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A Study on the Evaluation of Safety Climate in the Service Industry
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Abstract : As one of crucial industries, the service industry occupies a large part of economy in Korea poor in natural
resources. However, prevention of industrial disasters has been promoted mainly in manufacturing and construction
industries where the frequencies of such disasters and victims are high. Research on the evaluation of workplace
safety climate has been conducted centering on traditional industries like manufacturing and construction, and few
studies have been made for service businesses. The objective of this study was to evaluate workplace safety climate
perceived in the field by workers engaged in service businesses and to contribute to the establishment of industrial
safety and health policies in consideration of the characteristics of each business category. Using research variables
safety knowledge, safety attitude, safety motivation, safety participation, safety compliance, and safeness of work environ-
ment, we evaluated comprehensive workplace safety climate based on the causal relations among the variables. In the
results of analyzing data from a questionnaire survey of service business employees, statistically significant effect rela-
tions among the variables were identified, and the fitness of the model with approved reliability and validity was verified.
Key Words : safety climate, workplace safety, safeness of work environment, service industry
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Table 1. Demographics
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Table 2. The result of reliability analysis
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Table 3. The result of confirmatory factor analysis
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Table 5. Summary statistics of fit model
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TE FHAF ZAAF
X 384,005
DF 209

x*/DF >3.00 1.837
GFI >0.80 0.882

AGFI >0.80 0.844

RMR <0.80 0.058

RMSEA <0.80 0.058

NFI >0.90 0.946

CFI >0.90 0.974
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Table 6. The result of hypothesis validation

Table 7, The result of relative-effects analysis
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Fig. 2, The result of path analysis
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