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[Abstract]

Navigational Aids Facilities help aircraft navigate by using wired communication, wireless communication, satellite, light, color and
radio waves. Navigational Aids Facilities are used in all processes of aircraft operation, and if there is a problem with the facility, it may
lead to delays in flight operation, cancellation of flights, and major airline accidents, resulting in enormous loss of life and property. In the
management and operation of Navigational Aids Facilities, various outcomes will be brought about according to the advancement with the
safety culture. The purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of advancement on safety culture in the operation of Navigational Aids
facilities not only on members and customers, but also on benefits to bring to whole society. In this paper, the analysis results are

presented using the structural equation model, and the meaning is presented in the conclusion.

Key word : Navigational aid, Safety behavior, Safety culture, Safety maturity, Safety motivation.
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Table 1. Setting a hypothesis

Hypothetical path among latent variables

H-1 Safety commitment(SC) —

H-2 Safety justness(SJ) — | Safety maturity

H-3 Safety information(SI) — | (SM)

H-4 Safety awareness(SA) —

H-5 . — | People results(PR)
H-6 Es;{/le)ty maturity — | Customer results(CR)
H-7 — | Social results(SR)

B2 SAHS 2 MERAL S

Table 2. Latent Variables and Measurement Items

Measurement ltems

. Safety is highly concerned by management’s decision

. Safety is considered in daily normal operation

SC . Safety is more important than work by management

. Work environment guarantees worker’s safety

. Make investment on NAVAID to improve safety

. Company’s standards to determine safe and unsafe act

. Consistent treatment on violation of safety regulations

. Fair process to judge person in charge of unsafe act

. Fair process to punish human error involvement

. Admitting employees’ mistake, slip or minor error

. Safety procedure and training on emergency situation

. Shared and provided with brand new safety information

Sl . Proper operation of safety reporting system

. Voluntary safety reporting of even minor event

. Safety reporting system is working by principles

. Employees are always aware of dangerous situation

. Well aware of latent risk in work place

SA . Reminding unsafe event could happen to me

. Always interested in safety system and equipment

. Safety is the most important factor in my work place

. Perception and attitude upon safety commitment

. Establishing safety commitment and acceptance of risk

SM . Trust and responsibility on work safety

. Communicating and sharing safety information

. Finding and improving risk management mechanism

. Satisfied with safety work performance

PR . Safety work performance enables me to be promoted

. Safety work place results in low rate of turnover

. Perform safe behavior voluntarily in my work place

. Improve the relationship to passengers at airport

. More passengers trust safety of airport

CR . Passengers are subject to expecting safety of airport

. Passengers are satisfied with safety at airport

. Delivering a positive safety image to passengers

. Decreasing social cost due to aircraft accidents

SR . Contributing to public safety as a whole

. Improving government company’s social image

AlO|IN=lO|A|OIN|= MO IN=lO|MOIND|=lOMfOIND|[=OM|OIN[=lOMlOIND|=OD[W|N|—

. Perform a government company’s social function
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TAES dAR T3 & IBM AMOS for Graphics 20.0 -3 A A3 S LFERHE CMIN/F ZES 2.271 54] A}3]3}8F o)
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Table 3. Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Latent Observed variables ztsatir:r?:trg Estimate Stz:rc(i)?rd C.R p-value S.M.C.
2. Safety is considered in daily normal operation .765 1.000 - - - 408
SC 4. Work environment guarantees worker’s safety 781 .800 .055 14.562 * kK 610
5. Make investment on NAVAID to improve safety .639 .547 .047 11.622 *ok ok .585
1. Company’s standards to determine safe and unsafe act .861 1.374 .086 15.974 *okk .568
SJ 2. Consistent treatment on violation of safety regulations .853 1.148 .073 15.816 *okk 727
3. Fair process to judge person in charge of unsafe act 7583 1.000 - - - 742
1. Safety procedure and training on emergency situation 798 1.000 - - - .620
s 2. Shared and provided with brand new safety information 767 .709 .047 15.215 *ok K .695
3. Proper operation of safety reporting system .833 1.067 .063 16.933 *ok ok .588
5. Safety reporting system is working by principles .788 .856 .054 15.738 *ok ok .636
1. Employees are always aware of dangerous situation 627 1.000 - - - 529
SA 4. Always interested in safety system and equipment 727 1.191 .106 11.217 *okk .529
5. Safety is the most important factor in my work place 728 1.085 .097 11.224 *okk .393
1. Perception and attitude upon safety commitment .873 1.000 - - - 761
SM 2. Establishing safety commitment and acceptance of risk .905 1.100 .048 22.721 *ok K .819
3. Trust and responsibility on work safety 791 .944 .052 18.033 *kk .626
4. Communicating and sharing safety information 743 .960 .059 16.302 * %% 552
1. Satisfied with safety work performance .818 1.000 - - - .669
PR 3. Safety work place results in low rate of turnover 742 1.156 .078 14.755 * Kk 551
4. Perform safe behavior voluntarily in my work place 775 .937 .060 15.611 *k K .601
2. More passengers trust safety of airport .788 1.169 .079 14.734 *k Kk .620
CR 3. Passengers are subject to expecting safety of airport .750 1.000 - - - 562
4. Passengers are satisfied with safety at airport .886 1.185 .071 16.789 *k Kk 785
5. Delivering a positive safety image to passengers .902 1.330 .078 17.099 L .814
1. Decreasing social cost due to aircraft accidents .804 1.000 - - - .646
SR 2. Contributing to public safety as a whole .836 .900 .053 17.105 *ok K .699
3. Improving government company’s social image 774 1.128 .073 15.477 * ok ok .599
4. Perform a government company’s social function .873 1.115 .062 18.056 * kK 762

https://doi.org/10.12673/jant.2021.25.5.327 332



(]9
Safety

Commitment

3.132(.002)

-3.206(.001)

(S))
Safety
Justness

5.916**

(sh
Safety
Information

8.243**

(SA)
Safety
Awareness

38 7. 42 24 23
Fig. 7. Path analysis model(solid line :

S

goll o2k 71E} A B4 A2 A B AGI 854, NFI
.896, RFI .878 = < uksl =0l 90]] A }oﬂq_ ATk |
FI .939, TLI .928, CFI .938—‘2 e
o] AjteE Yebth o] 9ol =
Q.é‘]— u}sy o] OSOE]_E]' é_?‘_ %o
Bl o1, RMSEA 062 % 54150 7]
e g nololn

&

3}

=

T
=
RN

F

O
o
o
e
i
e
-

_l

it
= T
_?l_‘,
X -
%
ki

N
g
-
il
o,

il
o

= SMC(squared multiple correlation) k2] 73-9- th+-

Sol 71+ 1 %l 45 =g B0 2 FAE AT oF
§} AlFgke] 7ITXI o <418t

o7 ek
59 F3ho] 73%01 % SMC %M 7)EA el 2
Z3}s}ed(.727) A7

1o, ﬂl]O (g
S
| u)

2 £ r
= r

wn
T

= EF

Or_{g

©
<
=
o
N
AN
M
B
L
Q‘L
i—i
h
o0
NS
2
?{_
< =
}L

3@ (o
H

ol
3@ O Cog

[o X o @ ™ Mz 1% Jr iy
o

fl

o ofoo o
r2oofh 32 o oy

significant, dot line :

Socil Mot
Results Results
8.231*%*
5.077**
(SM) (CR)
Maturity 6.108" “Results

333

not significant, p<.05, **<.01)

ﬁeﬂ% *‘i%lﬂ_‘ﬂ AGI .819, AGFI .807, NFI .870, RFI .854 &
3} 1 .99 23§ k= 715530k IF1.914, TLI.
A3lehs =2 AP EE e
t} o]9loll %= RMSEA A3k 0712 A5 o] 7]5]<] 08
w|Rke] =83k whel A3 ghs YR A =84 A3 Fig
70l AAE o] Q). AFAR= Fig 65 &2l NRLS| ASC-ITS}E
FQMS] BEM A#=4 23S A3e) o] 224 ATRHPS AA|
B}, AN AREA A I 3 bAoA &2
Fohe AFETArEe] 1412 AeATe) tha v AT
& HeRleh

AR, FAEsHE TR a7l e T bl
S ieo] frolek A+ o] F38.243,p<.01)S M HA] A8
o} dA]ehz Q14 RS WolFRIry Wil 2k
A D obH A B = 959 Aol A AF3 2] A wo
M FFS v Aoz BA .

A, TGS AL A Aol F(-)9] ol o
74( 3.206, p=001)£l§ _T‘L]—UZ]Q 1:]. 6Ls§o}x1/\])\4 @x}

= PEA o] Aefertar °1éli%$%, e
3174 A 9] o9l
3 @y ¥l B0t

AA, obd

903, CFI 914+ 7]?:;{]?_] 9=

o2

=T

S D 249 A3} 7 A B
= da)od o} 2ats A AvE BTt ekl
= 229 Adtol] wg- %glf& A9l F%8.231, p<0n & v
hom AP gtel i g frel sk (el FRHS.077, p<ol)E
2o BAEQI,

=1 ;(] 9]

= Al=HX

A

www.Kkoni.or.kr



J. Adv. Navig. Technol. 25(5): 327-335, Oct. 2021

E4 A7oHd 24y Zn

Table 4. Test results of research hypothesis

Hypothetical path Test

among latent variables Result
H-1 | Safety commitment - Reject
H-2 Safety justness — Safety Reject
H-3 | Safety information - maturity Reject
H-4 | Safety awareness - Accept
H-5 - People results Accept
H-6 Safety maturity —| Customer results Accept
H-7 — Social results Reject
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