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Abstract - Organization characteristics and safety culture contains a wide variety of factors. It should be ac-
cessed in a variety of ways in order to improve such a safety culture. Thru by analyzing the safety culture factor
of combined-cycle-power plants, it was found to be a positive role in the improvement and enhancement for the
improving of safety training, communication and training participation level by structural equation modeling
analysis as the management’s interest is increased. As the safety training is emphasized, it would be help to im-
prove work participation.
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Table 1. Contents of survey and Scale

Factor Questions Scale No.
(D Management always get involved in safety issues
() Managers/Supervisors make aware of our safety
(3 Our company hasn’t worked out what jobs/tasks in my area have safety risks
@ When management has talked about an unsafe practices, it consists of the
Leadership corrective action. 5 7
(® Management should have a role until the accident occurred.
® Manager/Supervisor always checks our safety in workplace.
@ Our company has safe work procedures for all task-based activities in my area that
have safety risks.
(D The training consists of field-oriented in order to ensure safe operation.
@ T've got to get on-site safety training, which can be clearly aware of my duty.
Training @ 1 have frequently heard concern over the management or site administrator for 5 4
information about safety.
@ Manager/Supervisor determines the policy for safety issues in an open manner.
(D Examination about safety issues that might affect me is good communication.
. @ T participate for the work safety issues.
Communi . . -
—cation (@ Regularly it should take safety .educauon and' training. ' N 5 5
@ 1 understand the safety perpendicular to the job through education and training.
® Colleagues sharing how to work with each other securely.
O Compliance with safety rules and procedures are reflected in incentives.
@ You do not receive compensation for it even though done the job safely.
Disciplinary | 3 Result of safety in workplace has an effect on the assessment of an employee’s 5 5
Regulations performance
@ Failure to follow safety rules and procedures, subject to reasonable discipline.
(® Worker’s behavior for safety has been evaluated clearly and fairly.
O Work Strength
Work @ Work Stress 10 4
Pressure @ Fear of accidents
@ Work Difficulty
@ Satisfaction
Job () Relationships Satisfaction with colleagues
. . . . . .. 10 4
Satisfaction | (3 Satisfaction with company policies
@ Working Safety Equipment Satisfaction
(D The management considers the safety of the employees (workers) is extremely
important.
Safety @ Our organization does not encourage the raising safety concerns.
S . . 5 5
Participation | (3 Manager or colleagues do not tell me their concerns or problems all the time.
@ T do not continue the review and assessment of the safety at work.
® Sometimes reduce or cancel the training to target production.
Safety
Culture D Does your organization highlighted in the safety culture? 4 1
Awareness
Facilities .
Trust (D Do you trust about the safety of your combined cycle power plant? 4 1
Total No. 36
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Table 2. Goodness-of-Fit results of measurement model

Goodness-of-Fit 5 e
model x P
default model 442.714 232 0.000%**
Goodness-of-Fit
GFL AGFI
model Q
default model 1.908 0.832 0.782
Goodness-of-Fit NET RMR RMSEA
model
default model 0.815 0.084 0.072

Table 3. Correlation & descriptive statistics quantity of the primary variables

v M SD LA ET (60) RL WS DB SP SA FT
LA 3.94 0.65 1

ET 3.61 0.82 704%* 1

(60] 4.08 0.62 702%* 494+ 1

RL 3.15 0.79 479%* .569%* 387%* 1

WS 6.93 1.49 573%* AT3%* A491%* 413%* 1

DB 721 1.58 .066 .030 .163* -.025 130 1

SP 3.74 0.75 .667** .500%* S44%* 242%* A452%* -.039 1

SA 4.40 0.75 473%* .363%* .533%* 216%* 270%* .012 372%* 1

FT 3.89 0.77 582%* A480%* S567%* .350%* A461%* .109 449%* 489%* 1
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Fig. 1. The Analysis result of the B

asic Model.

Table 4. Analysis result for the significance of path among basic model’s latent variables

pat b Gt | ot | SE cR P

LA e ET 0.846 1.044 0.122 8.568 0.000%**
LA e CO 0.844 0.633 0.091 6.960 0.000%**
ET ind RL 0.863 0.776 0.161 4.835 0.000%**
Cco - RL -0.056 -0.082 0.224 -0.368 0.713
ET e WS 0.736 1.126 0.241 4.673 0.000%**
CO ind WS 0.111 0.278 0.337 0.826 0.409
DB g WS 0.100 0.071 0.045 1.555 0.120
RL e DB 0.031 0.073 0.207 0.355 0.723
RL ind SP 0.324 0.362 0.147 2.469 0.014*
WS g SP 0.136 0.089 0.081 1.096 0.273
DB e SP -0.086 -0.040 0.027 -1.490 0.136
LA e SP 0.973 1.205 0.181 6.666 0.000%**

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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Fig. 2. The Analysis result of the Model with two other factors from the basic model.

Table 5. Analysis result for the significance of path among basic model’s latent variables

pat i Cot. | dpan ot | SE CR P

LA - ET 0.884 1.065 0.121 8.789 0.000%**
LA i FT 0.646 0.797 0.099 8.090 0.000%**
ET g SA 0.243 0.241 0.089 2.693 0.007**
FT - SA 0.347 0.335 0.080 4.204 0.000%**
LA i CcO 0.726 0.524 0.082 6.412 0.000%**
SA i Cco 0.262 0.158 0.041 3.845 0.000%**
ET - RL 0.922 0.840 0.174 4.826 0.000%**
CcO g RL -0.138 -0.210 0.246 -0.853 0.394
ET - WS 0.809 1.267 0.268 4.726 0.000%**
CcO i WS 0.014 0.038 0.376 0.100 0.920
DB g WS 0.104 0.074 0.046 1.615 0.106
RL - DB 0.030 0.073 0.209 0.347 0.728
RL i SP 0.347 0.391 0.153 2.560 0.010*
WS - SP 0.105 0.069 0.082 0.836 0.403
DB - SP -0.091 -0.042 0.027 -1.577 0.115
LA g SP 1.016 1.258 0.188 6.680 0.000%**

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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