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Abstract : Many construction accidents can be lead to a death occurring at construction sites. These are considerably due to
potentially-hazardous equipment and machine or unexpected collapsion at earth work due to land slide and so on. Almost 50% of the total
death and injury, occurred in construction sites in 2015. 66% of those serious accidents are due to falling occurring from construction sites
when they work. Therefore, causes and recommendations of each accident should be deeply thought and analysed The indirect causes are
directly related to safe consciousness of the construction workers. Actually, their safety consciousness are not high, even very low, it is
thought. Questionnaire survey sheets have been distributed to Seoul, Incheon, and Gyunggi-Do area, first. And then, the authors have
collected those directly at sites, in order to increase collection rate of the sheets. The totally, collected sheets are 295 sheets. And, they are
analysed using SPSS version 19 package program. Workers internal consciousness has been investigated and reviewed and analysed by
statistical method such as frequency rate, crossed, and correlated analysis. And finally the conclusions for the above analyses are as
follows; Heavy weight worth a crew of more than two workers should be necessarily considered for the advanced safety plan and needed
for making a highly potential hazard group at construction sites. Safety consciousness, earing p.p.e, workman ship should be mainly
considered for investing safety costs with an aspect of human factor.
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Table 1. Human aspects frequency rate

o

AE ot AT A Al E] 2 ALE
= As YEC] F2 ALIGT} Blas)] hdk
AAZE ZEHAA] AL, bz 04 EE B
O upobE it
Al EAE] 2 AR ARl o7t 7124
A oY A AA o] mEFem, ¢
4 WY A A TAE AT = JES Sl
bt At A Fofsfor & Hdo] FE35HA|
RUTE E PR w50l AR o] FAA] AL,
Al dedolu v 8l 24, AR 5= A
SHA] g HlEo] okt AU E o =],
A HRE Al 29l 243 vlwd AHEE A
Aeke A Aok 2AAEAME A gAY,
AR S divfet bl i =S Sedh fE
= Aol digh By o Adu] AL, AYA IR
4 as A S ASEAEC] =AU ddolHk
A BAE Hel A 22 2ol F
8= & AT AR FAE0] =7= A
A Fowo] gt dEAE 43k

PN

O o oot o,

A

3.1 HIEEA

Table 19145 29 % ARAle] 24| o] 447)
ARAE By 2Asksd)], olo dalA 5%} “E8
slc, 28%7F “ull¢ FasihEln SRl 2w
A50] A AE AR Y 1910] 9 5 9SS
SlA8}a Urks ZWolvl% sjtt.

el PAFER 42) 1 AR o] e
“Z stk 37%, “HEO|TP 35%E H|nAH ZQ T

FAE FA 1L des & 5 At

rr

i

Items No important Rarely important Medium Important Very important
Posture at work 0.7% 5.7% 11.4% 54.7% 27.5%
Coffee break regularly 0.7% 44% 22.8% 53.0% 19.1%
Number of safety supervisors 1.4% 7.4% 35.1% 36.5% 19.6%
My interest for safety 0.0% 0.7% 19.7% 52.7% 26.9%
My knowledge for the work 0.0% 0.7% 19.6% 50.7% 29.1%
My experience for the work 0.7% 1.7% 14.8% 59.4% 23.5%
Installing safety belt-attaching fact 1.3% 0.7% 22.8% 47.7% 27.5%
Not assigned elderly worker 3.4% 2.7% 35.0% 43.5% 15.3%
Training before initiating the work 1.3% 4.0% 19.8% 51.3% 23.5%
Designated supervisor by each work 0.7% 3.7% 13.9% 50.7% 31.1%
Wearing p.p.c at work 2.0% 1.3% 17.4% 41.6% 37.6%
Not making decision error 0.0% 3.4% 16.9% 62.5% 17.2%
Preventing instant neglection 0.7% 2.0% 22.3% 54.1% 20.9%
Not make in haste at work 0.0% 2.7% 16.6% 61.1% 19.6%
Atmosphere for safety consciousness at work 0.7% 1.4% 25.0% 52.0% 20.9%
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Table 2, Facility aspect frequency rate

Items No important Rarely important Medium Important Very important
Humidity at work 0.7% 6.1% 41.2% 40.2% 11.8%
House keeping after sling equipment at work 0.7% 2.0% 29.7% 54.4% 132%
House keeping work environment at work 0.7% 0.7% 26.5% 51.0% 21.1%
Properly installed equipment at work 0.7% 0.7% 25.2% 52.3% 21.1%
Satisfactory noise control at work 1.3% 2.0% 36.6% 46.3% 13.8%
Safety signs in working area at work 1.3% 4.0% 28.2% 54.7% 11.7%
Ilfumination condition at work 0.7% 2.0% 28.0% 52.0% 17.2%
Temp condition at work 0.0% 2.7% 46.3% 36.4% 14.6%
Satisfactorily controlled waste material at work 0.7% 1.3% 38.3% 47.0% 12.8%
Satisfactorily keeping harmful material at work 0.0% 3.4% 27.5% 50.0% 19.1%
Advanced inspection sling equipment at work 0.0% 1.3% 23.5% 55.7% 19.5%
Preparing standard drawing of safety fact at work 1.0% 0.7% 23.8% 55.0% 19.5%
Satisfactorily controlling hazardous area at work 0.0% 1.3% 19.8% 59.7% 19.1%
Housekeeping after using tools at work 0.7% 1.3% 272% 50.0% 20.8%
Inspection of safety fact by each work at work 0.0% 2.7% 272% 53.0% 17.1%
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Table 3. Human aspects portion rate

Item Marks
Unsafe behavior due to insufficient safety consciousness 29.01
Not wearing p.p.e 2542
Insufficient workmanship 24.07
Insufficient experience of supervisor 21.50
Total 100
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Table 4. Facility aspect portion rate
Item Marks
Not installing safety facility at work 27.88
Insufficient wire rope control at work 21.28
Unsatisfactorily taking safety measures at work 27.86
Unsatisfactorily keeping environmental condition at work 2292
Total 100
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Table 5. Work aspect portion rate

Items Marks
Not designating work method at work 25.14
Unsatisfactory work method at work 31.36
Uncomfortable working condition at work 22.78
Insufficient safety interest of supervisor at work 20.72
Total 100
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Table 7. Working posture by work

Kind Frequency | Mean Stdev F P-value
Rebar worker 12 3.83 1.19
Plumbing worker 62 4.00 0.86
0.912 | 0.0001
Electrician 60 3.76 1.02
Civil worker 49 4.06 049
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Table 9. Correlation analysis of expect level with relation to expert, satisfaction, accident occurrence possibility

Kind Expert level | Satisfaction level for the inspection | Expect for not making accident
Pearson factor 1 364%* 209%*
Expert level
Significance level(both) .000 .002
Pearson factor 364%* 1 .636%*
Satisfaction level for the inspection
Significance level(both) .000 .000
Pearson factor 209%* .636%* 1
Expect for not making accident
Significance level (both) .002 .000

**_ correlation factor is satisfied with significant level less than 0.01

Table 10. An importance analysis of accident causes related to ensuring better safety condition at construction sites

Main Weight Detailed causes by each accident Weight factor Integral weight factor Rank
Unsafe behavior due to insufficient knowledge 29.0% 9.9% 1
Not wearing p.p.e 25.4% 8.6% 2
Human 34.0%
Insufficient workmanship 24.1% 82% 3
Insufficient knowledge of supervisor 21.5% 7.3% 5
Not installing safety fact at work 27.9% 6.4% 6
Unsatisfactory wire rope control at work 21.3% 4.9% 13
Facility 23.1%
Unsatisfactorily taking safety measures at work 27.9% 6.4% 7
Unsatisfactory environment condition at work 22.9% 5.3% 10
Not ordered work procedures at work 25.1% 5.9% 8
Unsafe work method at work 31.4% 7.3% 4
Working 23.4%
uncomfortable working condition at work 22.8% 5.3% 9
Insufficient safety interest at work 20.7% 4.8% 14
Unsafe handling construction equipment at work 26.6% 5.2% 12
Misusing unloading machinery 23.3% 4.5% 15
Machinery 19.5%
Unsafe handling work tool at work 23.1% 4.5% 16
Unsatisfactory handled work equipment at work 27.0% 5.3% 11
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