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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to understand how to affect the safety behavior to the organization's
trustees to investigate the level of safety awareness, safety awareness via the distribution center
workers prepare the logistics industry disaster prevention measures. The survey was analyzed data to
target by the clothing distribution center employees of 182 people.

Analysis First, the level of safety awareness showed on a positive effect on organization trust. Second, it
was found on the safety level of consciousness a positive effect on the safety behavior. Third, the level of
safety awareness affect the safety behavior showed that the mediating role of organization trust.

That is a higher level of safety awareness, such as the strict practice of business activities, investments,
safety rules on safety education and training emphasis on safety increases confidence in the organization. It
was confirmed the higher the confidence in the safety organization appears behavior such as actively
participating in the work carried out in a safe manner, safety education and training. In addition, the effect
was mediated by the organizational impact on confidence in the safety of personnel safety awareness actions.

Based on that research results prepared safety awareness was raised through the industrial accident prevention measures.
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<Table 2> Correlation between the main variable

Classification 1=l 1=2 1=8 1=4 1 2=12=2 2 31 3~2 3
1—1.Safety rules rigor 1
1—-2.Risk handling 3187 1
1—-3.Understanding safe 5177370 1
1—4.Understand safety training 56277.37577 418" 1
1.Safety awareness level 908" 554" 740" 738" 1
2—1.Cognitive trust 3457 1567 4107 32177 41577 1
2—2.Emotional trust 514772517 2467 50577 52677 382" 1
2.0rganizational trust 5367725677360 518”7 5757 714779207 1
3—1.Compliant behavior 67877.32977 580 51677 7317 4557750575767 1
3—2.Participation behavior 557748774597 50077 65277 26674827 478" 63477 1
3.Safety behavior 6847745075767 56277 7667 4017547758477 .908™ .9007 1
Mean 3.30 3.49 3.36 3.46 3.38 349 3.41 3.44 3.49 349 349
Standard Deviation 0.69 0.65 0.66 054 051 061 073 0.58 057 055 0.50

* p<0b, ##* p<.001
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<Table 3> The impact on organizational trust of safety awareness level

Independent variable B S.E s t 8) VIF
(Constant) 1.191 .260 4.581 <.001

Safety rules rigor 277 .066 331 4,214 <001 1.706

Risk handling .015 .060 .017 .249 .803 1.246

Understanding safe .049 .064 .056 770 442 1.482

Understand safety training 322 .081 302 3.988xx <001 1.585

F=24.764(p<.001), R—Square=.359, Adjusted R—Square=.344

sk p<,001
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<Table 4> The impact on safety behavior of safety awareness level
Independent variable B SE s t p VIF
(Constant) .908 181 5.007 <.001
Safety rules rigor 305 .046 419 6.64 4 <.001 1.706
Risk handling 131 .042 170 3.151 5 .002 1.246
Understanding safe 171 .045 .226 3.839ksex <.001 1.482
Understand safety training 157 .056 .169 2777 .006 1.585
F=63.073(p<.001), R—Square=.588, Adjusted R—Square=.578
% p<.01, ##+ p< 001
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<Table 5> The result of organizational trust mediation effect

Step

B SE B t p R2

Levell (Independent variable — Parameter variable)

Safety awareness level — Organizational trust

650  .069 575  9.426% <001 .330

Level2 (Independent variable — Dependent variable)

Safety awareness level — Safety behavior

754 047 766 15.979%= <001 587

Level3 (Independent variable — Dependent variable)

Safety awareness level — Safety behavior

Level3 (Parameter variable — Dependent variable)

Organizational trust — Safety behavior

632 056  .642 11.367= <001
.617

187 0 .049 215 3.806%#x <001

s p<.001
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