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_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Abstract: Uncontrolled increase in construction activities heightens work pressure, making a work site less safe due to 
deviations from safety working procedures. The unabated reporting of accidents in construction necessitates a study into 
work pressure and the threat to safe working procedures in construction. Thus, this study investigated how work pressure 
drives a decline in adherence to safe working procedures on-site, making it less safe. The data were collected from a closed-
ended survey of construction professionals in a South African province. The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 
was used to analyse the collected data descriptively. The findings showed that work pressure from supervisors could lead 
to a decline in adherence to safe working procedures. If work pressure is unchecked, the outcome might result in safety 
violations on construction sites. The effects of work pressure on construction workers include problematic behaviour, stress, 
and fatigue. Other effects are interpersonal conflict, lack of concentration on work, and demotivation. This study was 
limited to examining how work pressure drives a decline in adherence to safe working procedures in construction. South 
Africa, as the site for data collection, is used for illustration purposes. In future studies, mixed-methods research in multiple 
contexts should be considered to produce insights transferable to other places. This article draws attention to practices that 
could make a construction site less safe through work pressures, especially in developing countries. It is argued 
conceptually that work pressure must be controlled to ensure that safe working procedures are not violated. Based on the 
findings, it was established that work pressure could accelerate a decline in adherence to safe working procedures, resulting 
in safety violations that create an environment in which accidents occur. 
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1. Introduction

Rasmussen (1997) observed that work in complex (socio-
technical) systems is bounded by economic, workload and 
safety constraints. When a system goes beyond the 
economic boundary, it cannot be sustained financially. 
When a system goes beyond the workload boundary, people 
(and technology) cannot perform tasks as expected. When 
a system exceeds the safety boundary, it will fail 
functionally. According to this concept of boundaries, 
which has been cited widely (Carrillo, 2013; Dekker, 2011; 
Marsden, 2018), the operation of a critical safety system, 
such as that on a construction site, is surrounded on three 
sides (Dekker, 2011). Therefore, uncontrolled construction 
sites are unfriendly work environments, which expose 
workers to hazards, risks and accidents (Tunji-Olayeni et al., 
2018; Ebekozien, 2021). Such work situations convert 
hazards into health and safety (H&S) risks. To mitigate 
hazards that are a threat to people in construction (PiC), 
Kim et al. (2019) suggested that contractors should develop 
safety management systems (SMS) and integrate them into 
safe work procedures (SWPs). The severity of injuries on 
construction sites and unabated fatalities reported in the 

media call for diligence in investigating various forms of 
causality (Hoyland et al., 2018).  

Construction activities can increase work pressure, 
resulting in accidents (Han et al., 2014; Jaafar et al., 2018). 
Jaafar et al. (2018) identified work pressure as a source of 
H&S violations that must be addressed in construction. The 
pressure on worksites decreases adherence to SWPs, 
especially on construction sites. However, in the literature 
about H&S, less attention appears to be focused on how to 
guard against this, even when work pressure reportedly 
requires workers to increase output at the expense of SWPs. 
In addition to the above, this study was motivated by the 
prevalence of construction hazards on sites and the lack of 
consensus among scholars regarding the influence of work 
pressure on on-site operatives. Thus, the study reported in 
this article was focused on how work pressure drives a 
decline in adherence to SWPs and its corresponding impact 
on H&S performance on site. The paper has been structured 
into five sections, starting with the introduction. In Section 
2, an overview of H&S in the research context of work 
pressure and SWPs in construction in South Africa has been 
provided. The research method used (a research survey) has 
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been described in Section 3. The findings have been 
presented and discussed descriptively in Sections 4 and 5, 
and concluding remarks have been made in Section 6.  

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Status of construction H&S in South Africa  

Construction health and safety (H&S) matters, in line with 
best practices in developed countries, is an area that has 
attracted the attention of the South African government 
over several years (Emuze, 2019). However, Simukonda et 
al. (2020) confirmed that limited data concerning H&S 
management is available while implementing interventions 
among construction contractors is below par.  

The sub-standard execution of H&S in South African 
construction has received the attention of scholars. For 
instance, Windapo and Oladapo (2012) declared that many 
South African contractors see the costs of complying with 
H&S regulations as unnecessary, extra financial burdens 
despite the evidence of the consequences of refusing to 
comply. Jaafar et al. (2018) argued that the purpose of 
H&S is to maintain a mechanism to emphasise the safety, 
health, and welfare of PiC. Windapo and Oladapo (2012) 
found that negligent attitudes, inadequate knowledge of 
H&S regulations by construction site employees, and the 
profit motive were the root causes of non-compliance with 
OHS legislation in South Africa. Windapo and Oladapo 
(2012) emphasised that the issue of non-compliance to 
reduce cost was because many small contractors did not 
include financial provisions for H&S requirements as part 
of deliberate practice to reduce prices quoted to win 
tenders. The marginal financial provision for H&S affects 
how PiC approaches SWPs and work pressure on site.  

2.2. Causes of decline in adherence to SWPs  

Construction H&S is viewed as an extra cost rather than an 
asset by management, especially by stakeholders in 
developing countries (Windapo and Oladapo, 2012). Many 
contractors believe that H&S is nothing more than an extra 
expense. The perception is that construction firms that 
invest in H&S can do so because they are profitable in 
business (Darabont et al., 2019). Darabont et al. (2019) 
avowed that employers tend to drive field workers to 
increase production. The field workers are made to believe 
that production must be sustained at any cost, but a decline 
in adherence to SWPs promotes construction accidents 
(Emuze, 2019).   

Construction accidents are one of the outcomes of H&S 
violations. Eteifa and El-Adaway (2018) found that 
inadequate job-specific training, absence of fall-arrest 
systems, job site training, and lack of personal protective 
equipment (PPE) were the root causes of construction 
mishaps. Working out of sequence, taking shortcuts in site 
work, generating work defects, and losing the motivation 
to work have been identified as causes of H&S events on 
sites (Nepal et al., 2006). The findings are interrelated. The 
following were identified from past studies as factors that 
might influence a decline in adherence to SWPs: rushing 
to complete the job (i.e. work pressure) and job complexity 
(Rafindadi et al., 2022); individual characteristics (Nadhim 
et al., 2016); human error (Huang and Hinze, 2003); 
inappropriate use of defective PPE and poor safety 
communication (Lestari et al., 2019; Li et al., 2021); the 
mindset of workers towards H&S, failure to alert and warn, 
refusal to wear safety gadget, lack of knowledge about 
H&S, and skill for the job (Hamid et al., 2019).  

Other factors include a lack of safety knowledge about 
possible hazardous circumstances and workplace 
unfamiliarity (Wong et al., 2016). Unsafe actions of a co-
worker(s), rowdy play among the field employees, 
operating machines unprofessionally (Abdelhamid and 
Everett, 2000) and abuse of drugs and alcohol (Dinges, 
1995). In many countries, most construction workers are 
foreigners who might not understand the general or local 
language. Language barriers also might hinder the 
communication of H&S guidelines and, by extension, lead 
to a decline in adherence to SWPs on construction sites 
(Haslam et al., 2005).  

2.3. Impact of work pressure on construction sites 

In past studies, it has been established that work pressure 
in the workplace is a precursor to the conversion of hazards 
into risks (Emuze, 2019; Liang and Zhang, 2019; Yiu et al., 
2019). Tunji-Olayeni et al. (2018) found that work 
pressure reduces productivity and project performance. In 
extreme cases, other effects include poor work 
environment, absenteeism, dissatisfaction with personnel, 
loss of experienced workers, illness, and loss of life. Also, 
work pressure can engender fatigue and musculoskeletal 
disorders among field workers on construction sites 
(Emuze, 2019). These disorders include weakness in 
various parts of the hands or legs, pain or stiffness of the 
body, difficulty bending the knees (Ibem et al., 2011), and 
difficulty squatting. Darabont et al. (2019) found that work 
pressure could promote psychological health problems in 
construction workers if not well managed. The possible 
outcomes are weak performance by field workers, 
increased illness rate, increased absenteeism, and 
increased workplace hazards. Darabont et al. (2019) 
affirmed that work pressure on site might result in other 
related diseases such as depression, mental discomfort, 
chronic weariness, and musculoskeletal discomfort. In a 
study by Nepal et al. (2006), losses in quality and 
productivity were identified as possible effects of work 
pressure on construction activities. 

3. Research Method 

This section explains the research method applied to 
investigate how work pressure drives a decline in 
adherence to SWPs and how this impacts construction 
safety. The research questions in the study mainly focus on 
“what” questions, which are exploratory to develop 
pertinent hypotheses and propositions for further studies 
(Yin, 2014). The exploratory case study (South African 
province) used a perception survey to assess the impact of 
work pressure on construction safety. A closed-ended 
questionnaire was used as the survey instrument to collect 
data for the study. The questionnaire structure was divided 
into two, with part 1 addressing demographic data while 
part 2 focused on the exploratory research questions. The 
research questions derived from a review of related 
literature elicited responses to questions such as: 

 On a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (always), please rate the 
frequency in which you encounter the following issues 
when increasing labour productivity on a project. 
(Please note the ‘Unsure’ option)  

 On a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (always), please rate the 
frequency in which you encounter the following 
detrimental effects of work pressure on artisans and 
general workers. (Please note the ‘Unsure’ option) 

 On a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (always), please rate the 
frequency in which you encounter the following when 
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increasing labour productivity on projects. (Please note 
the ‘Unsure’ option)  

With these above Likert scale types of questions (never 
[1], rarely [2], occasionally [3], sometimes [4], and always 
[5]), the questionnaire asked the respondents to assess how 
work pressure drives a decline in SWPs, the detrimental 
effects of work pressure that supervisors exert on artisans 
and workers, and how work pressures override safety 
systems to produce tolerance for shortcuts. The study’s 
approach is not peculiar as other authors have used it. 
Mean scores (MSs) and standard deviations were used to 
describe the scale. The series of questions combined in the 
scale were derived from past studies on construction safety 
(please see Darabont et al., 2019, Dekker, 2019; Emuze, 
2020; Sherratt, 2016; Smith, 2019). For instance, 
problematic behaviour in this study is described as ‘unsafe 
acts’ by Reason (2008). 

This was in line with a similar survey conducted by 
Tunji-Olayeni et al. (2018). They administered a structured 
questionnaire among 35 craftspeople selected using a 
purposive sampling technique on construction sites in 
Lagos, Nigeria. Also, Plano-Clark and Creswell (2015) 
affirmed that a survey method is suitable for describing 
patterns in a large group of respondents. The sample frame 
for the present study included active construction role-
players in a South African province. The respondents were 
frontline construction operatives with job titles that 
included foreperson, general worker, safety officer, and 
construction manager. These participants were engaged on 
active construction sites to ensure that they were 
competent to answer the questions based on their work 
experiences. From the 116 questionnaires administered, 50 
questionnaires were returned and deemed suitable for 
analysis. This yielded a response rate of approximately 
43%. This was considered adequate, according to Akintoye 
and Fitgerald (2000), who suggested that the benchmark 
response rate for the construction industry should be within 
20%-30%. The Statistical Package for Social Sciences 
(SPSS) was used to analyse the data, as presented in Tables 
2, 3, and 4. The Likert Scale ranged from 1 (Never) to 5 
(Always).  

4. Findings  

Table 1 contains a summary of the respondents’ 
demographic information, which shows that the least 
academic qualification was a diploma graduate. No less 
than 94% of the respondents held a minimum of a 
bachelor's degree. The participants in the survey include 
general workers, forepersons, H&S officers, and owners of 
small-sized construction firms. Therefore, the respondents’ 
theoretical knowledge and their lived work experience on 
various construction sites gave credibility to the results. 
SPSS data analyses were conducted to rank the variables 
based on their mean scores (MSs) related to significant 
constructs (such as work pressure). 

4.1. Influence of work pressure on site 

Table 2 shows the respondents’ ranking of the factors 
influencing a decline in adherence to SWPs through work 
pressures. In terms of percentage replies on a scale of 1 
(Never) to 5 (Always) and an MS range from 1.00 to 5.00, 
Table 2 shows the respondents’ perceptions of how work 
pressures promote a decline in adherence to SWPs. 
Notably, all the MSs were over 3.00, indicating that the 
respondents frequently encountered these aspects in their 
line of duty. Such occurrences might enhance efficiency in 
the short term but negatively impact it in the long term. As 
shown in Table 2, high staff turnover was ranked 1st, while 
the lowest factor was excessive overtime. High staff 
turnover was notable among the conditions determining 
how work pressures affected SWPs, with 50.0% of 
respondents saying it always happened. Lack of operatives, 
high management objectives, and excessive overtime were 
also significant in this context. 

4.2. Effects of work pressure on PiC on site 

In terms of percentage replies on a scale of 1 (Never) to 5 
(Always) and an MS range from 1.00 to 5.00, Table 3 
shows the respondents’ views on the detrimental effects of 
work pressure that supervisors exert on artisans and 
construction workers on sites. It is notable that all the MSs 
were over 3.00 except for one. The MSs thus indicated that 
the respondents encounter the issues frequently on projects. 

 

Table 1. Demographic information 

Position Academic qualification 
Employment Percentage Number Qualification Percentage Number 

Senior management 30.8 15 Diploma  6.0 3 
Middle management 28.6 14 Bachelor’s Degree 66.0 33 
Junior Management 20.4 10 

Master’s Degree 28.0 14 
Non-managerial 22 11 

Total 100.00 50  100.00 50 

Table 2. How work pressure drives a decline in adherence to SWPs 

Aspects 
Responses (%) 

Unsure 
 

MS Rank 
1 2 3 4 5 

High staff turnover 6.0 2.0 10.0 8.0 24.0 50.0 3.92 1 
Lack of operatives 4.0 4.0 14.0 26.0 36.0 16.0 3.34 2 

High management targets/expectations 14.0 0.0 20.0 6.0 40.0 20.0 3.18 3 
Excessive overtime 16.0 0.0 12.0 18.0 34.0 20.0 3.14 4 
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Table 3. Effects of work pressure that supervisors exert on artisans and workers 

Aspects 
Responses (%) 

Unsure 
 

MS Rank 
1 2 3 4 5 

Emotional behaviour 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.0 56.0 28.0 4.12 1 
Problematic behaviour 0.0 0.0 8.0 18.0 34.0 40.0 4.06 2 
Work stress 0.0 0.0 20.0 24.0 24.0 32.0 3.68 3 
Work fatigue 0.0 0.0 12.0 26.0 44.0 18.0 3.68 3 
Demotivation 0.0 0.0 4.0 46.0 30.0 20.0 3.66 5 
Difficulty in concentration 14.0 0.0 14.0 28.0 38.0 20.0 3.36 6 
Interpersonal conflict 18.0 0.0 0.0 52.0 30.0 0.0 2.76 7 

Table 4. Situations that result in incremental tolerance of short-cuts 

Situation 
Responses (%) 

Unsure 
Never………………. Always 

MS Rank 
1 2 3 4 5 

Management pressure to complete projects 0.0 0.0 8.0 24.0 22.0 46.0 4.06 1 
Reduced mental alertness 0.0 0.0 12.0 26.0 40.0 22.0 3.72 2 
Shortcuts to meet productivity 6.0 0.0 0.0 26.0 48.0 20.0 3.70 3 
Poor inter-personal relationship 0.0 0.0 14.0 34.0 32.0 20.0 3.58 4 
Over-ride of SMS 34.0 0.0 0.0 34.0 22.0 12.0 2.44 5 

Emotional behaviour was ranked first among the 
conditions that identify the detrimental effects of work 
pressure that supervisors exert on artisans and construction 
workers on sites, with 56% of the respondents saying it 
happened often. Based on the respondents' perceptions, 
problematic behaviour, work stress, work fatigue, 
demotivation, difficulty in concentration, and interpersonal 
conflict were also notable. In effect, the respondents 
thought most work pressure came from the on-site 
management and supervisors. It is pertinent that 
stakeholders put measures in place to mitigate these effects 
on construction workers because of the on-site 
consequences for the workers and production.  

In terms of percentage replies on a scale of 1 (Never) 
to 5 (Always), and an MS range from 1.00 to 5.00, Table 4 
shows the respondents’ views on how work pressures over-
ride the SMS to result in incremental tolerance for short-
cuts that lead to productivity increases in the short term. It 
was notable that all the MSs were over 3.00 except for one. 
Thus, the data indicated that over-riding the SMS was 
experienced often instead of never. Management pressure 
to complete projects was ranked first among the conditions 
that identify the detrimental effects of work pressure that 
supervisors exert on artisans and construction workers on 
sites, with 46% of responses indicating that this always 
occurred. Reduced mental alertness, shortcuts to meet 
productivity, and poor interpersonal relationships on sites 
were also notable based on the respondents’ perspectives. 

In terms of percentage replies on a scale of 1 (Never) 
to 5 (Always) and an MS range from 1.00 to 5.00, Table 5 
shows the respondents’ views on how improper application 
of H&S plans influences events on construction sites. The 
table shows three notable effects: approval delays (linked 
to inspections and audits), worker fatigue, and unsafe 
working practices. Apart from the insights provided by the 
responses to the Likert Scale questions through Tables 2 to 
5, the respondents were also requested to indicate ‘yes’ or 
‘no’ on statements that addressed work pressure and 
deviations from SWPs (safety violations). 

In terms of the ‘yes’ or ‘no’ responses of the 
participants, Table 6 shows that most reactions to the 
statements were ‘yes’. The respondents concurred that 
workers contribute to the hazard and risks that might lead 
to low on-site production. They also believed that work 
pressure that overrides the SMS occurs on sites, and taking 
shortcuts is not far behind when such pressure occurs. 
Indeed, all the statements in Table 6 received more than 
50% ‘yes’ responses, so it is suggested that work pressure 
is a familiar phenomenon to the respondents based on their 
work experience. 

5. Discussion 

The findings indicated that work pressure drives a decline 
in adherence to SWPs. The plight of PiC, especially H&S, 
cannot be ignored when the effects of work pressure are 
considered. The descriptive study affirmed that work 
pressure increases the threat to safety on site.  

The factors that influence the decline in adherence to 
SWPs, and how work pressure affects workers, as revealed 
in Tables 2 and 3, showed that high management 
targets/expectations and lack of operatives were significant. 
These factors might be related to human error, and refusal 
to mitigate them could lead to fatalities on construction 
sites. The findings are confirmed by Rafindadi et al. (2022), 
who asserted that, sometimes, pressure from management 
or a supervisory team to complete the job could influence 
a decline in adherence to SWPs. A reduction in 
commitment to SWPs creates an environment that leads to 
near misses and accidents, although most of these acts 
linked to human errors are avoidable (Huang and Hinze, 
2003). 

Also, regarding unsafe working practices and 
engagement of incompetent workers, the findings support 
those of Dinges (1995), who identified abuse of drugs and 
alcohol as a cause of practices that make sites less safe. In 
studies by Lestari et al. (2019) and Li et al. (2021), the use 
of defective PPE and poor H&S communication were 
possible factors that could lead to H&S safety violations 
because of work pressure.  
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Table 5. Effects of improper application of health and safety plans on construction sites 

Factor 
Responses (%) 

Unsure 
 

MS Rank 
1 2 3 4 5 

Approval delays 0.0 2.0 12.0 30.0 56.0 0.0 3.64 1 
Worker Fatigue  6.0 0.0 0.0 22.0 72.0 0.0 3.54 2 
Unsafe working practices 0.0 0.0 10.0 46.0 44.0 0.0 3.34 3 
Use of incompetent workers 0.0 14.0 18.0 24.0 44.0 0.0 2.98 4 
Industrial protest (strike) 0.0 0.0 38.0 48.0 14.0 0.0 2.76 5 
Sick workers on site 10.0 10.0 8.0 60.0 12.0 0.0 2.54 6 
Unrecorded H&S events 0.0 0.0 12.0 38.0 50.0 0.0 2.38 7 
Mistakes in H&S procedures 0.0 0.0 14.0 60.0 26.0 0.0 2.12 8 
Substance abuse  18.0 54.0 28.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 9 

Table 1. Views on work pressures and other SWP aspects 

Statement 
Yes No 

1 2 
Do workers’ behaviour contributes to hazards, risks, and low production on-site? 86.0 14.0 
Is there work pressure that overrides SMS to result in incremental tolerance for shortcuts that lead to 
productivity increases in the short term? 

84.0 16.0 

Do operatives neglect the H&S of others when increasing labour productivity? 82.0 18.0 
Does work pressure drive a decline in SWPs and drift to failure? 74.0 26.0 
Do operatives understand who is responsible for H&S on-site? 70.0 30.0 
Are there detrimental effects caused by work pressure supervisors exert on artisans and construction 
workers on-site? 

64.0 36.0 

Do workers understand the importance and application of health and safety plans on construction sites?  56.0 46.0 
 

Also, Hamid et al. (2019) observed that work pressure 
could influence the safety mindset of workers, their failure 
to be alert and warn, and their refusal to wear required PPE. 
A close look at the data suggests that measures to mitigate 
the possible causes of work pressure cannot be left in the 
hands of contractors only. Instead, an all-inclusive 
approach to address this threat to construction safety is 
required. The approach should investigate underlying 
human factors, which are mainly about the working 
conditions in an organisation and how these conditions 
affect people (Bridger, 2022). Just as human factors take a 
systems approach to investigation in which errors and 
violations are implicated, the same approach should be 
used to unpack how work pressure affects PiC on site. The 
idea is to understand the actions of PiC in the frontline of 
construction, the working conditions where they work and 
the rationale for management actions that are usually 
responsible for the extent and nature of the work pressure 
in the organisation. 

In addition, the descriptive results suggested that the 
outcome of work pressure could lead to emotional and 
problematic behaviours. Emotional behaviour is a mental 
state underpinned by impulsiveness, which is the direct 
opposite of mindfulness (Reason, 2008). Individual 
mindfulness might lead to systemic resilience at the 
organisational level on a site. The issue concerns 
preparedness to override gaps in SMS defences in the 
workplace (Reason, 2008). The mental health issue is 
associated with physiological shifts that are detrimental to 
construction H&S. For example, a wave of anger caused 
by a decision based on emotion rather than logic during site 
work is an example of problematic behaviour. The type of 
behaviour that might hinder social relations and H&S 
communication causes harm on construction sites. The 

findings revealed that conditions might degenerate further 
into psychological health situations, as Darabont et al. 
(2019) mentioned. Darabont et al. (2019) discovered that 
work pressure could cause psychological health problems 
among PiC if not well managed.  

Regarding work stress and fatigue, the findings showed 
that unexpected responsibilities often trigger work stress or 
the lack of laid-down procedures for the work schedule. Or 
the lack of skills and knowledge to execute the task. The 
outcome results mostly in conflict among co-workers or 
triggers health challenges such as high blood pressure. 
Regarding work fatigue, the findings revealed that fatigue 
is connected mainly to not following the SWPs. Apart from 
being counter-productive in the basics over the long term, 
it might expose the workers to safety and occupational 
health issues if not checked. The findings agree with Tunji-
Olayeni et al. (2018), who outlined a similar impact of 
work pressure on PiC.  

6. Limitations and areas for further study 

The limitation of the study was that the researcher used a 
closed-ended questionnaire survey approach in a single 
province in South Africa. A broader statistical 
generalisation of the results is desirable in future studies. 
However, the ideas discussed based on the results apply to 
other settings in developing countries. It is argued that 
case-based research in other places will enrich what is 
known about work pressure and SWPs. 

Yin (2014: 68) says, “an analytic generalisation 
consists of a carefully posed theoretical statement, theory, 
or proposition. The generalisation can take the form of a 
lesson learned, working hypothesis, or other principles that 
are believed to apply to other situations.” In the context of 
the reported study here, while South Africa can be deemed 
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the case study, the results are analytically applicable to 
international construction management in other countries. 
For instance, theoretical propositions from the results, such 
as ‘improper application of H&S plans that lead to unsafe 
working practices and worker fatigue’, should be mitigated 
and researched on every project site, regardless of region 
or country. 

7. Conclusion and Recommendations 

This article is a report based on a study of how work 
pressure drives a decline in adherence to SWPs and how 
this impacts construction. The data showed that factors 
related to work pressure influence the commitment to 
SWPs. Also, the results indicated that emotional behaviour, 
work stress and fatigue, demotivation, and interpersonal 
conflict are the significant effects of work pressure on PiC. 
Based on these conclusions, it is recommended that an all-
inclusive approach is a key to mitigating work pressures 
associated with construction sites. Such an approach 
should tie human factors with working conditions with a 
systematic view. This approach is relevant to developing 
and developed countries, where the link between work 
pressure and safety performance is established. Site 
management should empower frontline workers to 
recognise possible causes of work pressure and prevent 
them on construction sites. Apart from the training of PiC, 
H&S professionals on significant construction sites should 
watch out for signs of work pressures that erode SWPs. 
Doing so will allow early detection and prevention.  

8. Acknowledgements 

In developing this manuscript, the author has drawn on 
research work assigned to Jabulani Gcabashe through the 
support of the National Research Foundation grant. The 
author also gratefully acknowledges A. Ebekozien’s 
support at the drafting stage of the manuscript. The 
contributions of the anonymous reviewers are also 
appreciated. 

Author Contributions 

Fidelis Emuze contributes to conceptualization, 
methodology, analysis, investigation, data collection, 
manuscript editing, supervision, and project administration. 

Funding 

The author recognises and appreciates the support of the 
National Research Foundation through the Competitive 
Programme for Rated Researchers (CPRR) grant number 
129315. 

Institutional Review Board Statement 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was secured. 
The IRB at the Central University of Technology, Free 
State in South Africa, is called FRIC Ethics. The approval 
number is FRIC-8/2021. The date of approval is 26th July 
2021. 

References 

Abdelhamid, S. T. and Everett, G. J. (2000). Identifying 
root causes of construction accidents. J. Construct. Eng. 
Manage., 126(1), 52-60. 

Akintoye, A. and Fitzgerald, E. (2000). A survey of current 
cost estimating practices in the UK. Journal of 
Construction Management and Economics, 18(2), 161-
172. Doi: 10.1080/014461900370799 

Bridger, R. S. 2022. Introduction to Human Factors in 
Accident Investigation. London: RS Bridger. 

Carrillo, R. (2013). Practical drift: Why people don’t 
always follow procedure and can relationship-based 
safety help? Retrieved from: 
https://blog.predictivesolutions.com/blog/practical-
drift-why-people-dont-alwaysfollow-procedure-and-
can-relationship-based-safety-help  

Construction Industry Development Board (cidb). (2009). 
Construction Health and Safety in South Africa: Status 
and Recommendations, South Africa. Retrieved from: 
http://www.cidb.org.za/documents/kc/cidb_publicatio
ns/ind_reps_other/ind_reps_construction_h_s_in_sa_s
tatus_recommendations.pdf 

Darabont, D. C., Bejinariu, C., Baciu, C., and Bernevig-
Sava, M. A. (2019). Modern approaches in integrated 
management systems of quality, environmental and 
occupational health and safety. Quality-Access to 
Success, 20. 

Dekker, S. (2011). Drift into Failure from Hunting Broken 
Components to Understanding Complex Systems. 
Farnham, UK: Ashgate Publishers. 

Dekker, S. 2019. Foundations of safety science: A century 
of understanding accidents and disasters. London: 
Routledge. 

Department of Labour. (2007). Online Resource. Retrieved 
from: http://www.labour.gov.za 

Dinges, F. D. (1995). An overview of sleepiness and 
accidents. J. Sleep Res., 4, 4-14. 

Ebekozien, A. (2021). Construction companies 
compliance to personal protective equipment on junior 
staff in Nigeria: Issues and solutions. International 
Journal of Building Pathology and Adaptation. 
doi.10.1108/IJBPA-08-2020-0067.  

Ebekozien, A., Abdul-Aziz, A-R., and Jaafar, M. (2021). 
Mitigating high development and construction costs of 
low-cost housing: Findings from an empirical 
investigation. International Journal of Construction 
Management. Doi. 10.1080/15623599.2021.1889748.  

Emuze, F. (2019). Conceptual argument about drift into 
failure masked by work pressures on construction sites 
in South Africa. In: C. Gorse and C. J. Neilson, (eds). 
Proceedings of the 35th Annual ARCOM Conference. 
Leeds: Association of Researchers in Construction 
Management, pp. 497-506. 

Emuze, F. 2020. Factors Causing Fatigue and Safety-
Related Errors on Construction Sites in Bloemfontein 
In: Scott, L and Neilson, C J (Eds) Proceedings of the 
36th Annual ARCOM Conference, 7-8 September 
2020, UK, Association of Researchers in Construction 
Management, 215-224. ISBN 978-0-9955463-3-2. 

Eteifa, S. O. and El-Adaway, I. H. (2018). Using social 
network analysis to model the interaction between root 
causes of fatalities in the construction industry. Journal 
of Management in Engineering, 34(1), 04017045. 

Ghahramani, A. and Salminen, S. (2019). Evaluating the 
effectiveness of OHSAS 18001 on safety performance 
in manufacturing companies in Iran. Saf. Sci., 112, 206-
212. 

Gurcanli, G. E. and Müngen, U. (2013). Analysis of 
construction accidents in Turkey and re-responsible 
parties. Ind. Health, 51(6), 581-595. 

Hamid, A. R. A., Azmi, M. N., Aminudin, E., Jaya, R. P., 
Zakaria, R., Zawawi, A. M. M., and Saar, C. C. (2019). 
Causes of fatal construction accidents in Malaysia. IOP 
Conference Series: Earth and Environmental Science, 
220(1), p. 012044. IOP Publishing. 

Journal of Engineering, Project, and Production Management, 2023, 13(1), 30-36 

Impact of Work Pressure on Construction Safety    35 



 

 

Han S, Saba F, Lee S, et al. (2014). Toward an 
understanding of the impact of production pressure on 
safety performance in construction operations. Accid. 
Anal., 68, 106-116. doi:10.1016/j.aap.2013.10.007 

Haslam, R. A., Hide, S. A., Gibb, A. G., Gyi, D. E., Pavitt, 
T., Atkinson, S., and Duff, A. R. (2005). Contributing 
factors in construction accidents. Applied Ergonomics, 
36(4), 401-415. 

Hoyland, S. A., Skotnes, R. Ø., and Holte, K. A. (2018). 
An empirical exploration of the presence of HRO 
safety principles across the health care sector and 
construction industry in Norway. Saf. Sci., 107, 161-
172. 

Huang, X. and Hinze, J. (2003). Analysis of construction 
worker falls accidents. J. Construct. Eng. Manage., 
129(3), 262-271. 

Ibem, O. E., Anosike, N. M, Azuh, E. D., and Mosaku, O.T. 
(2011). Work stress among professionals in the 
building construction industry in Nigeria. Aust. J. 
Constr. Econ. Build., 11(3), 45-57. 

Jaafar, M. H., Arifin, K., Aiyub, K., Razman, M. R., Ishak, 
M. I. S., and Samsurijan, M. S. (2018). Occupational 
safety and health management in the construction 
industry: A review. International Journal of 
Occupational Safety and Ergonomics, 24(4), 493-506. 

Khoza, J. D. and Haupt, T. C. (2021, February). Measuring 
health and safety performance of construction projects 
in South Africa. IOP Conference Series: Earth and 
Environmental Science, 654(1), p. 012031. IOP 
Publishing. 

Kim, N. K., Rahim, N. F. A., Iranmanesh, M., and 
Foroughi, B. (2019). The role of the safety climate in 
the successful implementation of safety management 
systems. Safety Science, 118, 48-56. 

Lestari, I. R., Guo, H. B. and Goh, M. Y. (2019). Causes, 
solutions, and adoption barriers of falls from roofs in 
the Singapore construction industry. J. Construct Eng. 
Manage., 145(5), p. 04019027 

Li, X., Li, H., Skitmore, M., and Wang, F. (2021). 
Understanding the influence of safety climate and 
productivity pressure on non-helmet use behaviour at 
construction sites: A case study. Engineering, 
Construction and Architectural Management (ahead-
of-print). Retrieved from: 
https://doi.org/10.1108/ECAM-08-2020-0626  

Liang, H. and Zhang, S. (2019). Impact of supervisors’ 
safety violations on an individual worker within a 
construction crew. Safety Science, 120, 679-691. 

Liu, H., Jazayeri, E., and Dadi, G. B. (2017). Establishing 
the influence of owner practices on construction safety 
in an operational excellence model. Journal of 
Construction  Engineering and Management, 143(6), 
1-9. 

Marsden, E. (2018). Rasmussen and Practical Drift. 
Retrieved from: 
https://riskengineering.org/concept/Rasmussen-
practical-drift 

Nadhim, A. E., Hon, C., Xia, B., Stewart, I., and Fang, D. 
(2016). Falls from height in the construction industry: 
A critical review of the scientific literature. Int. J. 
Environ. Res. Public Health, 13(7), 638-645. 

Nepal, M. P., Park, M., and Son, B. (2006). Effects of 
schedule pressure on construction performance. 
Journal of Construction Engineering and Management, 
132(2), 182-188. 

Plano-Clark, V. L. and Creswell, J. W. (2015). 
Understanding Research: A Consumer Guide. 2nd 
edition. Boston, USA: Pearson. 

Rafindadi, A. D. U., Napiah, M., Othman, I., Mikić, M., 
Haruna, A., Alarifi, H., and Al-Ashmori, Y. Y. (2022). 
Analysis of the causes and preventive measures of fatal 
fall-related accidents in the construction industry. Ain 
Shams Engineering Journal, 13(4), p. 101712. 

Rasmussen, J. (1997). Risk management in a dynamic 
society: A modelling problem, Safety Science, 27(2/3), 
183-213. 

Reason, J. T. (2008). The Human Contribution: Unsafe 
Acts, Accidents and Heroic Recoveries. Farnham, UK: 
Ashgate. 

Sherratt, F. 2016. Unpacking construction site safety: 
Chichester: John Wiley & Sons. 

Simukonda, W., Manu, P., Mahamadu, A. M., and 
Dziekonski, K. (2020). Occupational safety and health 
management in developing countries: A study of 
construction companies in Malawi. International 
Journal of Occupational Safety and Ergonomics, 26(2), 
303-318. 

Smith, S. D. 2019. Safety first? Production pressures and 
the implications on safety and health. Construction 
Management and Economics, 37(4): 238-242. 

Tunji-Olayeni, P. F., Afolabi, A. O., and Okpalamoka, O. 
I. (2018). Survey dataset on occupational hazards on 
construction sites. Data in Brief, 18, 1365-1371. 

Windapo, A. and Oladapo, A. A. (2012). Determinants of 
construction firms' compliance with health and safety 
regulations in South Africa. In: Procs of 28th annual 
ARCOM conference, 3-5 September 2012, Edinburgh, 
UK, 2, 433-444. 

Wong, L., Wang, Y., Law, T., and Lo, T. C. (2016). 
Association of root causes in fatal fall-from-height 
construction accidents in Hong Kong. J. Construct. 
Eng. Manage., 142(7), p. 04016018. 

Yin, R. K. (2014). Case study research: design and 
methods. London: Sage. 

Yiu, N. S., Chan, D. W., Shan, M., and Sze, N. (2019). 
Implementation of safety management system in 
managing construction projects: Benefits and obstacles. 
pp. 1-9. 

                                                                                                                             
Fidelis Abumere Emuze, PhD, is a 
Professor and Head of the 
Department of Built Environment at 
the Central University of 
Technology, Free State (CUT), 
South Africa. Lean construction, 
health, safety, and sustainability 
form the primary research interest of 
Dr Emuze, who is a National 
Research Foundation (NRF) C-rated 

researcher that has published over 250 research outputs and 
received over 27 awards and recognitions. Dr Emuze holds 
diplomas and degrees in Built Environment, Civil 
Engineering, Construction Management and Higher 
Education. Dr Emuze is the editor of Value and Waste in 
Lean Construction, Valuing People in Construction, and 
co-editor of Construction Health and Safety in Developing 
Countries. Dr Emuze authored Construction Safety 
Pocketbook for South Africa in 2020. Dr Emuze is the 
International Coordinator of CIB W123 – People in 
Construction Working Commission. 

Journal of Engineering, Project, and Production Management, 2023, 13(1), 30-36 

36    Emuze, F. 


