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ABSTRACT

Despite the development of the aviation industry, aircraft accidents caused by human errors
by flight crews continue to occur. In order to reduce such human error accidents, it is

important to strengthen flight-related regulations and establish a safety culture in which pilots
themselves seek to ensure flight safety, rather than requiring flight crew members to follow
them. In this study, the sub-concept of safety culture was classified into three latent variables
(safety management, safety atmosphere, and process culture) and eight measured variables to

investigate the safety culture awareness of domestic flight crew. The survey results were
analyzed by type of airline and flight crew. The purpose of this study is to present a plan to

improve the performance of revitalizing the safety culture of domestic flight crew through an
empirical comparative analysis according to the number of flight hours and years of service at

the airline.
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Fig. 1. Classification of safety culture factors
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Table 1. t—test Analysis results by airline type

Variable Airline type Sample Average SD t p

FSC 185 14 0.71

Q-2-34(SM) > 1.063 0.290
LCcC 85 3.01 0.96
FSC 185 2.42 0.82

22 21 AA(S) -0.292 0.771
LCC 85 2.45 0.89
FSC 185 3.39 0.67

¢l & AH|(SE) 5.905%** 0.000
LCC 85 2.78 0.84
_ . FSC 185 3.14 0.75

e 9 Foi(Cl 1.454 0.148
e ACD LCcC 85 2.98 0.86
FSC 185 4.28 0.56

3 oES3(CC 133" 0.002

O LCC 85 4.04 0.58 5133

FSC 185 2.58 0.93

obd ZAHZ(QA -1.579 0.117

RSN LcC 85 2.82 1.27 °

FSC 185 3.25 0.67

34 9 AgHI(]C 0.172 0.864
FER(0) LCC 85 3.23 0.84
FSC 185 77 0.55

QA8 E(SB) > 2.599** 0.010
LCcC 85 3.55 0.71

*p<0.05, *p£0.01, ***p<0.001.
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Fig. 2. Comparison results by airline type
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Table 2. t-test Analysis results by airline flight time

Variable Flight Times Sample Average SD F p
Below 1,000h 18 3.64b 0.45
1,000-3,000h 78 3.13 0.67
_ 3,000-5,000h 51 3.09 0.86 .
FEUH 5,000-10,000h 60 2.86 0.94 3588 0.004
10,000-20,000h 60 3.15 0.70
Above 20,000h 3 2.33a 0.58
Below 1,000h 18 3.69b 0.65
1,000-3,000h 78 3.04 0.73
_ . 3,000-5,000h 51 3.24 0.78 §
B B A 5,000-10,000h 60 3.11 0.88 2808 0017
10,000-20,000h 60 3.33 0.72
Above 20,000h 3 2.83a 0.76
Below 1,000h 18 2.94 0.72
1,000-3,000h 78 2.34 0.77
e 3,000-5,000h 51 2.49 0.73 .
38 W0 5,000-10,000h 60 2.26 0.97 2515 0.030
10,000-20,000h 60 2.54 0.87
Above 20,000h 3 2.00 1.00
*X0.05, **p<0.01, **p0.001.
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Fig. 3. Analysis results by airline flight time
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Table 3. t-test analysis results by years of airline service

Variable Years Sample Average SD F p
Below 1y 5 3.80 0.27
1- 81 .22 0.70
ALH(SM) 224 > 4.069** 0.008
5-10y 48 2.82 0.70
Above 10y 136 3.08 0.85
Below 1y 5 3.90 0.65
1-5y 81 2.72 1.12
ZA 9 ZALEU(C .292* 0.021
He00) 5-10y 48 2.43 1.08 3
Above 10y 136 2.64 0.98
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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Fig. 4. Analysis results by airline years of
airline service
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