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The Impact of the Safety Awareness & Performance by the

Intelligent Image Analysis System
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Abstract

The study examined the relationship between workers' safety awareness, safety performance and the
components of the intelligent image analysis system in accordance with preventing the workers from
safety hazard in dangerous working area. Based on the safety performance model, we include safety
knowledge, safety motivation, safety compliance and safety participation, and we also define three
additional factors of the intelligent image analysis system such as functional feature, penalty and
incentive by using factor analysis. SEM(Structural Equation Modeling) analyses on the data from the
total of 73 workers showed that functional feature of intelligent analysis system and incentive were
positively related to safety knowledge and safety motivation. And mediation effects of the relationship
were verified to safety compliance and safety participation through safety knowledge as well.

Keywords : Safety Performance, Safety Knowledge, Safety Motivation, Safety Compliance, Safety
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[Figure 1] Conceptual diagram of the intelligent
image analysis system.
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[Figure 2] Safety Performance Model(A. Neal et
al., Satefy Science 34, 2000, pp. 99—109).
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[Figure 3] Research process.
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[Table 2] Results of factor analysis
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[Figure 5] Hypothesized path analysis model.
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[Table 3] Results of path analysis.

Pathbetween factors Estimate| SE. | CR. | P
Safetyknovwledge [ [ncentivepolicy 0247 0.084) 2923 0.003
Safetymotivation  f— [ncentivepolicy 0089 0038 2300 0021
Safetyknovledge  [— [Function feature 047 0124 3798 #**
Safetymotivation [ [Function feature 0.124 0034 2283 0.022
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[Figure 6] Safety performance path analysis

results with intelligent image analysis system.
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