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Background: The aim of this research is to analyze the transformation of workers perceptions of the
safety climate in an oil and gas company in Indonesia when they experience a change in ownership from
a multinational to a national company.
Methods: This cross-sectional study used questionnaires distributed offline and online in three periods of
ownership of Company X. Data analysis was carried out descriptively by comparing workers perception
scores regarding the safety climate at Company X when managed by the multinational holder, transition
period, and national holder.
Results: Workers perceptions of the safety climate in Company X when it experienced a change in
ownership from a multinational company to a national company has a trend of decreasing scores (from
8.07 to 7.48). Overall, a decreasing trend in scores occurred in several sub-variables of safety climate,
namely management commitment (8.33 to 7.56), communication (8.10 to 7.64), safety priority (8.55 to
7.68), personal appreciation of risk (8.25 to 5.48), involvement (7.50 to 7.36), and personal priority and
need for safety (8.25 to 5.48).
Conclusions: Ownership changes cause a trend of decrease in employee perceptions of the safety climate
at Company X. Company’s priority on safety related to production target factors is decreasing due to the
change of ownership. On the other hand, the national period had a higher score in supportive envi-
ronments and work environments, compared to the multinational period.
� 2024 Occupational Safety and Health Research Institute. Published by Elsevier B.V. on behalf of Institute,
Occupational Safety and Health Research Institute, Korea Occupational Safety and Health Agency. This is an
open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
1. Introduction

The oil and gas industry are categorized as a high-risk job. It
involves complex industrial processes, including exploration, dril-
ling, production, processing, and distribution [1]. Workers in the oil
and gas industry face a high risk chance of fire and explosion due to
the ignition of flammable vapors and gases [2]. Therefore, accident
prevention has been focused on the oil and gas industry [3,4]. In
Indonesia, over the past three years, the accident rate in the oil and
gas sector has increased by more than 10,000 cases each year. As an
example, in March 2021, a fire broke out at the Pertamina Balongan
Refinery in West Java, Indonesia, killing at least five people and
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injuring dozens more. The cause of the fire was attributed to a leak
in a pipe that carried gasoline to a storage tank, leading to a
conclusion that the causal factors were coming from an unsafe
work environment and organizational failure to assess the safety
standards used [8]. Other cases found were the Piper Alpha disaster
in 1998 caused 167 fatalities and the destruction of offshore plat-
forms [5]. The next one was the BP Texas Refinery Fire in
2005 caused 15 fatalities and 180 injuries [6]. The BP Deepwater
Horizon explosion in 2010 caused 11 fatalities and a crude oil spill
of>4.5 million barrels in the Gulf of Mexico [7]. After investigation,
the causal factors for each incident varied from unsafe environ-
ment, human error, operational weaknesses, and organizational
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failure [8]. Previous studies also identified a poor safety climate as
one of the main drivers of accidents in the oil and gas industry
[9,10].

Assessing, describing, and improving the safety climate is
considered a proactive approach to safety management [11,12].
Safety climate has been defined as the general perception among
members regarding the social unit of the organization, rules, pro-
cedures, and practices related to safety [13]. The results of the
safety climate description are used to identify latent conditions of
accidents to prevent organizational failure as the root cause of
future accidents [12,14]. The safety climate also reflects safety
policies implemented by a company and has a direct impact
toward workers safety behavior [15]. A positive safety climate
motivates workers to comply with safety procedures, declaring an
effective effort in reducing the number of accidents/injuries and
improving safety performance in a company [16,17].

Apart from the high risks of work activities in the oil and gas
industry, changes in the organization can certainly affect working
conditions. Several studies investigating accidents in high-risk in-
dustries have concluded that changes in organizations may have an
adverse impact on safety systems [18]. Ownership changes of a
company indicate management changes, which is likely to cause
different approach on safety practices in a company. This can
happen because management has the highest power in deter-
mining policies, allocating resources, and organizational activity
processes, which means that they have an important role in
determining the direction of the safety management systems [19].
Many studies on the dimensions of safety climate have shown that
the strongest predictor of safety performance in an organization is
management’s commitment to safety [20e22].

Changes in organizations means there are major transitions for
workers, such as changes in tasks, a faster work pace, the need for
competency development, changes in social status, job insecurity,
loss of colleagues, and the emergence of new leaders and col-
leagues. These changes have an impact on increasing the risk of
human error, which has the potential to cause accidents and major
accidents [18,23,24]. Reprioritization of safety may also develop
gradually during times of organizational change [18]. Although this
issue is important, there are limited studies that have discussed
how workers perceive the safety climate in an organization un-
dergoing a change in ownership. Therefore, this research is being
conducted to fill this gap.

This research focuses on Company X, which is one of the largest
oil and gas companies in Indonesia. This company is the main
operator of the work process of the upstream oil and gas sector in
Indonesia. Currently, Company X is experiencing a stakeholder
transition from a multinational company to a national one. The aim
of this research is to analyze the transformation of workers per-
ceptions of the safety climate in an oil and gas company in
Indonesia when they experience an ownership change from a
multinational to a national company.
2. Methods

2.1. Sample population and procedure

This study used a cross-sectional study design to collect infor-
mation regarding workers perceptions of Company X at 3 specific
points in time, namely during the multinational company period
(from early 2015 up until 2017), the two-year transition period
(2018e2019), and the national company period (data from 2020 up
to 2023). The data collected between the transition period and the
national company were approximately 5 years. Data collection was
carried out using questionnaires that were distributed offline and
online. The minimum number of respondents is determined using
the Slovin formula as follows:

n ¼ N

1þ N ðeÞ2

The Slovin formula is used because the number of populations is
known, n is the number of samples required, N is the population,
and e is the margin of error (5%). Based on this formula, the
following is the minimum sample size for this research.

The calculation results show that the minimum sample required
for this research is 357 workers for the multinational period, or 359
workers for the transition period, and 378 workers for the national
period. However, this research succeeded in obtaining respondents
more than the minimum sample. In the multinational owner
period, 1,001 respondents (30.46% of the population) participated
in this research. In the transition period, 2,658 respondents
participated (77.92% of the population). During the national owner
period, this research collected 961 respondents (14.56% of the
population). Before participating in the study, informed consent
was obtained from all respondents.
2.2. Measures

The socio-demographic information was collected by a self-
assessment questionnaire consisting of work location, years of
service, employment status, gender, age, and educational back-
ground. The questionnaire used to measure the safety climate was
adapted from the Loughborough Safety Climate Assessment
(LSCAT) Toolkit [25]. This toolkit has beenwell known and used for
assessing safety climate in oil and gas companies [26]. The ques-
tionnaire has gone through the translation and back translation
processes, as well as the validity and reliability tests on 39 workers.
The test results show that all statements have a composite reli-
ability index value of 0.8 (>0.6), which shows that all questions in
the questionnaire can be understood by respondents and can be
used as a data collection instrument. The 43-item safety climate
questionnaire consists of 3 variables and 9 sub-variables.

a. Organizational safety values: workers perceptions as members
of the organization regarding safety.
� Management commitment (7 items): workers perceptions
regarding management’s commitment to safety issues.

� Communication (5 items): characteristics and effectiveness
of safety communication in organizations.

� Priority of safety (4 items): how safety is considered an
important priority within the organization.

� Safety rules and procedures (3 items): workers views on the
efficacy and necessity of rules and procedures in safety
implementation.

b. Group safety values: workers perceptions as working unit
members regarding safety.
� Supportive environment (6 items): characteristics of the so-
cial environment at work and the support obtained from it.

� Work environment (6 items): workers perceptions of the
characteristics of the physical environment of the
workplace.

� Involvement (3 items): the extent to which safety is a focus
for everyone and how involvedworkers are in implementing
work safety.

c. Individual safety values: workers perceptions as individuals
regarding safety.
� Personal priority and need for safety (5 items): an individual’s
view of their own safety and the need to feel safe when
working.



Table 1
Population, minimum sample, and actual sample of study

Periods Population Minimum sample Actual sample

Multinational 3,286 357 1,001

Transition 3,411 359 2,658

National 6,598 378 961

Table 2
Workers’ socio-demographic characteristics at company X

Variables Multinational Transition National

n % n % n %

Locations
Office 214 21% 746 28.1% 63 7%
Project 787 79% 1,912 71.9% 898 93%

Length of services
<5 years 649 65% 622 23% 298 31%
5 e 10 years 202 20% 1,117 42% 203 21%
>10 years 150 15% 919 35% 460 48%

Employment status
Permanent 225 22% 875 33% 156 16%
Contractor 547 55% 953 36% 580 60%
Service contractor 229 23% 830 31% 225 23%

Gender
Male 924 92% 2,443 92% 943 98%
Female 77 8% 215 8% 18 2%

Age
�30 years 269 27% 630 24% 238 25%
31 e 40 years 378 38% 1,185 45% 353 37%
41 e 50 years 288 29% 665 25% 301 31%
>50 years 66 7% 178 7% 69 7%

Educational background
Senior high school 566 57% 1,181 44% 620 65%
Diploma 104 10% 268 10% 104 11%
Bachelor 244 24% 937 35% 170 18%
Postgraduate 18 2% 184 7% 8 1%
Other (elementary, junior high) 69 7% 88 3% 54 6%

TOTAL 1,001 100% 2,658 100% 961 100%
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� Personal appreciation of risk (4 items): how individuals
perceive risks related to their work.

The Loughborough Safety Climate Assessment Toolkit was
originally answered using a 5-point Likert scale of strongly disagree
(1), disagree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), agree (4), strongly
agree (5). However, this study did not use the neither agree nor
disagree option (3) on the questionnaire to prevent central ten-
dency bias, namely the tendency of respondents to give answers
that tend to be in the middle (neutrality) so that the results are
inaccurate [27]. So, the final answer scale of this study are strongly
disagree (1), disagree (2), agree (4), and strongly agree (5). Scores will
be averaged for each item, across the whole participant. These
average item scores are used to calculate the sub-variable scores.
Before plotting and comparing, the scores need to be standardized
because each sub-variable has different number of items. Con-
verting the scale from 1 to 5 to a 1 to 10 scale can be achieved by
dividing the actual score by the total possible score and then
multiplying by 10 [25].

The score for each variable is determined by calculating the
average of the sub-variables. After that, the overall safety climate
score is determined by calculating the average of all variables. The
worker’s perceptions of the safety climate at Company X will be
interpreted into 5 categories adapted from Hudson’s safety matu-
rity model [28e30]. Each category is determined to have the same
scale range value as follows:

1. Basic (A score of 1.00e2.80): safety is a problem caused by
workers. The main drivers are the business and a desire not to
get caught by the regulator.

2. Reactive (A score of 2.81e4.60): organizations start to take
safety seriously, but there is only action after incidents.

3. Compliant (A score 4.61e6.40): safety is driven by manage-
ment systems, with much collection of data. Safety is still pri-
marily driven by management and imposed rather than looked
for by the workforce.

4. Proactive (A score 6.41e8.20): with improved performance, the
unexpected is a challenge. Workforce involvement starts to
move the initiative away from a purely top-down approach.

5. Resilient (A score of 8.21e10.00): there is active participation at
all levels. Safety is perceived to be an inherent part of the
business. Organizations are characterized by chronic unease as
a counter to complacency.

At the end of the questionnaire, there is an open-ended
question section that aims to collect workers opinions and sug-
gestions regarding safety at Company X. After calculating the scores
from each period, a comparison was made based on the workers
perception scores regarding the safety climate at Company X when
managed by the multinational holder, transition period, and na-
tional holder. This was done to understand whether there was an
increasing or decreasing trend in workers perceptions of the safety
climate at Company X in these 3 periods (Table 1).

3. Results

Table 2 shows that from the 3 periods, respondents were
dominated by workers who came from the project location. This is
because the number of offices participating in this research is only
at two locations, while the number of project locations is 4 e 11
locations. The percentage of respondents who are contractor
workers is higher than that of permanent workers and contractor
service workers. Contractor workers are workers from third parties
(outsourcing) who collaborate with Company X to manage pro-
duction activities. Respondents were dominated by contractor
workers because most of the production process was carried out by
contractors. Permanent workers are workers from Company X who
were hired without third parties. Service contractor workers are
workers from third parties who only provide services. The differ-
ence between contractor workers and service contractors is that
contractors provide services, tools, and materials, while service
contractors only provide services (e.g., inspection services, super-
visory services, RBI analysis consultants). Most respondents were
male, aged 31e48 years, and had a senior high school educational
background. This study shows a length of service percentage that
varies between three periods. During the multinational holding
period, respondents were dominated by workers with <5 years of
service. During the transition period, respondents were dominated
by workers with 5 - 10 years of service. During the national holder
period, respondents were dominated by workers with >10 years of
service. This is caused by the increase in years and the respondent’s
working period also increases.

In general, workers perceptions of the safety climate at Com-
pany X during the multinational, transition, and national owner-
ship periods are on the same level, namely proactive (Fig. 1).
However, if we look at the details (Table 3), the change in owner-
ship from a multinational to a national company has a trend of
decrease in the safety climate score. When managed by multina-
tional holders, workers perceptions of the safety climate at Com-
pany X were at a score of 8.07. However, when entering the
ownership transition period, the score decreased to 7.77. Worker’s
perceptions of safety as members of the organization and as
individuals decreased during the transition period, while workers
perceptions as members of the work unit increased. After being



Fig. 1. The level of workers’ perception toward safety climate in company X during the
multinational, transition, and national ownership periods.

Table 3
Comparison of workers’ perception towards safety climate variables in company X
during the multinational, transition, and national ownership periods

Variable Multinational Transition National

Organizational safety values 8.10 8.06* 7.83*

Group safety values 7.50 7.55 7.50*

Individual safety values 8.42 7.70* 6.74*

Average 8.07 7.77* 7.48*

Category Proactive Proactive Proactive

* Decreased.
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managed with compliance according to minimal local standards,
employee perceptions of the safety climate at Company X
continued to decrease until they reached a score of 7.48. In the
national company period, workers perceptions of safety as mem-
bers of the organization, work unit, and as individuals experienced
another decline.

Table 4 shows several sub-variables that experienced a decrease
during the transition period were management commitment,
communication, priority of safety, supportive environment,
involvement, and personal appreciation of risk. After being
managed in compliance according to national holder standards, the
sub-variables that experienced a decrease were management
commitment, communication, priority of safety, supportive envi-
ronment, work environment, personal priority, and need for safety,
as well as personal appreciation of risk.

Overall, workers perceptions of safety as members of the orga-
nization and as individuals continued to decline when Company X
experienced a change of ownership. Worker’s perceptions of safety
as members of the work unit tend to be consistent, although they
have experienced an increase during the transition period. The sub-
variables that continued to decline when Company X experienced a
change of ownership were management commitment, communi-
cation, priority of safety, and personal appreciation of risk. The
variable with the most reduction points is personal appreciation of
risk, with a reduction number of 2.77, taking this variable down to
the “compliance” level. In addition to that, the variable of priority of
safety was turning downside with a reduction number of 0.87. On
the contrary, safety rules and procedures continue to increase. The
supportive environment and work environment experienced an
increase during the initial transition to ownership change but
experienced a decrease when it was managed in compliance ac-
cording to national holder standards. In contrast, involvement
decreased during the transition period and rose again when
managed with national holder standards, although the score was
not as high as when managed by multinational holders. The per-
sonal priority and need for safety scores remained consistent dur-
ing the ownership transition period, but decreased when managed
with national holder standards.
4. Discussion

The main objective of this research is to analyze the trans-
formation of employee perceptions of safety climate in company X
when it experienced a change of ownership from multinational to
national owner. Even though it is still on the same level (proactive),
there is a trend of decrease in workers perception scores regarding
the safety climate at Company X. This is in line with other studies,
which say that changes in organizations may have a negative
impact on safety systems [18]. A change in ownership indicates a
change in management. This can certainly influence safety prac-
tices in organizations because management is the holder of the
highest power in determining policies, resource allocation, and
organizational activity processes. During times of change in an
organization, a reprioritization of safety may also develop gradually
[18].

Overall, workers perceptions of safety as members of the orga-
nization and as individuals continued to decline when Company X
experienced a change of ownership. Worker’s perceptions of safety
as members of the work unit tend to be consistent. Continuous
decline occurred in the sub-variables of management commitment,
communication, priority of safety, and personal appreciation of
risk. Management has an important role in determining the di-
rection of the safety climate in an organization because they have
the highest power in establishing policies, resource allocation, and
organizational activity processes [19]. This research also collected
several comments from participants regarding their perceptions of
changes in management commitment at Company X:

“After the transition period to national holders, many safety pol-
icies at Company X were eliminated without replacement policies.”

“When Company X is managed by the international holder, man-
agement also feels responsible if an accident occurs and does not
completely blame the workers. However, after being managed by
the national owner, workers who are deemed to have caused the
accident are blacklisted.”

“In Company X there was a decrease in the quantity and quality of
PPE. The change procedures of PPE have also become more
complicated in bureaucracy and longer in new PPE provision.”
(This could increase the safety risks)

“Current management is more difficult to ask for funds (for safety,
such as PPE and others), they tend to reduce costs.”

The comments above indicate that workers felt a derivation in
management’s commitment to safety when Company X changed
ownership from multinational to national owners. Workers
perceive that, when managed by the national holder, many safety
policies are removed, management changes to human blaming
when accidents occur, there is a decrease in the quantity and
quality of PPE, and management tends to find it difficult to provide
funds for safety needs. Many studies on the dimensions of safety
and climate have shown that the strongest predictor of safety
performance in an organization is management’s commitment to
safety [20e22]. Managers at all levels in the organization must
show real commitment and support for safety. As an example:
educating people about safety, allocating resources to create a safe
work environment, fixing safety problems, and most importantly,
managers need to be consistent between their words and actions
regarding safety [22,31].

Communication is a vital component of any system involving
humans.Without effective communication, humanactivities cannot
be carried out successfully [32]. Safety-related communication is



Table 4
Comparison of workers’ perception towards safety climate sub-variables in company X during the multinational, transition, and national ownership periods

Variable Sub-variable Multinational Transition National

Organizational safety values Management commitment 8.33 8.05* 7.56*
Communication 8.10 7.89* 7.64*
Priority of Safety 8.55 8.24* 7.68*
Safety rule and procedure 7.32 8.06 8.42

Group safety values Supportive environment 7.55 7.85 7.60*
Work environment 7.45 7.68 7.56*
Involvement 7.50 7.11* 7.36

Individual safety values Personal priority and need for safety 8.58 8.58 8.02*
Personal appreciation of risk 8.25 6.81* 5.48*

* Decreased.
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divided in two ways: formal and informal communication. Formal
communication related to safety is the exchange of information
through channels determined by the organization. This can be
implemented by toolbox meetings, safety signs, safety training,
work orders, etc [32,33]. In contrast, informal communication
related to safety does not occur in official channels and is only
formed between members of certain work groups, for example,
informal discussions or exchanges of information between col-
leagues via social media [32,33]. This research also collected several
comments from participants regarding safety communication at
Company X:

“Safety information conveyed to frontline workers through posters/
magazines/presentations is often unattractive because there is too
much writing and is not communicative. This causes frontline
workers to fail to understand information regarding safety.”

“Please provide education about safety not only to permanent
workers but also to contractor and service contractor workers.
Many service contractor workers do not receive full information
about safety.”

Based on the comments above, workers feel that safety infor-
mation is conveyed in less attractive media and ways. Apart from
that, workers also feel that there are differences in educational
services regarding safety between employment statuses, safety
education is less felt by contractor workers and service contractors.
It is highly recommended to provide visual safety education to
provide a deeper understanding of occupational risks [32,34]. Ed-
ucation about safety should also be given not only to permanent
workers but also maximally given to contractor workers and ser-
vice contractors.

Safety priority in the safety climate talks about how the orga-
nization prioritizes safety over other goals [17,18,35]. The partici-
pant comments that we managed to collect regarding their
perceptions of changes in safety priorities at Company X are as
follows:

“Reduce the imposition of operational targets because they often
put safety aside. Central management now often gives difficult
orders without knowing the conditions of the project areas.”

“Safety first, not production first. Management is now too stingy in
terms of procuring work safety equipment. The risks borne are not
in line with employee wages.”

This variable was the second variable with the highest rate of
decrease. Participants’ comments show that they feel that current
management (national holders) prioritizes production targets over
worker safety. This condition needs to be corrected immediately
because if there is a conflict between production and safety,
workers will definitely consult with supervisors or management
regarding their own safety behavior [22]. Even though manage-
ment declared that the company’s priority is safety, management’s
actions show the opposite, workers will align their behavior,
namely prioritizing production targets over safety [35]. It is highly
recommended that Company X carry out a review regarding what
priorities the company has. By determining safety as the main
priority , all group members will have a clear common goal
regarding safety [36,37].

Personal appreciation of risk is the sub-variable that has the
lowest value compared to the others. The personal appreciation of
risk variable points is decreasing from a total point of 7.92 to a
number of 7.73, indicating that this variable is now on the
“compliance” level. During the national period, employees with
more than 10 years of work experience accounted for 48% of the
total workforce. In contrast, during the multinational period, only
15% of the employees had more than 10 years of work experience.
Additionally, the majority of the respondents were from the project
location. This aspect relates to the individual employee’s perception
of the risks associated with his work [38,39]. The participant
comments that we managed to collect regarding their perceptions
of risk in the workplace are as follows:

“When I work, sometimes my harness breaks, especially when I
work at height, scaffolding locks start to come loose, and gloves also
get damaged.”

“Regarding hot work, there are incomplete work tools. For example,
fire blankets, hot air pencils, and other work tools that are
damaged. This would put our safety at risk.”

“As a mechanic, the work clothes we use are very limited (2pcs/
year) even though we are often exposed to chemicals. We hope that
the number of coveralls will be increased for employees who are
exposed to chemicals.”

“Please provide proper training to workers according to their re-
sponsibilities. As a scaffolding operator, I am responsible for scaf-
folding as a validator, but I only get standard knowledge about
scaffolding.”

Based on these comments, workers at Company X perceive that
there are risks in their work because somework tools are damaged,
inadequate PPE, and a lack of proper training, according to the
employee’s job description. In this case, it is strongly recommended
to repair work equipment and complete PPE needs. Company X also
needs to provide proper training according to employee job de-
scriptions to ensure that workers have sufficient knowledge to
carry out their duties properly and correctly.

This research shows that there was an increase in the safety
rules and procedures sub-variable at Company X when it experi-
enced a change of ownership. Safety rules and procedures in the
Loughborough questionnaire relate to howworkers perceive safety
rules and procedures in the workplace. The participant comments
that we managed to collect regarding their perceptions of work-
place rules and procedures are as follows:
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“Company X currently meets the applicable minimum standards.
The existing standards have been created based on accidents that
have occurred.”

“There are many procedures, but sometimes they change when
working in the field.”

“Work practices do not comply with work plans. Many work plans
change once in the field. Work plans are made to achieve fast and
cheap production targets.”

Respondents’ comments indicate that the workers perception of
the company’s workplace rules and procedures is not in accordance
with work practices. Sometimes existing work plans or procedures
are changed depending on field conditions to achieve faster pro-
duction targets. This needs to be corrected immediately because it
can affect safety compliance, namely the level or extent to which
individuals comply with safety standards and rules in the work-
place [40]. A balance between safety and production is the most
effective technique for improving safety compliance [4]. Encour-
aging workers to comply with safety rules can reduce accidents in
the industry [4].

Supportive environment and work environment increased
during the initial transition to ownership change but decreased
when Company Xwasmanaged in compliancewith national holder
standards. The supportive environment is defined as the nature of
the social environment in place and the support it provides for
safety [38,39]. The participant comments that we managed to
collect regarding their perceptions of the decline in the supportive
environment at Company X are as follows:

“After the transition period, the worker who caused the accident
received a penalty up to the point of being blacklisted, even though
he had already paid the fine. Workers are required to work as
perfectly as possible. So, some workers feel afraid and burdened by
the existing system. When managed by the international holder, if
something goes wrong, it is corrected. Now, if you make a mistake,
you’re immediately fired.”

“When it was managed by a multinational owner, there was a
reward system. Now there are no rewards, there are instead
punishments.”

The comments above show that after being managed in
compliance according to national holder standards by the national
holder, Company X no longer has a reward system. Workers who
make mistakes are also immediately given fines or fired from their
jobs, so many workers feel stressed and afraid of the current sys-
tem. In fact, a supportive environment has a strong influence on
safety climate [41]. When management shows support and takes
action to improve safety, workers believe that they are valued, and
the organization is committed to their safety [19,42]. So, employees
will be motivated to implement safety behavior and try to be
involved in safety activities in the organization [19,20,43,44].
Therefore, Company X is strongly advised to create a social envi-
ronment that can support employees to voluntarily implement
safety behavior without pressure.

The work environment in the Loughborough Safety Climate
Assessment Toolkit refers to the physical environment, including
the availability of tools, working conditions, safety systems, oper-
ating targets, an adequate number of workers, and the adequacy of
time given to complete the work. The participant comments that
we managed to collect regarding their perceptions of the decline in
physical working environment conditions at Company X are as
follows:
“When I work, sometimes my harness breaks, especially when I
work at height, scaffolding locks start to come loose, and gloves also
get damaged.”

“Regarding hot work, there are incomplete work tools. For example,
fire blankets, hot air pencils, and other work tools that are
damaged. This would put our safety at risk.”

“There is a need to rejuvenate work support tools that are starting
to not function as they should (for example hand tools, lifting,
etc.).”

“Please make it easier to change PPE procedures at work sites.
Complex bureaucracy can make workers have no desire to replace
their worn-out PPE and can result in a reduction in the quality of
protective equipment.”

“The current number of workers needed is insufficient, not suitable
for the field. Apart from that, it does not meet the competency
criteria.”

Based on the comments above, workers perceive that the
physical environment related to work tools, the provision of PPE,
and the number of workers still needs to be improved. A goodwork
environment can motivate workers to work safely, whereas a bad
work environment can reduce motivation to work safely [45]. In
this case, Company X is strongly recommended to improve the
physical environment of the workplace by providing a complete set
of working tools, improve the availability and ease of PPE
replacement procedures, and ensure that the number of workers is
adequate and has the required competencies.

The involvement score decreased during the initial transition
period and rose again when managed with national holder stan-
dards, although the score was not as high as when managed by
multinational holders. It can be concluded that there was still a
decline in the level of employee involvement when Company X
changed ownership to become a national company. The participant
comments that we managed to collect regarding their perceptions
of worker involvement regarding safety at Company X are as
follows:

“Service contractor workers also need access to provide advice
about safety equipment at Company X.”

“When an accident occurs, frontline workers are only interviewed
without being involved in improvement efforts.”

“Management now often gives orders rather than involving em-
ployees in setting standards.”

“Please listen and implement the feedback about work safety from
workers.”

“Please also carry out frequent campaigns to barges regarding
safety issues because sometimes barge workers who work in wells
do not have enough safety information.”

Based on the comments above, workers perceive that manage-
ment does not involve workers regarding safety at Company X.
Involving workers in every decision regarding safety will help in-
crease safety awareness so that workers will independently try to
behave safely while working. Several studies show that worker
involvement in safety meetings and participation in the matter can
improve safety compliance within an organization [4,46]. Company
X needs to ensure that all employees are involved in safety activ-
ities, such as safety meetings, accident analysis, carrying out
monitoring of safety targets, etc. There needs to be a generalized
perception that work safety is not the responsibility of the safety
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department alone, but is a shared responsibility. Empowerment
and involvement of workers are very important in organizational
performance and makes the organization more resilient to errors
[47].

Personal priority and need for safety scores remained consistent
during the initial transition to ownership change but decreased
when managed with national holder standards. Personal priority
and need for safety are an individual’s views of their own safety
management and the need to feel safe when working. The partic-
ipant comments that we managed to collect regarding their per-
ceptions of the decline in personal priority and need for safety at
Company X are as follows:

“Work carefully, be alert, focused, check equipment and the work
environment. Don’t forget if conditions are unsafe, report the stop
card and work permit, and remind all coworkers to comply with
safety regulations.”

“Safety is an important thing in the company. In terms of knowl-
edge, it already exists, but not everyone has adequate safety
competency, especially production workers.”

“Reduce the force of operations that pursue targets because they
often ignore safety. Central management now often gives difficult
orders without knowing the conditions in the field.”

“Safety and operational aspects should support each other in the
field, not limit each other.”

Participants’ comments indicate that workers understand the
importance of safety at work. The intrinsic motivation to act pro-
actively related to work safety comes from the worker’s personal
need for security [48]. However, workers perceive those opera-
tional targets often limit them from working safely. Company X
needs to improve this condition because balancing safety and
production targets is the most effective technique for increasing
compliance to create safe work practices [4]. Apart from that,
workers perceive that they also need adequate safety competency
training, not just knowledge about safety. In creating awareness to
carry out safety practices, workers need to have the knowledge and
skills to identify hazards and carry out controls if necessary [49].
This capacity among employees depends on whether they have
received the necessary work safety education and training from the
company [50]. Good safety knowledge and skill can significantly
increase the level of safety compliance within an organization
[51,52].

For future research, it would be better to reduce the gap of work
rules and procedures from multinational to national company that
affect safety climate by integrating positive rules and procedures
from multinational company to rules and procedures in national
company. This will reduce the negative effect of the work rules and
procedures in safety climate practice. This research can also only
interpret the differentiation of the safety climate in Indonesia,
considering the fact that other countries’ results may be different
due to the work culture available.
5. Conclusion

This study aims to analyze the transformation of workers per-
ceptions of safety climate in one of the oil and gas company
(Company X) when it experienced a change of ownership from
multinational to national owner. This study needs to be done
because the upstream oil and gas industry has a very big role in
supporting economic growth programs, making it not only a source
of revenue but also a locomotive for economic development in
Indonesia. Even thoughworkers perceptions of the safety climate at
Company X throughout the period were at a proactive level, there is
a trend of decrease in variable scores. In detail, the change in the
company’s ownership (from amultinational to a national company)
made a trend of decrease on several sub-variables of safety climate
scores, namely management commitment, communication, prior-
ity of safety, personal appreciation of risk, and involvement. How-
ever, safety rules and procedures have a trend of increase. Even
though the score decreased from the transition period to the na-
tional period, the supportive environment and work environment
in the national period had a higher score compared to the multi-
national period.

Participants made many comments regarding declining
numbers on working conditions and environment during the
change of ownership of Company X. In summary, changes in
ownership at Company X resulted in a decreased company’s pri-
ority on safety related to production target factors. This decreasing
number in safety priority can be seen from the slow process of
providing PPE, which can impact on increasing safety risks. It would
be better if benchmarking was carried out with studies in other
countries so that a more comprehensive comparison of contrib-
uting factors related to changes in the company’s ownership can be
obtained which have an impact on the safety climate or safety
performance. Regardless, this study needs further development to
be implemented in other countries, considering that at present, the
study results can differ due to different safety cultures and can only
be implemented in Indonesia.
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