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Effective Safety Education Schemes at Construction Sites
for Enhancing Safety Consciousness of Workers and Engineers
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ABSTRACT

Safety education should not only prevent workers from industrial accidents but also contribute
to improve the productivity of manufacturing plants or construction sites. In practice this do not
happen because workers do not realize the importance of safety education. This study aims to
suggest a methodology to improve safety education of construction sites by surveying condi-
tions of safety education and the safety consciousness of workers and engineers.

The results showed that most education except regular educations were nominally carried out.
Lectures and audio-visual education were mainly used as educational methods. After trainees
attended the education session they completed a written survey, the most dissatisfied factor ab-
out safety education was education circumstances, of which rate was around 36%. The propor—
tion of construction engineers who thought that safety management was contributable to cost
reduction was 35%, to construction period 209, and to quality enhancement 48%.

Based on these results, this research pointed out the need to review training manuals, the
development of educational programs, improvement of educational facilities to improve safety
education of construction sites, and finally to discussed these issues.
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Table 1 Trend of the Injured at construction sites with
less than 200 workers
(unit ; persons)
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Fig. 1 Cumulative number of safety education by month
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Fig. 2 Reason of complaint about safety education

tse of safety recogritcr [N
vear of parscnd pretective ecvicrert [N
red.ction of unsafe acts IR

recognition of ursafe condtions -

safety education effect

expect tonext ed.cation (Bl

Fig. 3 Effects of safety education

work conditions

safety ecucation

safoty sicrs/ " safety fadities

Fig. 4 Prionity in improving construction site safety

A gt e AAEZANM AFs A
Adsjojop & FAl disAE Fig 4% o)

165



FQa7 duAelHD B, 4A
ARTGE HHAM 2 Ad8Ae AN
Hoz sYan Yx A2 Uehd

& =
[ o]
€ T4

A4

3. BR|7IAlS SHHQIME

g P dFa%e 28k AF7AL
EE7|AL W77 5 @79 AT B4
o ¢tHEElE HAYAE 7|AMEC] Utk olES
Y A AEAAE o83 dFE 73
1, 3% 22Aee FY-#ASste AA
7] W&ol & ATeAe " o2 7|4t
g F3std BErAbeta §7)2 @

ol #E7IAbl dE IARE EARE, Il
A wad tAdYst SFEA o] FA Q)

v AYA FAMTA 508 ddeR, AE
A& WX T 3FE 472% 23679 HEA
g AT BAdYeE stk

AFEEE Table 29 Zo] MA =AY
% W& ERAF] 57%, =F7ZHL Table
3ol Alsk o] 1 d~5d9] BT} 4% 7HE
22 H &S AAEA

i 3o o

£

L)

Table 2 Career distribution of Engineers
(unit ; %)

item | con.| civil | elect. |machine| safety |manage.| others | total
person| 68 | 65 17 5 23 28 20 | 2%
% | 29| 28 7 6 10 12 8 100

Table 3 Occupational distribution of Engineers
(unit ; %)
item <1 1~5 { 6~10 | 11~15( = 15 | total
person 14 104 57 3B 29 236
% 6 44 24 15 11 100
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Fig. 5 Recognition of safety education roll for reducing
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Fig. 8 Recognition on safety education reducing work-
ing periods by engineer's career
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=5 [ 4T ] ]
s1[— 80 ]

engineer's career (year)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

response rate
0O much @a litte Bno Bunknown

Fig. 10 Recognition on safety education improving qu-
ality by engineer’s career

shR ARl o atal x| H14A 25 '99d 6%

N
i
2
0
Y
U
b
»
2
i1
N
=
e
e
£
i)
¥
Kl
fob
o
B
oz
e

AR FAGY 71dsT Y Tl
ZALe) AMZA Fig. 9% 48%7t
g s1 Yokn $EHY

Zo] 66%°1d B2 719E dn
A1, Yol delXE Fig. 107

Zo] 119 o4 AgAs} 50%R 7MY ge
N2 &1 o Pslgder A EER
NFAME e ATL Uit = ddxE
° 73%101 cde FePINE Fudet §

A7k A A
‘: wvwoﬂ JNdsie REA 505
o ®rkn Qg s

Fig. 112 Az 9 AP 887 24
&4 g BY 94 2AE ARHTA,
2 F 36%7F ARu HH6e HEE 12
AR 47D el BTAE Aat 2
Ao 2 M HASE v dis) ZA A4
31 AN BEE ¢ F AYh olRe B
A7t AT BAe o8 & TS wE
A7t BASTRE olo] 299t ¥ &S
FAA s Zztolgn AztEn.

direct : indirect

0% 0% 40% 60% 80% 100%

response rate
Fig. 11 Subjective ratio prediction of direct‘ accident co-
st to indirect cost
4. MK EFI Wot
=2t #EsiAg A JARE 8

BW 229 FEAY Aojye BAT +
.

24 BEHORE AY $4 2N 2z
e Aol ddAdel WARE A HAHA
167



g e 5 Adde 4E B g B
7|A S0 Bt FUIGF vt A
7b 20%A3 5wl =HA] geva AAE Q)
Aolth, AL Z2AS #IHIIAIE $FH
2 ki@ AP AHHAY £ o
e 2oz ANET AL & F AP

U FolgoegEe ZEA P AW
ZEAE AT AL AAY FAG8R A
A& datn YA BrAbe 288 RAE
e ASAIIAY B2 AHEZ ol
2 Recn JAsta glok mekad #er)At
T ddddd HSHA F2& §A R A
EFo0H Aol T HEHQ #ZBEE
Mt she SHdA GHBYE P2
&g & & ATk

olg} & AAE T £ W aFHFHY &
Augst Add#dE fdxe ddaSEEn
AMAE 24 S RFolof Fntn Az

UMM P2 o] R ARGAF A&
3 Hl&o] 768%4 Hol AFH =N
ot ohgd, FH-wHE HEAAMY e
F 2EATF wEA Fddte ARAEES W
31, op&d YEEAAEY FAEE T 4
71 43 ol&Ey] A wAE Mol drh

lorr W«

o

of ot My

T3 o) AAE LS FAY wWol: ofujaiAL
FEL FE 8Pl HoliE < He

Yol olFel folg ANolgw 2=
Fug Lrn $B8Y 97K wolsolx @
0w aze dRREARY ANl AR
gett oy EANE IRy a4 A2
dre @A ALY LHEWE o4
ALg W S 2east Fo)g 2T D

dE & A e M2 PPeE TN
olg|g n§ 2P HEE AFE W} o
a7l gztag” :

T FFAGAE XFY B7IAEY A
o AL MEA & F e =2 Ja
sttt el ¢dE E7san 2AA ¢
BYE ANEE AAFe #Y7AE FHeR

t FAol Ed, Wb 5ol dnBAsL B4
1

HQ A4S nAthE AnE ALHAAM ztn Q)
t @ ddEge dAvee 2ol 9 Aol

168

Morg%ri
r.%i—ﬁf\:)3
0 L
Ho o2 o

AEgHe EFHAE A
FE2 A =aol g},
9o HAHAQA SHE gy
AEzd wEAelg 49 93
ok =, FAFALS YJE
o B AYA B <A EEA Y
AW #HAH] kS 7Y
Aol Alxyoz 9y Az 3l
TEY AsHAnSHe xR
ol Are] ALdEAFe] qABYAE
L Ay, gag 54 ZArtee Rl
e AFonzE, AAFEHAs}L MXH 9
Aol tigte] tARA WGAEE DYs)
2g%te Ax & Wyoz Ayzrdr
oy & 7EA], WA god < HE A
& tAwNGo] Alx®l kAL H(system safety
precedence)®l A XA st uiel Zo] HA9Y
A, dALX, ARAR T AYPHAE A
A2 HEME AAFE FHe EHS
At £ o AR HF o Fgoles A}
A2, o5 9% A&HFH TRyt o]Foizjok
gt

H
=3

s

»
;
LA

o
1)

Ho et

rle

Ko T8 et do

tlo
ik
o g

=

2R
2

[

}

o I T
32
o

El
Ho

S NS

o

1) AGAH, Fa348% dxpe 843, ¥
7k Abjiebd, C97d 3493, pp.92~95, 1997.

2) x¥H, '97 AdAREY, €7 GIRY,
#1104, A10E, pp. 66~69, 1998.

3) HBoMBRRy ) - REZAEGR, K2
By 51212, pp. 106~114, 1991.

4) Health and Safety Executive, “The cost of
accident at work”, Health and Safety seri-
es HS(G) 96, pp. 6~7, 1993

5) ZA¥E, &£714, AEA, “dd A
ANEA T AFH AT, FFAUL

Journal of KIS Vol. 14, No. 2, June ‘9



A% 3] Vol. 11, No. 1, pp. 121~128, 199%.
6) R. Livit, E. Samelson, Construction safety
management, John Wiley & Sons, pp. 17~
19, 1993.
7) W. Masada, The practice and its effects
“The safety training program for ‘IKIIKI
(vivid)' five senses”, '97 t]3gtelzh-g &3]

FAgENE=E3, pp. 1~3, 1997.

8) F.C. Reinfort, A cost-benefit analysis of
selected Texas industries, ASEM, pp. 24~
31, 1985.

9 FuKYPATI] UKAHYPHE =AF
% 39, pp. 71~104, 1995,

B2 i x| H14¥ ®23s "994d 6%

169



