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A study on the difference of Selection Attributes and importance of
FSC and LCC by age group
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ABSTRACT

Movements using aircraft are continuously increasing. This is because options for airlines,

including eight national airlines, are becoming more diverse. In particular, FSC and LCC

provide different services and prices, so it is not easy to choose, but it is analyzed that
safety is the most important factor when selecting airlines in 2013 and 2017(all age groups

are the same). There was a difference between 2013 and 2017 for each age group. In

particular, the importance of price factors is high in 2017 compared to 2013, and other

items in the 40s and 50s are also significantly changed.
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& &FAFSC: Full Service Carrier)& Full
Service Airline, Conventional Airline, Legacy
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Table 1. Airline Classification by
Business Model Characteristics of ICAO
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Fig 2. A Study on the Selection
Attributes of Five Factors
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Table 2. Person subject to survey by
age group

EEL

2 &
T 2000 3o sonh 0 EA

=) " 13 15 9 48
o4 11 17 10 10 48

—on




94 71051% o)

Vol. 25 No. 4. Dec 2017

3 A 22 30 25 19 9
o 6 8 6 7 27
3 of 9 7 7 7 30
4 #A 15 15 13 14 57

ot

oot

oft

>

>

A
(Wi
K0

oot

& ot
E‘og
Lo am
>

o
o,
i

N
<

ro

) = Jn)
HHH”

Ry

2oy d
\]_;
e

_B: b2 %o 2 o 41 2 2
il
Hir
rlo
=
)
o Ir
=
oftt
é
_|>;
rlr
o
GFO
By
g,
I

jﬂomlo_\,imﬂ
N
o
o
—>-“‘~‘U
2

=)

0130 oX

% = 7é—r JMH%W
2, OI%ZP“JZE AAA 01607 Z+ 7z}
ﬁl‘nl‘iiﬁ}.

Table 3. Results of importance analysis

for four factors in 2013
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Fig 3. Results of importance analysis
for four factors in 2013
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Table 4. Results of importance analysis

for five factors in 2013
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Fig 4. Results of importance analysis
for five factors in 2013
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Table 5. Results of importance analysis
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Table 6. Results of importance analysis
for five factors in 2017
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Fig 5. Results of importance analysis
for four factors in 2017

Fig 6. Results of importance analysis
for five factors in 2017
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Table 7. Results of importance analysis
for four factors
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