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A Study on the Effect of Airline Staff’'s Contradictory Attitude between

Aviation Safety and Aviation Security to Organizational Effectiveness

Chang-Woo Kim', Kee-Woong Kim", Sung-Sik Park™

ABSTRACT

This paper has studied the effect of airline staff's perception on both aviation safety and
aviation security to their organizational effectiveness. Airline staff's perception on aviation
safety is different from that on aviation security due to organizational difference in an airline.
Through an empirical analysis, it was analyzed the effect of such perceptional difference on
airline’s organizational effectiveness. According to the analysis, it was found the perception of
aviation safety has a significant positive effect on organizational effectiveness. Airline staff
believed the safety is a core value of an airline and emphasizing the safety never impeded the
airline’s operation including service quality. Secondly, it was proven the perception on abiding
by aviation security rules had a significant negative effect on organizational effectiveness.
However, emphasizing aviation security had a very significant positive contribution on airline’s
philosophy of aviation safety. Following the research results, it was suggested an airline look
for improving the process and regulations to deal with aviation security in the organization.

Key Words : Aviation Safety(359Fd), Aviation Security(&-55<b), Organizational Effectiveness
(2A&3}H4), Job Satisfaction(Z1FHE), Organizational Trust(Z2J41=])
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and security in an airline[1]

Table 1. Organizational differences of aviation safety
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Table 2. Measurement scale for aviation safety and its reliability

Survey questionnaires(15) Cronbach’s alpha
1. My company regards safety as high priority. 917
2. Management of my company has a very clear commitment to safety. 917
3. My company encourages safety issues, hazards and occurrences to be reported. 918
4. My company does not cut corners when safety is concerned. 918
5. Safety has higher priority than getting the job done in my company. 917
6. My company is willing to invest resources to improve the overall safety level. 917
7. Management views safety regulation violations very seriously. 918
8. Everyone in my company regards safety as high priority. 918
9. My company values safety over on time performance. 918
10. If T make suggestions to improve safety in the company, I believe they will be considered. 918
11. I am satisfied with the way my company handles safety reports. 918
12. I am confident that if I report a safety issue, it will be processed in a timely manner. 917
13. I believe my company makes appropriate changes as a result of safety occurrences. 917
14. 1 receive feedback from the company as a result of safety issues raised by me. 918
15. I receive feedback from the company as a result of safety issues raised by others. 918
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Table 3. Measurement scale for aviation security and its reliability

Survey questionnaires(20) Crﬁsﬁzh's

1. Security rules have hampered essential communication with airport personnel. 921
2. Security rules have hampered essential communication with ground staff. 921
3. Security rules have hampered essential communication with technicians. 921
4. Security rules have hampered essential communication with air traffic control. 921
5. Security rules have hampered essential communication with fuel personnel. 921
6. Security rules are sensible. 919
7. Security check of passengers makes me feel more safe at work. 919
8. The security rules at airport is in proportion to the security threat that aviation is facing. 921
9. If an‘employee with security clearance carries out a terrorist act, he will be stopped by 919

security personnel.
10. The increased security provided by the security check balances out potential disadvantages. 919
11. I often get frustrated passing through the ordinary security check, without manual extra 920

control.
12. T often get frustrated after being picked for manual extra control. 921
13. I lose authority when I remove parts of my uniform in the security check if witnessed by 92

passengers.
14. 1 bring frustration from the security check with me when carrying out my work. .920
15. The manual extra control is conducted in ways that do not respect my personal privacy. .920
16. I have skipped a meal to avoid passing through the security check. 921
17. T have skipped my rest time in order to avoid another pass through security. 921
18. I have postponed toilet visits to avoid passing through security. 921
19. 1 have changed clothes/shoes in order to ease the security check. 921
20. The way that the security check is organized and carried out is stressful. 921
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Table 4. Confirmatory factor analysis

Observed Latent Standard Standard
Estimate C.R. S.M.C.
variable variable estimate error
Aviation safety 14 — 1.000 .702 - - .492
Safety
Aviation safety 12 — feedback 1.126 783 .105 10.723 .613
Aviation safety 13 | — | o0 1.055 780 099 10.693 608
Aviation safety 05 — 1.000 .662 - - 438
Safety
Aviation safety 02 — 1.085 775 .109 9.942 .601
philosophy
Aviation safety 01 — 1.072 .818 .106 10.151 .669
Aviation security 05 - 1.000 910 - - .828
Aviation security 04 | — | Efficiency 1.054 .944 .043 24.337 .892
Aviation security 02 | — 972 .848 .049 19.815 719
Aviation security 20 —- Work 1.000 .889 - - .790
or]
Aviation security 19 | — . 1.067 .948 .047 22.720 .900
environment

Aviation security 18 | — .967 .855 .050 19.314 731
Aviation security 11 — 1.000 766 - - .586
Aviation security 12 | — |Inconvenience 1.010 799 .090 11.234 .638
Aviation security 13 | — 1.150 735 .107 10.742 541
Organization trust 01 | — 1.000 .807 - - .651
Organization trust 03 | — |Organizational 921 .827 .062 14.828 .684
Organization trust 04 | — trust 976 .852 .063 15.381 725
Organization trust 05 | — 1.038 .790 .074 13.994 624
Job satisfaction 01 — 1.000 .832 - - .692
Job satisfaction 02 — Job .946 .804 .064 14.858 .647
Job satisfaction 04 — | satisfaction .969 .839 .062 15.742 704
Job satisfaction 05 — 1.074 .821 .070 15.299 .675

CMIN/df=2.242, RMR=.037,

Table 5. Path analysis (oX.05)

GFI=.867, AGFI=.824, NFI=.884, [FI=.932, TLI=.917, CFI=.932, RMSEA=.069

Latent variables Estimate Standard C.R p-value
error

Inefficiency —- Inconvenience 413 .063 6.522 .
Inefficiency — Work environment 231 .078 2.968 .003

inefficiency — Safety feedback -.203 .054 -3.753
Work environment — Safety feedback -.018 .038 -.481 .631
Inconvenience — Safety feedback -.025 .061 -.416 .678
Inefficiency — Safety philosophy .148 .052 2.857 .004

Safety feedback — |  Safety philosophy 661 .097 6.776
Work environment — Safety philosophy -.069 .035 -1.949 .051
Inconvenience — Safety philosophy -.112 .057 -1.971 .049
Safety feedback — Job satisfaction 271 116 2.331 .020
Safety philosophy — Job satisfaction .374 116 3.223 .001
Inconvenience — Job satisfaction -.136 .061 -2.236 .025
Work environment — Organizational trust -.101 .039 -2.608 .009

Job satisfaction — | Organizational trust .398 .069 5.772

Safety feedback — | Organizational trust .583 .097 6.020

CMIN/df=2.255, RMR=.049,

GFI=.864, AGFI=.825, NFI=.880, IFI=.930, TLI=.916, CFI=.929, RMSEA=.069
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Fig. 4. Structural equation model (solid line:
significant, dot line: not significant)
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