APPENDIX A: DETAILED REGRESSION RESULT (HYPOTHESIS 1)

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 -

Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Default model)

X
O

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default?ﬂﬁl)

Performi

Estimate R P Label
Performance <--- Env_Satisfaction -.70 -4.905 *** par_6
s8 <--- Env_Satisfaction 3.481 10/824 *** par_1
s7 <--- Env_Satisfaction i
p13 <--- Performance 173 *x par_2
pl2 <--- Performance *"*%er
pl4 <--- Performance par_4
p15 <--- Performance ** par_5
pl7 <--- Performance
s26 <--- Env_ Satlsfac 79 15 *** par 7
s9 <--- Env_ Satls ;ﬁﬁ 577 *** par_8
pl6 <--- & 3.429 *** par_10

g}'

p16

\
( r@ber 1 - Default model)

! \ Estimate
Efv_Satisfaction -.324

nv Satisfaction 826
<- En tisfaction 599
-- Pérformance .933
- @formance 597
f<--- erformance 938
Performance TT77
Performance 567
<--- Env_Satisfaction 611
<--- Env_Satisfaction 761
<--- Performance 532
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Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R. P

e3 <--> e21
e3 <--> e34

.036 .015 2.438 .015 par_9
305 .032 9.505 *** par_

Label T

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default m

e3 <--> e?21
e3 <--> e34

Estimate \)

.106

e34

NP §
AW S

A90

1

6.965

.050 13.364

*** par_17
*** par_18
*** par_19
*** par_20
*** par_21
*** par_22
*** par_23

95} Default model)

Estimate

105
.283
374
357
870
579
.683
.359
879
.603
322
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Matrices (Group number 1 - Default model)

Residual Covariances (Group number 1 - Default model)

pl6 S26 pl2 p13 s9 s8 p 5
pl6 | .000

s26 | -.088 .000

pl2 | .079 -.042 .000

pl3 | -.016 -.025 .007 .000
s9 .000 -.009 -.031 -.001
s8 015 .001 -.002 .020
s7 | -.018 .003 -.036 -.021
pl4 | .006 -.014 -.015 .001
pl5 | -.003 -.020 .014 -.006
pl7 | .010 -.031 .037 .000

Standardized Residual Covariancest m\r{‘b{ £ De@ff model)
/Y b ¢
&8

pl6 526 pl2 p 9~ | 8"

p16 | .000 @)
s26 | -3.203 000 \TK Y
pl2 | 2309 -2234 .00 C? S
pl3 | -.503 -1543 3% 000 4 qﬁg

9 | -008 -431 -1 06 &

8 | 343 026 65 Q\boo

s7 | -1.052 %9 2l128 -25 2183 000

pl4 | .203 -94% 01 .05 ,- 1550 -1.477 000

pl5 | -.089 -1& 3 -3.042 161 .000
p17 | 215 12|58

017 %596 1979 904 -126 020 211
¢ ! (.2
Eactor coi ef'gh@ roup number 1 - Default model)

\V
P%Zt szq_,_ pl2  pl3 s9 s8 s7  pl4 pl5s  pl7
oag} -001 -009 .098 .107 .097 -.011 -.002 .000

Perfo 2 .013 \003 034 324 -004 -005 -.004 .369 .084 .015
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Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)

Env_Satisfaction Performanc
Employees’ Performance -.705
pl6 -.811

526 1.649 \ 0
p12 -.625 887

p13 -.826 Y-x.ﬂs
s9 2.423 .000
s8 3.481 \/ 000

s7 00 .000
pl4 - ' 1.119
p15 724 27
pl7 - 705 .000+
el
Standardized Total Effects (Graup_nmber ¥'--Defdult %&EI)

Perfo e |

.000

597

933

.000

.000

.000

938

T77

567

umber 1 - Default model)

() | Env_satisfaction  Performance

Q’ Employeet® Perf ~ré»?.r«ce -705 000
% £ b 4 .000 1.150
s26 \,T 1.649 .000

A p12 \"'7 000 887
\ p13 .000 1.173
s9 2.423 .000

s8 3.481 .000

s7 1.000 .000

pl4 .000 1.119

p15 .000 1.027

p17 .000 1.000
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Standardized Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)

Env_Satisfaction

Employees’ Performance

p16
$26
p12
p13
s9

s8

s7

pla
p15
pl7

-324
.000
611
.000
.000
761
.826
599

0

.000 V.QSS
. a77

Performance
.000 i
53
933

Indirect Effects (Group numbe

Default mo I)' _\c}

tisfaction# Perfofmance r
Employees’ Performance E‘% $
pl6 ;
$26 000
p12 $, - 6’* 000
p13 .000
59 c—) 000
s8 .000
s7 ‘% " .000
p14 ki 000
p15 \ ' - : .000
pl7 Y"’ ' x, .000
('J | NS
‘&
i i p number 1 - Default model)
&)
nv_Satisfaction  Performance
.000 .000
-172 .000
.000 .000
-.193 .000
-.302 .000
.000 .000
.000 .000
.000 .000
pl4 -.303 .000
pl15 -.251 .000
pl7 -.184 .000
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APPENDIX B: DETAILED REGRESSION RESULT (HYPOTHESIS 2)

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)

Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - DefaulWl)

Q
RN

5

Estimate

-.163

991

930

595

941

" 175

pl &< JPerformance 570
r4 << Risk Perception .810
? % Risk Perception .886

pl _\T<--- Performance 534

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

A

Estimate S. \’R P Label
Performance <--- Risk Perception -.124 .&3.992 .003 par_10
rl <--- Risk Perception 1.000 l
p13 <--- Performance 1 .093 1W** par_1
pl2 <--- Performance 80 088! 10. ** par_
pl4 <--- Performance 1 089 1 9'*_\ ar_3
pl5 <--- Performance 21 .99 11312 {ét par_4
pl7 <--- Performance 00 NV
r4 <--- Risk Perceptio Z 8 7 23%3' *** par_5
r2 <--- Risk Percept@ 2 29. *** par_6
pl6 Performar\ : .085(1%486 *** par_8

A4
A

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label

e3
e3

<--> e21
<--> e34

.036 .015 2.438 .015 par_7
304 .032 9.485 *** par 9

d
Ny
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Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
e3 <--> e21 .106

e3 <--> e34 .580 C}Yv
L'

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default mo

Estimate Label
Risk Perception 342 026 12. T** par_11
e35 194 .033 *** par_12
e3 414 .

e5 138 .0 g\&
e6 .032 § 6. 17 o 53'
er . . Zr

e8 . % 9 %
eg . 3 . **k*
e20 4 .0 Yﬂ

455 *** par_19
e21 . : 35_&2* par_20
e34 l\ 61 .04903.361_F** par 21

C—) NG
N
Squared Multiple%(' & Gr .,nuz@l Default model)

ate

027

(—) D" s
354
NCE
656

\ ? ‘,' c.)o 786
/ O 981

p TJ')! 4 N 886
1 600

&? 325
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Matrices (Group number 1 - Default model)

Residual Covariances (Group number 1 - Default model)
14 Ggé pl7

145

pl6 pl2 p13 r4 r2 rl
pl6 | .000
pl2 | .079 .000 *
pl3 | -.016 .008 .000 T
r4 | -124 -065 -.016 .000
r2 |-093 -.050 .002 -.001 .000 \)
rl |-111 -.047 .007 .000 .000 OY.
pld | 004 -015 .001 -.023 .005 £
pl5 | -.003 .015 -.004 .011 .027 3% ) 00
pl7 | 010 .036 -.001 -.094 -.064 7 ]-.Mpoﬁoog
AY
SE{ PSS
Standardized Residual Covariances (Grotp numper'l - Defaul’model)
‘\ v\";m
pl6 pl2  pl3  a@ Rl _pl4  pl5s  pl7
pl6 | .000 (,)V I &
pl2 | 2.308  .000 \ O
pl3 | -509 378 .00 \T A
4 | -3972 -2.999 -. t‘).oo S
2 | -3026 -2.357 % 088 oQ‘:)
1| -3779 -2304 0025 .000
pla | 135 -.70 _17308) 2 036 .000
pl5 | -.101 -.21 ,.5 , 3 1.804 .143 .000
pl7 | 214 1 026 .-3. -2554 -3.628 -199 .005 .209
N | &
%Sc \Bts (%Sﬁdp%number 1 - Default model)
\ @ -' (=
:\} (p13  rd 12 rl  pld pl5 pl7
Risk P ion | .000 /.000 +=001 .037 .067 .887 -.001 .000 .000
Per f 048 £.033,> .309 .000 .000 -.006 .392 .083 .015
A
S’




Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)

Risk Perception  Performance
Performance -.124 .000 \q

pl16 -.143
pl2 -.109
pl3 -.145
r4 872
r2 938
rl 1.000
pl4 -.139
pl5 -.127
pl7 -1
s &,Y
Standardized Total Effects (Gro ber 1 - ‘%J)
Risk Percgption . Perfofmancey~”

Performance

RO

p13 : % -

r4 ﬁo \& .000

2 O Sdes o 000

1N 9914¥ 000

p14 -1 941
5 z , " 775

% N 7 4093 570

~\

Gro@ﬁimber 1 - Default model)
)

- (Risk Perception  Performance
Q' P3 y ce;é% -.124 .000
4 [ 000 1.150

% p e
. 5 p12 f_,}f .000 .880
N p13 ™ 000 1.164
r4 872 .000
% r2 938 .000
Q rl 1.000 .000
pl4 .000 1.118
p15 .000 1.021
pl7 .000 1.000
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Standardized Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)

Risk Perception
Performance -.163
pl6 .000
pl2 .000
pl3 .000
r4 .810
r2 .886
rl 991
pla .000
pl5 .000

Performance
.000 \q

roup number 1 - Default model)

Perception

Performance

.000
-.087
-.097
-.152

.000

.000

.000
-.153
-.126
-.093

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
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APPENDIX C: DETAILED REGRESSION RESULT (HYPOTHESIS 3)
Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
Maximum Likelihood Estimates

X
O

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default?ﬂﬁl)

Estimate  S.E. P Label
Env_Satisfaction <--- Risk Perception . ?’
s8 <--- Env_Satisfaction . 1
s7 <--- Env_Satisfaction
rl <--- Risk Perception
r4 <--- Risk Perception
r2 <--- Risk Perception
526 <--- Env_Satisfaction
s9 <--- Env_Satisfaction 3 g'
¥
Standardized Regression @ro er 1C3@efault model)
\K _Estimate
Env Satisfa t pt‘on’ I~ 126
(Env Sati actlorﬁ-')\ 841
<---+, Env_Satisfac 583
<-- ercemﬁp% 991
r4 r%o 810
c |S}<P tion 886
<-- E v_ Satisfaction .601
- " En(%dtlsfactlon 761

| <
&
r| n Qroag_numberl Default model)
1

) ) ;\Eﬁtlmate SE. C.R. P Label

isk Ptrc'ﬁm@ < 342 026 12.956 *** par_7

e37 \/T 039 007 5.642 *** par 8

A e7 O 007 .007 .936 .349 par 9
\ e8 082 009 9.554 *** par 10
% e9 137 .011 12.077 *** par_11
el3 077 006 12.171 *** par 12

eld 216 .034 6.311 *** par_13

el5 178 020 9.092 *** par 14

£33 193 016 12.011 *** par 15
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Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default mo%

Estimate \
Env_Satisfaction .016 Q)
526 .361 A
s9 579
s8 .70 2
s7 .34
r4
r2 '

S
Matrices (Group numb ault mod S
P 4

 magol)

Residual Covariances (Grou er I\D m@d
e N
$26 9 Efﬁv sfi 21l
s26 | .000 \"*
s9 -.006 .00
8 | .000 (Kﬁ \T \&'\'
s7 | .006 -. : )
r4 .039 01 %0
0 A—.OOl .000
000 .000 .000

s7 r4 r2 rl

2.203 ~2:020 1.198 -.121 .000
r2 352 1.054 -609 -.778 -.037 .000
ri 225 870 -.482 -892 .000 .002 .000
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Factor Score Weights (Group number 1 - Default model)

r2

o e
@5 !
Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default

Risk Perception Env_Wction

Env_Satisfaction .043 .000
s26 071 1.666

526 s9 s8 s7 r4
Risk Perception | .000 .001 .001 .001 .037 .0
Env_Satisfaction | .058 .094 .113 .087 .000 .0

Standardized Total Ewa
%sk P%ﬂ' £ Satisfaction

£
/

Env_Satisfacti , @ 6 Q:_’) .000
$26 \ 0765 601
, 0 761

bj : 841
074 583

:

Cf/.slo 000

.886 .000
,&% 991 000
irg CteE t}(Gng’number 1 - Default model)
@
Risk Perception Env_Satisfaction
r.043 .000
.000 1.666
.000 2.491
.000 3.641
.000 1.000
.872 .000
.938 .000
1.000 .000
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Standardized Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)

Risk Perception  Env_Satisfaction
Env_Satisfaction 126 .00 q
526 000 @
s9 .000 § 61 4
s8 .000 :
s7 .000 Ysm
r4 810 .000
2 886 V000
rl 991

Env_Satisfaction

s26

s9

s8

s/

r4

r2

rl

N
o S
Standardg’ d Indirect Effects (Group.number 1 - Default model)
Z

| Risk Percéption  Env_Satisfaction
@tisfadtion ~> 000 000
s2 (:j\’*’ 076 .000
/ ¢ 5 .096 .000
@) 106 .000
s7 P 074 .000
% u® u’e e .000 .000
. 5 r2 .000 .000
rl .000 .000

N
S
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APPENDIX D: DETAILED REGRESSION RESULT (HYPOTHESIS 4)

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)

Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) c\:

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Defauwl)
Estimate S.E. 4,C.R.Y P Label

Risk Perception <--- Env_Satisfaction 368 .166 2218 .027 par_8
Performance <--- Env_Satisfaction -674 , 1 40721 *** par_6
Performance <--- Risk_Perception -094 -2.334 019 par_7
s8 <--- Env_Satisfaction 3. 10,801 *** par_ 1
s7 <--- Env_Satisfaction 1.0
rl <--- Risk Perception 000 . \Y’
p13 <--- Performance * %_2
p12 <--- Performance **‘?_parj
pl4 <--- Performance % par_4
p15 <--- Performance * par_5
pl7 <--- Performance L
r4 <--- Risk Perce;% : *** par_9
r2 <--- RiskPe ion . 4 9 *** par_10
$26 <--- Env_Satisfac . *** par_11
s9 <--- Env_Satisfaction \ *** par_12
*** par_14

p16 <--- %nce

a,_'_—
Standard izetRe ssion VJeighﬂt}Gre@ number 1 - Default model)
RiskePe

v ., ™ Estimate

i rcepti = Env Satisfaction 128

erformance -- E atisfaction -308

@ﬁor nce <--- &Perception -124

\ s8 i <——(}nv_8atisfaction 825

% s * b <f-9 Env_Satisfaction 597

r <-s- Risk Perception .990

Q’ 13 $ Performance 932
% ’ 4 ---  Performance .598
: pla ) <--- Performance .938
pl5 {) <--- Performance 776

\ pl7 <--- Performance .569
r4 <--- Risk Perception 811

r2 <--- Risk Perception .887

526 <--- Env_Satisfaction 611

s9 <--- Env_Satisfaction .763

pl6 <--- Performance 534
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Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. C.R P Label
e3 <> e21 036 .015 2422 .015 par_13
e3 <> e34 304 .032 9.489 *** par_15

g

=

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default mod

Estimate

e2l
e34

e3 <->
e3 <->

.105
581

Variances: (Group number 1 - D

Estimate S.
Env_Satisfaction .041
e36
e35
e3
e5
e6
e’
e8
e9
el3
elq
el5
e20
e2l
e33
e34
Squared V\%;orrel ion roup/number 1 - Default model)
A~

&\ ,‘S"’ Estimate

| Ris rcepti 016

\ \%ang 120

* pp & 285

6 (U 374

12 $ 358

’ f o pqz_ 869

99\, 582

s 681

357

r4 .657

r2 787

rl 979

pl4 .880

p15 602

p17 324
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Matrices (Group number 1 - Default model)

Residual Covariances (Group number 1 - Default model)

p16 526 p12 p13 s9 s8 s7 r4 r2 i pl5 pl7
p16 .000

s26 | -.088  .000

p12 078 -.042 .000

p13 | -.016 -.025 .007 .000
s9 .000 -009 -031 -001 .000

s8 015 001 -002 .020  .008 .000
s7 -018 .003 -036 -021 -003 -.003

r4 -124 039 -064 -016 .042 .034
r2 -.093 .005 -.050 .002 021 -017
ri -111 .003  -.046 .007 017  -013

pl4 .005 -014 -015 .001 .016 .037
p15 | -.003 -.020 014 -005 -012 .004
pl7 010 -031 036 -.001 .019 .070

.009

pl6 S26

p16 1000
s26 | -3196  .000
pl2 | 2277 -2230

p13 -530 -1546
s9 .008 -.455
s8 .349 .038

s7 | -1050 284
ra | -3970  2.160
r2 | -3024 306
1| -3779 477
pl4 168 -.945
pl5 | -.108 -1.195
p17 211 -1386

'&\ » 12 %%V

ghts&)r\up number 1 - Default model)
¢,

p13\\_} s9 s8 s7 r4 r2 rl pl4 p15 pl7

- 099 .106 .096 .000 .000 .005 -.010 -.002 .000
- ? - .000 .001 .000 .041 .073 877 -.001 .000  .000
034 W -004 -005 -004 .000 .000 -.006 372 .084  .015
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Total Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)

Env_Satisfaction Risk Perception Performange,
Risk Perception .368 .000 000
Performance -.709 -.094 C%)OO
pl6 -.816 -.109 s 151
$26 1.653 .000 .000
pl2 -.628 -.084 .886
pl3 -.828 -.110 1.168
59 2436 .k&/ 000
s8 3.485 w .000
s7 1.000 0 l .000
r4 .87 .000
r2 : No \SDO
rl i 00
pl4 ' ‘{’1).115
015 . ¥ 1.023
p17 “N004 W 1,000
="
&
Standardized Total Effe rou 1- Iﬁult model)
A

epti Performance

Risk Perception .000
Performance .000
pl6 534
526 .000
pl2 .598
p13 932
s9 .000
s8 .000
s7 (o\ .000
Q, .000
r .000
.000

14 .938
p15 176
pl7 .569
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Direct Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)

Env_Satisfaction Risk Perception Performange,
Risk Perception .368 .000 000
Performance -.674 -.094 C%)OO
pl6 .000 .000 s 151
s26 1.653 .000 .000
pl2 .000 .000 .886
p13 .000 .000 1.168
s9 2.436 .0 .000
s8 3.485 W 000
s7 1.000 0 l .000
r4 .000 .87 .000
r2 .000 ' No \SDO
rl .000 % 1.000 | & 00
pla .000 .000 “\1.115
015 00 'L 1023
p17 “ 000 7 1,000

a

Risk Perception
Performance

pl6
s26
pl2
p13

s NS
7(,}/

w un

r
Standardized Direct Efm rou
B %

tisfacti

p nu
N

Performance

.000
.000
534
.000
.598
932
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.938
776
.569
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Indirect Effects (Group number 1 - Default model)

Env_Satisfaction Risk Perception Performange,
Risk Perception .000 .000 000
Performance -.035 .000 CO\XO
pl6 -.816 -.109 s .000
s26 .000 .000 .000
p12 -.628 -.084Y~ .000
p13 -.828 -110 .000
9 000 .k&/ 000
s8 .000 w .000
s7 .000 0 l .000
r4 322 .00 .000
r2 346 : No \SDO
rl 368 .000 00
pl4 -.790% -.105 ! ‘{’).ooo
015 -T2 ’. 000
p17 709 004 W 000
NV <
&
Standardized Indirect Emroup numper 1 -@fault model)
) A
i isk'Perception  Performance
Risk Perception “ Q- .000 .000
Performance A% .000 .000
pl6 ‘%\ -.066 .000
s26 Q, .000 .000
pl12 J & -.074 .000
p13 \ -.115 .000
s9 & .000 .000
s8 ] .000 .000
s7 (o\ .000 .000
Q' .000 .000
r F /- f .000 .000
.000 .000
14 -.116 .000
p15 -.096 .000
pl7 -.070 .000
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APPENDIX E: QUESTIONNAIRES

UINIVERSITI SAINS IsLAM MALAYSIA
AN SN e

ISLAMIC STIENCE UNIVERSITY OF MALAYSI.A

Y |

LY 4

Dear respondent, ‘ E.\\

This questionnaire is purposely designed to hel Warcher info rmationsfrom the employees of in your
organization. The purpose of this survey is eh i emp

risk perception and perceived level of perforN kikda oil refineries Igeria.

This study is for academic purpose only and all respon \ku ill mreated with confidentiality.
| appreciate your kindness by taking your'ti answertm

e work environment satisfaction,

S

Interviewer ){ l\\"_ﬁ’ 'Cj/

Location &
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SECTION A: SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENTS

Instruction: Please tick | [ toyour desired choice answer appropsiately
1 Age (InYears)................... 5 Educational a. Secondary
Level
o b. Diplom ge
2 Gende a. Male c. Bachel
r
a. Female ]
3 Marita a. Married [ ] 6 Job Junlor staff [ ]
o . Position
Status H
b. Single B b. [Senio aff
c. Divorced | | c. | Dire o’ Ca_d,r)
d. Widow ]
7
4 Incom (Amount in USD) 8
€ i, .
SECTION B: W %Nww iﬁq SFACTION
D)
(Please rate your With th ments below from
SD=Strongly disagree ; D=Di al; A ree; and SA= Strongly agree)
SIN lems o | O SD|[D[N]A]SA
Satisfaction wi igal working conditions )
Satisfaction with cu n'E \;ma.@ e Ehﬁ,bundmg
. lent hnayfhents .@S'fhe health and safety of
4, TtU'[:]rot(EAQI’hponees from accident
5. - e(Org‘anlzatlon
6. work-life balance scheme for its
: : urs)
7. INTT ork act|V|ts compared to your skills and the opportunities

improving your competence level

cess to equipment necessary for performing your tasks

he firm is committed to employee’s development through
trainings and workshops

| Teamwork in the institution

w 11] Possibilities to receive assistance from co-workers when necessary

12] Supervisor provides me with sufficient information related to
work

159



13 Supervisor has reasonable expectations of work
14] Immediate supervisors' trust in fellow co-workers
15) Responsibility of immediate supervisors toward employees W"
16, Opinion regarding the Trust in the Head of the Department \Z
17] Responsibility in the organization as a whole 4
18] Training helped in advancement of career *
19] Training helped to improve work efficiency Yb
20| Employees spend their working time effectively 3
21| Organization as a work environment meet expectatlons
21.| There is trust among employees in general
22| Conflict resolution skills of immediate supervisor
23| There is career advancement opportunities or pet ncé\m
general * X1
24] Management and professional skills of immediat perws')r ] o)
25] Communication between the immediate supe randfamblcyes X
26| Satisfaction with the human resource na e?heq\ﬂ" thev_,
communication between employees \/
"i.,
O N &
SECTION C: mhov E PERFQ RMANCE
(Please rate your leveliof Cwithuthe statefments below from
(1=Seldom; 2=Sometimes; ¢ [ly; 4=Qften; and 5= Always)
S/INO Q7 112 |3
1 | I'was able to meet my ity {*@
2 [ 1'was able to fuffill sib I|t€§"s‘§peC|f1§ﬁj‘
3 Collaboration witt duce! r|sk§f écheqP’
4 I understood othg y told me something.
5 Communication Wlth _ : ro’(@(@goductmty.
6 I came up wlthgrv?tlve ideas, at r:%der improve productivity
7 I took the % when there was a preblem to be solved.
8 | I took theylisk when someéthing had tohe  organized.
9 | startestmyself, en my-old ones were finished.
10 | I askedfor help when th e leakages in LNG.
11 | I'was,opento criticismiof my wotk.
12 ' e,feedel got from others on my work.

| recovered fast, after difficult situations or setbacks at work.

I came up with creative solutions to new problems

I was able to cope well with uncertain and unpredictable situations
at work.

I easily adjusted to changes in my work
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(Please rate your level of agreement with the statements below 2 3|4 |5
from
(1=Never; 2=Seldom; 3=Sometimes; 4=Frequently; and 5=
Often) y’

21 I managed to plan my work so that it was done on time \
22 | I worked towards the end result of my work. p\
23 | I kept in mind the results that | had to achieve in my work. > 4
25 | I had trouble setting priorities in my work. *
26 | 1 was able to separate main issues from side issues at work.
27 | Twas able to perform my work well with minimal time and effo%
28 | It took me longer to complete my work tasks than intende

X

SECTION D: RISK PE

TIOF '\d.

(Please rate your level of agreement with the statements from 1= Sargyg'y Ag];g' 2 = Agree;
3=Neutral; 4=Disagree; 5 gly Disagree

SIN Items 22 F . 314 |5

1. Sometimes it is necessary to ignore safety rmns ki rﬂaﬁctio%_
going

2. There Is sometimes pressure to put proguc e

3. Most accidents could be prevente ent'@“was
paid to preventive measures ;

4. Rules and instructions relating e r%\make it
difficult to keep up with the pr :

5. | Whenever I see safety instru intdfiem out.

6. Sometimes It Is necessary % hag;e;%]a job dene.

7. Lots of small injuries a inor ac as t more serious
accidents could also ccr&. %

8. | Accidents and near he wlrkpl e hr@en the result of bad
planning and manageme

9. Pointing out breaches of ruc an easily be seen as
unnecessary h e.(\

10. | Good proposa M@sqafe often stopped If they cost

11 ' are acg dent 0

12. | The machines /anc aI equipment make accident

13. st aeeide ge to uma‘iTl‘allure (negligence, inattention)

14. : thlnk about the ris k{@g\v that | am used to the work

15. e permit to work system is‘just a paperwork system

N
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APPENDIX E: QUESTIONNAIRES
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