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a mean value of 48.61 while workers with high performance have a mean valuc ol
'.-' i v ¥ = Lt " . e A= X
44.92. This shows that worket's performance level is significantly determined by
worker’s health status.
Hypothesis 3: The t-test summary table showing workers’ salety and work

performance. Safety of Workers N MEAN $.D df t P Safe 94 47.53 8.77 Unsale
89 45.44 8.41 181 1.647 <

Safety of Workers | N | MEAN |S.p |df |71 P
Safe 04 | 47.53 s Wi S

i |
Unsafe 80 |4544 |84l |181 | L.6d47 | <05 ||

* The result shows that safe workers havé.ﬁ:i]g_h.gndéﬁtics of performing on
the job than workers who are unsafe at work. (1 = 1,647; df = 181; p=.05). Workers
that have sense ol safety have a mean of 47.53 while workers who are unsale at
work have a mean value of 45.44. This shows that there is significant relationship
the safety of workers and work performance, From the three (3) hypotheses. the
framework above is affirmed, that is on the relationship between occupational
hazards and workers performance elements (workers presentecism  and
commitment).

4.4, DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

The research findings for this study indicated that occupational hazavds
were bad and need to be well managed in order 1o ensure workers' performance.
The occurrence and frequency of occupational hazards reduces workers” level ol
performance. Result from the first hypothesis test confirmed this (1 5.146: dI
181: p=.05) Workers with infrequent occupational hazards will signilicantly
perform on the job than workers with frequent occupational hazards,

More so. it was found that low workers® performance is attributable 1o the
absenteeism of workers. The finding shows that workers perlormance is

significantly determined by their presence at work. This is in line with the lindings

of Angle & Perry (1981). Leong, Randall. & Cote (1994). and Baugh & Robert
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Total : A T 3 100 |,
- 0 |

Source: Field Survey, 2025

The table 15 above shows that 39.5%, of the respondents strongly agree. another
39.5% agree. 10.5% disagree while 10.5% strongly disagree that aeeupatipral
hazard cannot be totally eradicated.

43 TEST OF HYPOTHESIS

Hypothesis 1: The t-test summary table showing the frequeney level of

occupational hazards and workers® performance.

’]ndexnf(}ccupatiunal hazards |N__ | MEAN |[S.D [df |'T P |

| Frequent occupational hazards 100 437 1_ 534 |
: = )5 !

F‘i-ﬂ'ﬂquﬂnl uuﬁupat{onal hazards | 83 49 89 10.49 | 181 | 5.146

The result shows that frequency level of occupational havards has 2
significant influence on workers’ performance (t = 5.146: df 181z p =.03).
Workers with frequent occupational hazards have a mean value of 43.71 while
workers with infrequent occupational hazards have 49.89. This shows that workers
with infrequent occupational hazards will significantly be committed to their work
and perform better on the job than workers with frequent occupational hazards.
Hypothesis 2: The t-test summary table showing the workers™ health status on
work performance level. Warkers health status N MEAN S.1D DIt P lHealthy 104
44.92 8.86 Unhealthy 79 48.61 7.91 181 -2.917 P

 Workers health status | N MEAN [S8D [df |T I
]ﬁﬁ{ 104 r’44L§3_~"3',gﬁ“' || || '.
|'L_1H1'.En1y— e i ‘-z.m? ‘{_”5

The result shows that there is a significant difference between the pcri'm‘m;um:
levels of healthy workers when compared to unhealthy workers. (1 -2.917: df

181; p<.05). This means that workers with low performance were unhealthy while
those that are healthy have high performance. Workers with low performance have
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Qyears experien ile .
) P ce while 13.15% have I0years experience because the existence ol

e organization i b TE .
th ganization 1s not long. This Indicates that the sampled population are

experienced.
SECTION B: RESEARCH QUESTION

4.2.7 Have you been exposed to working hazard while working?

L Response Frequency | Percentage |!
| _ ¥Yes [ __:___f;!._q_ e 52.6 ,
| 1 No 16 47.4 |
| Total - ZRE - 100 '

Source: Field Survey, 2025

Table 4.2.6 shows that 52.6% of the staffs at Olam’s Floor Mills has onc or the
other been exposed to working hazard. while 47.4% has not been exposed. which
means that most management officials has not been exposed to hazard.

4.2.7 Did the danger faced by the workers affect their zeal to work?

Response | Frequency | Percentage |
Yes _ 45 _ 59.2 |
No 3] R 40.8 |

Total 76 100 |

Source: Field Survey, 2025
The table 4.2.7 deduced that 59.2% of the agreed that the danger ol work has

reduced the zeal of workers while 40.8% disagreed that it did not alfect their zeal

to work.
4.2.8 Does organizational hazard aftect the workers operation?

E' - __E]_Sp_qn_se |'__ Frequency Percentage
~ Yes. == eh ] 100

|_ :j No | o= | -

i Total | 76 100

Source: Field Survey, 2025
The table 4.2.8 above shows all the sampled population of the stafl of Olam’s
Floor Mills all agreed that organization hazard affect the workers operation.

4.2.9 Dots organizational hazard affects productivity?

| B Response | Frequency | Percentage
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