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Comparative Analysis of On-site Construction Management in Korea and Japan
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Abstract
Considering the similarity in legislation and long-term industrial trend of Korea and Japan, continuous attention to
the Japanese situation is useful for the development of a domestic construction strategy. In order to compare the
current on-site construction management practice of the two countries and analyze the reasons for discrepancy, a
literature review, expert interview, and site investigation were executed. A detailed survey of experts with experience
in both countries revealed that overall, Korea's level of competitiveness is gaining on that of Japan. However, the

Japanese construction industry was still evaluated as maintaining higher competitiveness,
well-established

comprehensive  planning  for  operation,

due mainly to

design  documents, and effective total

quality-safety-environment management, all of which are combined with institutional support and a cooperative
attitude by labor. Adjustments should be made for advanced technologies considering the attributes of a typical
Japanese construction prior to establishing and implementing application strategies according to the suggestion of
experts. Based on the results of this study, a benchmarking of Japanese strength should be conducted, and this is
eventually expected to contribute to establishing green construction, enhancing safety, improving culture, and

reinforcing the capabilities of participants.
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Table 1. Competitiveness of construction industry in major countries

* us: India,
Items Korea Europe Japan - China \ ;o ete.
Overall
Compefiiveness 2 45 41 24 21
Execution
Capabilities 4.1 46 43 24 20
Design Capabilies 3.6 46 43 23 20
Construction Mgt.
Capabiliies 34 47 43 22 19
iy 32 25 26 43 40

Competitiveness

* Calculating the arithmetic means using scores(175) by
experts surveyed
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Table 2. Death toll in construction industry

Korea
2007
539
91

Japan
2007
461

ltem
2006

54

Accident
Disease

Total 461
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Total experience Experience in Japan

=z
S

Position Total years Job field Times Total months
1 Manager 18 yrs. Architecture 2 36 mos.
2 Manager 17 yrs. Architecture 2 24 mos.
3 Manager 16 yrs. Architecture 2 34 mos.
4 Assistant mgr. 16 yrs. Architecture 1 6 mos.
5 Manager 17 yrs. Architecture 1 6 mos.
6 Manager 15 yrs. Architecture 1 6 mos.
7 Manager 15 yrs. Mechanics 1 12 mos.
8 Assistant mgr. 10 yrs. Mechanics 1 12 mos.
9 Assistant mgr. 13 yrs. Electrical 1 12 mos.
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Table 3. Survey items to evaluate comparative level

Mgt. areas Survey items
1-1 Overall Level of Schedule Mgt.
1-2 Risk Response in Pre-con Stage
I Sr?gte.dule 1-3 Master Schedule Mgt.
1-4 Progress Estimation & Action
1-5 Computer-based Schedule Mgt.
2-1 Overall Level of Cost Mgt.
2 Cost mat 2-2 | Project CosT[ Fgrecast
2-3 Interim Payment Estimation & Payment
2-4 VE Activities (Design & Construction)
3-1 Overall Level of Cost Mgt.
32 Efforts for Better Design
3-3 Shop Drawing Making & Review
3. Quality mgt. 34 Mock—up Mgt.
35 Quality Test & Inspection
36 Feedback of Quality Mgt. Results
37 Defect Occurrence & Processing
4-1 Overall Level of Safety Mgt.
4-2  Performance of Safety Facilities & Equipment
4. Safety mgt.  4-3 Labor Mgt. for Safety & Health
4-4 On-site System for Safety Improvement
4-5 Efforts for Fatal Accident Prevention
5-1 Overall Level of Environment Mgt.
5. Environment 52 Waste Reduction & Proper Processing
mgt. 53 Prevention of Environmental Appeal
54 Installation of Environmental Facilities
6-1 Overall Level of Sub-contractor Mgt.
6. 6-2 Processing & Action for Bankrupt Companies
Sub—contractor )
mt. 6-3 Sub-contractor Selection & Mgt.
6-4 Payment to Sub—contractors
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Figure 1. Overall comparative level of management areas
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