J. Soc. Korea Ind. Syst. Eng Vol. 44, No. 2 : 132-139, June 2021 ISSN : 2005-0461(print)
https://doi.org/10.11627/jkise.2021.44.2.132 ISSN : 2287-7975(online)

A Study on the Effect of Organizational Safety and Health
Management Activities on Safety and Health Performance :
Focusing on the Case of Public Organizations Safety Activity

Level Evaluation
Mun-Su Seol - Joon-Won Lee + Man-Su Park + Hansub So - Byung-Jick Kim'

Department of Safety and Health Convergence Engineering, Soongsil University

70| RIRAAY $50] R Pl ujE I A7
BBIY HBS 227 AR B0

—
=]

e
Mg - ol - vk -

B>
i

- +
3t KRS

.

o

13
o}

s HHEA S

ot
ok

&

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of organizational safety and health management activities on safety and
health performance by using the results of safety activity level evaluation of public organizations. To this end, a research model
was established by using three fields as independent variables among the four areas of the safety activity level evaluation index:
safety and health system, safety and health activity plan, and safety and health activity level, and the safety and health activity
performance field as a dependent variable. Correlation analysis and regression analysis between major variables were performed.
As a result of the correlation analysis, the safety and health activity performance had a significant positive (+) correlation with
all of the safety and health system, safety and health activity plan, and safety and health activity level. The safety and health
system had a significant positive (+) correlation with the safety and health activity plan and safety and health activity level,
and the safety and health activity plan had a significant positive (+) correlation with the safety and health activity level. And
as a result of the regression analysis, it was found that the organization’s safety and health system, safety and health activity
plan, and safety and health activity level all had a significant positive (+) effect on safety and health activity performance.

Keywords : Public Organizations, Safety Activity Level Evaluation, Safety & Health System, Activity Plan, Activity Level
and Performance
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<Table 1> Safety Activity Level Evaluation Index

Category Item
(D CEO’s safety & health management policy establishment
and his/her activity level
@ Safety & | (@ Level of safety & health management system

Health System

@ Activity level of safety & health management organization

@ TInvestment level of safety & health management

® Safety &
Health Activity
Plan

@ Safety Management regulation

(2 Establishment of safety basic plan

© Safety &
Health Activity
Level

©-1 [General safety & health management]

(D General work safety management

(@ Activity level to maintain and improve workers” health

(3 Inspection checklist to inspect facilities

@ Risk assessment

(® Safety&health training

® Workers’involvement level in safety & health activities

(D Safety management of fatal work

® Accidents investigation and their recurrence prevention

© Contingency plans

(10 Safety management system related to facilities for citizens

@ Effort to improve safety culture

©-2 [Safety & Health Management for Ordered Construction]

(D Safety & health management at order planning stage

(@ Observance of orders’ safety & health measure

Q) Safety&health management ability assessment of
constructors

@ Safety & health supervision plan and supervise under
construction

(® Safety & health environment at construction sites

©-3 [Subcontractor’s safety & health management]

(@ contract procedures and plan as to subcontractors’ safety
& health management

(@) Activity level to prevent accident at subcontractors’ work
site

@ Activity to support safety & health infra such as safety
& health training

©-4 [Field Safety&Health Management]

(D General for field safety & health management

(@ Risk prevention measures by machines, machinery and
facilities

@ Risk prevention measures by electrical machine and
machinery

@ Risk prevention measures such as fall, collapse due to
facilities

(5 Risk prevention measures such as fire, explosion and leakage
due to chemical material

® Activities to prevent the overdose of chemical substance
and suffocation accident

(@ Management level of work environment

O Safety &
Health Activity
Performance

(D Performance measurement and correction measures

(@ Effort to reduce industrial accident
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<Table 2> Result of Content Validity Verification for Safety
Activity Level Evaluation Index
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Q ] ]
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0.71 5otk A=) L2 FEE HolFe e A

<Table 4> Result of Frequency Analysis of Nominal Variable

ltem Division Frequency Percent

Safety management Yes 56 438
key institution No 72 56.3
Whether Accidents Yes 71 55.5
have occurred No 57 44.5
less than 1,000 66 516

. o employees

Size of institution 1000

O ol Inore 62 48.4

employees
Total 128 100.0

RE o] = Azt 2 vk, A== Azt 7 v
o2 AFA JIF[1]E T8 Aoz ey

= 2 A 5}e] Pearson A
= AY = <Table 6> 2t} kAR A &5 Ao &
FQ WHg 7He] AHS AR W kAR AAA (e

p < .001), HARALE A

HAZE(r = .650, p < .001), 365,
p <.001), SR AZF 4F(r = 681, p < .001) ZF

A AHAATE FrefshAd
FARAANA = PR AZE AEr =.693, p <.001),
% ot AT = 712, p < .001), @ ot W AT
(r =331, p <.001), 3 HARAFAe} A7 bR AR
(r = .722, p < .001)2} ()] FABAT} Foletd L,
R ALE A TF FHBEAAYE = 773, p <
001), &% AR ABY(r = 221, p < .05), AR AZE
FE(r =722, p < 001 AH] AAAAT} Fo A
JHRALF 7 Lok sh9 74 84l d%
ARADR(CHE SHARAAA, St ASE A3
FARALE et dBBAF tha Gkt o]
F71 EALS] PR AA A} PR AT A E o]
o) St A FY} bR A AR oo A x| 3}
JdE Ao AT

L
L

Rt ol WE 9

<Table 5> Descriptive Statistics Analysis Results of Continuous Variables

N Min Max Ave Std Skew Kurt
A. Safety & Health System 128 0.30 0.96 0.74 0.14 -0.60 0.15
B. Safety & Health Activity Plan 128 0.27 0.94 0.72 0.13 -0.54 0.20
Cl. General Safety & Health Management 128 0.30 0.93 0.68 0.14 -0.36 -0.49
C4. Field Safety & Health Management 128 0.47 0.96 0.78 0.10 -0.92 0.65
C. Safety & Health Activity Level 128 0.46 091 0.72 0.10 -0.35 -0.54
D. Safety & Health Activity Performance 128 0.26 0.93 0.71 0.13 -0.39 -0.14
<Table 6> Result of Correlation Analysis

Category A B C1 C4 C D
A. Safety & Health System 1
B. Safety & Health Activity Plan 693 1
Cl.General safety & health management g1 a3 1
C4. Field Safety & Health Management 331 221 277" 1
C. Safety & Health Activity Level 22 722 932™ 598" 1
D. Safety & Health Activity Performance 2™ 612 650" 365 6817 1

p < .05 "p < .01, " < .00l
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4.5 3|72M 2t

45.1 SHARZAAA 7} A BZAZF Aol vz JF

FARAANA T tARAGE Aol W x| J ol
3k 3984 Aab= <Table 7>l A|AI8H T B4
3} 5o Ay 52.1%2 Yelgon, 2o 7
BEAT Pt =g o 8HATHE = 137.212, p < .001). <t
ARAAAB = 722, p < .001)= HHAdRAZE Ao
ol Ao FFE vAE Aoz e

_‘(Z J_,[Uﬁ_,

<Table 7> Impact between Safety & Health System and Safety
& Health Performance

<Table 9> Impact between Safety & Health Activity Level and
Safety & Health Performance

B SE B t p

(Constant) .105 .059 1.779 078

C. Safety & Health

Activity Level 10.434 .000

846 | 081 | .681

R? 464

F 108.871"

B SE B t p
(Constant) 207 | .044 4739 | 000
A g;‘zfgn& Health |- ces | 0ss | 722 | 11.714™ | 000
R? 521
F 137212

p < .05, “p < .01, Tp < .00I.

og—?sg:

PR ASE AlFo] kR ASF Ao vA= F
aol] th3k 874 A= <Table 8>l #|A| kA Th 4
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