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Prediction of Unsafe Factors for Industrial Accident Prevention
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ABSTRACT

It 1s quite similar in the current automated works likewise in the past manual works that single trivial
human error and/or unsafe acts may lead to serious industrial accidents.

Though the traditional approach for accident prevention focused on the serious injuries or losses, that
was misleaded by failure of accident perception. As Heinrich pointed out, there are still enormous
numbers of unsafe acts or near-misses before a real accident happen.

Thus, for industrial accident prevention, a research on unsafe acts was committed. With accident data
occurred during the last decade, statistics were analyzed for extracting behavioral characteristics. After
that, a practical method integrating AHP and statistics which shows possible accident factors and their
priority at an individual factory was suggested. A computer program was developed also.
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Table 1 Categorization of accident attributes

Attributes No. of Categories

Types of Industries 6
Scale of Industries 7
(No of Employees)

Work Contents 11
Technical Causes 5
Edicational Causes 6
Supervisory Causes

Unsafe Acts 11
Unsafe Conditions

Originating Agents 21
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Table 2 Blnary Compariaon matrix for accident attributes

Accident
Attributes Type of Scale Work Technical ~ Educational ~ Supervisory | Priority
Ind of Ind Contente Causes Causes Causes
Type of Ind. 1 5 2 3 2 4 .3154
Scale of Ind 1/5 1 1/5 4 3 2 . 1541
Work Contente 1/2 5 1 4 2 3 . 2461
Technical Causes 1/3 1/4 - 1/4 1 1/3 3 .0783
Edicational Causes 1/2 1/3 1/2 3 1 5 L1524
Ssupervisory Causes 1/4 1/2 1/3 1/3 1/5 1 .0516
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Table 3 An example of binary comparison matrix(c. work contenta) cl. operation of machines/devices

Attributes Unsafe Unsafe Origin, Priority
Acte Conditions Agenta

Unsafe Acta 1 7 4 0.7014

Unsafe Conditions 1/7 1 1/3 0.0883

Origin Agants 1/4 3 1 0.2132
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