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Abstract: Increasingly, good quality and safe working conditions that promote employee health are
expected by stakeholders. The aim of this study is to examine the extent and quality of occupational
health and safety (OHS) reporting in the Top 100 companies listed on the Australian Stock Exchange
(ASX). Method: Publicly available annual reports from the Top 100 ASX companies were reviewed
using a policy scorecard against five dimensions drawn from the Australian Work Health and Safety
Strategy 2012–2022. The dimensions were: OHS information, legislation, leadership, work health
disorders, prevention and best practice. Results: Mean rank scores of high and low-risk industry
sectors were compared. High-risk sectors provided more explicit coverage of OHS information
across all five domains in comparison to low-risk sectors (p > 0.05). The Information Technology
sector scored the lowest across all five dimensions. Conclusion: Higher quality reporting from
those in high-risk sectors may be influenced by stakeholder expectations, as well as industry norms.
The current analysis suggests that relying on stakeholders to drive improved reporting may be
problematic, as those industries that are perceived to have a low OHS risk profile may not consider
the need to provide transparent reporting on their strategies to ensure they are providing good quality
working conditions.

Keywords: occupational health and safety; annual business reports; reporting; high and low risk;
stakeholder theory

1. Introduction

Increasingly, the general public expects organisations to provide good quality and
safe working conditions that not only prevent harm but also promote worker health. Good
work is widely recognised as critical for health and provides personal and societal benefits
(Waddell and Burton 2006). Whilst Australian organisations are required by legislation to
provide safe working conditions (Australian Government 2011), increasing pressure from
stakeholders and increased understanding of the need to move beyond mere compliance
is providing an impetus for organisations to adopt a more comprehensive approach to
occupational health and safety (OHS) (Hopkins 2007; Montero et al. 2009). Organisations
face a range of pressures to report on specific issues, arising from other organisations on
which they depend, and pressures to conform to the cultural expectations of society at
large (Young and Marais 2012). However, mandatory reporting of OHS in an organisation’s
suite of annual reports is not required and, as a result, is highly variable between different
industry sectors. In addition, comprehensive analysis of the quantity and quality of OHS
reporting is limited (Koskela 2014; Gardiner 2022; Mavroulidis et al. 2022).

Supervisory and regulatory institutions mandate the reporting of material risks in
organisations’ annual financial reports (Escrig-Olmedo et al. 2010). Such reports operate
as a major and comprehensive information source for investors, creditors, employees,
environmental groups and governments (Yuthas et al. 2002; Van Duuren et al. 2016). In
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addition to annual reports, many companies voluntarily include a sustainability report
as part of their corporate social responsibility agenda. These reports allow organisations
more flexibility in the content, as well as the design and message they are trying to impart
(Young and Marais 2012). In line with stakeholder theory, sustainability reports, sometimes
referred to as corporate social responsibility (CSR) reports, enable organisations to craft a
narrative about their salient activities, which they consider are of key interest to stakehold-
ers and society more generally (Donaldson and Preston 1995; Miralles-Quiros et al. 2017).
Such reports have been referred to as the new corporate business card, providing stake-
holders with information on critical economic, environmental and social aspects of an
organisation’s operations (Miralles-Quiros et al. 2017; Evangelinos et al. 2018). More re-
cently, CSR or sustainability has adopted an Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG)
framework that organisations are using to consider risks arising from their operations. ESG
analysis is often used by investors to inform investment decisions. High-risk industry
sectors, such as mining and construction, have led the adoption of voluntary reporting to
mitigate negative messaging about the dangers associated with work in these areas and
to amplify positive activities being undertaken (Chen and Zorigt 2013; Page et al. 2013).
Despite increasing pressure on industry to provide transparent reporting, sustainability
reports and the information contained within are voluntary and, as such, the content is
highly variable. In the reporting literature, the analysis of OHS issues has received only
a limited focus; thus, little is known about the quality and quantity of such information
(Gardiner 2022). In Australia, in particular, the extant research has pointed out the lack of
mandatory reporting standards on social issues as well as industry effects on reporting
(Young and Marais 2012; Gardiner 2022) This paper contributes to the OHS literature by
aiming to address the following two research questions:

(1) How comprehensively are Top 100 companies in the Australian Stock Exchange
reporting on OHS?

(2) How does OHS reporting in the Top companies in the Australian Stock Exchange
differ by industry sector?

This research examines annual or sustainability reports of the Top 100 companies
listed on the Australian Stock Exchange in 2019 and contributes to the literature on con-
tent analysis of OHS in these reports, strengthening the literature using objective reports,
extracting and examining key OHS data designed to demonstrate accountability to key
stakeholder groups (Mavroulidis et al. 2022). The following sections outline the theoretical
background and the role of OHS and the Australian regulatory environment. The paper
then includes the methods utilised and describes the use of the policy scorecard. Subse-
quently, the results are presented where the scores of the sample reports are analysed for
their coverage of OHS issues, compared between sectors and then contrasted between high
and low-risk sectors. Finally, the key outcomes are compared with the general literature,
study limitations are outlined and concluding remarks are made for future research in OHS
coverage in annual reports. This paper contributes to the current sparse coverage of OHS
information contained in the annual reporting suites of organisations using a previously
validated scorecard approach.

1.1. Theoretical Background

Increasingly, a belief exists that consumers will choose where to invest and purchase
goods and services based on value congruence between themselves and the organisation.
Stakeholder theory proposes that organisations will adopt practices that salient stakehold-
ers desire and, over the long term, this will lead to financial sustainability (Freeman 1984).
Therefore, it is of interest to organisations to create an image of being a good employer,
who values their employees and makes a legitimate and valuable contribution to society
(Schaltegger et al. 2019; Cahaya et al. 2017). Increasingly, stakeholders expect organisations
will not only protect their employees from injuries but also have strategies to actively
promote their general health and wellbeing. That is, they are good employers who have
strategies in place that are over and above the required minimum compliance to meet
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OHS regulatory requirements. The use of sustainability reports is one mechanism through
which organisations can mitigate negative messaging related to their sector, through the
promotion of activities implemented to support the environment and their workers. That
is, they can use these reports to manage their reputational profile (Bebbington et al. 2008).
Reputational theory is complex and a full discussion is beyond the remit of the current
paper. In brief, an organisation with a good reputation is more likely to be treated with trust
and confidence than one with a bad reputation (Fombrun and Van Riel 1997; Dowling 2004).
Organisations are seeking legitimacy and a social licence to operate through their sustain-
ability operations and reporting (Young and Marais 2012). They seek to separate themselves
from their competitors and hence can differentiate themselves through reporting on socially
desirable activities.

Despite limited information on OHS reporting in publicly available reports by organi-
sations, some evidence suggests that high-risk industries are more likely to utilise voluntary
reporting mechanisms to publicly describe their attention to corporate responsibilities and
positively promote their proactive approaches (Montero et al. 2009). In line with institu-
tional theory (DiMaggio and Powell 1983), organisations may seek legitimacy in the eyes of
their stakeholders by conforming to societal cultural expectations (Kolk and Pinkse 2010)
and by embracing the norms or values of others in their industry sector and their profes-
sions. Organisations may mimic those they believe are industry leaders or those with good
reputations, or conversely seek to follow others who are silent (Abraham and Shrives 2014).
The chemical industry introduced the “Responsible Care Programme” to improve the
public image and health and safety and environmental aspects (Muhamad Khair et al. 2021).
Conclusions on the effectiveness of their OHS activities are challenging in the absence
of mandated disclosure requirements (Gardiner 2022), with limited research to evaluate
the quality of the evidence provided in the reports despite increasing interest from stake-
holders and the community concerning the health and safety practices of organisations
(Chen and Zorigt 2013; Lock and Seele 2016; Tsalis et al. 2018).

1.1.1. Occupational Health and Safety

OHS processes are an integral part of a company’s general corporate strategy and
various communication channels are used to inform stakeholders of the company’s perfor-
mance in this area (Young and Thyil 2009). Evangelinos and colleagues (2018) stated that
OHS reflects the core parameters of the corporate sustainability strategy and agenda. An-
nual reports are a popular communication tool to inform stakeholders about the company’s
health and safety strengths, accountability, legitimacy of practices and daily operational pro-
cesses (Tsalis et al. 2018). Health and safety data can include quantitative information, such
as lost time due to injury and cost of safety requirements, along with qualitative statements
about employee programs and safety equipment. Beyond the basic compensation-related
data, a more nuanced reporting approach should include coverage of a wide range of
direct and indirect OHS actions with a focus on employee mental and physical health
outcomes (Jain et al. 2011; Dimmler 2017). However, at present, no guidelines exist to man-
date standard reporting of organisational health and safety metrics (Chen and Zorigt 2013;
Lock and Seele 2016; Tsalis et al. 2018). Therefore, organisations are able to dictate what
they include in their reports based on what they consider important in their OHS activities
and what may appeal to their relevant stakeholders.

1.1.2. Reporting

The quality and quantity of reporting may be influenced by the country in which an
organisation is listed (Young and Marais 2012). Organisations listed on a country’s stock
exchange tend to provide more voluntary information compared to those that are not listed
(Tsalis et al. 2018). Internationally listed companies also tend to provide greater detail than
those only listed locally. An emerging issue related to the changing expectations of organi-
sations is that traditional financially orientated reports are not suited for the reporting of
OHS. The financial aspects of OHS, fatalities, compensation costs and days lost to injury
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are lag indicators that report on the issues that occurred in the past and do not take into
account important aspects of the work environment, such as the organisational culture
and other important psychosocial factors linked with employees’ health and wellbeing
(Takala et al. 2014). Psychosocial factors, can be considered lead indicators and include
the design of work, quality of management, level of support, job control and workload
and are linked to an increased risk of developing musculoskeletal and/or stress-related
mental health disorders (Hauke et al. 2011; Oakman and Chan 2015; Oakman et al. 2017;
van der Molen et al. 2020). Coverage of non-traditional aspects of OHS, such as psychoso-
cial factors in governmental policies (Leka et al. 2015a; Potter et al. 2019) and workplace
policies (Oakman and Bartram 2017; Robertson et al. 2021), has been found to be limited,
which is inconsistent with contemporary OHS models that have expanded the traditional
models of OHS to highlight the need for consideration of psychosocial factors, in particular.

1.1.3. OHS Regulation in Australia

Within Australia, each state or territory has jurisdiction over OHS legislation. Safe
Work Australia (SWA), the overarching advisory body for OHS in Australia, developed a
single set of laws, referred to as model laws, for jurisdictions to implement across Australia.
The model laws included an act, regulations, codes of practice and guidance materials
that have been adopted in all but one state (Safe Work Australia 2016). The national Work
Health and Safety Strategy 2012–2022 (Safe Work Australia 2012) was developed by SWA to
provide an overarching strategy for OHS activities within Australia. The Strategy, targeted
at regulators, industry, unions and other bodies that influence work and workplaces, is to
be used by organisations to inform the development of their own OHS activities. In the
current study, this Strategy was used as a framework to analyse OHS reporting by the Top
100 ASX companies.

2. Methods
2.1. Design

This study adopts a previously used methodology based on a scorecard approach to eval-
uate the quality of OHS reporting across five dimensions (Leka et al. 2015a; Potter et al. 2019;
Robertson et al. 2021). For the current study, the dimensions in the scorecard were derived
from the Australian Work Health and Safety Strategy 2012–2022 National Action Areas
(Safe Work Australia 2012). In line with previous studies, the five dimensions were included
for assessment and scoring: (1) health, safety and hazard information; (2) health and safety
obligations being met under legislation and practice; (3) leadership and communication of
health and safety information; (4) work-related health disorders, education and outcomes;
and (5) preventive actions regarding health and safety, including evidence of best practice.
Recent research on Australian companies has focused on more traditional measures of
OHS; the current study extends this work by taking a more comprehensive approach to
OHS reporting and includes a broad range of lead indicators (Gardiner 2022).

2.2. Sample

A list of the Top 100 ASX companies (containing ASX code, company name, in-
dustry sector and market capital) was sourced on 1 February 2019 from the ASX web-
site. For inclusion on the ASX, companies are ranked by market capitalisation, which
requires them to trade a minimum volume and reach a range of investment benchmarks
(Australian Stock Exchange 2017). ASX companies were chosen to represent an index of
firms in Australia that are required by law to produce an annual report, whilst some also pro-
duce other reports such as sustainability reports (Young and Marais 2012; Gardiner 2022).
All publicly available annual, sustainability or other types of annual reports from the Top
100 ASX companies were accessed on 1 February 2019. Reports were accessed through the
company’s website or through the ASX individual business page, which provides links
to the annual reports. Reports were for the July 2017 to June 2018 financial year. In cases
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where multiple reports were available, each was reviewed for OHS content and the one
that provided the most comprehensive information was selected for final analysis.

2.3. Analysis

Each annual, sustainability or OHS report was scored using the scorecard on coverage
of content across five dimensions derived from the Australian Work Health and Safety
Strategy 2012–2022 National Action Areas (Safe Work Australia 2012). Although the
strategy has seven dimensions, two were deemed as outside the scope of annual reports
and not included in the scorecard. The two omitted dimensions were supply chains and
networks, and government, which influence OHS in organisations but are less within the
immediate control of companies, which is the focus of the current study.

The national action areas outlined in the Strategy are broad and, to operationalise these
for the purpose of the analysis, key dimensions were extracted in line with the approach
adopted by Leka et al. (2015a), who developed the scorecard approach utilised here.
Dimension one, healthy and safe by design, requires the presentation of health, safety and
hazard information to understand what approaches are being utilised by organisations to
support their OHS systems. Dimension two, health and safety obligations being met under
legislation and practice, relates to the provision of information on whether the organisation
is meeting its regulatory requirements. Dimension three, leadership and communication of
health and safety information, relates to the inclusion of information relating to leadership
in OHS. Dimension four, health and safety capabilities, covers material relating to how
organisations are managing the work-related health of their employees. The last dimension,
research and evaluation, covers material relating to the use of evidence-based best practices
in health and safety prevention programs.

The policy scorecard was developed as outlined above and then piloted by two of
the authors. Scoring was from 0 to 5, with zero meaning no reference or coverage of
the dimension in the report, whilst a score of 5 meant comprehensive coverage. The
five separate dimension scores were totalled to render an overall score out of 25. The
adapted scorecard was pilot tested by two members of the research team. Following minor
modifications, the form was finalised and distributed to members of the research team for
recording of comments and scoring. A brief overview of the scorecard is shown in Figure 1
and a full version is in the Supplementary Material (Table S1). One author completed
the scorecard for each of the included reports. Twenty-five percent of the reports were
independently scored a second time by two alternate authors. Any difference in scores was
discussed and a final score out of 5 was agreed upon by discussion until a consensus was
reached between the authors. To ensure consistency across the scoring, three authors (JO,
VW and AP) discussed the results.

Scores were screened for distribution and found to be non-parametric. An Independent
sample Kruskal–Wallis Test (non-parametric equivalent to ANOVA) was used to compare
the mean ranks of the industry sectors for each domain. A post-hoc test of pairwise
comparisons was undertaken with a Bonferroni correction to p-values.

Industry sectors were then categorised according to their risk profile as high or low.
Mann–Whitney U analysis was used to compare differences in high and low sectors across
the five criteria. Analysis was undertaken using SPSS Version 28 (IBM Statistics). Statistical
significance was set at p < 0.05.
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3. Results

One report was analysed for each company (see Table 1). Reports comprised annual
reports (n = 50), sustainability reports (n = 47), two health and safety reports, and one
company did not have a publicly available report at the time of analysis. Therefore, the
final number of reports analysed was 99.

The sample of companies included in the final analysis represents 11 ASX industry
classifications: consumer (cons) discretionary (9), consumer (cons) staples (5), energy (7),
financials (19), health care (7), industrials (13), information technology (IT) (5), materials
(19), real estate (10), telecommunication services (2) and utilities (4). Sectors were classified
as high or low-risk, according to Safe Work Australia definitions. High-risk industry sectors
included Energy, Industrials, Materials and Utilities. Health care was not classified as high
risk as the organisations listed in the Top 100 were mostly not responsible for direct patient
care. Low-risk industry sectors were Cons discretionary, Cons staples, Financials, Health
care, IT, Real estate and Telecommunication services. Forty-three industries were classified
as high risk and 57 as low-risk.
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Table 1. Report type included for analysis by industry sector.

Industry (Proportion of
Top 100) Annual Report Sustainability Report Health and Safety Report No Report Totals

High Risk
Energy (5.9%) 3 4 7
Industrials (8.6%) 7 6 13
Materials (18.4%) 7 11 1 19
Utilities (2.3%) 3 1 4
Low Risk
Cons Discretionary (5.6%) 5 4 9
Cons Staples (5.1%) 1 3 1 5
Financials (33.5%) 10 9 19
Health Care (8.6%) 3 4 7
IT (2.2%) 4 1 5
Real Estate (7.0%) 7 2 1 10
Telecommunications (2.8%) 2 2
Total 50 47 2 1 100

Average scores across all five dimensions by industry sector ranged from 2.4 (IT) to
18.16 (Materials) (Table 2). Across all five dimensions, the IT sector scored the lowest. In
comparing mean scores, Utilities scored the highest on three dimensions (OHS Information,
Legislation and Leadership) and Manufacturing on two (Work-related health disorders and
Prevention/best practice). A comparison of median scores for each dimension demonstrates
a slightly different pattern due to greater variation in scores within the Utility sector.

Table 2. Scorecard results by industry sector.

Dimensions OHS Information Legislation Leadership Work-Related
Health Disorders

Preventive/Evidence
of Best Practice

Average
Overall
Score/25

Industry sector Mean
(sd)

Median
(IQR)

Mean
(sd)

Median
(IQR)

Mean
(sd)

Median
(IQR)

Mean
(sd)

Median
(IQR)

Mean
(sd)

Median
(IQR)

Cons Discretionary 2.44
(1.88) 2 (1–4) 1.11

(1.83) 0 (0–2) 2.22
(1.92) 2 (0–4) 1.78

(2.17) 0 (0–4) 1.56
(1.67) 1 (0–2) 9.11

Cons Staples 3.50
(1.91) 4 (2–5) 2.75

(2.06)
3
(1.5–4)

2.25
(1.71)

2.5
(1–3.5)

3.00
(2.16)

3.5
(1.5–
4.5)

3.00
(2.16)

3.5
(1.5–4.5) 14.5

Energy 3.57
(1.40) 4 (3–5) 3.43

(1.27) 4 (3–4) 3.00
(1.15) 3 (2–4) 2.14

(1.77) 3 (0–4) 2.86
(1.57) 3 (2–4) 15.00

Financials 2.58
(0.90) 3 (2–3) 0.95

(0.91) 1 (0–2) 2.00
(0.94) 2 (2–3) 1.37

(1.74) 0 (0–3) 1.58
(1.46) 2 (0–3) 8.47

Health Care 2.00
(1.53) 1 (1–3) 1.57

(1.51) 1 (0–3) 1.57
(1.90) 1 (0–3) 1.57

(1.99) 0 (0–4) 1.57
(1.90) 1 (0–3) 8.29

Industrials 3.92
(1.44) 4 (4–5) 3.31

(1.65) 3 (2–5) 3.62
(1.61) 4 (3–5) 2.62

(2.06) 3 (0–4) 3.15
(2.03) 4 (2–5) 16.62

IT 1.20
(0.45) 1 (1–1) 0.20

(0.45) 0 (0–0) 0.80
(0.84) 1 (0–1) 0.00

(0.00) 0 (0–0) 0.20
(0.45) 0 (0–0) 2.4

Materials 4.11
(1.37) 5 (4–5) 3.58

(1.54) 4 (3–5) 3.68
(1.38) 4 (2–5) 3.16

(1.83) 3 (2–5) 3.63
(1.57) 4 (2–5) 18.16

Real Estate 2.50
(1.58) 2 (2–3) 1.30

(1.89) 0 (0–4) 1.80
(1.75)

1.5
(0–3)

0.70
(1.25) 0 (0–1) 1.90

(2.02) 1.5 (0–3) 8.20

Telecommunications 2.50
(2.12)

2.5
(1–4)

2.00
(2.83) 2 (0–4) 0.50

(0.71)
0.5
(0–1)

0.50
(0.71)

0.5
(0–1)

1.50
(2.12) 1.5 (0–3) 7.00

Utilities 4.50
(0.58)

4.5
(4–5)

3.75
(0.96)

3.5
(3–4.5)

4.75
(0.50)

5
(4.5–5)

2.00
(1.63) 2 (1–3) 3.00

(0.82)
3
(2.5–3.5) 18.00

Average mean
score

2.98
(1.00)

2.18
(1.24)

2.38
(1.28)

1.71
(1.02)

2.18
(1.02) 11.43

Independent
samples
Kruskal–Wallis
Test

p < 0.001 p < 0.001 p < 0.001 p = 0.019 p = 0.003
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For each of the five safety dimensions, the mean ranks were compared across all
11 sectors. Table 3 presents only the pairs with statistically significant results. Generally,
the largest differences were between Materials and IT. The IT sector scored lower in all
five safety dimensions compared to the Materials sector. In addition, under the legislation
dimension, Materials scored higher than Cons discretionary and the Financial sectors; the
Financial sector was also lower than the Industrial. The largest difference observed was
under the leadership dimension between Utilities and IT (3.95, p > 0.015).

Table 3. Comparison of industry sectors by mean rank.

Safety
Dimensions/Sector

Comparison
Group

Mean
Difference SE Adjusted

Sig

OHS Information
Materials IT 2.91 14.125 0.014
Legislation
Materials IT 3.38 14.149 0.015

Materials Cons
Discretionary 2.47 11.391 0.041

Financials Industrials 2.36 10.133 0.030
Materials Financials 2.63 9.133 0.002
Leadership
Materials IT 2.88 14.220 0.042
Utilities IT 3.95 18.979 0.026
Work-related health
disorders
Materials IT 3.16 13.800 0.050
Prevention/evidence of
best practice
Materials IT 3.43 14.122 0.016

Coverage of OHS information across the five dimensions was then compared between
high and low-risk sectors. In all five dimensions, the high-risk sectors provided more
explicit coverage of their OHS activities compared to those in low-risk sectors (Table 4).
In low-risk industries, even though OHS information and Leadership dimensions were
scantily reported, the other dimensions, such as legislation, workplace health disorders
and preventative actions, demonstrated even less.

Table 4. Comparison of safety coverage by high and low-risk industry sectors.

Safety Dimensions
High-Risk
Median Score/5
(43 Organisations)

Low-Risk
Median Score/5
(56 Organisations)

p-Value *

OHS Information 4 (IQR) 2 (IQR) p < 0.001
Legislation 4 (IQR) 1 (IQR) p < 0.001
Leadership 4 (IQR) 2 (IQR) p < 0.001
Work-related health disorders 3 (IQR) 0 (IQR) p < 0.001
Preventive actions/evidence of
best practice 4 (IQR) 1 (IQR) p < 0.001

* Mann–Whitney U.

4. Discussion

This study examined OHS reporting by the Top 100 ASX companies by reviewing
annual reports, which included the following: financial business, sustainability, CSR or
OHS reports. A policy scorecard was used to examine coverage of OHS across the five
dimensions, which included the following: OHS information, legislation, leadership, work
health disorders and prevention and best practice. In addition, this study examined
differences in OHS reporting between high and low-risk industry sectors.
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Research question one assessed how comprehensively Top 100 companies in the
Australian Stock Exchange are reporting on OHS. The analysis presented in this review
provides insights into the OHS coverage in relation to the five included dimensions derived
from the Australian Work Health and Safety Strategy. The most comprehensive coverage
was in the dimension of OHS Information and Leadership. The work-related health
disorders dimension was, on average, the most poorly covered, on average, across all
sectors. This result provides support for the notion that OHS is struggling to move away
from its traditional base, focused on tangible hazards and risks, such as chemicals, high-
risk machinery and the physical aspects of work, rather than the outcomes that arise
from poor working conditions, such as mental and physical health disorders. The more
information provided to stakeholders demonstrates a higher degree of accountability
culture, a greater degree of transparency and enhanced information for decision-making
(Mavroulidis et al. 2022).

Traditionally, OHS has been considered in terms of observable risks with a focus on
the use of machinery, working at heights, chemicals and heavy manual work, for example.
Typical reporting of OHS data includes accident and injury rates, compensation claims
and, if relevant, fatalities. Contemporary models of OHS are more comprehensive in their
consideration of workers’ health and wellbeing and include the full range of environmental
factors that influence workers, including the physical and psychosocial aspects of work
(Macdonald 2012; Jespersen and Hasle 2017). However, identifying and then reporting
these factors remains more limited than the traditional workplace OHS hazards, as found
in the current study and consistent with previous findings (Macdonald and Oakman 2015;
Oakman et al. 2018). The impacts of poor psychosocial working conditions and the subse-
quent mental and physical health disorders pose significant financial risks for organisations
(Lornudd et al. 2021) and, as such, warrant greater attention and reporting in all industry
sectors, despite them being less observable than traditional hazards (Leka et al. 2015b), to
ensure they are appropriately managed. Stakeholders may exert more pressure to improve
OHS reporting in these categories in the future, as awareness of a broader set of OHS issues
arises and in a post-COVID-19 work environment has become increasingly important
(Humphreys and Trotman 2022).

The second research question asked how OHS reporting in Top 100 companies in the
Australian Stock Exchange differed by industry sector. In relation to the comprehensiveness
of coverage across the five dimensions, significant variation was identified between the 11
sectors included in the analysis. The IT sector scored the lowest in all five dimensions, with
Utilities highest in three and Materials in two dimensions. Reporting of OHS is voluntary
and, as such, no standard guidelines exist to support the type and depth of material that
should be included in the reports. The reports were from organisations operating within
one country and, as such, different OHS regulations do not provide an explanation for the
significant differences observed between the sectors, previously described by others as an
influential factor in reporting (Roca and Searcy 2012; Tsalis et al. 2018). In contrast, the risk
profiles of different organisations and the perceptions of the relevance of OHS measures
offer a potential explanation and, as such, further analysis was undertaken to examine the
differences between high and low-risk industry sectors.

Following the grouping of the 11 sectors into high and low-risk sectors based on
industry standard classifications, OHS reporting was compared, with the high-risk sectors
scoring more favourably across all five dimensions. This finding provides support for
the notion that organisations that perceive their risk profile as high are more likely to
report OHS activities with more in-depth coverage than those sectors considered low
risk (Roca and Searcy 2012). Institutional theory may provide important insights here, as
industry norms may be driving more detailed reporting practices across these industry
sectors. This theory (DiMaggio and Powell 1983) argues that industry norms are a driver
of common behaviour as organisations conform to industry expectations, mimicking key
industry leaders and abiding by common stakeholder demands coming from customers,
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supply chain partners and industry bodies. It also contends that it can lead conversely to
minimal reporting as an accepted industry practice (Young and Marais 2012).

Although the IT sector was classified as low risk, this should not be interpreted as an
absence of adverse environmental hazards associated with potentially severe health out-
comes. Poor environmental conditions include a range of physical and psychosocial hazards
linked to cardiovascular disease, stress-related mental health and musculoskeletal disorders
(Nieuwenhuijsen et al. 2010; Eatough et al. 2012; Gerr et al. 2014; Fishta and Backé 2015).
IT sector employees are exposed to a range of psychosocial hazards which include, but
are not limited to, low levels of management support, high workload (time pressures and
overall job demands) and low job control. In contrast, the mining and construction sectors
(included in the materials sector) have high injury and accident rates and also face public
scrutiny in relation to the activities undertaken to mitigate these risks (Khashaba et al. 2018;
Nowrouzi-Kia et al. 2018). In line with stakeholder theory, this scrutiny places obligations
on organisations to develop and implement appropriate prevention actions, which can then
be publicized to positively promote their reputation, as previously suggested by others
(Roca and Searcy 2012; Chen and Zorigt 2013; Tsalis et al. 2018).

The challenges of voluntary reporting are complex (Kent and Zunker 2013; Tsalis et al. 2018)
with growing suggestions that mandatory guidelines are needed to support improvements
in the quality rather than quantity of information reported. Regulation is another key
institutional driver of corporate behaviour according to institutional theory. In the OHS
domain, although few studies have examined the content of annual reports, the wide
variation in reports highlighted by the current study provides additional support for
mandatory reporting guidelines. In addition, the findings support previous analyses in
both emerging and developed economies, calling for mandatory reporting guidelines in
OHS (Tsalis et al. 2018; Ali et al. 2021). Mandatory reporting should not be considered
the panacea to improvements in OHS, which requires a comprehensive approach that
takes into account the broad range of workplace conditions that impact employees’ health,
safety and wellbeing beyond the traditional focus on visible physical hazards and risks.
However, greater transparency of OHS through reporting will assist stakeholders in making
more informed decisions about the quality of working conditions within an organisation
and comparisons within sectors in relation to their performance. For organisations, this
assists with building their own legitimacy and enhancing their reputation which may
attract potential employees who have been not willing to work in these industry sectors
but are encouraged by improvements in working conditions. As customers, supply chain
partners, financial analysts, investors, media and governments are exerting increased
pressure on companies’ behaviour, there is evidence of enhanced expectations in regard to
reporting across many dimensions of sustainability. Companies are typically responding by
producing glossy Sustainability Reports and adding a variety of risk factors to the Annual
Financial Reports. However, it is evident from this study that OHS is not at the forefront
of their reporting regime, especially for those companies that are not in the traditional
industries classified as high risk in terms of physical labour.

Strengths and Limitations

The current study utilised a rigorous approach to score specific coverage of OHS
across five domains in ASX Top 100 business reports. The large sample size of the study is
a significant strength, along with the novel approach to coding the data. The inclusion of a
range of safety indicators, beyond accidents and injuries, is also a strength and is in line
with contemporary expectations of OHS practices. Examining organisations within one
country is a further strength, as all are subject to the same regulatory regime. Although
some differences exist across the different states of Australia, they are broadly similar and
offer a strong basis for comparisons to be made.

This study had a number of limitations. Firstly, this study focused on OHS reporting,
and not performance; hence, future work could examine relationships between these
two aspects. Secondly, this study cannot draw conclusions on the implementation or
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effectiveness of the activities undertaken by the organisations or provide direction about
how to improve OHS performance. A third limitation relates to “publication bias” where
organisations are more likely to report on successful OHS activities than those with no or
even a negative effect, which might impact their reputation. A further consideration is that
the reports reviewed were of the Top 100 companies who are more likely to have resources
to fund OHS programs and this may impact the generalisability of the results. Finally,
the data collected were across a single year and therefore, does not take into account the
dynamic nature of OHS. Longitudinal analysis is required to address this gap, with reports
analysed across multiple years.

5. Conclusions

In conclusion, this study identified that OHS reporting in the Top 100 ASX companies
varies significantly between industry sectors. In general, high-risk sectors reported higher
quality information in comparison to those in low-risk sectors. The significant variability
reflects challenges in voluntary reporting practices that arise from reputational, stakeholder
and institutional drivers, such as industry norms and the desire for reputation and legiti-
macy from salient stakeholders. However, relying only on stakeholder pressures to improve
reporting is unlikely to be successful. Organisational culture is important and ensuring
transparency in all aspects of OHS reporting is also needed, requiring input from all levels
of management. The current study provides support for a more structured process and
clear guidelines to improve the reporting of OHS in organisations’ suite of annual reports,
increasing the use of a range of institutional drivers through using regulation as a coercive
institutional driver rather than relying on industry norms and stakeholder pressure.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https://
www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/admsci14040072/s1, Table S1: Marking matrix.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, J.O. and A.P.; methodology, J.O. and A.P.; formal anal-
ysis, J.O., A.P. and V.P.W.; investigation, J.O. and A.P.; data curation, A.P.; writing—original draft
preparation, J.O.; writing—review and editing, J.O., V.P.W., S.Y. and A.P.; supervision, J.O.; project
administration, A.P. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made
available by the authors on request.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References
Abraham, Santhosh, and Philip J. Shrives. 2014. Improving the relevance of risk factor disclosure in corporate annual reports. The

British Accounting Review 46: 91–107. [CrossRef]
Ali, Fouzia Hadi, Faiza Liaqat, Shumaila Azhar, and Muhammad Ali. 2021. Exploring the quantity and quality of occupational health

and safety disclosure among listed manufacturing companies: Evidence from Pakistan, a lower-middle income country. Safety
Science 143: 105431. [CrossRef]

Australian Government. 2011. Federal Register of Legislation. Available online: https://www.legislation.gov.au/C2011A00137/2018-
07-01/text (accessed on 25 March 2024).

Australian Stock Exchange. 2017. Captial with Confidence. Available online: https://www.asx.com.au/documents/resources/00280-
listingbrochure-v4-lr.PDF (accessed on 25 March 2024).

Bebbington, Jan, Carlos Larrinaga, and Jose M. Moneva. 2008. Corporate social reporting and reputation risk management. Accounting,
Auditing & Accountability Journal 21: 337–61.

Cahaya, Fitra Roman, Stacey Porter, Greg Tower, and Alistair Brown. 2017. Coercive pressures on occupational health and safety
disclosures. Journal of Accounting in Emerging Economies 7: 318–36. [CrossRef]

Chen, James K. C., and Dulamjav Zorigt. 2013. Managing occupational health and safety in the mining industry. Journal of Business
Research 66: 2321–31. [CrossRef]

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/admsci14040072/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/admsci14040072/s1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2013.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2021.105431
https://www.legislation.gov.au/C2011A00137/2018-07-01/text
https://www.legislation.gov.au/C2011A00137/2018-07-01/text
https://www.asx.com.au/documents/resources/00280-listingbrochure-v4-lr.PDF
https://www.asx.com.au/documents/resources/00280-listingbrochure-v4-lr.PDF
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAEE-04-2015-0032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.04.013


Adm. Sci. 2024, 14, 72 12 of 13

DiMaggio, Paul J., and Walter W. Powell. 1983. The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism and collective rationality in
organizational fields. American Sociological Review 48: 147–60. [CrossRef]

Dimmler, Laura. 2017. Linking social determinants of health to corporate social responsibility: Extant criteria for the mining industry.
The Extractive Industries and Society 4: 216–26. [CrossRef]

Donaldson, Thomas, and Lee E. Preston. 1995. The stakeholder theory of the corporation: Concepts, evidence, and implications.
Academy of Management Review 20: 65–91. [CrossRef]

Dowling, Grahame R. 2004. Corporate reputations: Should you compete on yours? California Management Review 46: 19–36. [CrossRef]
Eatough, Erin M., Jason D. Way, and Chu-Hsiang Chang. 2012. Understanding the link between psychosocial work stressors and

work-related musculoskeletal complaints. Applied Ergonomics 43: 554–63. [CrossRef]
Escrig-Olmedo, Elena, Maria Jesus Muñoz-Torres, and Maria Angeles Fernandez-Izquierdo. 2010. Socially responsible investing:

Sustainability indices, ESG rating and information provider agencies. International Journal of Sustainable Economy 2: 442–61.
[CrossRef]

Evangelinos, Konstantinos, Stefanos Fotiadis, Antonis Skouloudis, Nadeem Khan, Foteini Konstandakopoulou, Ioannis Nikolaou, and
Shaun Lundy. 2018. Occupational health and safety disclosures in sustainability reports: An overview of trends among corporate
leaders. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management 25: 961–70. [CrossRef]

Fishta, Alba, and Eva-Maria Backé. 2015. Psychosocial stress at work and cardiovascular diseases: An overview of systematic reviews.
International Archives of Occupational and Environmental Health 88: 997–1014. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Fombrun, Charles, and Cees Van Riel. 1997. The reputational landscape. Corporate Reputation Review 1: 1–16. [CrossRef]
Freeman, R. Edward. 1984. Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach. Boston: Pitman Co.
Gardiner, Elliroma. 2022. Evaluating the quality of WHS disclosures by ASX100 companies: Is mandatory WHS reporting necessary?

Safety Science 153: 105798. [CrossRef]
Gerr, Fredric, Nathan B. Fethke, Dan Anton, Linda Merlino, John Rosecrance, Michele Marcus, and Michael P. Jones. 2014. A prospective

study of musculoskeletal outcomes among manufacturing workers: II. Effects of psychosocial stress and work organization
factors. Human Factors 56: 178–90. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Hauke, Angelika, Julia Flintrop, Emmanuelle Brun, and Reiner Rugulies. 2011. The impact of work-related psychosocial stressors on
the onset of musculoskeletal disorders in specific body regions: A review and meta-analysis of 54 longitudinal studies. Work &
Stress 25: 243–56.

Hopkins, Andrew. 2007. Beyond compliance monitoring: New strategies for safety regulators. Law & Policy 29: 210–25.
Humphreys, Kerry A., and Ken T. Trotman. 2022. Judgment and decision making research on CSR reporting in the COVID-19 pandemic

environment. Accounting & Finance 62: 739–65.
Jain, Aditya, Stavroula Leka, and Gerard Zwetsloot. 2011. Corporate Social Responsibility and Psychosocial Risk Management in

Europe. Journal of Business Ethics 101: 619–33. [CrossRef]
Jespersen, Anne Helbo, and Peter Hasle. 2017. Developing a concept for external audits of psychosocial risks in certified occupational

health and safety management systems. Safety Science 99: 227–34. [CrossRef]
Kent, Pamela, and Tamara Zunker. 2013. Attaining legitimacy by employee information in annual reports. Accounting, Auditing &

Accountability Journal 26: 1072–106.
Khashaba, E., M. El-Helaly, A. El-Gilany, S. Motawei, and S. Foda. 2018. Risk factors for non-fatal occupational injuries among

construction workers: A case–control study. Toxicology and Industrial Health 34: 83–90. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Kolk, Ans, and Jonatan Pinkse. 2010. The integration of corporate governance in corporate social responsibility disclosures. Corporate

Social Responsibility and Environmental Management 17: 15–26. [CrossRef]
Koskela, Marileena. 2014. Occupational health and safety in corporate social responsibility reports. Safety Science 68: 294–308.

[CrossRef]
Leka, Stavroula, Aditya Jain, Sergio Iavicoli, and Cristina Di Tecco. 2015a. An evaluation of the policy context on psychosocial risks and

mental health in the workplace in the European Union: Achievements, challenges, and the future. BioMed Research International
2015: 213089. [CrossRef]

Leka, Stavroula, Wim Van Wassenhove, and Aditya Jain. 2015b. Is psychosocial risk prevention possible? Deconstructing common
presumptions. Safety Science 71: 61–67. [CrossRef]

Lock, Irina, and Peter Seele. 2016. The credibility of CSR (corporate social responsibility) reports in Europe. Evidence from a
quantitative content analysis in 11 countries. Journal of Cleaner Production 122: 186–200. [CrossRef]

Lornudd, Caroline, Mandus Frykman, Terese Stenfors, David Ebbevi, Henna Hasson, Carl Johan Sundberg, and Ulrica von Thiele
Schwarz. 2021. A champagne tower of influence: An interview study of how corporate boards enact occupational health and
safety. Safety Science 143: 105416. [CrossRef]

Macdonald, Wendy, and Jodi Oakman. 2015. Requirements for more effective prevention of work-related musculoskeletal disorders.
BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders 16: 293. [CrossRef]

Macdonald, Wendy, ed. 2012. Models of causation: Health determinants, HaSPA (Health and Safety Professionals Alliance). In The Core
Body of Knowledge for Generalist OHS Professionals. Tullamarine: Safety Institute of Australia.

Mavroulidis, Michalis, Panagiotis Vouros, Stefanos Fotiadis, Foteini Konstantakopoulou, Georgios Fountoulakis, Ioannis Nikolaou,
and Konstantinos Evangelinos. 2022. Occupational health and safety of multinational construction companies through evaluation
of corporate social responsibility reports. Journal of Safety Research 81: 45–54. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.2307/2095101
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2017.01.006
https://doi.org/10.2307/258887
https://doi.org/10.2307/41166219
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2011.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSE.2010.035490
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1512
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00420-015-1019-0
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25687981
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1540008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2022.105798
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018720813487201
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24669552
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0742-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2016.11.023
https://doi.org/10.1177/0748233717733853
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29132257
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.196
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2014.04.011
https://doi.org/10.1155/2015/213089
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2014.03.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.02.060
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2021.105416
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12891-015-0750-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2022.01.005
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35589305


Adm. Sci. 2024, 14, 72 13 of 13

Miralles-Quiros, Maria del Mar, Jose Luis Miralles-Quiros, and Irene Guia Arraiano. 2017. Are Firms that Contribute to Sustainable
Development Valued by Investors? Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management 24: 71–84. [CrossRef]

Montero, María José, Rafael A. Araque, and Juan Miguel Rey. 2009. Occupational health and safety in the framework of corporate
social responsibility. Safety Science 47: 1440–45. [CrossRef]

Muhamad Khair, Nur Khairlida, Khai Ern Lee, Mazlin Mokhtar, Choo Ta Goh, Harminder Singh, and Pek Wan Chan. 2021. Assessing
Responsible Care implementation for sustainability in Malaysian chemical industries. International Journal of Workplace Health
Management 14: 542–54. [CrossRef]

Nieuwenhuijsen, Karen, David Bruinvels, and Monique Frings-Dresen. 2010. Psychosocial work environment and stress-related
disorders, a systematic review. Occupational Medicine 60: 277–86. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Nowrouzi-Kia, Behdin, Basem Gohar, Jennifer Casole, Carla Chidu, Jennifer Dumond, Alicia McDougall, and Behnam Nowrouzi-Kia.
2018. A systematic review of lost-time injuries in the global mining industry. Work 60: 49–61. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Oakman, Jodi, and Siew Chan. 2015. Risk management: Where should we target strategies to reduce work-related musculoskeletal
disorders? Safety Science 73: 99–105. [CrossRef]

Oakman, Jodi, and Timothy Bartram. 2017. Occupational health and safety management practices and musculoskeletal disorders
in aged care: Are policy, practice and research evidence aligned? Journal of Health Organization and Management 31: 331–46.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Oakman, Jodi, Astrid de Wind, Swenne G. van den Heuvel, and Allard J. van der Beek. 2017. Work characteristics predict the
development of multi-site musculoskeletal pain. International Archives of Occupational and Environmental Health 90: 653–61.
[CrossRef]

Oakman, Jodi, Wendy Macdonald, Timothy Bartram, Tessa Keegel, and Natasha Kinsman. 2018. Workplace risk management practices
to prevent musculoskeletal and mental health disorders: What are the gaps? Safety Science 101: 220–30. [CrossRef]

Page, Kathryn M., Anthony D. LaMontagne, Amber M. Louie, Aleck S. Ostry, Andrea Shaw, and Jeannie A. Shoveller. 2013. Stakeholder
perceptions of job stress in an industrialized country: Implications for policy and practice. Journal of Public Health Policy 34: 447–61.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Potter, Rachael, Valerie O’Keeffe, Stavroula Leka, Mardi Webber, and Maureen Dollard. 2019. Analytical review of the Australian
policy context for work-related psychological health and psychosocial risks. Safety Science 111: 37–48. [CrossRef]

Robertson, Jennifer, Christine Jayne, and Jodi Oakman. 2021. Work-related musculoskeletal and mental health disorders: Are workplace
policies and practices based on contemporary evidence? Safety Science 138: 105098. [CrossRef]

Roca, Laurence Clément, and Cory Searcy. 2012. An analysis of indicators disclosed in corporate sustainability reports. Journal of
Cleaner Production 20: 103–18. [CrossRef]

Safe Work Australia. 2012. Australian Work Health and Safety Strategy 2012–2022. Available online: https://www.safeworkaustralia.
gov.au/about-us/corporate-publications-and-resources/australian-work-health-and-safety-strategy-2012-2022 (accessed on
25 March 2024).

Safe Work Australia. 2016. Guide to the Model Work Health and Safety Act. Available online: https://www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/
system/files/documents/1702/guide-to-the-whs-act-at-21-march-2016.pdf (accessed on 25 March 2024).

Schaltegger, Stefan, Jacob Hörisch, and R. Edward Freeman. 2019. Business cases for sustainability: A stakeholder theory perspective.
Organization & Environment 32: 191–212.

Takala, Jukka, Päivi Hämäläinen, Kaija Leena Saarela, Loke Yoke Yun, Kathiresan Manickam, Tan Wee Jin, Peggy Heng, Caleb Tjong,
Lim Guan Kheng, Samuel Lim, and et al. 2014. Global estimates of the burden of injury and illness at work in 2012. Journal of
Occupational and Environmental Hygiene 11: 326–37. [CrossRef]

Tsalis, Thomas A., Martha S. Stylianou, and Ioannis E. Nikolaou. 2018. Evaluating the quality of corporate social responsibility reports:
The case of occupational health and safety disclosures. Safety Science 109: 313–23. [CrossRef]

van der Molen, Henk F., Karen Nieuwenhuijsen, Monique H. W. Frings-Dresen, and Gerda de Groene. 2020. Work-related psychosocial
risk factors for stress-related mental disorders: An updated systematic review and meta-analysis. BMJ Open 10: e034849.
[CrossRef]

Van Duuren, Emiel, Auke Plantinga, and Bert Scholtens. 2016. ESG integration and the investment management process: Fundamental
investing reinvented. Journal of Business Ethics 138: 525–33. [CrossRef]

Waddell, Gordon, and A. Kim Burton. 2006. Is Work Good for Your Health and Well-Being? London: The Sationary Office.
Young, Suzanne, and Magalie Marais. 2012. A multi-level perspective of CSR reporting: The implications of national institutions and

industry risk characteristics. Corporate Governance: An International Review 20: 432–50. [CrossRef]
Young, Suzanne, and Vijaya Thyil. 2009. Governance, employees and CSR: Integration is the key to unlocking value. Asia Pacific Journal

of Human Resources 47: 167–85. [CrossRef]
Yuthas, Kristi, Rodney Rogers, and Jesse F. Dillard. 2002. Communicative action and corporate annual reports. Journal of Business Ethics

41: 141–57. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1392
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2009.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJWHM-01-2020-0010
https://doi.org/10.1093/occmed/kqq081
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20511268
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-182715
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29733036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2014.11.026
https://doi.org/10.1108/JHOM-03-2017-0061
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28686131
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00420-017-1228-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2017.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1057/jphp.2013.24
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23783174
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2018.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2020.105098
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2011.08.002
https://www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/about-us/corporate-publications-and-resources/australian-work-health-and-safety-strategy-2012-2022
https://www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/about-us/corporate-publications-and-resources/australian-work-health-and-safety-strategy-2012-2022
https://www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/system/files/documents/1702/guide-to-the-whs-act-at-21-march-2016.pdf
https://www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/system/files/documents/1702/guide-to-the-whs-act-at-21-march-2016.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/15459624.2013.863131
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2018.06.015
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2019-034849
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2610-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2012.00926.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1038411109105440
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021314626311

	Introduction 
	Theoretical Background 
	Occupational Health and Safety 
	Reporting 
	OHS Regulation in Australia 


	Methods 
	Design 
	Sample 
	Analysis 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

