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Evaluation of the Signal Word Cognition
using Quantification Methods

Byung-In Ko' . Dong-Ha Kim - Hyeon-Kyo Lim
Department of Safety Engineering, Chungbuk National University
(Received December 31, 1999 / Accepted October 29, 2000)

Abstract : Signal words such as DANGER, WARNING, CAUTION, etc. have been used in order to transmit a
potential hazard easily and quickly. But they were applied to a number of the sites without consistency. Thus, this
study took Quantification Method and Cluster Analysis in order to judge the signal words corresponding to the
urgency of situations, and to analyze whether signal words are used properly or not. According to the result of
Quantification Method II signal words were most affected by Understanding, Severity and Likelihood in both
student group and industrial worker group. And in Quantification Method III CAUTION corresponded to
Immediacy and Understanding whereas NOTICE did to Receptivity, WARNING, DEADLY and DANGER did to
Likelihood, Dangerousness and Severity. Finally, Cluster Analysis showed that CAUTION and NOTICE were

recognized as similar words.

Key Words : signal words, multivariate analysis, quantification method
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Table 2. Analysis Result of Quantification Method Il (student

group)
1st axis 2nd axis
division quantified quantified
value Range value Range
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Table 3. Data Form of Quantification Method Il
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