular non-compliance of procedures, such as internal audits
and quality logs not always being completed on time, planned machine maintenance
and effective use of PPE, for example, breaches in non-use of beard guards. The
consensus of staff, as supported by Yewon et al., (2017) held the view that if
management have a better insight of day-to-day operational control challenges via
effective staff dialogue, they could collectively factor out recurring control problems,
such as timely quality assurance checks, effective clean down protocols, effective
planning between departments, adequate management night shift resourcing, and

effective maintenance regimes:

“When production targets require lines to be run until the end of the shift there is

often not the time for the quality and technical checks, (Interview Respondent).

“After nightshift, the hygiene team cleaning activities (known as the Fire Brigade)
result in employee boots being left wet and in cases filled with cold water . Staff are
having to use excess dry paper towels to compensate for the wet boots. Either way,
starting 12 hours shift with wet feed is not right by anyone’s standards ", (Interview
Respondent).

“There are examples of allergy planning systems constraints, for example, the lack of

planning between planning, production and the technical teams all resulting in

incorrect production run setups, and shorting the customer”, (Interview Respondent).

11
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“There are insufficient management and office workers on-site during backshift
operations and generally processes appear to be reactive and often fail to correct
previous mistakes. Management is aware of this but no one takes ownership ”, (Focus

Group Response).

“The company needs to invest in new machinery or, in the short term, implement a

more realistic maintenance schedule”, (Focus Group Response).

In line with findings by Zin & Ismail (2012), respondents felt that management
constantly changed processes without the advice from the factory floor supervisors
and operatives. Such a scenario was further exacerbated, as there was a perception
that changes to production runs were not shared between departments. Such a
recuring scenario resulted in underachievement of production runs due to line
stoppages, breakdowns in maintenance schedules and increases in product waste and
internal recalls. As acknowledged by Ades et al., (2016) the corollary of the feedback
associated with control, suggested that the absence of management interaction fuelled

the perception of a ‘them and us culture”.

“The fast-track solution is for management to engage with the factory floor staff and

listen as we can see what’s going on”, (Interview Respondent).

“Because management rarely visit the factory floor, at times they are detached from
reality, it’s almost like working in two separate companies”, (Focus Group
Response).

4.2 Co-operation
The Hochberg’s GT2 revealed no differences in opinion between the subgroups
(p=0.01) as shown in Figure 1(B). In support of effective levels of co-operation,
management held the perception that the organisation had fostered a culture that was
highly reactive to unsafe practices. Management further held the view that food safety
was paramount emphasising that all staff needed to play a part. In their study, De
Boeck, (2017) also highlighted the importance of collective behaviour of management
and employees via a willingness to make the effort through participation.

Respondents in the study stated that, in the main, they were collegiate and took

12
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responsibility in rejecting products that fell off product lines and HACCP teams were
effective in co-operating with departments. Respondents also made specific reference
to the free bacon bun and coffee from management when the company received a

positive 3" party audit and that staff were generally co-operative and happy, in areas

such as divisional and team camaraderie:

“It may not be the best-paid job and we work long hours but life here is better than
most”, (Interview Respondent).

“The job is demanding but the banter and working relationships with factory staff is

good”, (Focus Group Response).

However, there was a perception that respondents felt that management tended to
micro-manage via a culture of instructions that would cascade down from senior
management. Such a system often bypassed the importance of supervisory feedback
and rarely consulted operational staff about their suggestions (Casey et al., 2017).
Thus, respondents openly stated that they did not have a voice and felt in part ring-
fenced from feeling a sense of empowerment (Han, 2016). In consequence, as noted
by Hofstede et al., (2010), a subculture had evolved in which staff would follow the
perceived path of least resistance and simply follow instructions, often knowing that
the directive would be prone to a mishap. Key catalysts fostering such a culture can
be attributable to excessive micromanagement and didactic style of management

communication:

“Staff are not involved in the development of procedures and work instructions etc.
for their area, also there is too much micromanagement at all levels”, (Interview

Respondent).

“It’s a case of management telling supervisors and supervisors tell us, but we don’t

get to tell anyone”, (Focus Group Response).

As found by Moreaux et al., (2018), there were also frustrations directed at the
running of ‘crews’, i.e., teams. It was felt that recruits were deployed onto production

lines without a sufficient insight of what their role function or division involved and

13
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this it was felt, hindered team productivity. In consequence, as acknowledged by
Powell et al., (2011), there were increased spikes of staff pressure to meet targets,
which many staff felt was attributable to rising staff attrition rates and high levels of
sickness. Furthermore, and in support of Yewon et al., (2017), the back shift
respondents expressed the view that due to poor management and operational
planning, their shift was often left to address unresolved issues, such as product short
runs and machine clean downs. Concerns were also directed and referenced by Yu et
al., (2017) at the equity of the factory floor job rotation systems, as there was a
perception that some teams or individuals were excluded from being rotated or

protected from roles they did not relish:

“The backshift teams are left with all the unfinished clean downs and we cannot gain
access to the factory shop as its always close when we start work ”, (Interview

Respondent).

“The wet fish area is the most demanding job, if you are good at it, you are there for

life”’, (Focus Group Response).

Respondents equally exhibited concerns over the recognition systems and felt that
such systems were at best jaded, as they were perceived as being inconsistent, lacked
transparency and had lost their currency to motivate staff and are in keeping with the
views of Ades et al. (2016). Examples of core employee agitators were associated
with zero contacts, attendance monitoring, long service recognition and an

incentivised staff suggestion system:

“Zero contract planning was unfair and should be more effectively planned to ensure

staff receive regular salaries”, (Interview Respondent).

“There was no recognition of staff who exhibit good attendance and/or long service

at Christmas and Easter”, (Focus Group Response).

“There used to be a staff suggestion system but I don’t think it's used anymore, come
to think about it there’s no real reward system that gets the attention of the

workforce”, (Focus Group Response).
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In line with the views of Casey et al., (2017) respondents certainly believed that the
lack of responsibility, empowerment, functional team dynamics and effective
recognition systems nurtured an informal sub-culture in overlooking poor practices
that affected both quality and food safety compliance. Furthermore, specific concern
was raised at a failure to timely correct audit findings and often fuelled by an

ineffective management open door policy:

“Internal audit findings are not being closed out by departments, for example, the red
(table) and blue (Floor) bucket system for cleaning is not always adhered to ”,

(Interview Respondent).

“The open-door policy does not seem to be open and management don'’t like being

advised especially when they are wrong”, (Focus Group Response).

4.3 Communication
Concerning the theme of communication, there were differences in opinions between
the Technical/QA group ((Figure 1 (C) and all other groups (with Management/
Supervisory p=.006, with Operative p=.006), which was exhibited in feedback
extracted via stage 2 interviews and stage three focus groups, in areas such as a failure
to follow work role instructions, QA and technical division lack of insight to the
needs and demands of other divisions. The corollary created a perception that both

QA and the technical had a detrimental elitist reputation:

“The challenge we face on a day-to-day basis is that other departments and staff do
not always follow instructions and this can cause quality assurance issues”,

(Interview Respondent).

“The QA and technical personnel need to listen and understand that we all need to

work as a team and stop acting like they run the place”, (Interview Respondent).

“The QA and technical boys love to try and catch us out. We would be all better off if
they took the time out to stop, ask and listen to our feedback, as we know when the

problems rest”, (Focus Group Response).
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“The QA and technical team think they are above everyone. The rarely ask for
feedback and when we give it, it’s rarely acted upon. It always been that type of

attitude”, (Focus Group Response).

Respondents openly stated that the company value systems are readily observable, via
signature, television screens and noticeably on the floor walks, as it was felt that
employees were generally inclined to look at the floor when walking. Management
was also of the perception that the company had a robust reporting system, productive
daily meetings and a staff suggestion system that was linked to rewards such as high
street vouchers.

Whilst respondents described the company culture as a ‘family culture’, they raised
concerns about the effectiveness of communication. Respondents felt unsure and, at
best, dispassionate about the company’s food safety strategy and links to the views of
Yiannas, (2009) concerning the importance of effective communication in building
and maintaining a positive food safety culture. The research also reflected similarities
to the work conducted by Newman and Goode (2019), where a rumour culture had
evolved amongst staff, in consequence to the limited formal lines of communication
and management interaction. Key flaws can be attributable to a general lack of
inclusivity between management and employees and a fragmented subcultures

between management - office personnel and factory floor staff:

“Senior Management rarely visit the factory floor/production areas and don’t keep us
updated with future plans, strategies and general company information ”, (Interview

Respondent).

“There’s a ‘them and us’ culture and different standards between office staff and

factory employees and this leads to rumours”, (Focus Group Response).

Despite having scheduled formal meetings at the start and end of shifts, as referred to
by Vredenburgh, (2002), there was a culture in which respondents felt that the
meetings were one-directional from management and end of shift meetings rarely
happened due to production pressures. There were also communication problems on

the factory floor. Respondents indicated that there were always delays in batch
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changes, as department managers relied on emails often knowing that supervisors did
not have time to read them during production runs. Furthermore, despite there being a
policy to speak English, this was rarely adhered to and supervisors relied on co-
workers translating instructions as it was considered easier and quicker. Specific
spikes of employee resistance were focused around the planning division lack of
proactive consultation with other divisions’, a disregard that staff are to communicate
in English, the importance and adequate resourcing of meetings and to erosion of

effective communication channels:

“Everyone knows planning does not speak to production and then it starts problems

problem problems”, (Interview Respondent).

“The company policy is to speak English but is not the norm and often overlooked”,

(Interview Respondent).

“Yes, meetings are important, but after a 12-hour shift who wants to hang around and

have a meeting ”, (Focus Group Response).

“Management and supervisors don’t really communicate that well, there is too much
firefighting which causes unnecessary pressure and wastage ”, (Focus Group

Response).

Respondents expressed a lack of clarity concerning reporting procedures and due to
the lack of interaction with management and did not feel comfortable in raising
problems, which was also noted by Yiannas (2009). Furthermore, there was also a
culture which was deprived from capturing and responding to employee feedback.
Furthermore, the irony was that management were endeavouring to introduce

wellbeing services that were destined to failure due to the lack of consultation:

“Staff suggestions are often challenged by management to justify their current system

and the whole process is not managed consistently”, (Interview Respondent).

“The fact that the company are paying a chiropodist is good but the real problem is

the lack of formal communication with the hygiene team to change their clean down
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operations and thus avoid the wet boots at the start of a shift ”, (Interview

Respondent).

“There’s no formal system of informing staff of complaints received or issues arising
from taste panels apart from emails on notice boards and who reads them”, (Focus

Group Response).

4.4 Competence
For the Competence subscale, differences (Figure 1(D) were also seen between the
Technical/QA group and Management/Supervisory p=.036, and Operative p=.04). In
support of staff competence, there was consistent evidence suggesting that staff had a
thorough understanding of Critical Control Points and that all staff received food
safety induction training. However, there were major concerns expressed about both
the quality and duration of staff induction programmes, as new staff, when entering
the factory floor, were vague, apprehensive about their role specification and lacking
in confidence. Such a scenario emphasises the work of Powell et al., (2011) who
stated that every person in an organisation should understand their role in producing
safe food. In consequence to the ineffective staff inductions, supervisors would have
to conduct on the line practical skills training and often compromising quality checks,
team meetings and clean down operations. It was also noted and supported by Yu et
al., (2017), that due to work pressure, staff would be asked to support other teams
which often resulted in staff working outside their skills areas, such as the boning of
fish and labelling. Hakenes & Katolnik, (2017) emphasized the importance and
benefits of a tactically planned job rotation system. One, if carefully managed, can
motivate staff to demonstrate their potential with management and personal feeling of
self-belief. However, respondents expressed general concerns about their ability, due

to a lack of staff inductions:

“Staff inductions are too brief and do not include a factory tour/insights of their
actual roles, sometimes resulting in new staff walking off the line. The trainers should
also spend more time on the factory floor to ensure that their training is fit for

purpose ”, (Interview Respondent).
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As highlighted by da Cunha et al., (2014), there was also concern directed at training
schedules and the quality of training and repeat training. For instance, respondents
indicated that there was no formal system in place for delivering food safety and
Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP) refresher training.
Furthermore, it was repeatedly stated that training needed to accurately reflect
operational demands and the importance of working to specification, such as
temperature controls and staff from training and development were rarely seen on the

factory floor:

‘There is no formal system in place for delivering food safety and HACCP refresher
training. Training needs to place more emphasis understanding the implications of
not working to specification, rather than just informing staff of dos and don 'ts ”,

(Interview Respondent).

“H.R need to spend more time on the factory floor to get a better idea of what
training is needed and how effective and relevant their current training is ”, (Focus

Group Response).

In support of the contributions by Cappelli (2018), there was little confidence in the
companies’ appraisal system as respondents stated that the formal system was in
many cases redundant. Those respondents who had received an appraisal described it
more as a brief chat about operational problems and driven by the supervisor, who

openly admitted that they had not received thorough appraisal training:

“Appraisals are not being undertaken regularly and need to be revised, especially the
time allocations and the repeated training of supervisors, the reality is that they are

not linked to any reward system ”, (Interview Respondent).

There was the perception that development programmes were, in the main, directed at
senior management. Management indicated that they were often poorly subscribed,
citing the pressures of team meetings and operational priorities which the work force
felt were a key contributor in terms of management informed decision making. The
importance of development is supported by Moreaux et al., (2018), who also found

that training is an antecedent to favourable attitude and behaviour. Respondents raised
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an important shortfall in stating that there was no procedure to identify and record
employees’ past skills and abilities. In consequence, the company had highly educated
and skilled employees doing low ability tasks which ultimately affected staff

retention:

“There is a general lack of commitment to management development programmes,
mainly drive my logistical priorities and a lack of attendance monitoring”, (Interview

Respondent).

“Office staff and management do not appreciate and fully utilise the ability and

competence of the workforce”, (Focus Group Response).

Despite misgivings and respondents concerns directed at training, appraisal
procedures and development programmes, respondents were optimistic and assured in
their self-belief. Respondents expressed the view that they had fostered positive team

subcultures in which they worked to support fellow team co-workers:

“We like working here. Yes, more money is always nice but you have to balance it
against working with a great team. We don’t need recognition from management the

true reward is praise and respect from colleagues”, (Interview respondent).

As might be expected, the Technical/QA staff had confidence in their skill and
knowledge in areas such as food safety, but other groups seem to be much less
confident, further emphasising the effectiveness of the current training and

development regime.

5.0 Conclusion

Utilising the ‘EFSM” as a vehicle to assess the company’s food safety compliance, it
was possible to reveal core issues which had created behavioural and procedural
frictions, such as effective alignment of the management’s food safety cultural
strategy within the wider work forces compliance. The data indicates that the cultural
verition was not an intentional action nor a desired cultural stance. However, through
the passage of time, it was evident that there was a misalignment between

management intent and that of the wider employee compliance. The corollary was
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what can be described as an exotropia food safety culture. The ramifications were far-
reaching concerning an underperforming control system, stifled co-operation between
management and employees, evidence of ineffective communications and under-

utilisation of its workforce competence.

On a positive, the research revealed that there was clear commitment and loyalty
amongst the workforce and, as such, it is well within the grasp of a senior executive to
take action to resolve those issues raised in the paper. Furthermore, at a great time of
uncertainty with Brexit, increased global economic recession, political tensions and
the continuing impact of the global pandemic, the current buoyancy of the company’s
profits and employee retention are significantly challenged. It is, therefore, paramount
that management commit to tackling the core issues raised in the paper and to do so
effectively will need to embrace and empower the workforce to become involved

participants. Failure to act will only reinforce the current extropian food culture.

As with the majority of research investigations they yield limitations but is only by
research can we create impact in terms of knowledge and practice. Whilst this
research was restricted to one of Europe’s largest fish processing manufactures its
findings, it is hoped, will resonate with academics, practitioners and the commercial
sector.

Supplementary Materials

[See supplementary materials]
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Table 1: The Enlighten Food Safety Culture Model

Key Themes Core Elements Key Indicators
1.The strategic and operational framework to
Strategy embed and integrate food safety
Control Leadership 2.Inspirational leadership to champion
Process food safety compliance
Change 3.Proactive and responsive attitude towards

Co-operation

Communication

Responsibility
Empowerment
Teams
Recognition

Vision
Norms
Consistency
Feedback

food safety processes and issues
4.Food safety reporting is used to support a
food safety change agents

1.Ensuring all employees recognize and
appreciate food safety responsibilities

2.Empowering employees to actively
participate in food safety initiatives

3.Motivating team dynamics to facilitate
food safety

4.Providing recognition to capture and
promote food safety compliance / best
practice

1.Embedding the importance of food safety
within the organizational vision

2.Fostering food safety social norms

3.The level of consistency and agreement in
food safety

4.Actively encourage reporting of food safety
Issues



1.Resourcing effective training and repeat

Training food safety training programmes

Competence Appraisal 2.Promoting and evaluating food safety
Development 3. Adopting food safety within the
Self-belief company belief system

4.Food safety roles and responsibilities are
clearly defined

Adapted from Watson et al. (2018a). Column 1 identifies four key themes for food safety cultural compliance. Column 2 cites core elements constituted in the respective

themes. Column 3 shows key indicators of an aspired food safety culture



Table 2: Characteristics of Questionnaire, Interview and Focus Group Respondents

Data collection method
Questionnaire Interviews  Focus Groups
(n=202) (n=40) Group  Group  Group
1(n=9) 2(n=9) 3(n=9)

Respondent Profile
Country of Origin

Czech Republic 11 1
Latvia 13 4 1
Lithuania 17 1
Poland 81 13 1 1 3
Portugal 4 2 1

UK 75 21 8 6 3
USA 1 1

Gender Not requested

Male 26 8 4 3
Female 14 1 5 6
Staffing Group

Senior Management 1

Management/ 25 15 2 5 4
Supervisory

QA/Technical 162 2 5 3 4
Operative 14 23 2 1 1
Years employed Not requested

<1 2

1-5 26 2 2 7
6-10 7 1

11-15 4 1 3 1
16-20 2 1 2 1
21-25 1 1 1

25-30 1 1




Table 3 Cronbach’s Alpha Statistical Analysis of Participants Responses

Component Items | Cronbach’s | Interpretation KMO Bartlett’s | Total
Alpha Test of Variance
Sphericity | Explained
Control 17 0.958 Excellent 0.950 P<0.001 61.39%
Co-operation 8 0.857 Good 0.844 P<0.001 51.21%
Communication | 10 0.942 Excellent 0.934 P<0.001 67.07%
Competence 13 0.938 Excellent 0.907 P<0.001 58.44%

Table 4: Summary of statistical tests looking for differences between staffing groups

Latent Factor

Parametric Analysis

Non-Parametric Analysis

Statistically Significant

(ANOVA)

(Kruskall Wallis)

Difference between
Staffing Groups?

Control
Communication
Competence
Co-Operation

(F=4.453, p=.013)
(F=5.499, p=.005)
(F=1.084, p=.030)
(F=2.223, p=.111)

(x2=10.166, p=.003)

(42=9.942, p=.007)
(42=7.563, p=.023)
(2=4.901, p=.086)

YES
YES
YES
NO
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Figure 1: Graphical Analysis of Sub-Scale Data.

Box plots show median values. Actual data and mean values (diamond) are also shown for reference



Highlights

e Quality assurance systems do not guarantee food safety compliance
e Food Safety Culture relies on both management and employee commitment

e Control, Co-operation, Communication and Competence are food safety benchmarks
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