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Abstract: The aim of this study is to determine the effect of Educational intervention about 

Occupational Health and Safety awareness among workers in Building construction industry. 

A quasi- experimental design is use in research methodology, where experimental group is 

Bagaicha housing and control group is Road show housing phase VII both in Budhanilkatha, 

Kathmandu, Nepal. F ratio values comes out to be 1.839 which is greater than significance 

level 0.05 Which suggests there is no significant difference between these two groups which 

makes these groups as comparable group. After paired T-test in Experimental group and 

control group, we found that significance value i.e. p value of all the above parameters which 

is taken in account, between pre-test and post-test was found to be less than significance value 

of 0.05. The knowledge level among our workers is still inadequate and Educational 

interaction helps to increase knowledge, thus we need to organize planned Educational 

interaction from time to time so as to increase the awareness level of Occupational Health and 

Safety. 

Key words: Awareness, Occupation Safety and Health, Building Construction Industry

Introduction 

Construction industry is a very unique industry and more dangerous than other industries (Larcher 

& Sohail, 1999). Each construction sites involve of many Contractors, sub-contractors and they 

perform different types of work in close proximity to each other. The safety of workplace is an 

essential component of efficiency and productivity. The Occupational safety and health 

management system is a pre-emptive process with an organized set of components which enable 

an organization to accomplish a set of goals. Management systems usually focus on continuous 

improvement using the plan-do-check-act model (Koesterich, 2011).The Occupational safety and 

health management system specific to occupational health and safety is comprised of four 
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interrelated components. These include management leadership and employee involvement, 

worksite analysis, hazard prevention and control and safety and health training. The safety and 

health management is important and must be applied in construction site. Ignoring safety can result 

in accident and ill-health which not only losses of the profits but it also crippling of the company. 

Moreover, safe and healthy workplace can be considered as one of the best staircase to minimize 

cost in construction site. Accidents cause not only delays   in operations and project deliverables 

but also directly and indirectly incur   costs (Bakri, Zin, Misnan, & Mohammed, 2006). 

In Nepalese construction industry safety is not given as much care. Nepalese contractor is unaware 

about the safety procedures, rules and regulation, they think that they can save money by lowering 

safety standards but ultimately they are losing their money directly or indirectly. The construction 

site engineers, supervisors, managers and workers are not given adequate training about 

occupational safety and health(OSH). There is no provision of safety officers and there is limited 

number of research in Nepalese context to understand the issue of safety in Nepalese construction 

industry. Awareness of workers on Occupational Safety and Health (OSH) management systems 

also one of important things to be consider to make sure all of projects can be done successful 

without any problems such as accidents and injuries at construction site. The lack of awareness of 

workers on Occupational Safety and Health (OSH) management systems in construction capable 

contribute to the accident at construction site. Many of the injuries at the workplace are a direct 

result of the attitude and actions of the individual themselves (Ali, Azimah Chew Abdullah, & 

Subramaniam, 2009). Many occupational health and safety professionals believe that the 

application of effective educational intervention on occupational health and safety management 

systems will lead to a better OHS performance (Lin & Mills, 2001). 

The health and safety of workers during construction is an important factor, as it influences the 

project directly since the injuries and accidents cost to the project can be very high. The ratios of 

death, serious injuries and ill health around the world in construction industry remains too high 

compared to other sectors(Shanmugapriya & Subramanian, 2016). It is necessary to understand the 

construction health and safety problems in order to determine the factors which influence it and the 

methods to improve the health and safety of workers. 

 

Literature Review 

Author identified that poor safety awareness of firm’s top leaders and poor safety awareness of 

projects managers were the main factors affecting construction safety performance(Tam, Zeng, & 

Deng, 2004). Researcher did a study in China and noticed that the causes of accidents were due to 

poor safety awareness from top leaders; lack of training; poor safety awareness of managers; 

reluctance to input resources for safety; reckless operation; lack of certified skill labor; poor 

equipment; lack of first aid measures; lack of rigorous enforcement of safety regulation; lack of 

organizational commitment; low education level of workers; poor safety conscientiousness of 

workers(Hamid, Majid, & Singh, 2008; Tam et al., 2004). A safety program that has the most effect 

on site safety consist of management talks on safety, provision of safety booklets, safety equipment, 

providing a safe environment and appointing a trained safety representative on site(Choudhry & 

Fang, 2008; Sawacha, Naoum, & Fong, 1999). Poor safety awareness of project manager  is major 

factor affecting safety performance in construction site(Nawi, Ibrahim, Affandi, Rosli, & Basri, 

2016). 

 Surveyed the nature of safety programs in the largest 100 construction firms in the USA concluded 

that larger firms had more formal safety programs. They also had the safest performance. Lower 

injury rates were in companies that provided workers with formal safety orientation; companies that 
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gave incentives to workers and foremen and companies that employed full time safety 

representatives. Safer performance was noted to occur when safety representatives were hired and 

trained by safety directors (Hassanein & Hanna, 2007). The studies conducted by Tam et al. (1998) 

and Poon et al., (2000) to evaluate the influence of safety program on improved construction safety 

performance revealed that successful safety program, however, do not need extensive elements, but 

should at least include the critical elements including safety policy, safety committees, safety 

inductions, safety training, and safety inspections (Tam & Fung IV, 1998). Author presented the 

results of a postal survey of contractors in Singapore. The findings revealed that site accidents are 

more likely to happen when there are inadequate company policies(Hassanein & Hanna, 2007; Teo, 

Ling, & Chong, 2005) .Safer behavior is reflected by good attitude (Hassan, Basha, & Hanafi, 

2007). Many accidents/incidents that occurred in the workplace especially in the building 

construction sites were due to inadequate adherence of workers to work procedures. The workers 

must realize that they play amajor role contributing in the accomplishment of the building 

construction. If workers are aware on the perception of safety and health, it would enhance on better 

and safe working environment. Inadequate use of PPE and lack of effective accident record  are  

major sub factor as  cause of  accident in site (Nawi et al., 2016; Tam et al., 2004). 

National Building Code (NBC 114: 1994 for construction safety) is specially prepared for building 

construction works in construction safety. It provides reasonable degree of safety to civil 

construction workers. The basic concept of this code is based on National building code of India 

and relevant Indian safety standards therein and health safety at work, Act of United Kingdom. The 

safety standards provide the provision for health and safety of workers in building construction and 

demolition work. From clauses 3 to 15 are safety for construction workers in this code(Nhamafuki, 

2017). 

 

Research Methodology 

The study will use a quasi- experimental design with the use of Pre-test – Post- test to two groups 

where one group is exposed to an educational intervention about occupational safety and health 

and another group is not exposed. Both the groups will receive pre-test and post-test as presented 

below.  

Experimental group: Pre-test                               Intervention                                 Post test 

Control Group: Pre-test  No Intervention                                    Post test  

The sampling will be purposive sampling. This study will be carried on the workers of two 

purposively selected housing projects. Two similar but different housing projects will be selected 

so as to avoid the mixing of these two groups. One will be the Experimental group and other will 

be the control group. Here experimental group is Bagaicha housing and control group is Road 

show housing phase VII both in Budhanilkatha, Kathmandu, Nepal. 

 

Parameters or variable to be studied 

Dependent and independent variables have cause and effect type of relation. In our case dependent 

variable is: Awareness score regarding occupational safety and health. Here the term awareness is 

trying to measure the knowledge level of safety among the workers. Independent variable: Use of 

PPE equipment., Concept of First Aid, Worker safety behavior, Working Site Condition., Handling 

of material and equipment., Safety regulation (NBC or ILO or Labor act), Knowledge of safety 

signage, Induction and Tool box talks(TBT) and Site safety management and policy. 

 

Conceptual Framework of the study 
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Illiterate
24%

Primary 
level(Up to 

class 5)
46%

Secondary 
level(Betwe

en Class 5 
to 10)
21%

Slc or 
Above

9%

EDUCATION LEVEL

Awareness is taken as knowing about something, thinking and realizing that it is important. If the 

individual thinks and realizes the matter is important, He/ she will try adopt it on daily life or 

behavior. Positive behavior can bring the positive result on Physical, mental and social aspect of 

life. To know something important, individuals should get the information from reliable source. 

While talking about the awareness about Occupational safety and Health among the workers like 

knowledge about use of PPE equipment, rules and regulation, policies, material and equipment 

behavior, change in their working behavior and so forth, it is very necessary for the workers that 

they are acquired and adapted about these factors. Planned educational intervention about OSH can 

be more beneficial to workers in getting accurate and adequate information. This leads to increased 

awareness among the workers about OSH. When workers become aware about the OSH then the 

incidence of accidents and injuries causing physical, mental, economic or social losses can be 

prevented. Ultimately it will increase the productivity of the project.  

 

Data management and analysis 

Both Descriptive and inferential analysis will be used to analyze the data. The data analyzed will 

be reported in percentage, mean, and standard deviation and tabulation will be done. The 

homogeneity of the control group and experimental group will be assessed by calculation ‘F’ ratio 

using analysis of covariance method. For hypothesis testing Paired t-test p values will be 

calculated for individual knowledge responses in the pre-test and post-test. ‘T’-test has been 

applied to assess the difference in mean knowledge between pretest and post-test of each group 

and between two groups in pretest and posttest under 95% confidence interval. And researcher will 

check whether significant change has come or not. 

 

 Finding of The Study 

 General Information about the Workers 

 

Less than 
5 years of 

experience
40%

5-10 
years of 

experience
32%

10-15 
years of 

experience
18%

Above 15 
years of 

experience
10%

EXPERIENCE

Skilled
35%

Unskilled
65%

SKILLED/ UNSKILLED

Male
64%

Female
36%

GENDER
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 Test of Homogeneity (F ratio test) 

 

Table No 1:Respondents Pre-test and post-test knowledge about the Personal protective 

equipment’s (F-test) 

SN 

  

knowledge on safety wares 

Experimental Group 

n=40 Control Group n=40 

Pre-test no(%) Pre-test no(%) 

    Nos % Nos % 

a Safety helmet 18 45 17 42.5 

b safety apron                16 40 14 35 

c safety shoes                  17 42.5 18 45 

d Mask                              16 40 19 47.5 

e safety Belts                   18 45 16 40 

f safety glass             15 37.5 15 37.5 

g safety Gloves               19 47.5 16 40 

 

Mean 17   16.43   

 

Standard deviation 1.41   1.72   

 

F ratio value 1.839 

 

If F value<0.05 significant 

Difference  otherwise non-

significant Difference. 

Non-Significant Difference So these Groups are 

comparable groups 

 

Average knowledge Percent 42.50 41.07 

 

Table no 2:Knowledge Ranking table 

SN Knowledge level Average knowledge Percent 

1 Inadequate Below 50%  

2 Moderate Between 50 to 75% 

3 Adequate Above 75% 

Here we can see from table no 1 that, mean value of knowledge percent of pre-test Result in 

Experimental and control Group is 42.5% and 41.07% respectively Which is nearly same and both 

lies in inadequate knowledge category. so, these pretest values don’t differ with each other. And F 

ratio value of these groups is 1.839 Which is greater than significance value of 0.05(For 95% 

confidence interval) thus suggest that there is no significant difference in knowledge of these two 

groups which makes these Experimental and Control Groups as comparable group. So, now we 

can proceed for further analysis. 

 

Analysis On Parameters for Knowledge Test 

 

Table No. 3:Respondents Pre-test and post-test knowledge about the Personal protective 

equipment’s (P-test) 

SN 

  

  

knowledge on safety 

wares 

  

Experimental Group n=40 Control Group n=40 

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Nos % Nos % Nos  % Nos % 

a Safety helmet 18 45 28 70 17  43 18 45 

b Safety apron                16 40 26 65 14  35 16 40 

c Safety shoes                  17 43 31 77.5 18  45 19 47.5 
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Here from the table 3 we can see that in experimental group the mean knowledge changes from 

(17±1.41) to (27.3±3.2) and knowledge level changes from 41.66%(Inadequate) to 70.8% 

moderate level after interaction. And after interaction P value of Paired T-test between pretest and 

post -test is 0.0001 which is less than significance value of 0.05 so we can say that Educational 

Interaction has brought significant changes. 

Whereas in Control group where no Educational interaction was provided mean knowledge, 

changes from (16.43±1.72) to (18.14±1.57) Which is not significant change in number, and there 

is no change in knowledge level, i.e. in pre-test knowledge level is 41.25% (Inadequate)and after 

post- test knowledge level is 45.4%(Inadequate) and the P value of  Paired T-test is 0.093 which is 

greater than significance value of 0.05 So in Control group where no Educational interaction was  

provided no significant change has occur. 

 

Table No. 4:Respondents Pre-test and posttest knowledge about the Worker safety behavior 

SN knowledge on Worker Safety 

Behavior 

Experimental 

Group n=40   

Control Group 

n=40   

  

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

    Nos % Nos % Nos % Nos % 

a 

While working in Heights(Use 

safety belt) 13 33 26 65 16 40 16 40 

b 

Use of Helmets in the site (For 

saving head from pointed 

objects.)     16 40 27 67.5 14 35 17 42.5 

c 

If you smoke randomly in 

site(Firing may happens 

causing physical and financial 

loss) 15 38 31 77.5 16 40 18 45 

d 

Permissible to drinking 

alcohol in the site(No)                          16 40 28 70 18 45 20 50 

e 

Necessity for reading the 

instructions written in 

chemical packages   (Yes)               18 45 28 70 19 48 21 52.5 

 

Mean 15.60   28.00   16.6   18.40   

 

Standard deviation 1.82   1.87   1.95   2.07   

 

p value 0.001 0.590 

If p value<0.05 significant change 

otherwise non-significant significant Non-significant  

Average knowledge Percent 39.00 70.00   41.50 46.00 

d Mask                              16 40 24 60 19  48 21 52.5 

e Safety Belts                   18 45 26 65 16  40 18 45 

f Safety glass             15 38 24 60 15  38 17 42.5 

g Safety Gloves               19 48 32 80 16  40 18 45 

 

Mean 17   27.3   16.43    18.14   

 

Standard deviation 1.41   3.2   1.72    1.57   

 

p value 0.0001   0.093 

If p value<0.05 significant 

change otherwise non-

significant significant 

 

Non-significant  

Average knowledge Percent 42.50 68.21  41.07 45.36 
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Here from the table 4 we can see that in experimental group the mean knowledge changes from 

(15.60±1.82) to (28±1.87) and knowledge level changes from 39%(Inadequate) to 70% moderate 

level after interaction. And after interaction P value of Paired T-test between pretest and post- test 

is 0.001 which is less than significance value of 0.05 so we can say that Educational Interaction 

has brought significant changes.

Whereas in Control group where no Educational interaction was provided mean knowledge, 

changes from (16.6±1.95) to (18.40±2.07) Which is not significant change in number, and there is 

no change in knowledge level, i.e. in pre-test knowledge level is 41.50% (Inadequate)and after 

post- test knowledge level is 46%(Inadequate) and the P value of  Paired T-test is 0.59 which is 

greater than significance value of 0.05 So in Control group where no Educational interaction was  

provided no significant change has occur 

 

Table No. 5: Respondents Pre-test and post -test knowledge about the Working Site Condition and 

safety signage 

SN 

  

  

Knowledge on Working 

Site Condition and safety 

signage. 

  

Experimental Group n=40 

  

Control Group n=40 

  

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Nos % Nos % Nos % Nos % 

a 

Knowledge on safety sign 

and signals  18 45 28 70 13 33 16 40 

b Necessity of Safety net 13 33 31 77.5 15 38 19 47.5 

c 

Reason of not improving 

safety Environment 16 40 26 65 17 43 18 45 

d 

Necessity of safety 

environment improvement                       16 40 23 57.5 16 40 18 45 

e 

Necessity of Barr cation of 

site 23 58 30 75 22 55 23 57.5 

 

Mean 17.20   27.60   16.60   18.80   

 

Standard deviation 3.70   3.21   3.36   2.59   

 

p value 0.039 0.478 

If p value<0.05 significant 

change otherwise non-significant significant Non-significant  

Average knowledge Percent 43.00 69.00 41.50 47.00 

 

Here from the table 5 we can see that in experimental group the mean knowledge changes from 

(17.20±3.70) to (27.60±3.21) and knowledge level changes from 43%(Inadequate) to 69% 

moderate level after interaction. And after interaction P value of Paired T-test between pretest and 

post- test is 0.039 which is less than significance value of 0.05 so we can say that Educational 

Interaction has brought significant changes.

Whereas in Control group where no Educational interaction was provided mean knowledge, 

changes from (16.6±3.36) to (18.80±2.59) Which is not significant change in number, and there is 

no change in knowledge level, ie in pre-test knowledge level is 41.50% (Inadequate)and after post 

-test knowledge level is 47%(Inadequate) and the P value of  Paired T-test is 0.478 which is 

greater than significance value of 0.05 So in Control group where no Educational interaction was  

provided no significant change has occur. 

 

Table No. 6: Respondents Pre-test and post- test knowledge about the Safety regulation(NBC or 
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ILO or Labor act) 

SN 
knowledge on Safety 

regulation(NBC or ILO or 

Labor act) 

Experimental Group 

n=40   Control Group n=40   

  Pre-test no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

    Nos % Nos % Nos % Nos % 

a Knowledge on Safety Act 18 45 24 60 17 42.5 18 45 

b Knowledge on Labor act            16 40 24 60 14 35 16 40 

c 

 working Hrs. consciously 

per day(5hrs)                  17 42.5 29 72.5 18 45 19 47.5 

d  Working Hrs. per day 16 40 32 80 19 47.5 21 52.5 

e Necessity of Insurance 18 45 28 70 16 40 18 45 

f 

Permissibility of 

Minors(below 16yrs ) 15 37.5 33 82.5 15 37.5 17 42.5 

 

Mean 16.67   28.33   16.50   18.17   

 

Standard Deviation 1.21   3.83   1.87   1.72   

 

p value 0.0026 0.839 

 

If p value<0.05 significant 

change otherwise non-

significant Significant Non-significant  

 

Average knowledge 

Percent   41.667   70.8   41.25   45.4 

 

Here from the table 6, we can see that in experimental group the mean knowledge changes from 

(16.67±1.21) to (28.33±3.83) and knowledge level changes from 41.66%(Inadequate) to 70.8% 

moderate level after interaction. And after interaction P value of Paired T-test between pretest and 

posttest is 0.0026 which is less than significance value of 0.05 so we can say that Educational 

Interaction has brought significant changes. 

Whereas in Control group where no Educational interaction was provided mean knowledge, 

changes from (16.50±1.87) to (18.17±1.72) Which is not significant change in number, and there 

is no change in knowledge level, i.e. in pre-test knowledge level is 41.25% (Inadequate)and after 

posttest knowledge level is 45.4%(Inadequate) and the P value of  Paired T-test is 0.839 which is 

greater than significance value of 0.05 So in Control group where no Educational interaction was  

provided no significant change has occur. 

 

Table No. 7:Respondents Pre-test and posttest knowledge about the Site safety management and 

policy 

SN 

  

  

Knowledge on Site safety 

management and policy 

  

Experimental Group 

n=40 Control Group n=40 

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Nos % Nos % Nos % Nos % 

a Necessity of safety  planning  21 53 31 77.5 17 43 19 47.5 

b Necessity of safety Department               14 35 32 80 15 38 17 42.5 

c Necessity of safety Policy                 18 45 30 75 18 45 21 52.5 

d 

Knowledge working with 

Chemicals         16 40 33 82.5 19 48 21 52.5 

e Safety measures in site    19 48 29 72.5 13 33 15 37.5 

f Necessity of Safety Engineer          15 38 26 65 15 38 17 42.5 
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g 

Necessity of Medical 

Examination              17 43 31 77.5 16 40 18 45 

h 

Provision when worker hurt in 

site 14 35 24 60 19 48 20 50 

 

Mean 16.8   29.5   16.50   18.50   

 

Standard deviation 2.49   3.07   2.14   2.14   

 

p value 0.0001 0.093 

 

If p value<0.05 significant change 

otherwise non-significant significant Non-significant  

 

Average knowledge Percent 41.88 73.75 41.25 46.25 

 

Here from the table 7 we can see that in experimental group the mean knowledge changes from 

(16.8±2.49) to (29.5±2.14) and knowledge level changes from 41.88%(Inadequate) to 73.75% 

moderate level after interaction. And after interaction P value of Paired T-test between pretest and 

posttest is 0.0001 which is less than significance value of 0.05 so we can say that Educational 

Interaction has brought significant changes. 

Whereas in Control group where no Educational interaction was provided mean knowledge, 

changes from (16.50±2.14) to (18.50±2.14) Which is not significant change in number, and there 

is no change in knowledge level, i.e. in pre-test knowledge level is 41.25% (Inadequate)and after 

posttest knowledge level is 46.25%(Inadequate) and the P value of  Paired T-test is 0.093 which is 

greater than significance value of 0.05 So in Control group where no Educational interaction was  

provided no significant change has occur. 

 

Table No. 8:Respondents Pre-test and post test knowledge about the Induction and Tool box 

talks(TBT) 

SN 

  

  

Knowledge on Induction and Tool 

box talks(TBT) 

Experimental Group 

n=40 Control Group n=40 

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Nos % Nos % Nos % Nos % 

a Knowledge on the Tool Box talk 14 35 27 67.5 15 38 18 45 

b Requirement of the Tool Box talk             16 40 29 72.5 14 35 16 40 

c Knowledge on Induction Training                  15 38 30 75 18 45 19 47.5 

d 

Knowledge on Accidental 

Insurance                           16 40 31 77.5 18 45 21 52.5 

e 

Knowledge on Separate allocation 

for safety budget               19 48 25 62.5 18 45 21 52.5 

 

Mean 16   28.4   16.60   19.00   

 

Standard deviation 1.87   2.41   1.95   2.12   

 

p value 0.0031 0.582 

 

If p value<0.05 significant change 

otherwise non-significant significant Non-significant 

 

Average knowledge Percent 40.00 71.00   42   47.5 

 

Here from the table 8 we can see that in experimental group the mean knowledge changes from 

(16±1.87) to (28.4±2.14) and knowledge level changes from 40%(Inadequate) to 71% moderate 

level after interaction. And after interaction P value of Paired T-test between pretest and posttest is 

0.0031 which is less than significance value of 0.05 so we can say that Educational Interaction has 

brought significant changes. 
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Whereas in Control group where no Educational interaction was provided mean knowledge, 

changes from (16.50±1.95) to (19±2.12) Which is not significant change in number, and there is 

no change in knowledge level, i.e. in pre-test knowledge level is 42% (Inadequate)and after 

posttest knowledge level is 47.5%(Inadequate) and the P value of  Paired T-test is 0.582 which is 

greater than significance value of 0.05 So in Control group where no Educational interaction was  

provided no significant change has occur. 

 

Table No. 9: Respondents Pre-test and posttest knowledge about the Handling of 

material,equipment, Housekeeping 

SN 

  

  

Knowledge on Handling of 

material, equipment, 

Housekeeping. 

  

Experimental Group n=40 Control Group n=40   

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Nos % Nos % Nos % Nos % 

a 

Effect of Improper 

Housekeeping 16 40 26 65 16 40 18 45 

b 

Provision of Drinking water 

facility in site                15 37.5 29 72.5 15 37.5 16 40 

c Cause of Foot Injuries               17 42.5 31 77.5 17 42.5 19 47.5 

d Mask                              16 40 28 70 18 45 21 52.5 

e 

Necessity of separate Toilet 

for Male and Female               17 42.5 30 75 16 40 18 45 

 

Mean 16   28.8   16.40   18.40   

 

Standard deviation 0.84   1.92   1.14   1.82   

 

p value 0.00021 0.283 

 

If p value<0.05 significant 

change otherwise non-

significant significant Non-significant  

 

Average knowledge Percent   40.50   72.00   41.00   46.00 

 

Here, from the table 9 we can see that in experimental group the mean knowledge changes from 

(16±0.84) to (28.8±1.92) and knowledge level changes from 40.50%(Inadequate) to 72% moderate 

level after interaction. And after interaction P value of Paired T-test between pretest and posttest is 

0.00021 which is less than significance value of 0.05 so we can say that Educational Interaction 

has brought significant changes. 

Whereas in Control group where no Educational interaction was provided mean knowledge, 

changes from (16.40±1.14) to (18.40±1.82) Which is not significant change in number, and there 

is no change in knowledge level, ie in pre-test knowledge level is 41% (Inadequate)and after 

posttest knowledge level is 46%(Inadequate) and the P value of  Paired T-test is 0.283 which is 

greater than significance value of 0.05 So in Control group where no Educational interaction was  

provided no significant change has occur. 

 

 

 

 

Table No. 10:Respondents Pre-test and post-test knowledge about the Concept of First Aid 

SN 

  

  

Knowledge on Concept of First 

Aid 

  

Experimental Group 

n=40 Control Group n=40 

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 
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Nos % Nos % Nos % Nos % 

a 

Knowledge on Concept of First 

Aid 16 40 24 60 17 43 18 45 

b 

Knowledge on Meaning of First 

AID 18 45 33 82.5 14 35 16 40 

 

Mean 17   28.5   15.50   17.00   

 

Standard deviation 1.41   6.36   2.12   1.41   

 

p value 0.0001 0.875 

 

If p value<0.05 significant change 

otherwise non-significant significant Non-significant  

 

Average knowledge Percent 42.5 71.25 38.75 42.5 

 

Here from the table 10 we can see that in experimental group the mean knowledge changes from 

(17±1.41) to (28.5±6.36) and knowledge level changes from 42.5%(Inadequate) to 71.25% 

moderate level after interaction. And after interaction P value of Paired T-test between pretest and 

posttest is 0.0003 which is less than significance value of 0.05 so we can say that Educational 

Interaction has brought significant changes. 

Whereas in Control group where no Educational interaction was provided mean knowledge, 

changes from (15.50±2.12) to (17.00±1.41) Which is not significant change in number, and there 

is no change in knowledge level, i.e. in pre-test knowledge level is 38.75% (Inadequate)and after 

posttest knowledge level is 42.5%(Inadequate) and the P value of  Paired T-test is 0.59 which is 

greater than significance value of 0.05 So in Control group where no Educational interaction was  

provided no significant change has occur. 

 

Table No. 11:Respondents Pre-test and posttest on Practice on safety on site 

SN 

  

  

Practice of safety on site 

  

Experimental Group n=40 Control Group n=40 

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Pre-test 

no(%) 

Post- test 

no(%) 

Nos % Nos % Nos % Nos % 

1 

Practice of safety 

Measures in site 11 28 17 42.5 10 25 13 32.5 

2 

Condition of Safety in 

construction site             8 20 15 37.5 9 23 14 35 

3 

Practice or use of safety 

wares          0   0   0   0 

a a)      Safety helmet 8 20 18 45 7 18 9 22.5 

b b)      Safety apron 7 18 19 47.5 7 18 9 22.5 

c 

c)       Safety 

shoes/boots 9 23 17 42.5 12 30 15 37.5 

d d)      Safety belts 7 18 19 47.5 13 33 14 35 

e e)      Mask 14 35 25 62.5 14 35 16 40 

f f)       Safety glass 11 28 21 52.5 15 38 17 42.5 

g g)      Safety gloves 15 38 19 47.5 9 23 11 27.5 

4 

Practice of Assignation of 

safety supervisor 8 20 15 37.5 11 28 18 45 

5 

Follow of safety signs and 

signals 9 23 12 30 8 20 18 45 

6 

Follow of Safety planning 

in site 7 18 15 37.5 6 15 17 42.5 

7 Follow Safety policy 8 20 9 22.5 11 28 18 45 
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adopted in site 

8 

Follow of safety measures 

to reduce risk  10 25 12 30 14 35 16 40 

9 

Follow of timely repair 

and Maintain ace of 

Equipment’s 12 30 20 50 13 33 15 37.5 

10 

Use of safety Tool Box in 

the site 11 28 13 32.5 14 35 16 40 

11 

Practice of insurance 

policy in site 8 20 18 45 11 28 18 45 

12 

Practice of Medical 

examination in site 7 18 14 35 9 23 15 37.5 

  Mean 9.4   16.55   10.72   14.94   

  Standard deviation 2.43   

       

3.84    2.76   2.88   

  p value 1.329 2.436 

If p value<0.05 significant 

change otherwise non-

significant Non-significant Non-significant  

Average knowledge Percent   22   39.2   25   35.4 

 

Here from the table 11 and above graphs we can see that in experimental group the mean practice 

level changes from (9.4±2.43) to (16.55±3.84) and practice level changes from 22%(Inadequate) to 

39.2% Which is also inadequate level even after interaction. And after interaction P value of 

Paired T-test between pretest and posttest is 1.329 which is greater than significance value of 0.05 

so we can say that Educational Interaction has brought significant changes on knowledge level but 

not to practice. 

Whereas in Control group where no Educational interaction was provided mean practice level 

,changes from (10.72±2.76) to (14.94±2.88) Which is not significant change in number, and there 

is no change in practice level, ie in pre-test practice level is 25%     Which is (Inadequate)and after 

posttest practice level is 35.4% which is also (Inadequate) and the P value of  Paired T-test is 2.436 

which is also greater than significance value of 0.05 So in Control group where no Educational 

interaction was  provided no significant change has occur in practice level. 

 

Discussion 

This research is Experimental Research done to evaluate the effect of Educational intervention or 

interaction on two factors i.e. Knowledge level and practice level of construction safety in 

Building construction industry. 

For carrying out the Research two housing projects i.e. Bagaicha Housing of Budhanilkantha and 

Roadshow Housing Phase VII of Budhanilkantha was selected. 

Bagaicha housing was taken as Experimental Group whereas Roadshow housing phase VII was 

taken as Control Group. First of all, set of semi structured questionnaire related to check 

knowledge level and practice level were distributed to the Both the groups in pre-test phase. 

Then F-ratio test was performed between the result of pre-test of two groups. F ratio values comes 

out to be 1.839 which is greater than significance level 0.05 Which suggests there is no significant 

difference between these two groups Which makes these groups as comparable group. 

After paired T-test in Experimental group we found that significance value i.e. p value of all the 

above parameters between pre-test and post-test was found to be less than significance value of 
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0.05(in 95% confidence interval) in Experimental groups which suggests Educational interaction 

has brought significant change in knowledge level. At the same time, we can see that in every 

above parameter the knowledge has changed from inadequate level (Below 50%) to moderate level 

(between 50 to 75%) 

Whereas After paired T-test in Control group we found that significance value i.e. p value of all 

the above parameters between pre-test and post-test was found to be greater than significance 

value of 0.05(in 95% confidence interval) in Control groups which suggests that no significant 

change in knowledge level has occurred where no Educational interaction was done. 

 

Conclusion  

Here we can see that from the analysis of the data and discussion, it suggests that Planned 

Educational interaction can bring significant change in knowledge level. In Nepal knowledge and 

practice level of construction safety is still at infant stage. Our Construction site is full of risk and 

hazards. Workers working in our construction site are unaware about the safety rules and 

procedures to adopted while working in site. From this research also it suggests that the knowledge 

level among our workers is still inadequate and Educational interaction helps to increase 

knowledge, thus we need to organize planned Educational interaction from time to time so as to 

increase the awareness level of Occupational Health and Safety. 

 Whereas from the analysis we can see that Educational interaction was not able to bring 

significant change in practice level. From above we can suggest that practice of construction safety 

not only depends on knowledge level of workers but it is governed by various factors like 

economic factor or budget allocated by the company in construction safety, Whether or not Site 

engineer has enforced to the workers to use safety equipment’s, Whether or not Safety officer are 

hired in construction site, etc. 

 

Limitation of the study 

 The study will be limited only on the parameters defined. 

 The study is done with scope of covering only two housing projects to check the 

Occupational safety and health as a case study. 
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