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The Effect of Flight Stress on Job Satisfaction and Safety Culture:
Moderator Effect by Airlines and Rank
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This study analyzed the effect of flight stress on job satisfaction and safety culture on 193 domestic civil airline pilots. As a result of
the analysis, flight stress had a negative effect on job satisfaction, and pilots with low job satisfaction had a low awareness of safety
culture. In particular, there was a difference in the effect of flight stress on job satisfaction and safety culture according to the airlines
and rank of pilots. This suggests the necessity of developing customized stress management programs for each airline and pilot position.
The study emphasizes the importance of managing pilots' stress and improving job satisfaction to reinforce the safety culture of the
aviation industry. In addition, airlines should develop strategies to strengthen safety culture by reducing pilot stress and increasing job
satisfaction. The result of this study is to be used as useful basic data for finding ways to manage pilots' stress and strengthen safety

culture in the aviation industry.
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Fig. 1. Research model.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the specimen.

Number Rate(%)
20-29 3 1.6 %
30-39 95 49.2 %
Age
40-49 90 46.6 %
50-59 5 2.6 %
FSC 70 36.3 %
Company
LCC 123 63.7 %
FO 120 62.2 %
Rank , >
Captain 73 37.8 %
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Table 2. Job Satisfaction(JS)

E 4. cHHES}

Table 4. Safety culture (SC).

Job Satisfaction OR I RPS DEE RS
JS1 0.871
1S2 0.863 SC1-2 0.825 0.181 0.138 0.043 0.162
1S3 0.856 SC1-3 0.859 | 0.178 -0.09 0.045 0.175
IS4 0.832 SC1-4 0.825 0.177 0.138 0.212 0.015
IS5 0.755 SC2-1 0.239 | 0.834 0.030 0.189 0.247
Sum of Squared (SS) Loadings 35 SC2-2 0.206 0911 0.062 0.104 0.066
% of Variance 70 SC3-2 0.096 | 0.062 0.987 -0.03 0.013
Cumulative % 70 SC4-4 0.167 0.218 -0.04 0.930 0.212
Cronbach'a 0.885 SC5-3 0.221 0.228 0.017 0.221 0.913
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure Overall : 0.877 SS Loadings 228 1.72 1.03 1.01 1
Bartlett Test of Sphericity : x>=532, df=10, p<0.001 % of Variance 28.6 21.5 12.8 12.6 12.5
Cumulative % 28.6 50.1 62.9 75.6 88.1
Cronbach'a 0.84 0.836 - - -

4-2 1M I M= H

ol

¥ 29] Varimax©l] 93t 2z} 3] A3 Bartlett’s 784 7
ol 3k x2=532, df=10, p<0.001 = L EFZAL, KMO Sk
0.877 % WrERF 232 A geict

T BARS 70%2 UERSIL, 214 (eigen value)< 1.0 ©]
dom vebgth 2ElaL o] EatE 1709 el w o]
SRIFATE BE 8R15°] 0.7 o] o224 =2 82 AA|F
(factor loading)S HQIt} o]efst A¥= Zhzhe] Q= g}
o] SHEJSS HERAT

vt BdAdo] dud £3eE A FX|Ee] gt
Cronbach’s a 745 ZAFSH 23}, 0.885% 352 A= =5 B3It

1 39| Varimax©ll €Jg 27} 3] A3, Bartlett’s 784 A
o] th3k x2=1005, df=105, p<0.001 = Uﬂa}k}ﬂ, KMO F&%

2 0.803 2 L eI 28-S H3sloln). 74 Bk 64.4% %

¥ 3. H|& AERA

Table 3. Flight stress (FS).

OM /IC | JR RC JI

FS1-1 0.230 0.747 -0.064 0.168
FS1-2 -0.066 0.773 -0.062 0.059
FS1-3 -0.239 0.768 -0.053 -0.063
FS1-4 0.244 0.650 0.229 -0.113
FS3-3 0.181 -0.017 0.842 -0.056
FS3-4 0.051 0.000 0.837 -0.018
FS4-1 -0.215 0.047 -0.144 0.840
FS4-2 -0.166 0.007 0.043 0.877
FS5-1 0.793 0.027 0.002 -0.069
FS5-2 0.695 -0.205 -0.145 -0.231
FS5-3 0.766 0.064 0.050 -0.126
FS5-4 0.755 0.039 0.233 -0.002
FS6-1 0.629 -0.017 0.344 -0.112
FS6-2 0.712 0.237 0.113 -0.221
FS6-3 0.746 0.003 0.078 -0.050
SS Loadings 401 228 1.71 1.66
% of Variance | 26.7 15.2 11.4 11.1
Cumulative % 26.7 41.9 533 64.4
Cronbach'a. 0.865 0.725 0.674 0.737

KMO Measure Overall : 0.803
Bartlett Test of Sphericity : x*>=1005, df=105, p<0.001
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KMO Measure Overall : 0.798
Bartlett Test of Sphericity : x>=560, df=28, p<0.001
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2 uERstTh i o] e a7le] a91(EA A A
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5. 20I7F Akt
Table 5. Analysis result of correlation between the
factors of research.

A 24

FS JS SC
FS -
IS -0.528*** -
SC -0.562%** 0.566%** -

*F*kp<.001 **p<.01 *p<.05

4-3 ArpEb M

H| & 2B 2(FS), A HSRS)7} OPXJ—E@HSCM u]
A= &= ] 218k Pearson®] AFHAlE ARSI
ok, 7} WiQ17he) 23 Al S -4k Avhi= 3 59 7k,

A7) Al E BAR A3 BE IRl frof gt
e, Waegke] A E veh s 2E
SETHSHA] LHERst 7] el

4-4 $ZAHFSC/LCC) % =3 xHE

B 7.0 AEY AT} AT BEELQ} oFMES0]| D|XE FE
Table 7. The effect of flight stress on job satisfaction
and safety culture.

Type Effect b s.e B t
. FS=JS
Indirect =sC -0.3 0.062 -0.194 -4.86%**
Compon | FS=JS -1.026 0.128 -0.5 -8.01#%*
ent JS=SC 0.292 0.048 0.389 6.11%%*
Direct FS=SC -0.548 0.098 -0.355 -5.58%%*
Total FS=SC -0.848 0.093 -0.549 R ekl

*R*p<.001 **p<.01 *p<.05

E 8. H|d AE AT} AT ELL}
gsAtel =HE i Ent
Table 8. The effect of flight stress on job satisfaction and

oRiS ol nlxlE 2

3 79 H-1. H|&) 2EH 2 A7 S g w72 Qb
3}l (B=-0.194, p<0.001) —19.4%<] -2
S A B Qe ik

L
(ot
-{E

x A7 &3 A (FS=IS) * A &3 B JS=S0)
A &3 (FS=JS=SC)
=-0.5*0.389 =-0.194

¥ 89 H-2. I3APE 24 ga2 v ~Ed| ) 2 F g
ool mR= P 7L FEAPERE b3 2k FSCHE(B
=-0.803, p<0.001)Z4] -80.3%2] 723 5] J&2, LCC

= (B=-0.262, p<0.001)ZA] 26.2%2] §-2]5F ¥(-)¢] F3FS 1
A= A o2 Gl o] A e ¢l

H-3. 7F &3Ake 24 5vhe v 2By 27 25w
Z iR obdEslel = 2 FERS BA% Ay
AL A (8=-0.218, p<0.001) —21.8%2] F-2] 3 H(-)2]
HS FSCE(B=-0.329, p<0.001) -32.9%2] -2I3} F(-)
S LCCE(B=-0.107, p<0.001) -10.7%<] -2]3+ F(-)2]
I QIS VA= AR gRlE o] A et
o] H-4. ZZA)e] A3 24 g9 =2 8|8 A2EH A7}
233 | 1A= FE 2TAE AEE the Zrh
FO(T71?<P)~(B=-0 694, p<0.001) ~69.4%2] 2] &+ ()2 3
kS, Captain(7]°4)2(3=-0.361, p<0.00)Z2A] -36.1%2] F<]
T (-] DS VA= A o2 SRl o] 2 ElE QA
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Zr2 u/|2 kARl nx)= 7P oS BAE

% o2 b N
o2 oo it K1

N

)
*9

L=

A\ Rk
a3 A A
ELE ZF AL A (B=-0.208, p<0.001) —20.8%2] -2]3F F(-)<]
FE, FOE(B=-0.274, p<0.001) 27.4%2] 123t 5-)¢]

o
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Table 9. The effect of flight stress on job satisfaction and
safety culture: moderator effect by rank.

ot oM ESlof| O|x|E HEF:

safety culture: moderator effect by airlines.
Y Y Type | Effect b s.e B t
Type | Effect b s.e B t FS*Company =JS 0.702 0.266 0.171 2.64%*
FS*Company =JS 1.15 0.284 0.25 4.06%*** Total
Total Indirect Fjsjgs 032 | 0067 | -0208 | -4.850%*x
4 FS=IS
Indirect —SC -0.337 0.065 -0.218 -5.190%** Compon | FS=JS _1.084 0.140 20.528 77607
Compon ent 1S=SC 0297 | 0048 | 0395 62107+
ent FS=JS | -1.095 1 0.129 | -0.533 | -8.520%** Direct | FSSSC | -0576 | 0.101 | -0372 | -5.690%%
Direct | FS=SC | -0.591 | 0.097 | -0382 | -6.090%** Total FS=SC | 0863 | 0099 | -0559 | -8.750%**
Total FS=SC | -0.893 0.095 | -0.578 9.430%+* Low (-1SD) Group (FO)
Low (-1SD) Group (FSC) Tndirect Fj:és 0423 | 0094 | -0274 | -4.500%*
. FS=JS

Indirect | o 0508 | 0101 | -0329 | -5.060%** rsos | 145 [ ozis | 96 | 6530

FS=JS | -1.651 | 0207 | -0.803 | -7.960%** High(+1SD) Group (Captain)
High(+1SD) Group (LCC) Indirect Fj:és 0221 | 0059 | -0.143 | -3.750%
Indirect | 505 | 20166 | 0057 | 0107 | -2.900%

= SC FS=IS 0743 | 0158 | -0361 4.700%#

FS=JS | 0.538 | 0.166 | -0262 | -3.240%%*

*¥**p<.001 **p<.01 *p<.05

*HEP<.001 F*p<.01 *p<.05
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Table 10. Mean difference in flight stress, job satisfaction,

and safety culture for each group.

:: HIY ASRA, NP BISE, oiFSse] BT

Group Mean SD t

FS FSC 2.92 0.295 320
LCC 2.76 0.369

IS FSC 3.86 0.841 2,894+
LCC 4.17 0.625

FS FO 2.91 0.286 4804k
Captain 2.67 0.4

IS FO 3.92 0.754 3 430k
Captain 4.28 0.614
FO 3.60 0.534

SC -2.16*
Captain 3.77 0.548

FH<.001 *p<.01 *p<.05

S Captain(B=-0.143, p<0.001)2A] -14.3%<] 2] 3k 5
(-9 FEE A= F o= FRIE| o] AHE AT

teste] A3} ggAlol e vl 2
s, AR 2 Frol 2ol (p<0.01)7} 9Le.
o, QSR Gl weh 7018 2ol & 1ol etk

ZFAe] gl mEpA s N B A0} A R

=

PN

k

fe
of ="

4-6 714 HE Znt

3 Aol BAIE A3 3 113} o]
on, 7k g Felu g Fol2
o] Mg 2Ew 20} AT WSRO % 7} Hehd fro)3t 3

TEk ApolE BT,

R0 Y =o|

EN1.71d 45 20

Table 11. Hypothesis verification results.

Type Effect Group B
Indirect Effect -19.4%***
H-1 FS=JS=
SIS=SC Total Effect -54.9%***
FSC -80.3%**
H-2 FS=,
§=I8 LCC -26.2%***
H-3 FS=JS=SC FSC -32.9%***
: (Indirect) LCC -10.7%***
FO -69.4%***
H-4 FS=
$=I8 Captain -36.1%***
s FS=JS=SC FO -27.4%***
(Indirect) Captain -14.3%***

*¥**p<.001 **p<.01 *p<.05
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