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Abstract 

Conventional safety systems often focus on rules, procedures, and after-the-fact data, but real-world 
incidents still happen even when these measures are in place. The Silent Trigger Theory offers a novel, 
proactive approach by identifying early, often nonverbal signals that precede workplace accidents. The 
theory suggests that some dangers remain unseen, and that early signs of risk are not always obvious or 
vocal. The theory introduces the STAR Framework for classifying subtle behavioral deviations (Shift, 
Traceable, Ambiguity, Risk Link) and a five-step field intervention to act on these signals. The model 
enhances existing safety systems like BBS, HOP, and ISO 45001 by adding a human-focused layer of 
attentiveness, drawing on principles of weak-signal detection and psychological safety. Illustrative case 
scenarios drawn from high-risk industries show how early recognition of silent triggers (e.g., unusual 
silence in meetings or rushed routines) can prompt dialogue and corrective action before incidents occur. 
Overall, the Silent Trigger Theory reconceives safety as a living culture, one where organizational silence 
itself may signal emerging risk. This theory expands the practical scope of safety science by providing 
researchers and safety professionals with a structured, yet adaptable approach for identifying early 
warning signs that often go unnoticed. This theory addresses a gap in current safety models by focusing 
on culturally embedded behavioral silence that precedes organizational failure, an area underexplored in 
traditional BBS or HOP frameworks. 

This paper presents the conceptual basis of the theory, with empirical testing and field validation planned 
in future stages. A field study is currently in preparation to test the model's predictive potential using real-
world observations and a structured measurement tool. 

This paper consolidates and extends earlier public releases (e.g., Zenodo DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.15732971), 
now presented in a unified conceptual framework 
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1. Introduction: 

Despite the presence of structured procedures, extensive training, and compliance systems in high-risk 
industries, serious accidents continue to occur. Investigations that follow often uncover that early signs of 
danger were present but went unnoticed, misread, or left unspoken. These signals are usually rooted in 

behavior or culture rather than explicit breaches of protocol. Examples include an operator who suddenly 
becomes quiet, a team that rushes through tasks, or subtle emotional disengagement during safety 
discussions. Such cues typically escape standard audits and are not captured by either leading or lagging 
indicators. 



Conventional safety models like Behavior-Based Safety (BBS), Human and Organizational Performance 
(HOP), and international frameworks such as ISO 45001 tend to emphasize visible unsafe acts, tangible 
risks, and procedural compliance. While effective in many respects, they often miss the deeper human and 
cultural factors that quietly weaken safety. 

The Silent Trigger Theory offers a response to this oversight. It focuses on detecting unspoken behavioral 
signals before they evolve into incidents. Rather than treating safety as a fixed set of rules, the theory 
views it as a dynamic cultural process that depends on keen observation and timely action. At its core, the 
theory presents a structured tool, the STAR model, for categorizing subtle behavioral deviations, along 
with a five-step field response to turn observations into meaningful safety insights. 

This paper lays out the theoretical grounding of the Silent Trigger Theory. It places the concept within 
established research on weak signals, psychological safety, organizational silence, and high-reliability 
organizations. It also contrasts the theory with traditional safety approaches and offers applied case 
scenarios that show how paying attention to silence, hesitation, or subtle emotional shifts can prevent 
incidents from occurring. 

2. Literature Review: 

Weak Signals and High Reliability: The concept of weak signals, subtle indications that a problem may 
be forming, has been part of organizational theory for decades. In high-risk environments, High 
Reliability Organizations (HROs) are especially attentive to these early cues, maintaining constant 
alertness to the possibility of failure. Researchers Weick and Sutcliffe emphasize that such organizations 
closely observe small irregularities, such as slight behavioral changes among employees or minor 
deviations from routine, treating them as potential signs of deeper issues. One example includes a utility 
company that linked a rise in bee stings among workers to rushed behavior and unsafe access to hidden 
areas. What distinguishes HROs is their capacity to identify and respond to these early warnings before 
they develop into larger problems. Building on this understanding, the Silent Trigger Theory interprets 
subtle behavioral changes, like reduced engagement, unexpected silence, or skipped steps, not as isolated 
incidents but as early indicators of risk. The theory takes the concept of weak signals and translates it into 
a practical method for frontline detection and response. [1] 

Organizational Silence: A related area of research explores why employees frequently choose not to 
raise safety concerns. Several factors can contribute to this silence, including fear of repercussions, rigid 
organizational hierarchies, or a belief that speaking up will not lead to meaningful change. Manapragada 
and Bruk-Lee (2016) categorized these influences into specific “silence motives,” such as concern over 
being judged negatively or adherence to cultural expectations that discourage dissent. 

 

When silence becomes a norm in the workplace, early indicators of danger often go unnoticed, allowing 
risks to surface without clear forewarning. The Silent Trigger Theory directly engages with this issue by 
focusing on the observable behaviors that result from organizational silence. It treats signs like silence 
and vagueness not as harmless or routine but as potential indicators of unresolved concerns that deserve 
attention. [2]   



Psychological Safety: Psychological safety, as defined by Edmondson (1999), describes a work 
environment where individuals feel secure in speaking up without fear of punishment or embarrassment. 
In teams where this condition is strong, members are more likely to ask questions, admit mistakes, and 
engage in open dialogue, behaviors that foster learning and reduce the likelihood of errors. Conversely, in 
environments lacking psychological safety, people tend to withhold their thoughts or concerns, even when 
something feels wrong. For example, a worker might witness a colleague acting secretively during a 
hazardous task but choose not to say anything. The Silent Trigger framework acknowledges the 
importance of psychological safety in facilitating early detection of risks. It encourages supervisors to ask 
thoughtful, respectful questions and to listen without judgment. In doing so, it helps cultivate an 
atmosphere where employees feel more comfortable voicing concerns that might otherwise remain 
hidden. [3]   

Mindfulness and High-Reliability Operations: High Reliability Organizations (HROs) are known for 
exhibiting what researchers refer to as organizational mindfulness sustained attentiveness to small details 
and a readiness to respond when even minor deviations occur. This mindset is supported by findings from 
Vogus et al. (2016), who observed that resilient teams tend to openly discuss potential points of failure, 
actively share information, and maintain constant awareness of irregularities. The Silent Trigger Theory 
aligns with two foundational principles from Weick and Sutcliffe’s work on HROs: preoccupation with 
failure and sensitivity to operations. Both emphasize the importance of identifying subtle departures from 
expected behavior as possible indicators of risk.  By adopting this orientation, the Silent Trigger Theory 
integrates mindfulness into daily organizational routines. It equips observers with a structured approach to 
notice and act on small behavioral shifts that may otherwise go unrecognized. [4]   

 Traditional Safety Models (BBS, HOP, ISO 45001): Established safety frameworks have developed 
significantly over the years. Behavior-Based Safety (BBS) programs focus on correcting observable 
unsafe behaviors by encouraging cooperation between management and workers. While effective in 
addressing visible actions, these programs often overlook more subtle indicators such as emotional 
disengagement or silent frustration. On the other hand, the Human and Organizational Performance 
(HOP) model, also known as Safety-II or Safety Differently, shifts focus toward understanding system 
weaknesses and the normal variability of human behavior. It promotes learning from what goes right 
rather than only analyzing failure. However, HOP often lacks practical tools for identifying ambiguous 
behaviors that occur during daily operations. 

Similarly, ISO 45001 offers a comprehensive structure for managing occupational health and safety. It 
includes components like risk assessment, internal audits, leadership commitment, and employee 
participation. Yet, while ISO 45001 addresses formal hazards and processes, it does not provide specific 
guidance on identifying subtle emotional or cultural signals that may compromise safety. For example, 
although it requires organizations to identify hazards, it treats psychosocial issues in general terms and 
does not outline how to detect when workers are too afraid or too exhausted to speak up. 

In summary, BBS, HOP, and ISO 45001 have all contributed to improving workplace safety. Still, they 
tend to overlook a critical area: the silent, subjective indicators that often emerge before an incident 
occurs. The Silent Trigger Theory was created to address this overlooked dimension and offer a practical 
solution for capturing it. [5]   

 



The below conceptual map illustrates the five interlinked academic domains that ground the Silent 
Trigger Theory: weak signals, organizational silence, psychological safety, high-reliability operations, 
and traditional safety models. It clarifies the theoretical landscape from which the STAR framework and 
intervention process were derived. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Development Theory : 

The Silent Trigger Theory was born out of direct field experience gained over 14 years working in high-
risk operational settings. Unlike many traditional safety tools that begin with theoretical frameworks, this 
theory took shape from the ground up. It started by addressing real-world gaps in recognizing human 
behavioral cues that often go undetected. 

The STAR framework and its accompanying intervention cycle were gradually developed through 
repeated observations and refinement, with the goal of capturing subtle behavioral changes that standard 
safety systems tend to overlook. This process was informed by ongoing collaboration with safety 
practitioners in the field, as well as insights drawn from academic disciplines such as organizational 
behavior, safety science, and systems thinking. 



4. Methodology: The STAR Model and Five-Step Intervention: 

To translate the Silent Trigger Theory into practical application, a structured approach has been 
developed that includes two core components: the STAR classification model and a five-step response 
process. This methodology is intended to be applied informally by frontline supervisors, safety 
professionals, and peer observers during their routine day-to-day operations. 

The STAR Classification Model: 

The STAR acronym defines four key criteria for evaluating atypical behavior: 

Shift: A sudden or unexplained change in behavior, mood, or engagement (e.g., a normal vocal 
technician stops contributing to meetings). 

Traceable: A logical connection between the change and known stressors or factors (e.g., work 
pressure, fatigue, conflict). 

Ambiguity: This refers to behavior that is unclear or communicated in an indirect manner. 
Examples include an employee who avoids eye contact or gives short, vague responses that lack 
specificity. 

Risk Link: A reasonable association between specific behavior and heightened exposure to risk, 
for instance, bypassing minor inspection steps that could eventually result in equipment failure. 

When a behavior aligns with at least three of the four-STAR criteria, it is identified as a potential “silent 
trigger” and warrants closer examination or follow-up. In effect, STAR turns intuition into structured 
data: ambiguous interpersonal signals become documented indicators of potential risk. 

 

Table 1: STAR Framework – Behavioral Criteria for Identifying Silent Triggers 

Criteria How to Identify it? Examples from Field Tips for Observer 

(S) Shift Look for sudden, unexplained changes 
in tone, body language or engagement. 

A normally engaged worker becomes silent, 
Sudden aggressive tone or defensive posture, 
Shift from confidence to visible confusion. 

Do not assume it is personal, note 
what happened before the shift. 

(T) Traceable Is there a visible Link between this 
behavior and a stressor (e.g., 

workload, conflict). 

Worker just received a harsh comment from 
supervisor, Team was rushing due to tight 
deadlines, Error made, and fear of blame is 

visible. 

Consider reflecting: “If I were in 
their position, would I also be 
impacted by this stress?” 

(A) Ambiguity Observe unclear, or hesitant 
communication. 

“I think it’s fine… maybe.,” Incomplete 
answers when asked about procedures, 

Avoidance of eye contact when questioned. 

Document quotes, if possible, tone 
and hesitation are important. 

(R) Risk Link Dose this behavior increases the risk 
of Error, incident, or degradation of 

control? 

Worker skips checklist steps, Disengaged 
team members during high-risk operation, 
Overconfident behavior near hazardous 

equipment. 

Consider context: is this behavior 
happening in the high-risk zone or 

task? 



Five-Step Intervention Process: 

Recognizing a silent trigger is only the starting point, the real value lies in responding effectively and 
without delay. The following five-step model is designed to guide observers from initial recognition to 
meaningful intervention in a practical, field-friendly way: 

 

1.  Notice (Observe): Make a conscious effort to spot subtle behavioral changes. This includes non-
verbal cues such as sudden silence, changes in tone or posture, rushing through tasks, or visible 
signs of hesitation, observed naturally during regular work activities. 

2.  Validate: Determine whether the observed behavior is a one-time occurrence or part of a pattern. 
Use the STAR framework to assess it. Consult with coworkers or across shifts to identify any 
recent sources of stress or disruption. If three or more STAR criteria are met, classify the 
behavior as a silent trigger. 

3.  Log (Record): Document the observation informally and objectively, for example, with a quick 
written note or voice memo. Capture details like time, location, people involved, and which 
STAR elements were present. This step is not for discipline but to build a record that can reveal 
patterns over time. 

4.  Discuss: Have a private, respectful conversation with the individual involved. Approach the 
dialogue with curiosity, not accusation, for instance: “I’ve noticed you seem a bit quiet lately. Is 
everything okay?” Listen openly and without judgment. The goal is to uncover possible causes, 
such as stress, uncertainty, or equipment issues, and to offer support. 

5.  Intervene (Act): Based on the insights gathered, take appropriate steps. This may include 
adjusting workloads or schedules, providing coaching or mental health support, offering refresher 
training, or assigning extra resources. Be sure to document the resolution and any necessary 
follow-up. 

By following this cycle, observe, validate, record, discuss, and act, teams can turn subtle behavioral 
signals into meaningful, proactive safety actions. The emphasis is on building trust and promoting 
learning. The process is not designed to blame, but to catch and address early signs before they lead to 
incidents. 

 

Table 2: The Five-Step Intervention Cycle – A Structured Response Model for Behavioral Risk Signals 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Step Action 

Notice Recognize subtle Shifts or discomfort 

Validate Is this isolated or recurring? Confirm via peer or second shift 

Log Record informally (voice note, entry, checklist form) 

Discuss Open private conversation, listen actively 

Intervene Take proportional action (coaching, support, follow-up)  



Integrated Concept Map of the Silent Trigger Theory: 

The below visual integrates the key components of the Silent Trigger Theory, including its foundational 
theories, STAR classification model, core principles, practical intervention process, key benefits, and 
limitations. It serves as a conceptual overview and learning aid for both practitioners and researchers 
seeking to understand the theory’s structure and application. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5. Theoretical Applications: Illustrative Case Scenarios: 

The Silent Trigger Theory is best understood through examples drawn from practical experience. The 
following case vignettes, inspired by real situations in high-risk work environments, demonstrate how 
early recognition and response to subtle behavioral cues can significantly contribute to preventing adverse 
events. 

Case 1:  

Silent Operator. A senior technician who usually speaks up during safety meetings suddenly falls silent 
over a two-week period. Applying the STAR model reveals multiple flags: a clear Shift (from vocal to 
withdrawn), Traceable stress (recent ignored safety concerns), Ambiguity (refusal to engage), and Risk 
Link (drop in hazard reporting). The supervisor initiates a private, calm discussion and learns that the 
operator was frustrated by unresolved issues. Following coaching and acknowledgement of his input, the 
operator’s participation recovers, and team morale improves. This case illustrates how recognizing a 
sudden silence (a negative deviation from normal behavior) can reveal unaddressed safety issues before 
they escalate. 

Case 2: 

 Rushed Inspections. During pre-shift checks, technicians begin to rapidly sign off on equipment 
inspections “just to get on with it,” at the urging of their supervisor aiming to save time. Here, STAR 
criteria are met: the Shift (change in the inspection process), Traceable pressure (tight schedule), 
Ambiguity (nonverbal hint of discomfort), and Risk Link (potential missed faults). A peer-initiated 
feedback process and a supervisory reminder of inspection standards ensue. After this intervention, the 
team resumes thorough inspections: compliance improves, and the safety culture shifts from “fast” back 
to “focused.” This scenario shows how subtle shortcutting behavior can be caught through STAR and 
addressed proactively. 

Case 3: 

 Avoidant Supervisor. A site safety supervisor starts avoiding eye contact and giving curt answers during 
routine walkthroughs, unlike his usual engagement manner. Under STAR, observers note a Shift in 
demeanor, Ambiguity in communication, Traceability (stress from a recent leadership change), and a Risk 
Link (erosion of on-site presence). Instead of ignoring this change, management conducts a wellness 
check. It turns out the supervisor was overwhelmed by personal issues. Responsibilities are temporarily 
redistributed, and support is offered. Within days, the supervisor’s engagement returns to normal. This 
vignette highlights how detecting a manager’s silent stress signal can prevent supervision gaps that might 
otherwise lead to incidents. 

These cases are illustrative, not empirical studies. They demonstrate how Silent Trigger Theory can be applied in 
practice: by classifying a behavioral change and following up with discussion and action, latent risks were 
mitigated. In each example, the intervention was small but had a large preventive impact, consistent with the 
theory’s emphasis on early, “micro-level” signals. 

 

 



6. Discussion 

The Silent Trigger Theory contributes a new behavioral dimension to safety science. It integrates and 
extends several scholarly domains: 

• Comparative Positioning of STT with BBS and HOP: While traditional models like Behavior-
Based Safety (BBS) and Human and Organizational Performance (HOP) have significantly 
contributed to safety thinking, the Silent Trigger Theory (STT) does not seek to replace them. 
Instead, it complements both by addressing overlooked behavioral signals, particularly silent and 
culturally embedded cues, that may precede incidents. The following table outlines the 
distinctions and synergies among the three models: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



As illustrated, the Silent Trigger Theory adds a third dimension to safety by identifying early signals that 
are frequently overlooked by models focused solely on behavior or systems. Its purpose is not to replace 
existing safety frameworks, but to strengthen them through a culturally aware and emotionally attuned 
perspective that allows for earlier recognition of developing risks. 

 

• Extending Voice and Safety Cultures: The theory builds research on employee voice versus 
silence. It implicitly addresses Hirschman’s “exit, voice, loyalty” framework and Morrison & 
Milliken’s (2000) findings on why workers stay silent. By treating withdrawal or disengagement 
as valid data (instead of merely “an attitude problem”), Silent Trigger offers a practical outlet for 
suppressed voice. It also aligns with Edmondson’s psychological safety: by encouraging private, 
non-punitive inquiries, it helps create conditions where employees feel heard rather than fearful. 
In doing so, the theory highlights that even when workers themselves may not feel entirely safe, 
observant colleagues can still recognize subtle signs of distress and help address underlying 
concerns. [6] [7] 
 

• A Leading Indicator of Organizational Health: The Silent Trigger Theory reflects a broader shift 
in safety management, from relying on lagging indicators to focusing on leading ones. While 
traditional approaches tend to measure outcomes such as injuries or rule violations after they 
occur, this theory emphasizes behavioral cues as qualitative signals that appear in advance of 
potential problems. This approach aligns with the findings of Hinze et al. (2013), who highlighted 
the importance of leading indicators and early behavioral observations in preventing incidents, as 
well as with the work of Grabowski and Roberts (1997), who advocated for capturing subtle 
dimensions of safety culture. What sets the Silent Trigger Theory apart is its ability to bridge 
abstract academic concepts, such as weak signals and the Safety-II approach, with real-world 
application. It translates interpersonal dynamics, often considered soft or difficult to quantify, into 
a clear, structured model that can be used even by frontline supervisors. In doing so, it puts into 
practice the insight that much is happening silently during daily work and encourages proactive 
observation as a valuable safety tool. [8] [9] 
 

• Latent Failure and Human Factors: The theory also ties to Reason’s seminal ideas of latent 
failures and normalization of deviance. It is now widely recognized that many accidents result 
from the accumulation of minor, often unnoticed missteps over time. Silent triggers themselves 
can be seen as latent conditions (e.g., chronic fatigue, disenchantment, or minor rule-bending) 
that, if unaddressed, slowly undermine safety defenses. By capturing these elements early, the 
Silent Trigger framework acts as a “barometer” of cultural and psychological strain within the 
system. It supplements technical risk assessments by adding a qualitative dimension: monitoring 
morale and behavior as integral risk factors. In short, it extends Reason’s approach by providing a 
means to detect latent problems through everyday behavior before they align to cause an accident. 
[10] 
 

• Future empirical work: Future Upcoming empirical research will focus on enhancing the 
practical value of the Silent Trigger Theory through data-driven validation. A structured tool is 
currently under development to support frontline teams in detecting and evaluating silent trigger 



signals as they occur. By integrating behavioral theory with measurable indicators, this next 
phase aims to test the model's effectiveness and provide comparative insights alongside existing 
safety frameworks. 

• Complementing Existing Models: Crucially, the Silent Trigger Theory does not discard 
established safety models but augments them. BBS, HOP, and ISO 45001 form the foundation of 
a safe system, but they mostly address visible hazards and processes. Silent Trigger can be 
embedded as an extra layer. For example, ISO 45001’s clauses on leadership and worker 
participation could explicitly include training on observing silent triggers. As argues, “ISO 45001 
provides the infrastructure and procedures for safe work systems but may overlook daily 
emotional signals… this is where the Silent Trigger proposes a new kind of audit”. In other 
words, organizations can integrate STAR observations into their participatory processes, making 
their safety management system more sensitive. Similarly, BBS and HOP practitioners can view 
Silent Trigger as a “behavioral listening” enhancement: it flags what traditional checklists miss. 

In summary, the Silent Trigger Theory stands at the intersection of organizational psychology, safety 
science, and contemporary risk management. It draws from each of these disciplines to offer a deeper 
perspective on early behavioral warning signs. By synthesizing research on organizational voice and 
silence, the principles of High Reliability Organizations (HROs), and the theory of latent failure, the 
Silent Trigger Theory presents a practical and applicable model for the field. 

This interdisciplinary grounding strengthens its academic and practical credibility. Rather than opposing 
existing safety frameworks, the theory builds on them, translating complex insights into a method that can 
be used in daily operations. By encouraging supervisors to ask, “What might we be overlooking?” instead 
of only focusing on (What went wrong?) the model promotes a proactive mindset grounded in continuous 
attention to subtle indicators of emerging risk. 

 

7. Limitations: 

As with any conceptual model, the Silent Trigger Theory comes with inherent limitations, particularly in 
the absence of large-scale empirical validation. 

 First, its assessment criteria rely on human judgment. Determining whether a behavior reflects a 
meaningful shift, ambiguity, or potential risk may vary across observers, creating the risk of subjective 
interpretation and inconsistency. Cultural context also plays a critical role: in high-context or collectivist 
cultures, for example, silence may be a social norm rather than a sign of concern. Therefore, effective 
application requires that observers are trained to engage with the model in a reflective, empathetic, and 
non-punitive way. 

Second, the theory has yet to undergo quantitative validation. While the illustrative scenarios provide 
conceptual clarity, the STAR model’s predictive value has not been statistically tested across 
organizations. Future empirical studies, such as longitudinal field research, will be necessary to evaluate 
how reliably silent triggers precede incidents. 

Third, incorporating the Silent Trigger approach into established safety systems may encounter 
institutional resistance. Since the model involves informal and interpretive judgments, organizations must 



carefully balance it with existing structured safety protocols. Its successful implementation depends on 
building psychological safety and trust, ensuring that observations are used constructively rather than 
punitively. Overuse or misapplication of the model could lead to increased silence if employees feel 
scrutinized or misunderstood. 

The below diagram presents key challenges organizations may face when applying the Silent Trigger 
Theory, along with corresponding mitigation strategies such as psychological safety promotion, observer 
training, and alignment with cultural norms. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Despite these challenges, the theory’s central contribution lies in addressing a blind spot in traditional 
safety approaches. Rather than offering a fixed procedure, it introduces a flexible layer of awareness that 
can complement and strengthen existing systems. Human behavior is inherently subjective, and the 
model’s true value is in inviting that subjectivity into structured safety discourse, where it can be 
observed, discussed, and acted upon productively. 

 

 



8. Conclusion and Future Work: 

This paper introduced the Silent Trigger Theory as a novel and predictive framework for enhancing safety 
in high-risk work environments. By focusing on early, often overlooked behavioral indicators, such as 
emotional disengagement or unusual silence, and offering a structured classification tool (the STAR 
model), the theory enables earlier and more human-centered interventions than traditional safety models. 
It reframes safety as a dynamic cultural process, in which psychological, social, and behavioral factors are 
integral to identifying and assessing risk. Field-based scenarios presented in the paper demonstrate how 
simple interventions, like dialogue, coaching, or task modifications, can restore engagement and prevent 
incidents. 

Looking ahead, several areas of development are essential for refining and validating the theory. First, the 
STAR model requires standardization. Creating validated rubric or checklist will ensure greater 
consistency in how silent triggers are assessed across different observers and settings. Technological 
integration will also play a role: a dedicated application or AI-supported tool could support real-time 
documentation and scoring of silent triggers, making the process more systematic and accessible. 

Empirical validation is another priority. Longitudinal studies across various industries are needed to 
evaluate whether the consistent use of Silent Trigger interventions correlates with a measurable reduction 
in incidents. Furthermore, adapting educational materials and certification programs, similar to existing 
occupational safety training, can help disseminate the model internationally. 

Cultural adaptation will also be critical to the model’s success. The Silent Trigger approach may have 
particular resonance in environments such as Saudi Arabia, were behavioral norms and workplace 

dynamics differ from Western settings. The theory’s design reflects this context and supports the 
development of a uniquely Saudi framework for predictive safety. 

In summary, the Silent Trigger Theory encourages organizations to shift their focus from reactive analysis 
to proactive awareness. By asking, “What might we be missing?” rather than only, “What went wrong?” 
the model empowers teams to detect emerging risks early and act before harm occurs. When thoughtfully 
implemented, it has the potential to become a cornerstone of predictive safety, enriching existing systems 
and saving lives through culturally informed, human-centered practices. 

A companion digital platform is currently under development to support this vision. The platform will 
allow practitioners to log and classify silent triggers in real time, combining the STAR framework with an 
intuitive dashboard to help safety leaders monitor behavioral risks across operations. 
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