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A Comparative Study on the Safety Management Level
of Construction Companies
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Abstract : In order to prepare effective safety management program, the evaluation of safety management level must be
implemented. But research efforts on the safety management in Korea are limited to evaluate large construction
companies. This study is initiated with the purpose of understanding safety management system in medium- and
small-sized construction companies. The study performed questionnaire survey with 54 large companies, 46 medium- and
small-sized ones. Employing 'Management Safety Health Index' of Maekyung Economic Institute, 34 questionnaire items
were chosen by 9 associated experts. Based on the questionnaire survey, analyses were performed to compare safety
management level between large companies as well as medium- and small-sized ones.
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Table 2. The survey result of safety management level
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Table 5. The correlation analysis result of safety management
between head-office and site(9 Areas)
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Table 7. The correlation analysis result of safety management
for medum and small-sized fims between
head—office and site(Detailed iterns)

Table 9. The corelation analysis result between accident rate
and safety management level(9 Areas)

240 L
x FEE BA EE AHAEE WEAUE WS E o)

& d3(E-2-Q), ‘A 714 2 77 #=)
AN@-5-@) 57 2L EF GARNEE FH
o] Q& Aow BAHc)

AR B R BENRET @9 I 4
#eBEe FEFG FHAHo] e AR =&H
olfE A, F - ATFE AAIALY HHANSE
& EAlgl dFo] AAE AAHQ rABE A2
o o3 Y R 4 dFdE dFo Bt
A% deiet PF& ol LAYYAS FEH3I F
28R $He T dvhe " €4, AsiA
IRy L BN gRIIEE = AEH 17
ol 93 F - 2R A-3APL HAg9] Al
23 2 BAQGEE #9dtE 48 & F U

AF7A 9] B AnE F3e o, d¥A43A}
FAB A AH FHL BAL FAAA L] )
AFHD, F - A7 AL % FAAA Y
8o &3tin 2 = gl

AAZ F 8o vehd npe} Zol, ZANE F -
TR A3} FollA B kA B A EE-A
7} lE FARE =Eglen, hAAY Rt BAle)
JE ASE AA F - A7 E AALIAL] 40% FF
o B3t Ao g AL

34 Msi80l PBE olXE oHHMAES
341 AZY B4
A AAEA) AF AL BA 9 @
o) QATVYYT =) e BAslel
E 99 AAFS.

Table 8. The distribution of safely staff in head~office between
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