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[Abstract]

Despite the development of the aviation industry, aircraft accidents due to pilots' human errors continue to occur. The cause of aircraft
accidents due to human errors is that they cannot remove hazard factors that hinder flight safety in advance, leading to accidents. This study
examined how job stress, fatigue, and anxiety, which psychologically and physically affect flight safety among various hazard factors,
affect pilots' safety behavior for flight crew and pilots of general aviation working in domestic airlines. In addition, an empirical analysis
was conducted to confirm the mediating effect of safety culture between job stress and safety behavior. According to the results of the
study, job stress not only directly affects the safety behavior of pilots, but also affects the safety culture of airlines such as safety atmosphere
and reporting culture. The purpose of this study is to improve the performance of the safety management system through the correlation

between the pilot's job stress and safety culture and safety behavior.
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Table 1. Analysis of reliability and validity.
Cronbach’s
Tools Factors Load Values
a
fatigue Physical fat'igue 0.637 0.718~0.856
Mental Fatigue 0.853 0.614~0.743
Organizational
System & Inadequate 0.827 0.673~0.782
Job Stress compensation
Job demands 0.618 0.568~0.840
Job insecurity 0.72 0.853~0.855
Relationship Conflict 0.658 0.821~0.88
Organizational
ibiliti 0.68 0.698~0.724
Safety responsibilities
Management
Culture 0.681 0.771~0.881
Involvement
Reporting system 0.706 0.854~0.865
. Nervous &
Anxiety 0.889 0.637~0.844
Control Worry
Safety Safety Participation 0.833 0.717~0.874
Behavior | Safety Compliance 0.819 0.886~0.92

2. A ABZ3
Table 2. Correlation results.

Safety Safety

Job Stress | fatigue | Anxiet
¢ Y Culture | Behavior

Job Stress 1
fatigue 0.244%%* 1
Anxiety 0.263%%* 0.3227%** 1
Safety

-0.352%** -0.085 -0.115 1
Culture
Safety

K -0.281*** 0.073 0.011 0.33%%* 1

Behavior

* p<0.03, #* p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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Table 3. Verification results of job stress, fatigue, and
anxiety on safety culture.
Toler
B SE t P B VIF
ance
Intercept 4.42 0.37 11.82 | < .001
fob 042 | 011 | -3.82 | <.001| -032 | 1.1l | 0.90
Stress
Fatigue 0.11 0.09 1.18 0.24 0.10 1.15 | 0.87
Anxiety 0.05 0.07 0.74 0.46 0.06 1.16 | 0.86

R>=0.0956 adjusted R*=0.0673, F=4.97(p<0.01), DW=1.95

I 4, HRAERA G2, FoM, oHHESP| oM E njRl=
#3521
Table 4. Verification results of safety behavior of job
stress, fatigue, anxiety, and safety culture.
Toler
B SE 1 P B VIF
ance
Intercept 2.99 0.56 530 | < .001
JobStress | -0.30 | 0.11 | -2.63 | 0.009 | -023 | 125 | 0.80
Fatigue 0.10 | 0.09 | 1.19 | 0235 | 0.10 1.15 | 0.87
Anxiety 0.06 | 0.07 | 085 | 0399 | 0.07 1.16 | 0.86
Safetyl 630 | 009 330 | 0001 @ 027 @ 114 | 088

culture

R>=0.0956 adjusted R*=0.0673, F=4.97(p<0.01), DW=1.95
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Table. 5. Results of job stress on safety behavior through safety culture.

Type Effect Estimate SE Lower Upper t p
Indirect Job Stress = Safety Culture = Safety Behavior -0.126 0.047 -0.218 -0.034 -2.670 0.008
c Job Stress = Safety Culture -0.416 0.092 -0.596 -0.236 -4.530 < .001
omponent
P Safety Culture = Safety Behavior 0.302 0.091 0.123 0.482 3.310 < .001
Direct Job Stress = Safety Behavior -0.244 0.108 -0.456 -0.032 -2.260 0.024
Total Job Stress = Safety Behavior -0.370 0.105 -0.576 -0.163 -3.510 < .001
E 6. D27t HRAEAE sz NS o|x= Zot
Table. 6. Results of fatigue on safety behavior through job stress
Type Effect Estimate SE Lower Upper t p
Indirect Fatigue = Job Stress = Safety Behavior -0.080 0.034 -0.146 -0.014 -2.371 0.018
G . Fatigue = Job Stress 0.197 0.065 0.070 0.323 3.035 0.002
omponent
P Job Stress = Safety Behavior -0.408 0.107 -0.619 -0.197 -3.797 < .001
Direct Fatigue = Safety Behavior 0.126 0.086 -0.044 0.295 1.455 0.146
Total Fatigue = Safety Behavior 0.046 0.088 -0.127 0.218 0.517 0.605
Organizational E_ ?_:‘_?-Oﬂl']{:‘_— EE:_LH 63—1/\]'0” 1‘33}‘% %%%‘?‘%1]' OE]E]_
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Table 7. Hypothesis verification results.
P S, ARaEd e 2EAL P E 2949 o

Hypothesis Relation Result
Multiple Regression Model

H-1 Job Stress —Safety Culture Adoption
H-2 Anxiety — Safety Culture Rejection
H-3 Job Stress —Safety Behavior Adoption
H-4 Fatigue —Safety Behavior Rejection
H-5 Anxiety — Safety Behavior Rejection
2. Mediation Model

H-6 Job Stress —Safety Behavior Adoption
H-7 Anxiety — Safety Behavior Rejection
H-8 Fatigue —Safety Behavior Adoption
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