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Abstract : The manufacturing industry is the one with the most frequent industrial disasters, and it is important to
study the safety climate recognized by workers in the industry in order to actively prevent industrial accidents. However,
little research has been performed on the safety climate in workplaces felt by the workers in the manufacturing
industry. The purpose of this study is to identify the factors affecting work environment safeness based on practical
analysis via survey, and to establish the relation between safety performance factors and safeness of work environ-
ment. The survey was performed for workers in the manufacturing industry(n=228), and structural equations model
analysis by using the AMOS 7.0 was performed in order to identify the fit of the research model and the causation
among factors. According to the results of the analysis, the reliability and the model fit were appropriate for inter-
pretation, and safety participation was shown to affect safeness of work environment more than safety compliance.
The results of this study may serve as the reference for taking a measure to improve the level of safeness of the
work environment felt by workers in the manufacturing industry.
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Table 1. The result of reliability analysis

Az A4 B}
7409 T BAelA 4o Cronbach's a

BEF Qe d2s ALY BB

QA A 2) 4 4 091
etE-E7] 4 4 0.93
Sz 4 4 0.93
¢hE 3] 4 4 0.96
HdsAArd 3 3 0.95
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Table 2, The result of factor analysis

TR 1 2 3 4
KNO1  0.141 0.186 0.856 0.117
KNO2  0.144 0.164 0.895 0.055
QA4
KNO3 0244 0.170 0.817 0.208
KNO4  0.179 0.157 0.764 0.245
MOT1 0206 © 0.849 0.143 0,208
MOT2 0211 ° 0851 - 0204 0.145
5] :

MOT3 0228 ° 0836 - 0212 0.227
MOT4  0.39 - 0785 © 0.8 0357
COMI 0786 0299 0211 0.360
COM2 | 0751 & 0259 0314 0384
COM3 | 0695 . 0231 0309 0444
coMms | 0693 1 0234 0200 0420
PATI 038 0252 0173 | 0798 '
PAT2 0362 0251 0.163 1 082 |

(A
PAT3 0.267 0.276 0.170 - 0.859
PAT4 0.325 0.257 0214 ° 0.809
Eigenvalues 3.722 3.409 3337 2.896
% variance 23.260 21.303 20.858 18.099
Cumulative 23.260 44,564 65.421 83.520
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Table 4, Summary statistics of fit model

T8 #grE ATEY
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