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Abstract : This study is to examine the workers’ awareness of the safety in logistic centers. For that purpose, the exploratory factor
analysis of workers’ safety awareness in logistic centers was performed at first, and the 6 variables extracted from the factor analysis were
then used to investigate the difference in intergroup awareness of the safety environment in the logistic centers. We administered a survey
to 147 workers attending the logistic centers and collected data from them. The results of the study showed that the intergroup awareness
of the safety environment turned out to be statistically different from each other in terms of working environment, safe behavior, work
risk, safety knowledge and effort, risk justification and compromising attitudes. Experiences in industrial accidents influenced awareness
of working environment, work risk and risk justification. The group who experienced accidents is more likely to feel risky and unsatisfied
with working place, and their awareness toward risk justification was high as well. It was also observed that there exists awareness
difference between manager group and worker group. The group who manages the working place showed more positive awareness of
working environment, safe behavior, work risk, safety knowledge and effort, risk justification and compromising attitudes than the
worker group. On the contrary, the worker group showed high recognition in risk of working place, and felt that they are willing to
compromise on safety for increasing production. The scale of the logistic center produced negative influence on awareness of safety. The
group in small logistic center showed the highest awareness in safety, whereas the group in large logistic center with more than 100
workers showed the highest awareness in risk. They are more likely to deviate from correct and safe work procedures due to
over-familiarity with the job, as well. The findings suggest that there is a need for the safety management and education to change the
workers' understanding and attitudes towards safety.
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Table 1. 45 Questionnaires with 9 variables

Variables No. Descriptions Scale

Management commitment,
safety management, actions for
safety, etc.

Working
. 14
environment

Use of safety equipment and

Safe behavior 3 standard work procedures

Work risk 3 Job risk inherent in workplace
Compliance .
4 Compliance to safety rules
to safety P ty 7-point
Effort ) Efforts to reduce accidents and Likert

towards safety incidents at work place

Compromising ) Compromising attitude toward and

attitude safety and production
. .Rlsk 2 Deviation from safety rules
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disaster and colleagues

Demographic 6
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Table 2. Factor analysis

0>
0@

Ho

f=Eak=)
SO

Table 3. Reliability analysis

Working ~ Safe  Work Knowledge Risk  Compr.
environ. behavior risk  and effort  justif. attitude

113 858

19 848

17 843

114 835

111 829

13 826

11 815

16 809

110 808

138 788

112 77

12 717

15 717

22 812

21 810

23 804

25 705

24 699

2 10 878

29 858

211 823

217 793

213 716

27 620

26 569

218 819

28 787

2 12 784

215 896

2 16 879
Eigenvalue 9.365 3905 2904  2.680 2303  1.890
Variance 30210  12.596 9.366  8.645 7428 6.097

Cum. 30210 42.806 52172 60817  68.246 74343
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Variables Cronbach's a No. of questions
Working environment 964 13
Safe behavior 915 5
Work risk 941 3
Safety knowledge and effort 811 4
Risk justification 791 3
Compromising attitude .835 2
Sum 914 30
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Table 4. Comparative awareness according to accident
experience of his/her own

Items Experience  No experience  t-value  p-value
Work. environ. 4.16 4.83 -3.04 .003
Safe behavior 5.16 5.24 -0.45 .653

Work risk 5.43 4.64 3.21 .002
Knowl. & effort 5.57 5.54 0.21 835
Risk justif. 429 3.74 235 .020
Compr. attitude 3.92 3.38 1.96 .052
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Table 5. Comparative awareness according to accident
experience of colleagues

Items Experience  No experience  t-value  p-value
Work. environ. 4.26 5.12 -3.61 .000
Safe behavior 5.15 532 -0.72 471

Work risk 547 391 6.12 .000
Knowl. & effort 5.59 5.48 0.64 .526
Risk justif. 424 343 3.26 .002
Compr. attitude 3.74 3.37 1.28 205
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Table 6. Comparative awareness between positions

Items Managers Workers t-value  p-value
Work. environ. 5.21 4.25 3.96 .000
Safe behavior 5.58 5.06 247 015

Work risk 4.17 533 -4.11 .000
Knowl. & effort 5.84 545 231 .020
Risk justif. 3.57 4.61 2225 .022
Compr. attitude 3.15 3.82 -2.20 .031
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Table 7. Comparative awareness between scale of logistic
center
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