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Abstract: Ineffective and inefficient workforce involvement can negatively impact risk management
practice for work health and safety (WHS) issues. Often the risk management process is undertaken
by a single person, or by teams without a facilitator and without regard to the participants’ levels
of competency in the risk management process. This study aimed to develop a tool to assess the
competence of individuals in different elements of the risk management process and then review
its reliability. This tool, termed the RISKometric, incorporated a 360◦ performance review method
whereby peers upline and downline colleagues and the individual themselves gave competence
ratings. The RISKometric was tested using 26 participants. Results showed that a significant positive
relationship existed between the feedback given by peers and downline colleagues. Initial results
gained from using the tool suggest it is able to discriminate the competence of participants, in each
of the elements of risk management, through the opinions of self and others. In future research,
we test assumptions through a further two studies. Firstly, that individuals’ RISKometric results
are comparable with their performance in a risk scenario exercise; so, providing validity for the
tool. Secondly, that a collectively-optimised team (formed using the Riskometric) can perform a risk
assessment exercise better than marginally- or sub-optimised teams.

Keywords: risk management; competence; 360◦ performance

1. Introduction

Ineffective and inefficient workforce involvement can negatively impact risk manage-
ment practices in a WHS context [1]. In most jurisdictions in Australia, it is a requirement of
WHS legislation that a risk management approach be taken to control all aspects of risk to
health and safety associated with hazards. International standards, codes of practice, and
industry guidelines describe best practice methods for steps in the risk management pro-
cess, including advice about the collective knowledge and experience of groups conducting
risk assessments concerning both the hazard and risk assessment techniques.

Since 2004, the risk management approach has been modelled on a seven-step process
as detailed in AS/NZS 4360 the forerunner to ISO 31,000 in 2009, and recently updated as
the second edition in 2018. Marling et al. [2] summarise these seven steps as follows:

1. Establishing the context;
2. Risk identification;
3. Risk analysis;
4. Risk evaluation;
5. Risk treatment;
6. Communication and consultation, and
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7. Monitoring and reviewing.

They typically encourage the involvement of a representative cross-section of the
workforce and the use of external expertise where necessary to ensure the knowledge and
experience of those involved is comprehensive and current. The forming of risk assessment
groups within organisations is challenging. Recent research has identified that both formal
and informal risk management processes are commonly conducted in an ad-hoc manner,
often using individuals working alone, or in teams that are not collectively competent in
the seven elements of the risk management process [1]. This non-ideal process may be
due to a lack of resources. An implication is that complex and challenging WHS risks (as
experienced in high-risk organisations) are not being informed by the innovative decision-
making of teams of competent personnel. Instead, solutions rely on the outcomes of teams
that are assembled by chance or convenience.

A tool that could be used to assess workers’ competence in the risk management
process may be a helpful first step in assembling competent risk management teams [1].
This study aimed to develop a tool to elicit information about the level of competence of
individuals in each of the seven elements of the risk management process, which if reliable,
could subsequently be used in further studies to assemble competent risk management
teams. This tool, termed the RISKometric, incorporates a 360◦ performance review method
whereby peers, upline and downline colleagues and the individual themselves all give
feedback about risk management competency levels for an individual.

1.1. 360◦ Performance Review Definition

There are many definitions of a 360◦ performance review (see Tornow, [3]; Hoffman, [4];
Lepsinger and Lucia, [5]; Peters, [6]; Handy et al., [7]), but perhaps Coate’s [8] simple
definition, that it is a method of multi-source appraisal, best explains its most salient
feature. Espinilla et al. [9] take it a step further by explaining that it is used to assist people
to be more self-aware of their performance. A definition that incorporates these ideas, as
given by Yukl and Lepsinger [10], Jones and Bearley [11] and Mabey [12], is an appraisal
and feedback to a recipient, with input from multiple sources, such as upline, peers and
downline and then feeding those results back to set a plan of action for improvement.

McCarthy and Garavan [13] and Hannum [14] note that 360◦ performance review tools
have been used since the 1970s, but did not become prevalent until the 1990s. Nowack [15]
discusses five models for consideration in the design of 360◦ performance review tools;
namely job analysis, strategic planning, career development, personality and competency.
The RISKometric tool is based on Nowack’s competency model as it is an assessment
of competency. Hogg [16] defines competency as those characteristics that lead to a
demonstration of skills and abilities, resulting in effective and efficient performance.

1.2. 360◦ Performance Review—Multiple Sources of Feedback

The four most common sources of feedback in a 360◦ performance review are upline
and downline colleagues, peers, and self (McCarthy and Garavan, [13]; Craig and Han-
num, [17]). Espinilla et al. [9] suggest that raters (those who provide feedback) must be
people who socialise with the person being assessed. They do not define ‘socialise’, but
it can be assumed as meaning interactions that occur between workers, with respect to
work-related tasks. Doherty and Brodsky [18] describe the multi-source feedback given
in a 360◦ performance review as a full-circle appraisal and Espinilla et al. [9] illustrate
this concept using a schematic very similar to that shown in Figure 1. Figure 1 has been
adapted by the researchers to include Carson’s [19] and Doherty and Brodsky’s [18] views
regarding the value of using customers, both internal and external, and suppliers as raters.
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Figure 1. A model of feedback that raters used in a 360◦ performance.

1.3. The Collection and Delivery of Feedback

Considerable attention has been given to the collection and delivery of feedback,
especially regarding anonymity of data and the use and storage of feedback, and the
subsequent legal ramifications (Doherty and Brodsky, [18]). In this context, Doherty
and Brodsky [18] discuss the advantages of web-based tools to collect 360◦ performance
review feedback, including that it may better ensure raters’ confidentiality and foster
honest responses. Doherty and Brodsky [18] claim that the electronic method increases
participation and produces faster results. Both Penny [20] and Smither et al. [21] found
that compared to a paper-based instrument, online web-based 360◦ tools provide better
inter-rater reliability. Craig [17] further adds that this is providing the versions are as
similar as possible.

1.4. Benefits and Limitations of 360◦ Performance Review Assessment

DeNisi and Kluger [22] contend that performance improvements cannot be attained
without feedback, while Hackman and Oldham [23] propose that feedback increases job
satisfaction. On this basis, McCarthy and Garavan [13] assert that the 360◦ performance re-
view is primarily used as a development tool for learners, giving them a perspective of their
current status of performance so that improvement strategies can be put in place. They also
contend that the 360◦ performance review enhances two-way communication. Additional
benefits include taking into account the intricacies and complexities of management and
the value of input from sources other than that given by upline colleagues (Becker and
Klimoski, [24]). Church et al. [25] support this by claiming that multiple sources are better
than an individual one for assessment.

London and Beatty [26] argue that 360◦ performance reviews assist in the building of
effective relationships as they increase the opportunity for participation by all, can detect
and resolve conflict and can be a vehicle to demonstrate respect for the opinions of all
parties by all parties. In other words, the 360◦ performance review enables a ‘full-circle’ of
respect. Hazucha et al. [27] postulate that this increased participation and respect goes a
long way towards acceptance of feedback and inspires individuals to put in place action to
build on strengths and work on weaknesses. Another advantage of the 360◦ performance
review process is that upline, peer and downline raters can provide feedback anonymously
thus negating the discomfort that people often get when delivering criticism to a colleague
(Folger and Cropanzano, [28]).
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This positive use of feedback has been argued to enhance team effectiveness, as the
person being assessed gain a better understanding of how their upline and downline
colleagues and peers perceive their performance. This feedback also enables them to start
a conversation about how to undertake a gap analysis that helps them to identify and
understand potential blind-spots (Doherty and Brodsky, [18]) and how to work on those
characteristics that need improving (Lepsinger and Lucia, [5]).

A robust finding is that feedback from downline colleagues is associated with positive
change (Hegarty, [29]; Atwater et al. [30]; Reilly et al. [31]; Walker and Smither, [32]), and
this is supported by Smither et al. [33]), Atwater et al. [34], and Morgan et al. [35]. Research
undertaken by Wexley and Klimoski [36], Kane and Lawler [37] and Cardy and Dobbins [38]
suggest that feedback from downline colleagues is of a higher quality because they are best
placed to assess a person’s competencies and performance. Bettenhausen and Fedor [39]
suggest that feedback from downline colleagues may undermine a supervisor’s authority.

Lawler et al. [40]) and Meyer [41] argue that those who give and receive feedback in
the traditional manner that is the top-down/one-way feedback approach, generally view it
negatively and in particular upline colleagues find it a burdensome and unpleasant duty.
Napier and Latham [42] posit that often those in a downline position being assessed often
do not see any value in traditional top-down/one-way feedback. Bernardin and Beatty [43]
note that the top-down/one-way approach is a characteristic of organisations with an
autocratic style of management.

London et al. [44] maintain that a potential weakness of the 360◦ performance review
process is that employees may feel threatened by the feedback they receive. This finding
is supported by Kaplan [45], who determined that some people might become defensive
when presented with negative feedback. London and Beatty [26] raise the issue of the
potentially enormous administrative effort required to undertake the 360◦ performance
review process. A related issue is that of survey fatigue, where a person may have to fill
in many surveys (e.g., a manager for several downline staff) (Bracken, [46]; Kaplan, [47];
London and Beatty, [26]). Moses et al. [47]) and Kanouse [48] highlight other potential
difficulties that may result when raters are not suitably trained in how to use the tool,
including:

• a limited or non-existent frame of reference;
• the rater using generalities rather than specifics when rating;
• the rater using an ancient history of the ratee based on memory, or
• the rater not being specifically equipped to make the rating, e.g., new to the job.

1.5. Rating Scales and Reliability and Validity Concerns (Biases)

Similar to traditional measures (e.g., top-down, autocratic), 360◦ performance reviews
commonly use rating scales to measure competence. Rou and Rou [49] discuss rating scales
as being based on frequency (how often) or mastery (how good) and thought is required to
determine which scale to use. They further raise the issue of how many points to have on
the scale and the dangers of a mid-range response, such as ‘average’ or ‘neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied’, whereby raters may be tempted to apply a vague of non-committed response.

Consideration also needs to be given to data reliability and validity, as ratings are
subject to biases, such as leniency, halo and stereotyping effects (London and Beatty, [26]).
McCarthy and Garavan [13] claim that the use of multi-source data should help alleviate
biases to a certain extent. This finding is supported by Church et al. [25], who contend that
it should also yield more valid and reliable results for the person being rated.

An issue raised by McEvoy and Buller [50], Fedor and Bettenhausen [51] and Cardy
and Dobbins [38] is that the 360◦ performance review process may create a ‘popularity con-
test’ environment whereby individuals may display inappropriate behaviours to become
popular with the hope of a getting lenient rating. For example, upline personnel become
overly concerned with winning downline colleagues’ approval.

Kane and Lawler [37] found that peer feedback was typically less affected by reliability
and validity concerns, including biases. A number of authors also purport that peers are
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the best cohort to judge performance as they are more likely to be in teams and work
directly with the individual being assessed (Fedor et al., [51], Bettenhausen and Fedor, [39];
Murphy and Cleveland, [52]; Wexley and Klimoski, [36]; Kane and Lawler, [37]). One
concern regarding peer feedback is that peers may give lower ratings to enhance their own
standing within the group (Cardy and Dobbins, [38]).

McEvoy and Beatty [53] and Atkins and Wood [54] explore in detail the issue of
‘self’ versus ‘others’ ratings. In summary, they found that the average of upline, peer and
downline ratings were the best predictors of performance and better than upline ratings
alone. Additionally, self-ratings were negatively and non-linearly related to performance;
the highest self-raters (over-raters) had the lowest performance, and mid-range raters
had the best performance. They also found that ratings by upline colleagues highlighted
over-raters, but not under-raters (perhaps modest self-raters were underestimated by their
upline), and peers overestimated the performance of poor performers (perhaps to boost
their own assessment).

Research undertaken in military and educational settings demonstrates that 360◦

performance reviews have reliability estimates as high as 0.9 (Doherty and Brodsky, [18]).
Although it should be noted, they do not distinguish if this reliability estimate is across the
various rater groups or between one’s rating and performance.

1.6. Summary of Literature

McCarthy and Garavan [13] contend that there are substantial returns for individuals
and organisations that engage in 360◦ performance reviews. From the above discussion,
it can be deduced that feedback from multiple sources: upline and downline colleagues,
peers, and self have a role to play in awareness of one’s performance. The main advantages
being enforcing two-way communication; identifying gaps and blind-spots, and breaking
down autocratic structures within organisations. These lead to better work relationships,
increased respect and increased job satisfaction and individual and team performance.

There are also disadvantages from undertaking 360◦ performance reviews, the main
ones being the potential undermining of supervisory authority; the effort required for
administration of the process and training people in the process, and fatigue, if the process
is mixed in with multiple other work-related surveys.

In summary, it appears from the literature that a measure of an individual’s competency
in each of the elements is possible using a tool based on a 360◦ performance review.

2. Aim

This study aimed to develop and appraise an instrument that assesses the level
of competence of an individual in each of the seven elements of the risk management
process, as defined in ISO 3100:2009, through the perceptions of others. Two further studies
aimed to:

• firstly, test further the RISKometric tool, whereby individuals’ RISKometric results
were compared with their performance in a risk scenario exercise; so providing validity
for the tool, and

• secondly, use the individual performance results to assemble collectively-, marginally-
or sub-optimised teams, who undertook the risk scenario exercise to examine any
team-effect on performance.

3. Method
3.1. Participants

Twenty-six participants were recruited to be involved in the review of the RISKometric
tool. They were contacted by email to gauge their interest in being part of the study. Their
ages ranged from 28 to 64 years (M = 49.65 years, SD = 12.10 years) and there were 22 males
and four females. They had a collective experience of 802 years in risk management
(M = 30.84 years, R = 36 years, SD = 12.66) noting that they had been practising risk
management in their vocations for a minimum of eight years. The participants were



Safety 2021, 7, 1 6 of 11

from the five tiers of various organisations conducting high-risk activities, e.g., mining,
construction and transport, namely board members/senior executives (n = 3); senior
managers (n = 9); middle managers (n = 4); supervisors/foremen/team leaders (n = 6), and
operators/workers (n = 4).

The University of Queensland Human Ethics Committee approved the procedures
of this study. The participants came from a group of people with professional ties to the
researcher and were selected on a stratified basis by the researcher on a convenience basis,
i.e., known to the researcher and presumed willing to assist in an objective manner (Sincero,
2015). As such, they are not a representative random sample.

3.2. Procedure and Material

The RISKometric asked participants and their raters to assess the competence of
participants on the seven elements of the risk management process. To assist respondents
in making valid and reliable ratings, each element was explained using the plain English
interpretations (PEI) of each developed and validated by Marling et al. [2]. Participants
and their raters were asked to rate the participant’s competence on each element using a
six-point Likert scale, where zero represented no competency and five an expert level of
competency. The six-point scale was used to avoid central tendencies. There was also the
option of adding text for further explanation of the score that was selected.

The RISKometric was administered using the web-based SurveyMonkey® platform.
The participants were asked to send a URL link of the RISKometric to one upline colleague,
at least two peers and two downline colleagues for them to complete the assessment
on behalf of the participant. These raters were given the participants’ unique six-digit
identification code (as defined by the participant). The participants were also required to
assess their own competency using the RISKometric.

Participants were asked to choose raters based on the following criteria:

• raters would give an honest rather than a ‘rosy’ critique, and
• raters had observed them in a risk management process.

Due to their position in the organisation, board members/senior executives did not
have an upline rater, and operators/workers did not have a downline rater.

The online survey format comprised the following:

1. an introduction page that explained the purpose of the study, instructions, ethics/informed
consent, an option to terminate their participation at this stage should they want to;

2. a question asking whether the respondent was the participant or a rater;
3. each participant’s unique six-digit identification code;
4. a question asking participants their level in the organisation (for participants only);
5. a question asking raters what their relationship was to the participant (i.e., upline,

peer, downline colleague) (for raters);
6. the survey proper that for each element included: the PEI, a question asking respon-

dents to give a competence rating, and an open question that allowed respondents to
provide extra information to support rating, and

7. a ‘thank you’ for completing the survey.

The purpose of the RISKometric was clearly defined as gathering information about
participants to allow the forming of collectively-optimised teams to undertake risk man-
agement activities. All participants were asked to be honest and to negate halo and
leniency effects; equally, they were given prior opportunity to clarify any terms they did
not understand.

Two participants indicated that they had recently started a new job and that their new
colleagues may not know them well enough to rate effectively their competencies and so
used colleagues from their previous employment. Despite being given the option to receive
the RISKometric feedback, none of the participants requested it.
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3.3. Analysis Strategy

In this study, feedback about participants’ competency in each of the elements came
from four different sources—self (i.e., participants), and upline, peers and downline col-
leagues. Spearman rank-order correlation coefficient tests were conducted to determine
the degree of association of ratings from these four groups. Separate correlations were
conducted for each of the elements. Some participants received feedback from more than
one peer and downline, in these instances, the median of the ratings were used to form
one rating.

4. Results

The medians and interquartiles, and correlations of self, and upline, peer and downline
colleagues’ ratings for each of the seven risk management elements are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Median and interquartile ranges and correlation coefficients of the ratings of self, and upline, peers and downline
colleagues for the seven elements of the risk management process.

Element
Correlation Coefficient (r) Descriptives

Self Upline Peers Downline Median Quartile
Array 1 (Q1)

Quartile
Array 3 (Q3)

Interquartile Range
(IQR = Q3 − Q1)

Context

Self 1 3.00 2.25 4.00 1.75
Upline −0.258 1 3.00 3.00 4.00 1.00
Peers 0.053 0.444 * 1 2.00 1.00 3.00 2.00

Downline −0.034 0.661 ** 0.849 ** 1 2.00 2.00 3.00 1.00

Risk identification

Self 1 3.00 3.00 4.00 1.00
Upline −0.012 1 4.00 3.00 4.00 1.00
Peers 0.153 0.397 1 2.00 2.00 3.00 1.00

Downline 0.306 0.383 0.875 ** 1 2.00 2.00 4.00 2.00

Risk analysis

Self 1 3.00 2.25 4.00 1.75
Upline 0.022 1 4.00 2.00 4.00 2.00
Peers −0.077 0.601 ** 1 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00

Downline 0.025 0.606 ** 0.895 ** 1 1.50 1.00 2.75 1.75

Risk evaluation

Self 1 3.00 2.00 4.00 2.00
Upline 0.087 1 3.00 2.50 4.00 1.50
Peers 0.174 0.111 1 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00

Downline 0.262 0.311 0.763 ** 1 1.50 1.00 2.00 1.00

Risk treatment

Self 1 3.00 3.00 4.00 1.00
Upline −0.187 1 3.00 2.00 4.00 2.00
Peers −0.116 0.091 1 2.00 1.00 2.00 1.00

Downline 0.129 0.152 0.765 ** 1 2.00 1.00 3.00 2.00

Communication and consultation

Self 1 3.00 2.00 4.00 2.00
Upline 0 1 4.00 2.50 4.00 1.50
Peers −0.195 0.091 1 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00

Downline 0.020 0.113 0.797 ** 1 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00
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Table 1. Cont.

Element
Correlation Coefficient (r) Descriptives

Self Upline Peers Downline Median Quartile
Array 1 (Q1)

Quartile
Array 3 (Q3)

Interquartile Range
(IQR = Q3 − Q1)

Monitoring and reviewing

Self 1 3.00 2.00 4.00 2.00
Upline −0.149 1 3.00 2.00 4.00 2.00
Peers 0.276 0.182 1 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00

Downline −0.351 0.249 0.429 * 1 1.00 1.00 1.75 1.75

Note. * is correlation is significant at the 0.05 level and ** is p < 0.01, (2-tailed).

Across all elements, all median self-ratings rated as a 3. All self-ratings rated the
same as upline ratings except in three elements being one score higher, those being ‘Risk
Identification’, ‘Risk Analysis’, and ‘Communication and Consultation’. All self-ratings
were higher than peer in the range of one to two scores. All self-ratings were higher than
downline in the range of one to two scores. All Peer and downline scores were within a
half a score of each other. This suggests a common pattern of responding, independent
of the tier of the organisation in which the participant was employed. That is, peers and
downline colleagues, rated the participant less favourably, while upline colleagues tended
to rate participants more favourably.

Spearman rank-order correlation tests were then run to determine associations be-
tween the ratings of the different groups. As shown in Table 1, across all elements, the
correlations between the ratings of peers and downline colleagues were significantly and
positively correlated. Peer and downline coefficients for six of the elements ranged be-
tween 0.76 and 0.90, representing strong associations. For two elements—Context and Risk
Analysis, significant, moderate, and positive associations existed between ratings given by
upline and peer and downline groups. Interestingly, there were no significant correlations
between self-ratings and other groups’ ratings. Apparent in these outcomes is that the type
of feedback given by peer and downline groups is similar, and generally different from
that of upline colleagues, and all three groups provide a different perspective than that of
the participant’s own appraisal.

5. Discussion

This study aimed to develop and review an assessment tool, termed the RISKometric,
to assess the competence of individuals in each of the seven elements of the risk manage-
ment process. A 360◦ performance review method was used whereby competence ratings
were given by peers, upline and downline colleagues and the individual themselves.

A common pattern across the seven elements was found, this being that upline
colleagues and participants (self-ratings) typically gave more favourable ratings (more
competent) than downline colleagues and peers (see Table 1). Across all elements, upline
and self-ratings nearly always fell within the average to high-level of competency ranges. In
comparison, peer and downline ratings typically fell within the below average competency
range. This result highlights the importance of using a 360-degree method for reviewing
the performance of an individual because it draws on the opinions of different sources.
Together these may form a complete picture of an individual’s abilities.

The fact that these sources see the individual performing their tasks from a different
perspective adds to the richness of the feedback, i.e., a more complete picture of that
individual.

One explanation for the high ratings given by self and upline colleagues is that leniency
or halo effects affected their feedback. Self-ratings, as might be expected, are especially
prone to these effects (Fox et al., [55]; McEvoy and Beatty, [53]; Atkins and Wood, [54]).
Self-ratings have also been found to be lacking validity, as results have shown them to be
negatively and non-linearly related to performance (McEvoy and Beatty, [53]). McEvoy
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and Beatty [53] have previously found that upline feedback alone was not a good predictor
of performance.

Inter-rater correlations were used to help identify the degree of association between
the feedback given by raters (self, peers, and upline and downline colleagues). These
outcomes confirmed across all elements, the differences in mean ratings. The ratings given
by peers and downline colleagues were found to be strongly and positively associated;
with all but one of the coefficients ranging between 0.76 and 0.90. The other coefficient was
0.43. There were no other consistent significant correlations between other raters’ feedback.

The descriptive results and inferential statistics results suggest that peers and down-
line colleagues similarly rated participants’ competence, and their feedback was less
favourable than that given by other sources (self and upline colleagues). Prior research has
found that the feedback from downline colleagues and peers is more similar to objective
measures of performance because their high level of interaction in tasks and activities
allows them to assess better a person’s competencies and performance (Bettenhausen and
Fedor, [39]; Fedor et al., [51]; Wexley and Klimoski, [36]; Kane and Lawler, [37]; Murphy
and Cleveland, [52]; Cardy and Dobbins, [38]).

The results of this study support those of McEvoy and Beatty, [53] and Atkins and
Wood, [54] who found that the average of upline, peer and downline ratings are the best
predictors of performance and better than upline ratings alone.

The study has highlighted the usefulness of gaining feedback from multiple sources,
as is done in the 360◦ performance review method. In turn, using multiple sources of
feedback in the RISKometric tool appears to have shown that the competence ratings
of peers and downline colleagues may provide beneficial in developing teams that are
collectively competent in the seven elements of the risk management process.

6. Conclusions

This research provides a method for identifying where people are perceived to be
competent in each of the seven elements of the risk management process, based on the
perception of themselves, and their upline, peers and downline. Too many times, risk
management is undertaken in an ad-hoc manner in workplaces, and this 360◦ method
could help assemble teams that are collectively competent in the seven elements of the risk
management process. The outcome of such is that team performance in risk management
is better than individual performance and even better than a collective of individuals when
the team has been collectively-optimised for competence in the seven elements of the
risk management process. A further study to test this hypothesis will be the result of a
subsequent paper.

With the recent focus on managing the triple bottom line of time, cost and qual-
ity, the importance of collectively managing WHS risk cannot be over-emphasised (Zou
and Sunindijo, [56]). This research can be seen as the first steps for widespread use in
collectively-optimising risk management teams across a number of industries, not just the
mining and construction industry where much of the research focused. Many of these
industries have an unrealistic vision of ‘zero harm’, or what Burnham [57] describes as
counterproductive to WHS efforts. So this process of using Marling et al.’s [2] PEIs and
a tool to measure perception of competency, based on the 360◦ method, may help move
them to the realm of making sense of risk and integrating appropriate risk-taking within
their business operations.

This study is just the starting point. The next step is to capture this information in
such a way to measure risk management competency in the seven elements of the risk
management process through completing risk scenarios and then to use these findings to
optimise risk forum teams. These next steps will provide validation, or otherwise, of the
360◦ method described here.
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