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A Comparison of the Ranking for Safety Motivations Factors between

Construction Engineers and Construction Managers
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Abstract

The number of construction accident deaths in Korea is increasing and most causes of construction accidents are
human factors. Voluntary participation of construction workers in safety activities is likely to improve these human
factors and increase the prevention effect of construction accidents. Therefore, there is a need to study the motivation
of workers to meet the voluntary participation of construction workers. In this respect, the purpose of this study is to
compare the importance of construction field engineers and construction managers about the safety motivation factors
of construction workers. This study analyzed the results of the questionnaire survey about safety motivation factors
and conducted a T-test for these factors. The results of this study can be used as managing method to effective
on-site safety management by minimizing the difference between the two groups according to motivation factors of

construction workers.
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- A theoretical study on motivational factors
- A theoretical study on construction safety

I

Literature Review

Questionnaire Survey

I

- Selection of motivation factors through literature survey
- Pilot survey/ Main survey

Analysis of questionnaire survey results Ii

- Analysis of survey results for motivation factors
- T-test for motivation factors
- Importance comparison for construction safety

Figure 1. Methodology
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Table 1. Motivation of construction workers

f‘%g?)r Motivation factors
the amount of money,
Economic employment guarantee, payment
of a fixed date, incentive
Jun social security insurance,
(201% Social decision participation, autonomy
[25] of work, safety health
environment
working environment, relationship
Psychological with colleagues, manager’s
relationship, working condition
) proper wages, working hours,
g/ggcrjli(tlirc])% stability of work, incentive, rest
time, paid holidays
social security insurance, support
welfare of transportation expenditure,
Oh support housing cost support, retirement
(2014) benefit system
(23] workin convenient facilities, safety
environmgent facility, working environment,
elimination of risks
human relationship with colleagues,
relations decision participation, personal
generosity, respect from others
achievement in  work,
L relationship with colleagues,
Shin M]f)anc\gtrgn satisfaction for a job,
(2010) related to responsibility of work, the
[30] iob amount of money, the continuity
performance of a job, workload, working

environment, supervisor role,
work environment

Table 2. Motivation of construction safety

Motivation )
factors Detailed factors
the amount of money, number of working
Economic days, payment of a fixed date, social security
insurance, safety incentives, stability of work
env\i/r\é)cr)]rrl;ent convenient facilities, safety education,
and safety achievement in wc_)rk, relationship with__
culture colleagues, safety environment, safety facility
task concentration, supervisor role, workload,
Management rework, decision participation
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Table 3. Survey respondents career

Construction Ratio  Construction  Ratio

Career(year)

field manager (%) manager (%)

1 15 11.9 2 1.1
172 16 12.7 7 3.8
273 8 6.3 8 4.3
375 17 13.5 12 6.5
5710 21 16.7 15 8.1
10 ~ 20 29 23.0 23 12.4
20™ 20 15.9 119 64.0
Total 126 100 186 100
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Table 4. Importance average of motivation factors

Construction Construction
Factor field manager manager Avg.
Economic 3.56 3.51 3.53
Work environment
and safety culture 3.30 387 364
Management 3.46 3.77 3.64

AL AR MEZAL AT Table 5141 A4
A3} o] ARGV dFiFo] TRAEY F710]
V2 9L AL S0 SEHET, ANATe

A Q9] QPgio] 7 2 9 nAE Ao SEsH
o}, ARL1] ARRgle] i FRw w9l AT
130 5, Mok W] F 12l U2 oy

3, 2T B9 A9 A, ekl Qe s
2T Y] 7 o AUk Holrt girt
70} QPHESIACI] FAT 9l QAN o
PAIIR Telm eRmg ] o AlFHeAe A
SREECETEIOEE SO SR B
E9I BY BEAY S, AT T
2V el el QA ] 40 R A3 RelA
S AR FA% S9l BUsi

Q.

o,
o
0o

ol

o %H%
A

N e e
~
>

;

Table 5. Results of a survey on detailed motivations factors

Construction Construction
Factor field manager manager
the amount of 357 1 361 3

money

payment of a 556 5 355 4

fixed date
safety
incentives 329 4 3.70 2
Economic -
stability of work 3.48 3 3.78 1
social security
insurance 2.98 6 348 5
number of
working days 321 5 342 6
achievement in
work 3.27 5 3.55 5
safety
environment 3.56 2 4.05 2
Work relationship with
environment colleagues 325 6 3.44 6
and safety
culture safety
education 337 3 3.8 3
safety facility 3.6 1 4.06 1
convenient
facilities 328 4 361 4
supervisor role 3.59 1 3.83 1
workload 3.18 3 347 3
decision
Management participation 3.14 4 3.35 4
task
concentration 32 2 363 2
rework 3.04 5 3.32 5
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Table 6. Results of T-test for motivation factors

Average
Factor Con;terltéction Construction t D
manager manager
Economic 3.56 3.51 0480 632
Work environment =
and safety culture 3.30 387 5569 000
Management 3.46 3.77 -3.261  .001
the amount of
money 3.57 3.61 1332 .184
payment of a B
fixed date 3.56 3.56 0.018 .985
safety incentives 3.29 3.70 -1.812 071
stability of work 3.48 3.78 -3.281 .001
social security B
insurance 2.98 3.48 4,719 .000
number of _
working days 3.21 3.42 1993 .067
achievement in
work 327 3.55 -2.984 .003
safety B
environment 3.56 4.05 1.517 131
relationship with B
colleagues 325 3.44 1924 055
safety education 3.37 3.88 -1.979 .052
safety facility 3.60 4.06 -1.859 .064
convenient _
facilities 3.28 3.61 4614 .000
supervisor role 3.59 3.83 -1.067 .287
workload 3.18 347 -3.616 .000
decision .
participation 3.14 3.35 2372 051
task concentration 3.29 3.88 -3.423 .001
rework 3.04 3.32 -3.691  .000
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Table 7. Motivation factors with differences and without
differences by T-test

factors with differences factors without differences

economic, the amount of
money, payment of a fixed
date, safety incentives,
number of working days,
safety environment,
relationship with colleagues,
safety education, safety

work environment and safety

culture, management, stability
of work, social security
insurance, achievement in
work, convenient facilities,

workload, task concentration,

rework facility, supervisor role,
decision participation
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