
10. Questionnaire-based survey – Divers in the petroleum industry 
This chapter is also available in English at www.ptil.no.   

 

This section of the report presents the results from a questionnaire-based survey 

conducted among diving personnel who operated on the Norwegian Continental Shelf 

(NCS) between 1 January and 31 December 2018. The overarching objective of the survey 

is to measure diving personnel’s perception of the HSE conditions in their working 

environment, in the same way as has been done for other Norwegian petroleum activities 

over a number of years. These surveys have three primary goals: 

 

• To provide a description of employees' perception of the HSE conditions in the 

petroleum industry, and chart the factors that are significant for variations in these 

perceptions.  

• To help illuminate underlying factors that may help explain results from other sections 

of RNNP. 

• To follow trends over time in respect of personnel’s perception of HSE conditions at 

their own workplace. 

 

This is the first time that the questionnaire-based survey has been conducted among diving 

personnel. For offshore personnel, a questionnaire-based survey has been performed every 

other year since 2001, and similarly for onshore petroleum facilities since 2007. The 

majority of the questions are identical, to allow comparisons between offshore and 

onshore. The two forms differ insofar as they ask questions about certain specific conditions 

such as working time arrangements, work organisation and some risk factors that are 

inherently different. With the inclusion of diving personnel in the survey, the questionnaire 

has been adapted to cover a number of questions that concern only them. These relate, 

for example, to the characteristics and frequency of diving operations, as well as perceived 

risk and safety in relation to diving in particular.  

 

Where possible, results from diving personnel will be compared with those from offshore 

personnel. Given that this is the first time divers have been included in the survey, 

retrospective comparisons will not be possible.  

 

10.1 Presentation of results and interpretations 

The data analysis in this survey is based on familiar and widely used statistical methods. 

It is an express goal of the RNNP survey that the results and the report should be readable 

and understandable by people without technical backgrounds in statistics or in social 

science methodologies. Consequently, we have decided to reproduce the results without, 

on the whole, using excessive technical terminology. Where such terminology cannot easily 

be avoided, we have tried to explain what the terms employed mean. Readers with a 

special interest in the underlying statistics are referred to the Petroleum Safety Authority 

Norway’s website, where frequency tables for all individual questions are collected1. A new 

statistics portal has also been created, which allows the results from the offshore and 

onshore questionnaire-based surveys to be visualised, and where the display of the 

statistics can be customised2.  

 

The main section of the questionnaire (the part that is identical with previous offshore and 

onshore surveys) has been developed by the Petroleum Safety Authority Norway in 

collaboration with various research institutions, and is largely based on recognised and 

tested measurement tools (including QPS-Nordic). The general questionnaire has been 

previously scientifically tested and validated (Tharaldsen, Olsen & Rundmo, 2008; Høivik, 

Tharaldsen, Baste & Moen, 2009). To make the questionnaire also suitable for diving 

 
1 http://www.ptil.no/hovedrapport/rnnp-sporreskjemaundersokelse-offshore-2017-article13660-1340.html 
2 www.rnnp.no 
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personnel, it was supplemented with questions from a questionnaire developed by STAMI, 

and which were specially aimed at divers. A multipartite group was set up to discuss and 

decide on the final version.  

 

The data were analysed using standard social sciences software (SPSS 25.0). It may 

justifiably be claimed that the results presented in this report give a good picture of 

workers’ experience of HSE conditions in their own workplace. For all that, it should be 

noted however that the report does not constitute a complete or objective description of 

HSE conditions, but rather a description of how those workers who responded to the survey 

perceive the HSE climate and their working environment.  

 

This is the first time that diving personnel have had the opportunity to participate in the 

questionnaire-based survey. Retrospective comparisons, as are usually presented in the 

RNNP report, are consequently impossible. Some of the results will however be presented 

alongside results from RNNP (offshore) 2017. The two samples – offshore employees and 

diving personnel – are very different in size and it is not appropriate to test for statistical 

differences between them. However, in some tables, results for “divers” and “supervisors” 

will be shown.     We also test whether there are significant differences between these two 

groups. Such significance tests mean investigating whether our results are systematic and 

not the outcome of chance and measurement errors. The sample in this survey is small, 

and the two groups are very different in size (see 10.4.1 for details). It is therefore not 

easy for any difference to emerge as statistically significant. Significance is an expression 

of the low probability of the differences in the results being random. As with all statistics, 

common sense must be used in assessing the results. In the tables, significance is indicated 

by asterisks (* means that p ≤.05, i.e. that there is a 5 per cent or lower probability that 

the result has occurred randomly).  

 

A survey that takes the "temperature" of an entire sector in this manner, and that presents 

all results together, is only able to reflect the conditions very generally. Insight into the 

conditions on an individual vessel is only possible by breaking down the data at a lower 

level. With such a small sample, this is difficult to do. We consequently invite the reader 

to reflect critically and make their own interpretations of the results based on their 

background knowledge of diving operations in the Norwegian petroleum industry. This does 

not mean that all interpretations are equally valid, but that the results benefit from being 

understood within a framework that takes local challenges and specificities into account.  

10.2 The questionnaire 

The theoretical foundation of the form and the development of the its contents are 

described in previous reports (see www.ptil.no) and will not be repeated here. One issue 

is that, when trying to measure change over time, the "measuring apparatus" (i.e. the 

questionnaire and the way results are reported) should remain consistent. The general 

questionnaire comprises six main sections, but it has been adapted somewhat for diving 

personnel: 

  

• Demographic data. This section includes questions about age, nationality, 

education, job category, seniority, the company the person is employed by, the 

vessel, affiliation to the vessel and the company, working time arrangements, and 

whether the respondent has managerial responsibilities or is a representative.  

 

• HSE climate at own workplace. This section consists of 51 statements relating 

to different factors of significance for the state of HSE: 1) personal assumptions 

for performing work safely, 2) characteristics of one’s own and others’ behaviour 

of significance for HSE, 3) conditions in the work situation that affect one’s own 

behaviour. 

 

• Assessment of accident risk. This section consists of one question where the 

respondents are asked to assess the risk that ten accident scenarios pose for their 
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own safety. The scenarios cover most of the defined hazard and accident 

situations (DFUs) included in RNNP. Divers are also asked questions about 

assessing the risk of various incidents relating to diving operations. 

 

• Recreational conditions offshore. This section consists of five questions about 

aspects of cabin conditions, catering and leisure offshore.  

 

• Working environment. This section consists of 26 questions covering physical 

(exposure and strain) and psychosocial working environment factors 

(requirements for concentration and attentiveness, control over one’s own work 

performance and social support). 

 

• Working capacity, health and sickness absence. This section consists of eight 

questions that deal with sickness absence, health complaints, limitations on the 

ability to meet the physical and psychological demands of the job, and 

involvement in any work accidents that involve injuries. A number of additional 

health complaints are included for diving personnel that are not in the general 

form.  

 

In addition, the divers’ form has questions about the bail-out system, communication, 

training and work capacity, as well as various questions on these topics: 

 

• General working environment factors. This section consists of seven questions 

relating to work and regulations on the NCS. 

 

• Safety-related behaviour during diving. This section consists of 16 questions 

directly relating to the diver’s own behaviour during diving operations.  

 

• Exposure/pollution during diving. Five questions about exposure to different 

sources of pollution and how it is handled.  

 

The questionnaire was only offered in English, and was available both on paper and online. 

Participants were encouraged to respond online. The questionnaire is reproduced in 

Appendix B. 

 

10.3 Data collection and analysis 

10.3.1  Population 

The population is defined as all diving personnel who worked within the Petroleum Safety 

Authority Norway's area of authority during 2018. That is, they must have been involved 

in one or more diving operations on the NCS during this period.  Data collection took place 

between 1 January and 31 December. Anyone involved in a diving operation during this 

period should have had the opportunity to participate in the survey.  Persons who, in the 

period in question, were off sick, on leave or were not offshore for other reasons, are not 

included. 

10.3.2  Distribution and collection of forms 

Paper copies of the questionnaire were sent to the diving companies. They were responsible 

for distributing a form to all those who were or had been involved in diving operations on 

the NCS in the survey period (1 January - 31 December 2018). The paper forms included 

a comment on the option of responding online. The internet solution worked well, and 39% 

of responses were electronic. The forms were supplied with a stamped addressed envelope. 

Those who decided to answer on the paper form therefore sent the form back themselves.   

 

In previous surveys (offshore and onshore), there was direct contact between the 

responsible agency (IRIS/NORCE) and the facilities/installations in order to ensure good 

participation. In the survey of diving personnel, this was done differently. The Petroleum 



Safety Authority Norway established contact with the operators and diving contractors, and 

informed them of the survey. IRIS (now NORCE) distributed the questionnaire direct to the 

diving contractors.  

 

10.3.3  Response rate 

Based on a review of the number of diving operations, diving activity and the estimated 

number of diving personnel involved on diving support vessels, there is reason to assume 

that the response rate is similar to other RNNP responses (approx. 33%).  

 

10.4 Results 

This section presents the results of the survey. Some of the results are unique to diving 

personnel, since certain questions were put to this group alone. But there is a goal of 

showing results that can be compared with other personnel on the NCS who completed the 

questionnaire in 2017. The tables will clearly show where such comparisons are possible. 

However, not all the results from the survey in 2017 will be repeated, and the reader is 

referred to the respective reports for a complete description of the results (see 

www.ptil.no).  

 

10.4.1 Characteristics of the sample 

Table 10-1 shows an overview of who completed the questionnaire in 2017 (offshore 

personnel) and 2018 (diving personnel). Most of the tables in this chapter will encompass 

this division.  
 

Table 10-1 Characteristics of the sample 

Age/sample 

RNNP 

(offshore) 

2017 

RNNP (diving 

pers.) 2018 

Categories                   N= 6238 115 

20 years or younger 1.3 0 

21-24 years 1.7 0.9 

25-30 years 8.1 9.6 

21-30 years 9.8 10.5 

31-40 years 20.5 35.1 

41-50 years 31.6 27.2 

51-60 years 29.6 19.3 

61 years or older 7.1 7.9 

Same vessel (last 12 months) 79.9 36.8 

Different vessel (last 12 months) 20.1 63.2 

Saturation diver  -  20.5 

Surface-supplied diver  -  43.8 

Dive technician  -   -  

DP operator  -   -  

Diving supervisor  -  17.0 

Life support technician   -  8.0 

Life support supervisor  -  7.1 

ROV operator  -   -  
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Diving superintendent  -  1.8 

Offshore manager  -  1.8 

Permanent employment 95.1 5.2 

Day rate 
4.9 

80.9 

Other temporary contract 13.9 

Norwegian  89.5 10.5 

British  2.3 67.5 

Other nationality 8.3 21.9 

  

 

As shown in Table 10-1, most respondents in the sample are employed at a day rate. A 

very small proportion (5.2%) have permanent employment, while 13.9% have another 

temporary contract. For the majority of these, the contract’s duration is less than six 

months.  

 

To the question about their length of offshore experience, 10.5% answered up to five 

years. 26.3% have worked offshore for 6-10 years, and 55.3% have more than ten years’ 

experience.  

 

In the sample, 5.9% state that they are elected officials. 17% are safety representatives 

and 7.8% are members of a working environment committee. Looking at these in 

conjunction, 6.1% hold several positions simultaneously. In comparison with figures from 

other offshore employees (RNNP 2017), the proportion of elected officials is somewhat 

lower among diving personnel, while the proportion of safety representatives is higher.  

 

10.4.2  Working time and company affiliation 

 

Of those who completed the questionnaire, 45.6% worked for the same company in the 

last 12 months. In the same period, 36.8% worked on the same vessel.  Concerning the 

distribution of working time in the last year, 68.2% responded that they spent 1-24% of 

their working time on diving operations on the NCS. Only 8.2% spent more than 75% of 

their working time on this. 37% participated to one degree or another in other operations 

on the NCS.  

 

Table 10-2 provides an overview of the distribution of working time arrangements. The last 

category (“variable shift scheme”) refers to the question as posed in the offshore 

questionnaire. For diving personnel, the wording in the equivalent category is: “Shift 

arrangements adapted to diving operations”. 
 

Table 10-2 Working time arrangements (per cent)  

Working time 

arrangement 

RNNP 

(offshore) 

2017 

RNNP 

(diving 

pers.) 

2018 

Permanent day shift 47 12.4 

Permanent night shift 1.7 19.1 

Both day and night shift  -  55.8 

Swing shift (night-day) 18  -  

Swing shift (day-night) 7.5  -  

Full shift 9.1  -  



Staggered shift 1.8  -  

Variable shift scheme 14.9 12.4 

 

In respect of shift schedules, 15.9% state that they work 6/6 hours, while 79.6% work 

12/12 hours. Concerning the length of the previous offshore tour (on the NCS), 29.9% 

state that it was 14 days. The proportion longer than 14 days offshore was 51.4%.  

 

27.4% say that they have worked more than 16 hours in a 24-hour period in the last year. 

To the question as to whether they had been woken up during their free time to perform a 

work task, 16.2% responded that this had happened on their last offshore tour. 41.1% 

state that they have a second job onshore.  

 

10.4.3  Results for divers and their supervisors in particular 

Some of the questions in the survey are addressed especially to divers (saturation and 

surface-supplied divers) and supervisors. These two groups comprise 64.3% and 25.9% 

of the sample respectively. Those in the “other” group comprise 9.8%, and their responses 

are not included in the results presented in this chapter. Where the tables differentiate 

between divers and supervisors, a test is made of whether the differences between these 

two groups are statistically significant. Because the samples are small, and there are 

around twice as many divers as supervisors, most differences will not emerge as 

statistically significant.  

 

45% of the divers/supervisors state that they primarily work on the UK Continental Shelf. 

22% work mostly on the NCS, while 33% state that they work worldwide.  

 

Table 10-3 shows how many dive periods the sample had on the NCS and in other sectors 

respectively over the last 12 months. The largest share (58.2%) had only 1-2 periods on 

the NCS, and 14.3% had none. 85.9% had one or more diving periods in other sectors.  

 
Table 10-3 Number of dive periods in the last 12 months by location (percentage)  

(divers and supervisors, n=101) 

Number of dive periods (saturation/surface-supplied)  

Norwegian 

Continental 

Shelf 

Other 

sectors 

None 14.3 14.1 

1-2 periods 58.2 18.8 

3-9 periods 22.0 55.3 

10 periods or more 5.5 11.8 

 

The sample was asked for its opinion on various working environment factors on the NCS. 

The questions are introduced as follows: “General work factors. What is your opinion of the 

following issues relating to working on the NCS?” The responses are shown in Table 10-4, 

and differences between divers and supervisors are given, as well as the average for the 

whole sample. The response scale goes from 1 (very preferable) to 5 (not preferable at 

all). The divers consistently respond more positively than the supervisors, but it is only on 

the question of the use of NORSOK’s saturation/decompression tables that the difference 

between the groups is statistically significant. 

 
Table 10-4 Assessment of general working environment factors on the NCS, average 

 (divers and supervisors, n=101) 

General work factors, average  

(1=very preferable, 5=not preferable at all) 
Divers Supervisors Total 

Use of NORSOK saturation/decompression tables 1.81* 2.48 2.01 



Length of saturation periods 2.53 2.96 2.66 

Mandatory break in bell 1.88 2.25 1.99 

In-water time 1.88 2.39 2.03 

Long-term follow-up of the diver's health 1.78 2.00 1.85 

Length of stay on board 2.41 2.82 2.53 

Restriction of umbilical length 1.99 2.54 2.14 

 

The questions in Table 10-4 are also shown in Figure 10-1. Here the results for divers and 

supervisors are shown separately, and the response categories 1-2 and 4-5 are merged so 

that Figure 10-1 shows a three-part scale.  

 

 
 

  
Figure 10-1 General work factors (divers and supervisors, n=101) 

 

As concerns bail-out systems, standard bail-out bottles were preferred (68.1%) over 

rebreather systems (31.9%). More supervisors than divers prefer rebreather systems. 

During the previous two years, 9.5% had had to use the bail-out system. 42.1% had not 

had to use it, and 48.4% had only used it during drills or training. 

 



As regards the communication system between bell, diver and diving supervisor, 30.3% 

consider it “acceptable”. 64.1% think it is “good” or “very good”.  The divers respond 

somewhat more positively than the supervisors on this issue.  

 

93.7% of the divers state that they have been trained in the use of emergency equipment 

in the bell, basket or habitat. For supervisors, the proportion is 96.2%.  

 

Table 10-5 shows the results relating to perceived risk in connection with diving operations. 

The questions are introduced as follows: “Please describe your perception of risk connected 

to the conditions and elements listed below. Place an X in one box for each situation.” The 

values in the table are averages, where the questions are answered on a scale from 1 (very 

slight hazard) to 6 (very great hazard). A low value means that the incident is assessed as 

low risk.  

 

 

 
Table 10-5 Assessment of risk relating to diving operations, averages (divers and 

supervisors, n=101) 

Perceived risk associated with diving operations, average 

(1=very slight hazard, 6=very great hazard) 
Divers Supervisors Total 

Gas cut 3.99 3.50 3.84 

Human errors during diving operations 4.10 3.71 3.99 

Mechanical breakdown during diving operations (e.g. cranes, bell 

handling, hot water) 
3.84 3.42 3.72 

Personal diving equipment (including bail-out) 3.62 3.11 3.47 

Cooperation with other team members 2.59 2.96 2.70 

Operation on the installation/platform structures you are working 

on (e.g. water inlet/outlet, crane lifting) 
3.69 4.29 3.86 

Work inside structure 3.94 4.07 3.98 

Work on hydrocarbon systems 3.89 4.11 3.96 

Extended umbilical 3.54 3.79 3.61 

Bell located over structure 3.29 3.88 3.46 

DSV lifting operations (crane or lift bags) 3.54 4.07 3.69 

Simultaneous operations with ROV 2.47 3.11 2.66 

Environmental factors (sea state, current, visibility) 3.38 3.64 3.46 

Work within habitat 3.84 4.12 3.92 

Fatigue 3.74 3.52 3.68 

Automated control systems failures during diving operations 3.47 3.07 3.36 

Manual control systems failures during diving operations 3.54 3.19 3.44 

 

 

The questions listed in Table 10-5 are also shown in Figure 10-2. There, the categories are 

merged (in twos), so that the hazard is shown on a three-part scale. Divers and supervisors 

are shown separately, and as Table 10-5 also shows, there are differences in how these 

two groups respond. With certain exceptions, perceived risks are higher for divers than for 

supervisors.  

 



 
Figure 10-2 Perceived risk relating to diving operations (divers and supervisors, 

n=101) 

 

10.4.3.1 Questions only for divers 

Table 10-6 shows results for questions about safety-related behaviour in diving operations. 

The table shows the average values for questions, on a scale from 1 (very rarely or never) 

to 5 (very often or always). For positively worded questions, it is consequently beneficial 

to have a high average value, and conversely for negatively worded questions. However, 

there are some questions in Table 10-6 that are not necessarily worded either positively 

or negatively, such as "Have you asked for a break?". A low value for this question may 

just as easily be an indication that a break was not seen as necessary as evidence of the 

difficulty of asking for a break.  

 

To the question about reporting deviations from planned procedures, 45.8% of the divers 

responded that they quite/very rarely or never reported these. Only 16.7% responded that 

they quite/very often or always reported such deviations. Time pressure is not considered 

a major obstacle to following operational procedures, but 36.1% state that this was 

sometimes the case. A large majority (87.1%) were dismissive (quite/very rarely or never) 

of the question about whether the procedures were not followed. No one replied that this 

was very often or always the case.  

 

Concerning whether they were worried about their own safety during diving, 80.3% 

responded that this was quite/very rarely the case. The divers were asked whether they 

sometimes worked with divers or diving personnel who they regarded as incompetent. 

26.8% felt that this was sometimes the case. 7% felt that this was often or always the 

case.  

 

 

  



Table 10-6  Safety-related behaviour during diving operations (divers only, n=79) 

Safety-related behaviour during diving, average  

(1=very rarely/never, 5=very often/always) 
Divers 

Were the operational procedures relevant for your specific task? 4.07 

Did you consider information about the task to be relevant? 4.00 

Did you report deviations from planned procedures? 2.79 

Did time pressure make it hard to follow operational procedures? 2.26 

Did it happen that procedures were not followed? 1.63 

Did you dive even if dive equipment was not checked according to procedures? 1.17 

Did you dive even if not all parts of your diving equipment were in proper condition? 1.24 

Have you experienced a need for a break during a dive? 2.04 

Have you asked for a break? 1.60 

Were you worried about your own safety during diving? 1.81 

Did you work with divers or diving personnel that you regarded as incompetent? 2.17 

Did you work with supervisors or support personnel that you regarded incompetent? 1.83 

During a dive period, did you ask for medical assessment if you were unwell? 1.47 

Did you ask to be excused from diving if not well? 1.74 

Did you break safety procedures in order to get things done? 1.33 

Have you declined an offshore dive period if not feeling well? 1.45 

 

Figure 10-3 shows the distribution of responses to some of the questions from Table 10-6 

that had the most negative results. The results are shown on a three-part scale.  

 

 
Figure 10-3 Safety-related behaviour during diving operations (divers only, n=79) 

 

Among other questions only put to divers is the question of how physically demanding they 

found the job during the last dive period on the NCS. On a scale from 1 (very little 

demanding) to 5 (very demanding), the average was 2.39. More specifically, 22.5% 
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thought the work was very little demanding (value 1), while 62% responded with value 2 

or 3. 15.5% responded that they perceived the work as demanding (value 4 or 5). 

 

In respect of the question on working capacity, 93% of the divers stated that they had 

good or very good capability for handling unforeseeable emergency situations. The same 

percentage (93%) evaluate their own condition (physical/psychological/illness) during 

their last dive periods as good or very good.  

 

The final block of questions reserved for divers concerns exposure to and handling of 

contaminants (oil spill, drilling mud, chemicals, produced water) during diving. Half of the 

divers think that they quite/very often or always receive information about potential 

harmful effects of chemicals and contaminants. 16.7% believe that they very rarely or 

never receive such information. A large majority of the divers (77.8%) state that they are 

quite/very rarely or never exposed to high levels of chemicals and pollution when working 

on the seabed. A third have sometimes or quite often experienced their suit being 

contaminated, while two-thirds have rarely or never experienced this. More than half 

(55.6%) think that cleaning of the suit/umbilical/equipment is quite/very often or always 

given priority. 18.1% think that this is very rarely or never the case.   

 

10.4.4  Assessment of the HSE climate 

A range of questions about the HSE climate were asked. These are worded as statements 

to be agreed or disagreed with on a scale from 1 (fully agree) to 5 (fully disagree). For a 

clearer overview of the results, the statements are laid out in tables according to their 

wording. Positively worded statements are shown first, followed by negatively worded 

ones. Finally, there is a section in which some of the statements are grouped thematically. 

We call these indices and they are presented in 10.4.4.3. 

 

10.4.4.1 Positive HSE statements/questions 

Table 10-7 shows all HSE statements that are worded positively. Two of them differ in 

wording somewhat from the questionnaire for offshore personnel (2017), as shown by (-) 

in the table. The question in the divers’ form is in the row underneath, with (-) entered in 

the offshore column. In the very first row is an average score for all statements, but, for 

this, only completely identical statements are included. For readers of the main report for 

offshore (2017), the average will be different, since, in the main report, the average is 

taken over 34 questions.  

 
Table 10-7 Positively worded HSE statements 

(1=fully agree, 5=fully disagree) 

RNNP 

(offshore) 

2017 

RNNP 

(diving 

pers.) 

2018 

Average score for positive statements (29 items) 1.77 1.59 

Risk-filled operations are always carefully planned before they are begun 1.48 1.28 

There is enough manning to properly safeguard HSE 2.58 1.93 

I have the necessary competence to perform my job in a safe manner 1.46 1.15 

The management takes input from the safety delegates seriously 2.13 1.69 

The work permit (WP) system is always adhered to 1.75 1.38 

I can influence HSE matters at my workplace 1.76 1.68 

Information about undesirable incidents is used efficiently to prevent recurrences 2.00 1.77 



I stop work if I believe that it may be dangerous for me or others to continue 1.26 1.24 

My manager appreciates me pointing out matters of importance to HSE 1.65 1.70 

My colleagues will stop me if I work unsafely 1.61 1.33 

The emergency preparedness is good 1.91 1.42 

I ask my colleagues to stop work which I believe is performed in an unsafe 

manner 
1.41 1.25 

The company I work for takes HSE seriously 1.66 1.30 

I report any dangerous situations I see 1.31 1.37 

Safety is my number one priority when I work 1.33 1.40 

My supervisor is committed to the HSE work on the vessel 1.69 1.44 

It is easy to tell the nurse/company health service about complaints and illnesses 

that might be work-related 
2.06 1.57 

My colleagues are very committed to HSE 1.82 1.56 

The safety delegates do a good job 1.90 1.80 

I think it is easy to find what I need in the governing documents (requirements 

and procedures) 
2.77 2.01 

The HSE procedures cover my work tasks 1.82  -  

The operation procedures cover my work tasks  - 1.54 

I feel sufficiently rested when I am at work 2.18 2.05 

The equipment I need to carry out my work safely is easily available 1.78 1.55 

I have been given adequate training in working environment factors 1.88  -  

I have been given adequate training in working environment factors (e.g. 

chemicals, noise, ergonomics) 
 -  1.47 

I have been given adequate safety training 1.60 1.35 

I am thoroughly familiar with the HSE procedures 1.51 1.50 

I have easy access to procedures and instructions concerning my work 1.82 1.40 

I have access to the information necessary to make decisions which ensure the 

HSE aspect 
1.78 1.67 

I know which chemicals I may be exposed to 1.82 2.04 

I have been informed of the risks of the chemicals I work with 1.88 1.89 

I have been informed of the risks associated with noise 1.40 1.69 

 

Figure 10-4 shows the distribution of selected positively worded statements on the HSE 

climate, with comparisons between RNNP offshore (2017) and the diving survey (2018). 



 
Figure 10-4 Positive statements on the HSE climate. Comparison between the offshore 

(2017) and diving (2018) surveys 

 

10.4.4.2 Negative HSE statements/questions  

Table 10-8 shows the HSE statements that are worded negatively. The average score in 

the very first row is based on the 20 statements that are the same for both samples. In 

general, the diving survey has better results because the average score is higher. (That is 

to say, they disagree more with negative statements.) 

 
Table 10-8 Negatively worded HSE statements 

(1=fully agree, 5=fully disagree) 
RNNP 

(offshore) 2017 

RNNP (diving 

pers.) 2018 

Average score for negative statements (20 items) 3.81 3.95 

At times, I am pressured to work in ways that threaten safety 4.11 4.2 

My lack of knowledge of new technology may sometimes increase 

accident risk 
4.16 4.06 

I feel uncomfortable pointing out breaches of safety rules and 

procedures  
3.67 3.73 

I sometimes breach safety rules in order to get a job quickly done 4.07 4.47 



In practice, production takes priority over HSE 3.3 3.86 

Being too preoccupied with HSE can be a disadvantage to your career 3.8 3.29 

Communication between me and my colleagues often fail in a way 

that may lead to dangerous situations 
4.52 4.41 

The health, working environment and safety laws and regulations are 

not good enough 
3.64 4.19 

I would rather not discuss HSE with my immediate supervisor 4.39 4.32 

Deficient maintenance has caused poorer safety 2.72 3.44 

I doubt that I will be able to perform my emergency preparedness 

tasks in case of an emergency 
4.31 4.64 

There are often simultaneous work operations which lead to 

dangerous situations 
3.66 3.9 

Reports about accidents or dangerous situations are often 

"moderated" 
3.13 3.37 

Lack of cooperation between operators and contractors often lead to 

dangerous situations 
3.67 3.08 

I am unsure about my role in the emergency preparedness 

organisation 
4.48 4.54 

There are different procedures and routines for the same matters on 

different vessels and this poses a threat to the safety 
3.08 2.99 

I feel peer pressure which affects HSE assessments 3.95 4.06 

Dangerous situations arise because everyone does not speak the 

same language 
3.28 3.41 

I experience a pressure not to report personal injuries or other 

incidents which may ”mess up the statistics” 
3.67 4.22 

There have been dangerous situations because people have been 

under the influence of alcohol or drugs at work 
4.61 4.67 

 

 

Figure 10-5 shows the distribution of responses for a selection of negatively worded 

statements on the HSE climate, with comparisons between the offshore (2017) and diving 

(2018) surveys.   

 



 
Figure 10-5 Negative statements on the HSE climate. Comparison between the offshore 

(2017) and diving (2018) surveys 

 

10.4.4.3 Indices for the HSE climate 

For a clearer overview of the results concerning the HSE climate, seven indices have been 

created, with statements grouped thematically. Not all questions are included in the 

indices, but all questions are shown in the preceding sections (Table 10-7 and Table 10-8). 

Table 10-9 shows the average results for the indices, for both offshore (2017) and diving 

personnel (2018). The table also shows the Alpha value (Cronbach's alpha), which 

measures how well the index works. It is an advantage to have Alpha values higher than 

0.7.  

 

The seven indices correspond to the indices presented on the PSA's website with results 

from the risk level project (www.rnnp.no), with one exception: In Table 10-9, the 

http://www.rnnp.no/


"Collaboration and communication" index has one question fewer than in the original. (The 

statement "Increased cooperation between facility and land through the use of IT systems 

has led to less secure operations" is not used in the diving form.) 

 

The scale has been reversed for positively worded statements. A high value is always 

better.  

 
Table 10-9 Indices for the HSE climate3 

Index 
No. of 

questions 

Alpha 

(offshore) 

2017 

Alpha 

(diving 

pers.) 2018 

RNNP 

(offshore) 

2017 

RNNP 

(diving 

pers.) 2018 

Own safety-related behaviour 3 0.692 0.863 4.65 4.66 

Colleagues’ commitment 3 0.640 0.644 4.22 4.44 

Management’s commitment 3 0.774 0.823 4.17 4.39 

Conflicting objectives 4 0.771 0.809 3.86 4.12 

The organisation’s commitment 5 0.763 0.685 4.24 4.55 

Cooperation and communication 5 0.692 0.692 3.65 3.59 

Freedom to speak up 5 0.761 0.722 3.73 3.80 

 

Except for the "Collaboration and communication" index, the indices are evaluated slightly 

higher (more positively) in the diving survey than among offshore personnel in 2017.  

 

10.4.5  Perceived accident risk 

The sample were asked to rank the level of risk they associate with various incidents. Most 

of these questions are identical to those in the main form and are in addition to the 

incidents assessed and presented in 10.4.3. The introduction reads: “Perceived risk: Below 

is a list of some hazard and accident situations which may occur on the vessels. Please 

state how much of a hazard you feel the different situations constitute for you. (In the 

main form, it says “the facilities” instead of “the vessels”.) Table 10-10 shows the results 

for offshore (2017) and diving personnel (2018). In the average score in the very first row, 

dynamic positioning failure (DP failure) and pollution/contaminants are excluded since they 

cannot be compared between the two samples. About the results in general, we can say 

that those who responded to the diving survey assess the incidents as more risk-prone 

than did the respondents to the offshore survey. This may be related to differences in 

staying on a diving support vessel compared with other facilities, but it is difficult to be 

sure.    

 

 

 
Table 10-10 Perceived risk of various incidents, average 

(1=very slight hazard, 6=very great hazard) 

RNNP 

(offshore) 

2017 

RNNP (diving 

pers.) 2018 

Average score for perceived risk (10 questions) 2.39 3.17 

Helicopter accident 2.35 3.46 

Dynamic positioning failure (DP failure)  -  3.64 

Fire 2.69 3.58 

Explosion 2.47 3.47 

 
3 The indices have been tested for Cronbach’s Alpha values, which indicate whether the statements fit together 

well to express a common meaning. An index should ideally have a Cronbach's Alpha value > 0.7, but it is 

difficult to obtain a high value if the index contains few questions. For RNNP offshore (2017), the Alpha values 

are between 0.640 and 0.774. For diving personnel (2018), the values are slightly higher (from 0.644 to 0.863). 



Discharge of toxic gases/substances/chemicals 2.72  -  

Pollution/discharge of toxic gases/substances/chemicals  -  3.60 

Radioactive sources 1.86 2.78 

Collisions with ships/vessels/floating objects 1.99 3.08 

Sabotage/acts of terror 1.73 2.38 

Collapse of the installation’s load-bearing structures or loss of 

buoyancy 
1.73 2.73 

Serious work accidents 2.83 3.45 

Falling objects 3.29 3.45 

IT/control systems failure 2.88 3.21 

10.4.6  Physical, chemical and ergonomic working environment 

Table 10-11 shows questions concerning exposure and ergonomics in the working 

environment. The questions are introduced as follows: “Below is a list of some questions 

concerning your work situation offshore. Indicate your experience of the various issues by 

ticking one box for each question.” Results are shown with an average value between 1 

(very rarely/never) and 5 (very often/always), and, consequently, low values are positive. 

 
Table 10-11 Physical, chemical and ergonomic working environment, average 

(1=very rarely or never, 5=very often or always) 

RNNP 

(offshore) 

2017 

RNNP 

(diving 

pers.) 

2018 

Are you exposed to noise levels so high that you have to stand close 

to people and shout to be heard, or have to use headsets? 
3.08 2.28 

Are you exposed to vibrations to your hands or arms from machines 

or tools? 
2.11 2.14 

Do you work in cold areas exposed to the weather? 2.95 3.02 

Do you experience difficulties seeing what you are doing due to 

insufficient, weak or blinding lighting? 
2.16 1.94 

Is your skin exposed to e.g. oil, drilling mud, detergents or other 

chemicals? 
2.36 1.83 

Do you work under poor indoor conditions? 2.25 1.73 

Do you do heavy manual lifting? 2.58 2.77 

Is your work static sitting with little possibility of variation? 2.45 2.14 

 

 

10.4.7  Psychosocial and organisational working environment 

Table 10-12 shows results for questions dealing with psychosocial and organisational 

factors in the working environment. The introduction to the questions is the same as for 

10.4.6. Since the questions vary in design (positive and negative loading), it is important 

to look at the scale once the average value has been interpreted. Positive questions should 

have high values. Negative questions should have low values.  

 

 
Table 10-12 Psychosocial and organisational working environment, average 

(1=very rarely or never, 5=very often or always) 

RNNP 

(offshore) 

2017 

RNNP (diving 

pers.) 2018 



Does your work require so much attention that you find it a strain? 2.51 2.24 

Is your work challenging in a positive way? 3.67 3.99 

Can you set your own work speed? 3.49 3.27 

Can you influence decisions which are important to your work? 3.55 3.73 

Can you influence the way you perform your work? 3.83 3.88 

Do your colleagues help and support you in your work, if you need it? 4.2 4.14 

Does your immediate supervisor help and support you in your work, if you 

need it? 
3.8 4.22 

Do you feel that the cooperation climate in your work unit is encouraging 

and supportive? 
4.14 4.15 

Do you have so many tasks that it becomes hard to concentrate on each 

one? 
2.59 2.11 

Does your immediate supervisor give you feedback on your work 

performance? 
3.09 3.64 

Arrangements 

Is your workplace well adapted to the work tasks you perform? 3.87 4.35 

Do you have the necessary access to IT-/computer systems? 4.11 3.42 

Do you get necessary training in the use of new IT/control systems? 2.89 3.8 

Do the IT/control systems you use provide the necessary support in the 

performance of your work tasks? 
3.48 4.06 

Shift arrangement  

Do you find the shift arrangement a strain? 2.3 1.96 

Overtime 

Do you work so much overtime that it is a strain? 1.6 1.49 

Recreation 

Do you get sufficient rest/recreation between shifts? 4.15 4.21 

Do you get sufficient rest/recreation between work periods? 4.36 4.3 

 

Figure 10-6 and Figure 10-7 show the distribution for selected questions about working 

environment factors, both positive challenges and stressful conditions.  

 



 
Figure 10-6 Positive challenges in the work 

 

 
 
Figure 10-7 Assessments of working environment conditions that may be stressful 

10.4.8  Free time offshore 

Table 10-13 shows how the sample assesses conditions relating to leisure and recreation. 

The questions are introduced as follows: “Indicate how satisfied or dissatisfied you are with 

the conditions on the vessel by placing an X in one box for each condition.” The results 

show that diving personnel are uniformly satisfied with conditions relating to their free time 

and that there are minor differences compared to offshore personnel (2017).  

 
Table 10-13 Assessment of conditions concerning leisure/recreation, average 

(1=very satisfied, 5=very 

dissatisfied) 

RNNP 

(offshore) 

2017 

RNNP 

(diving 

pers.) 

2018 

Quality of food and drink 2.05 1.96 

Exercise opportunities 1.87 2.13 

Cabin conditions  2.05 2.22 

Chamber conditions  -  1.87 

Other recreational opportunities 2.21 2.03 

 

 



10.4.8.1 Sleep and rest 

Table 10-14 shows how the sample assessed conditions relating to sleep. The results in 

the diving survey are better than for sleep while offshore, while offshore personnel (2017) 

give a more positive assessment of sleep quality before and after an offshore tour. Noise 

is assessed somewhat similarly, while sharing a cabin is more widespread in the diving 

survey.  

 
Table 10-14 Assessment of sleep and opportunities for rest, average 

(1=very often/always, 5=very rarely/never) 

RNNP 

(offshore) 

2017 

RNNP 

(diving 

pers.) 2018 

I sleep well when offshore 2.17 2.07 

I sleep well the last few nights before going offshore 2.19 2.53 

I sleep well the first few nights after an offshore tour 2.15 2.53 

I have a problem with noise when sleeping offshore 3.76 3.74 

I must share cabins with others when I sleep 4.81 3.68 

 

Figure 10-8 shows how the experience of sleeping well offshore varies with the type of shift 

arrangement. How the sample is distributed among the various arrangements is shown in 

Table 10-2 in chapter 10.4.2.  

 

 
Figure 10-8 Sleep quality relative to type of shift arrangement 

 

The sample was also asked a question about hours awake before starting work. Half of the 

sample said that they were awake for 0-5 hours before going on their first shift. 28% were 

awake 11 hours or more ahead of their first shift. 16.2% said that, during their last tour, 

they had been woken during their free time to perform a work task.  

 

10.4.9 Health and sickness absence 

The participants were asked to assess their own health. 45.5% believe that their health is 

“very good”, and 50.9% describe it as “good”. The remaining 3.6% believe that their own 

health is "neither good nor poor". Concerning their own working capacity, 59.4% believe 



that it is "very good" in respect of physical demands, and similarly 53.6% in respect of 

psychological demands. 39.1% and 43.5%, respectively, believe that working capacity is 

"good" in respect of these demands. Fewer personnel responded to the questions about 

working capacity than to the other questions. This is due to technical issues with the online 

solution. 

 

 

10.4.9.1 Health complaints 

The questionnaire contains questions about a number of health complaints that may be 

experienced, both in general and associated with the job situation. These are shown in 

Table 10-15, which also shows that diving personnel were asked about certain ailments 

that are not included in the ordinary RNNP questionnaire. The participants were asked to 

rank each health complaint on a scale from 1 (not troubled) to 4 (very troubled), and then 

indicate whether a complaint is fully or partially caused by the work situation (last column 

in Table 10-15). Therefore, a low average value (close to 1) indicates that a health 

complaint is not widespread among the participants.  

 

 

 

 

 
Table 10-15 Distribution of health complaints and proportion of complaints that are 
job-related, average 

Health complaints, average 

(1=not troubled, 4=very troubled) 

RNNP 

(offshore) 

2017 

RNNP (diving 

pers.) 2018 

Job-related 

(per cent) 

Reduced hearing 1.51 1.28 35.7% 

Ringing in the ears/tinnitus 1.51 1.35 46.7% 

Other ear problems  -  1.10 27.3% 

Fatigue  -  1.36 31.4% 

Vertigo  -  1.00  -  

Nausea  -  1.05  -  

Feeling unwell  -  1.11  -  

Anxiety  -  1.20 61.1% 

Itching  -  1.17 60.0% 

Tingling or numbness  -  1.09 20.0% 

Teeth problems  -  1.05 33.3% 

Joint discomfort  -  1.31 30.0% 

Headache 1.51 1.20 31.6% 

Neck/shoulder/arm pain 1.89 1.40 29.4% 

Back pain 1.73 1.33 34.4% 

Knees/hip pain 1.69 1.26 28.0% 

Eye problems 1.25 1.12 50.0% 

Skin complaints 1.36 1.24 36.4% 

White fingers 1.10 1.03 66.7% 

Allergic reactions/hypersensitivity 1.17 1.04 20.0% 

Stomach/bowel problems 1.35 1.13 30.8% 



Respiratory problems 1.24 1.02  -  

Cardiovascular problems 1.05 1.02  -  

Psychological problems 1.27 1.18 53.3% 

 

 

29.5% in the diving survey stated that they had no health complaints. The corresponding 

figure for offshore personnel (2017) was 8.2%.  The average value of the index for 

comparable complaints (14 items) is 1.19 for diving personnel (2018) and 1.41 for offshore 

personnel (2017). 

 

Figure 10-9 shows the five most common complaints for diving personnel. Compared with 

offshore personnel (2017), diving personnel are less afflicted with pain in the 

neck/shoulders/arm and back, and they also have less prevalence of ringing in the 

ears/tinnitus. For fatigue and joint pain, only results for diving personnel are shown, 

because these categories are not included for offshore personnel (2017). 

 

 
Figure 10-9 Health complaints 

 

 

10.4.9.2  Sickness absence and injuries 

A large majority of participants (92%) state that they have not had any sickness absence 

in the past year. 6.3% have had sickness absence of 1-14 days, and 1.8% have had more 
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than 14 days. The corresponding figures for offshore personnel (2017) were 17.3% and 

8.2% respectively. In the case of injuries caused by an accident at work on the vessel in 

the last year, 4.6% said that they have experienced this. For offshore personnel (2017), 

the figure was 4%. Due to the low number of instances of sickness absence and injuries 

among diving personnel, no further results can be derived (e.g. whether sickness absence 

was caused by the work situation and reporting/classification of injuries).   

 

10.4.10 Differences between groups 

RNNP has a goal of mapping vulnerable and at-risk groups. In this regard, it is desirable 

to look at differences between different parts of the sample. For HSE climate (10.4.4) and 

perceived accident risk (10.4.5), we have shown index values, that is, an average score 

for certain questions that naturally belong together. We will do the same here. Questions 

about the working environment are grouped into different indices (Colleague support, Job 

control, Workload), as are questions about sleep and health (Sleep quality, Working 

capacity, Hearing problems and musculoskeletal disorders). Table 10-16 shows a list of the 

indexes.  

 

 

 
Table 10-16 List of indices used in comparisons 

Index Questions about   
Number of 

questions 

HSE climate: Own safety-related behaviour   3 

HSE climate: Colleagues’ commitment   3 

HSE climate: Management’s commitment   3 

HSE climate: Conflicting objectives   4 

HSE climate: The organisation’s commitment   5 

HSE climate: Cooperation and communication   5 

HSE climate: Freedom to speak up   5 

Perceived accident risk Perceived accident risk 10 

Colleague support Support, help and collaboration 2 

Job control 
Self-determination of work and pace of 

work 
3 

Workload Overtime and rest 2 

Sleep quality Quality of sleep 3 

Working capacity  Self-assessment of capacity to work 2 

Hearing problems  
Reduced hearing and ringing in the 

ears/tinnitus 
2 

Musculoskeletal disorders Pain in the neck, back, knees and hips 3 

 

In the diving survey, there are too few participants to make it appropriate or ethically 

justified to create many subgroups. Therefore, we continue to use the earlier two-way 

division between divers and supervisors, as shown in the chapter 10.4.3. The column 

labelled “RNNP (diving pers.) 2018” refers to the overall average for the index. To the 

right, the averages for divers and supervisors respectively are shown in individual columns. 

Note: Not all the participants fit into these two groups, and variances between the overall 

average and the two groups' averages indicate that the "other" group has responded in a 

way that affects the overall average in a given direction.  

 
Table 10-17 Index values and comparison between groups 



Index Positive if 

RNNP 

(offshore) 

2017 

RNNP (diving 

pers.) 2018 

Divers 

(2018) 

Supervisors 

(2018) 

HSE climate: Own safety-related 

behaviour 

High value 

(1-5) 
4.65 4.66 4.62 4.63 

HSE climate: Colleagues’ commitment 
High value 

(1-5) 
4.22 4.44 4.42 4.37 

HSE climate: Management’s commitment 
High value 

(1-5) 
4.17 4.39 4.38 4.27 

HSE climate: Conflicting objectives 
High value 

(1-5) 
3.86 4.12 4.05 3.99 

HSE climate: The organisation’s 

commitment 

High value 

(1-5) 
4.24 4.55 4.58 4.46 

HSE climate: Cooperation and 

communication 

High value 

(1-5) 
3.65 3.59 3.51 3.61 

HSE climate: Freedom to speak up 
High value 

(1-5) 
3.73 3.80 3.64 3.97 

Perceived accident risk 
Low value 

(1-6) 
2.39 3.17 3.28 3.17 

Colleague support 
High value 

(1-5) 
4.17 4.14 4.05 4.34 

Job control 
High value 

(1-5) 
3.62 3.62 3.54 3.80 

Workload 
High value 

(1-5) 
4.27 4.36 4.26 4.46 

Sleep quality 
Low value 

(1-5) 
2.17 2.37 2.34 2.54 

Working capacity  
Low value 

(1-5) 
1.51 1.46 1.44 1.54 

Hearing problems  
Low value 

(1-4) 
1.51 1.32 1.28 1.50 

Musculoskeletal disorders 
Low value 

(1-4) 
1.77 1.33 1.31 1.44 

 

As shown in Table 10-17, diving personnel have a higher (more positive) assessment than 

offshore personnel (2017) on five out of seven indices for HSE climate. The "Own safety 

behaviour" index is considered to be similar, while diving personnel have somewhat lower 

assessments of the "Cooperation and communication" index. The index of perceived risks 

shows that diving personnel have higher assessments of risk than offshore personnel 

(2017) for hazard and accident situations that both groups were asked to assess. (These 

are not the same situations that only diving personnel were asked about. See Chapter 

10.4.3.) There are generally small differences in indices that deal with the working 

environment, but diving personnel have a somewhat more positive assessment of the index 

for workload, seemingly pulled upwards by the supervisors' assessments. Sleep quality is 

assessed as lower by diving personnel, but from Table 10-14 (section 10.4.8.1) we see 

that it is lower quality of sleep before and after an offshore tour that has the effect. Diving 

personnel have better sleep quality when they are offshore, despite the fact that cabin 

sharing is more prevalent than among other offshore personnel (2017). All three health-

related indices (working capacity, health complaints) are assessed more positively by 

diving personnel than by offshore personnel (2017). 

 

10.5 Summary 

 This is the first time that diving personnel have been invited to participate in the 

questionnaire-based survey in RNNP. Most of the questions are the same as in the main 

survey, but diving personnel were also asked a number of questions that apply only to 

them. Certain adjustments were also made to the main questions, to make them relevant 

for diving personnel. Since it is not possible to compare results with a survey of the same 

group from previous years, we have opted to compare the results with those of offshore 



personnel (2017), where possible. Due to the very disparate sample sizes, differences were 

not tested for statistical significance. Differences in results should therefore be 

discussed/used with a deal of caution. 

 

Concerning the composition of the sample (those who responded), we find major 

differences between offshore (2017) and diving personnel (2018). Predefined categories 

make it difficult to talk about average age, but the diving personnel's ages are more 

centred in the 31-50 years categories, while the majority of offshore personnel (2017) are 

in higher age categories (41-60 years). There are almost no young persons (< 25 years) 

among the diving personnel. Very few diving personnel have permanent employment 

(5%), which is the complete opposite of offshore personnel (2017). Two-thirds of those 

who responded to the diving survey are British and only one-tenth are Norwegian. In the 

offshore survey (2017), nine out of ten respondents were Norwegian.  

 

In terms of the job categories among diving personnel, 64% are defined as divers 

(saturation/surface-supplied), 26% are supervisors (in diving-related roles), and 10% of 

the respondents occupy a different type of position. 37% have worked on the same vessel 

for the last 12 months. Among offshore personnel (2017), 80% replied that they worked 

on the same facility on every or nearly every tour of duty. Well over half of those who 

responded to the diving survey had 1-2 dive periods on the NCS during the last 12 months. 

 

The results for the diver-specific questions show that divers are more positive than their 

supervisors in assessing different working environment factors related to work on the NCS. 

Overall, the length of saturation periods and the length of stays on board are considered 

the most negative (of a total of seven factors). When asked about the perceived risks of 

various diving-related conditions/situations, divers assess the risks as being higher than 

do the supervisors, for the following conditions/situations: gas cut, human/mechanical 

failure during diving operations (two questions), personal diving equipment (including bail-

out system), fatigue and failure of automated/manual control systems (two questions). 

The divers were also asked about their own safety behaviour during diving, and this was 

assessed relatively positively.  

 

Some of the results deal with questions and topics where it is possible to compare with 

offshore personnel (2017). Seven indices have been constructed that summarize the 

results for the HSE climate, and diving personnel have better results than offshore 

personnel (2017) for five of these. In respect of the working environment, the results are 

more inconsistent, but diving personnel have slightly better results for workload than 

offshore personnel (2017). Diving personnel assess the risk of various hazard and accident 

situations as higher than offshore personnel (2017). When it comes to sleep, the overall 

quality of sleep experience (index covering three questions) is lower for diving personnel 

than for offshore personnel (2017).  

 

Diving personnel state that they had lower sickness absence (both short-term and long-

term) than offshore personnel (2017). They also report fewer health complaints, but the 

pattern in the most widespread complaints is similar to that of offshore personnel (2017). 

The assessment of own health is better than among offshore personnel (2017). It might 

be posited that the differences between the groups are due to diving personnel having 

stricter health requirements than offshore personnel overall, but the sample is too small 

to speculate too much on the basis of these results.  

 

 


