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In order to reduce the accident rate of construction in South Korea, governments and its affiliates have been tried
to establish a safety culture, however they reached the limit. In addition, researchers recently have conducted
regarding the safety climate and concluded that safety climate effect on the safety performance. Although
organizational culture and enterprise types are different based on business size, they generalized the level of safety
climate with a group only. Therefore, in order to solve this issue, the objective of this study is to analyze the safety
climate level of construction company depending on business size in South Korea. In addition, the improvements are
suggested on the level of safety climate after problems are drawn from considering organizational culture, enterprise
type and construction industry in South Korea. In the future, this study will be used as a baseline for the effects of
the safety climate on the safety performance in construction site based on business size.
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* Organizational culture
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‘ Literature review "_
+ NOSACQ-50

Reliability analysis

‘ Survey analysis }‘_ + Overall assessment by factors
+ Problem analysis

‘ Survey NOSACQ-50

Suggest improvements

‘ Conclusion ‘

Figure 1. Methodology
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Table 1. Trend of research regarding safety-climate
Researcher  Industry Persons Tool
Neal, Griffin and
Ahn Manu 294 Hart(2000)
2005[7] facturing Varonen and Mattila(2000)
Gillen et al.(2002)
Chung and .
Kim Semioon 100 Mohamed(2002)
2008[14]
Neal and Griffin(2000)
25&;{1“5] fa'\gt%ﬂgg 228 Vinodbuma)r and
Bhasi(2009
Lee et al Manu Neal and Griffin(2000)
. 143 Zohar(1980)
2013[16] facturing Kim et a12002)
Steel
Mgg?gﬁtﬂal_ Manu. 250 Self-report
Conc.
PSCST(Process Saf)ety
. Culture Survey Tool) and
B%%'%[ef&a" Chgmc 593 SSCST(Supervisors’
Safety Climate Survey
Tool)
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Table 2. Demographics
) Small and
MaJOI' .
Variable Category  company  Joedm o Tow
N N N
Men 153 17 170
Gender Women 7 0 7
20-29 24 0 24
Age 30-39 61 5 66
(years) 40-49 46 8 54
> 50 29 4 33
construct
on 85 8 93
Occupa  acility 13 6 19
—tional
category ~ safety 40 0 40
manage
e 22 3 25
. <5 45 2 47
areer
(years) 6*9 24 4 28
10 91 11 102
2 AERARE 2017 1095 297 XgE]glom,
2 A7 F 9719 1371, 24719 37 A=A

E @40 RS teR w719 1601, 547
o 170 gt AEAE Fsto] 2AS *‘*l’a}oﬂﬂ
Table 2 #i2 g AA o= A% A9E et
W Aok, B4 1707(96.0%), 173 T8(4.0%) = R
on ofgLe 20th 24'8(13.6%), 30t 6678(37.3%), 40TH
5478(30.5%), 50t} 0|4k 331 (18.6%) 0.2 el
Az o7 AF 934(52.5%), 48] 194(10.7%), $HA
40%(22.6%), ] 25%(14.1%) 0.8 Yepton Hgo
53 o]} 47H(26.6%), 6—9¢ 2878(15,8%), 104 |4
2 1029(57.6%) 0& et

=
[
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A ANERI Ba) A 1 291 0.82, 29 29l
0.85, 341 821 0,72, 4¥ 29 0,79, 541 8.2l 0.76,

69 221 0,73, 79 291 0,648 UeRtt dubdog
A% A7t 0.6 olatolH Al=st 4= glrkal B 4= o)k
[201. A79] Hlolgje BAH o Golujsirhe
Aol A== g}
Table 3= 7|09 obA Heoly] 428 el Ao},
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Table 3. Assessment of safety climate level based on business
size
gg&‘/ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ae
SCy 356 364 356 369 357 35 374 3.62
SCo 331 307 3.06 340 323 334 325 324
MC; 3.18 326 327 333 314 313 334 324
SCs 3.19 329 3.11 322 290 300 3.19 3.13
MC, 324 318 3.06 3.08 298 291 3.18 3.09
MCs 3.06 307 313 310 309 293 3.13 3.07
MCy4 3.07 295 3.03 3.00 298 298 3.19 3.03
MCs 3.07 301 301 297 297 290 3.06 3.00
MCs 3.07 302 281 300 276 306 3.19 299
MC7 3.01 307 293 287 274 296 3.10 296
MCs 294 287 290 290 286 293 3.10 293
MCg 296 282 282 293 286 289 3.12 292
MCio 297 296 3.08 279 261 272 314 290
MCr4 291 295 278 278 283 292 307 289
MCi2 3.00 248 278 289 267 292 333 287
MCi3 270 278 289 271 281 286 305 283

* MC : Major company
= SC : Small and medium company
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Table 4. T-test result

Average
MC SC difference t P
n=160 n=17 value
1 3.00 3.37 0.37 -4.240 0.003
2 2.95 3.31 0.36 -3.633 0.005
3 2.95 3.24 0.29 -3.111 0.006
4 2.94 3.47 0.53 -6.031 0.000
5 2.88 3.29 0.41 -4.205 0.000
6 292 3.36 0.44 -7.038 0.000
7 3.11 3.41 0.30 -4.682 0.000
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Table 5. Question item (dimension 1)

No. Question item

Management encourages employees here to work in
1 accordance with safety rules - even when the work
schedule is tight?

Management ensures that everyone receives the

2 necessary information on safety?

3 Management looks the other way when someone is
careless with safety?

4 Management places safety before production? =

5 Management accepts employees here taking risks when
the work schedule is tight? =

6 We who work here have confidence in the
managements ‘ ability to deal with safety? *
Management ensures that safety problems discovered

7  during safety rounds/evaluations are corrected
immediately? *

8 When a risk is detected, management ignores it without
action? *

9 Management lacks the ability to deal with safety
properly?

* p< 005

Table 63} Zro] £91 19] 7S vl z}o] QA7) -1z}
E90] 913 712 et Bgkol 58 HEato] 7 2 2jo|=
Holis Ao Uepgry, ol ty|%le] YAist HY
2RRs0l SAF

D& FroMA] RPeZH =o|oE U

T Qe A FFR HlFe| Tav|dET #7] de
oJtH8],
Table 6. Result (dimension 1)
MC SC
No. Ave SD Ave SD t
1 3.07 0.62 3.41 0.80 -1.724
2 3.12 0.53 324 0.75 -.622
3 3.00 0.46 3.18 0.73 -1.404
4 2.86 0.66 347 0.62 -3.798
5 2.90 0.62 3.65 0.79 -3.799
6 2.89 0.49 3.12 0.33 -2.576
7 3.02 0.48 3.29 0.47 -2.245
8 3.12 0.52 3.76 0.44 -5.682
9 3.02 0.47 324 0.83 -1.656
* MC : Major company, SC : Small and medium company
= Ave : Average, SD : Standard Deviation

** As a group 2 items, apply (5 - score) to unify criteria of group 1
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Table 7. Question item (dimension 2)

Question item

Management strives to design safety routines that are
meaningful and actually work?

Management makes sure that everyone can influence
safety in their work environment? =

Management encourages employees here to participate

No.
10

12 in decisions which affect their safety?

13 Management never considers employees ¢ suggestions
regarding safety?

14 Management strives for everybody at the worksite to
have high competence concerning safety and risks? *

15 Management never asks employees for their opinions
before making decisions regarding safety?

16 Management involves employees in decisions regarding
safety? =

* p < 005

Table 87} Zro] 891 29] 7%, 4Y9%E0] Sk thgh
A AZ9] o Hu] 9 HikRolof Hsto] Z= 13, 14,
16W Zofo] tiAl= & Ajol& Holar Qe dA ghoflA
< 719 I 55 BAAHE] 8ol wol o]FofR|aL

T
U AgolH19].
Table 8. Result (dimension 2)
MC SC
No. Ave SD Ave SD !
10 3.09 0.49 3.06 0.97 250
11 3.19 0.51 3.53 0.51 -2.561
12 2.85 0.55 3.06 0.66 -1.261
13 294 0.48 3.41 0.51 -3.799
14 2.89 0.50 3.53 0.51 -5.002
15 2.86 0.60 324 0.56 -2.582
16 2.83 0.59 3.35 0.49 -4.077
* MC : Major company, SC : Small and medium company
= Ave : Average, SD : Standard Deviation

= As a group 2 items, apply (5 - score) to unify criteria of group 1
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Table 9. Question item (dimension 3)

No. Question item

17 Management collects accurate information in accident
investigations?
Fear of sanctions (negative consequences) from

18 management discourages employees here from reporting
near-miss accidents? *

19 Management listens carefully to all who have been
involved in an accident? *

20 Management looks for causes, not guilty persons, when
an accident occurs? *

21 Management always blames employees for accidents? *
Management treats employees involved in an accident

22 fairly?

* p < 005
Table 10. Result (dimension 3)
No MC SC i
’ Ave SD Ave SD

17 3.19 0.52 3.12 0.78 .360

18 2.93 0.62 3.41 0.51 -3.632

19 297 0.41 3.35 0.49 -3.575

20 3.17 0.44 3.41 0.51 -2.144

21 2.53 0.73 3.00 0.71 -2.626

22 2.94 0.42 3.18 0.53 -1.756

* MC : Major company, SC : Small and medium company

= Ave : Average, SD : Standard Deviation

= As a group 2 items, apply (5 - score) to unify criteria of group 1
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Table 11. Question item (dimension 4)

No. Question item
23 We who work here try hard together to achieve a high
level of safety?
2% We who work here take joint responsibility to ensure
that the workplace is always kept tidy? =
o5 We who work here do not care about each others ¢
safety? =
2% We who work here avoid tackling risks that are
discovered? *
27  We who work here help each other to work safely? *
8 We who work here take no responsibility for each
others ¢ safety? =
* p< 005
Table 12. Result (dimension 4)
MC S
No. c t
Ave SD Ave SD
23 2.95 0.47 3.35 0.49 -3.326
24 2.89 0.56 347 0.51 -4.360
25 2.99 0.50 3.65 0.49 -5.174
26 2.87 0.54 3.29 0.47 -3.497
27 2.99 0.40 347 0.51 -4.574
28 2.96 0.52 3.59 0.51 -4.873
* MC : Major company, SC : Small and medium company
= Ave : Average, SD : Standard Deviation

= As a group 2 items, apply (5 - score) to unify criteria of group 1
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Table 13. Question item (dimension 5)

No. Question item

29
30

We who work here regard risks as unavoidable? *

We who work here consider minor accidents to be a
normal part of our daily work?

We who work here accept dangerous behaviour as long
as there are no accidents? *

We who work here break safety rules in order to
complete work on time? *

We who work here never accept risk taking even if the
work schedule is tight? *

34 We who work here consider that our work is unsuitable
for cowards? *

35 We who work here accept risk-taking at work? *

31

32

33

~ p< 005
Table 14. Result (dimension 5)

No MC SC i

’ Ave SD Ave SD
29 3.08 0.39 3.53 0.51 -4.378
30 2.81 0.62 2.82 0.88 -.079
31 3.04 0.60 3.65 0.61 -3.943
32 2.86 0.63 3.41 0.51 -4.142
33 2.78 0.63 3.18 0.64 -2.476
34 2.86 0.44 324 0.44 -3.339
35 2.76 0.50 3.24 0.56 -3.332
* MC : Major company, SC : Small and medium company
= Ave : Average, SD : Standard Deviation

=+ As a group 2 items, apply (5 - score) to unify criteria of group 1
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Table 15. Question item (dimension 6)

No. Question item
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Table 17. Question item (dimension 7)

% We who work here try to find a solution if someone
points out a safety problem? =

37  We who work here feel safe when working together? =

38 We who work here have great trust in each others*
ability to ensure safety? *

39 We who work here learn from our experiences to prevent
accidents? *

40 We who work here take each others‘ opinions and
suggestions concerning safety seriously? *

41 We who work here seldom talk about safety? *

42 We who work here always discuss safety issues when
such issues come up? *

43 We who work here can talk freely and openly about

No. Question item

We who work here consider that a good safety
44 repr_esentatlve plays an important role in preventing
accidents? *

45 We who work here consider that safety
rounds/evaluations have no effect on safety? +

46 We who work here consider that safety training to be
good for preventing accidents? *

47 We who work here consider early planning for safety as
meaningless?

48 We who work here consider that safety
rounds/evaluations help find serious hazards? *

49 We who work here consider safety training to be
meaningless?

safety? * 50 We who work here consider it important to have
+ p< 005 clear—cut goals for safety? «
Table 16. Result (dimension 6) * p< 005
" & = t Table 18. Result (dimension 7)
’ Ave SD Ave SD MC SC
36 3.06 0.39 3.47 0.51 -4.009 No. Ave SD Ave SD !
37 2.87 0.43 3.18 0.39 -2.985 44 3.06 0.40 3.41 0.51 -3.335
38 2.87 0.45 3.29 0.59 -3.589 45 2.91 0.47 3.35 0.61 -3.582
39 291 0.41 3.35 0.70 -3.880 46 3.09 0.39 3.35 0.49 -2.564
40 2.95 0.33 3.47 0.51 =5.777 47 3.12 0.46 3.35 0.49 -1.826
41 2.98 0.52 3.29 0.59 -2.330 48 3.08 0.42 3.35 0.49 -2.497
42 2.75 0.55 3.24 0.44 -4.235 49 3.25 0.50 3.41 0.51 -1.288
43 2.96 0.43 3.59 0.51 -5574 50 3.28 0.49 3.65 0.49 -2.896

* MC : Major company, SC : Small and medium company
= Ave : Average, SD : Standard Deviation
= As a group 2 items, apply (5 - score) to unify criteria of group 1

* MC @ Major company, SC : Small and medium company
= Ave : Average, SD : Standard Deviation
=x As a group 2 items, apply (5 - score) to unify criteria of group 1
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