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A Study on the Perception of Safety Program
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ABSTRACT
There are many ways to identify airline’s perception of the safety program and safety
culture. In particular, various studies are under way to measure airline safety culture and
safety awareness of airline employees. Often, survey methods are used a lot, but there is a
limit to understanding the complex and diverse aviation culture through surveys alone.
Nevertheless, the Air Safety Management System (SMS) of the International Civil Aviation
Organization (ICAO) emphasizes the importance of safety surveys as a means of ensuring
awareness of safety culture. The safety surveys is effective in identifying and providing
awareness of the relationship between employees and the Air Safety Program (SMS, Safety
Management and Safety Culture aspects). In this study, we conducted a survey of Z Airlines
flight attendants and cabin crew to compare their perception of safety programs and culture,
and based on this survey, we would like to compare and analyze simple safety culture
measurements and safety awareness.
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Table 1. ICAO Annex 19(SMS Components)

1. Safety Policy and Objectives

- Management commitment and responsibility

- Safety accountabilities

- Appointment of key safety personnel

- Coordination of emergency response planning
- SMS documentation

2. Risk Management

- Hazard Identification
- Safety risk assessment and mitigation

3. Safety Assurance

- Safety performance monitoring & measurement
- The management of change
- Continuous improvement of the SMS

4, Safety Promotion

+ Training and education
- Safety communication

2.1.2 °ot™ 23} (Safety culture)
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Table 2. Applied guideline

ORG. Guideline Measurement contents

Measuring SMS GAP analysis
checklist and implementation
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Table 3. Survey questions
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Fig. 1. Average of safety programs and
safety culture of flight crews and

cabin crews
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Table 6. Verification of the differences in
safety programs and safety culture
of flight crews and cabin crews
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Table 7. Verification of the differences in
safety programs and safety culture
according to flight experience
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