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A SURVEY OF P1LOTS ON THE DISSEMINATION OF SAFETY INFORMATION

INTRODUCTION

The dynamic and heterogeneous nature of the
aviation industry is such that it is often difficult to
develop a coherent understanding of how best to
serve the safety information needs of various pilot
segments. Aviation safety seminars presented by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and other
groups have been one method of providing safety-
oriented information to pilots. However, the effec-
tiveness of such programs may be debated, as voluntary
attendance is often low. This suggests that the current
mechanisms for the dissemination of safety informa-
tion may not be meeting the particular needs of 2
significant number of pilots.

Previous evaluations of the pilot population have
been designed primarily to examine the nature of the
pilot population as a type of “snap shot” for subse-
quent comparisons (See Hunter, 1995). In general,
the primary focus has rested upon the identification
of safety-related behavior, rather than mechanisms
through which unsafe behavior can be altered.

The objective of the present research was to iden-
tify pilot perceptions of safety-related information,
including its usefulness within the operational envi-
ronment, its role in accident causation and preven-
tion, and the process through which safety-related
information might be better disseminated to them.
This study is a part of a larger research program
designed to develop and disseminate aviation-related
safety information to the pilot population in general.
The specific goal was to determine the most effective
strategies through which a broad range of pilots could
be provided with relevant, innovative safety informa-
tion using methods that fit the various learning styles
of the population.

Segmentation of the Pilot Population

Because their experience and flying environments
are quite different, private, commercial and airline
transport pilots are likely to require different types of
safety information. Moreover, it was considered un-
likely that all pilots could be served effectively through
the same mechanisms of information dissemination;

that is, some methods are perhaps more appropriate
for certain types of pilots. Educators know that
individual learning styles vary considerably across
the population. Some people learn best from lectures,
some from computers, some from discussions, and
still others learn best from reading.

On the basis of these factors, it was considered
appropriate to segment the pilot population into
subgroups that share similar characteristics in terms
of experience and knowledge. The participants were
thus divided into three groups on the basis of the
license that they held when they were sampled. Other
variables, such asa pilot’s primary FAA region, recency
of experience, and involvement in aircraft accidents,
were used to further segment the population.

Segmentation of the pilot population also facili-
tated the examination of safety habits among the
various pilot subgroups. Consistent with Hunter
(1995), this kind of informartion was considered
useful in establishing a profile of “at risk” pilot
subgroups that coincided with appropriate safety
intervention efforts.

METHOD

Questionnaire Development

The survey questions were developed to meet the
objective of the study, which was to determine how
best to bring safety information to the various seg-
ments of the general aviation pilot population. There-
fore, it was necessary to ask how the population
perceives present and proposed future methods of
presenting safety. Questions were designed to exam-
ine attitudes toward FAA and non-FAA safety semi-
nars (including best times, places, and locations) as
well as alternate forms of intervention strategies (i.e.,
computer use, video use, etc.). Questions relating to
the pilot’s profile focused upon the acquisition of
information relating to the characteristics of pilots
including age, gender, education level, and involve-
ment in accidents/incidents. Information from these
types of questions would be used to link the responses
to questions regarding FAA safety seminars to sub-
groups of the pilot population.




The questions were arranged in an optically-
scannable questionnaire booklet under the following
seven categories:

* Use of Aviation Safety Information
* Seminars

* Computer/Video Use

* Self Assessment

* Recent Flying Experience

* Demographic Information

* Stressful Experiences

Four optional open-ended questions, listed at the
end of the survey, asked pilots to expand on their
stressful flying experiences and solicited suggestions
about how to improve aviation safety.

To enhance the response rate, the questionnaire
was developed to be quickly understood and easy to
complete within approximately 30 minutes. Some
compromises in content were necessary to meet this
goal as the development effort was carried out. To
facilitate the survey development process and gain
the best response rate, the Statistical Consulting
Service and the Polimetrics Laboratory of the Ohio
State University (OSU) were consulted regarding the
consolidation and ordering of questions.

Pre-testing of the Survey Form

The prototype survey was pre-tested using stu-
dents in OSU aviation classes and an array of local
volunteer private, commercial, and airline transport
pilots. The pre-test helped to determine the time
required to complete the form. Pilots who partici-
pated in the pre-testing also provided valuable feed-
back on the questionnaire content, resulting in more
clearly understood text. In some cases, questions were
added and others dropped as pilots offered their own
ideas. The final form of the questionnaire was an
eight-page booklet (shown in Appendix A).

Sampling

A stratified random sample of the pilot population
was drawn to represent three pilot groups: private,
commercial, and airline transport. The database used
to select pilots was the February 1995 Aviation Data
CD (Avantex, 1995). This darabase included all
airmen with valid medical certificates on December
31, 1994 who lived within the nine domestic FAA
regions. Thus, the sample represented pilots who
were active, at least to the point of maintaining their
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medical certificate. The primary information source
for the CD database was the FAA, which then listed
the names and addresses of approximately 240,000
private pilots, 121,000 commercial pilots, and
110,000 airline transport pilots.

The selection procedure was to draw one name for
every 120 private pilots, 60 commercial pilots, and
50 airline transport pilots listed. Since the listing was
ordered according to FAA region, this selection
method produced a sample that was relatively charac-
teristic of each regional population with approxi-
mately the same number of private, commercial, and
airline transport pilots per region. The final sample
consisted of 2,005 private pilots, 2,008 commercial
pilots, and 1,973 airline transport pilots. Equal num-
bers of each certificate type were chosen instead of
proportions of the actual total population (51%,
26%, and 23% for private, commercial, and airline
transport, respectively) because the concern was to
control sampling error by obtaining a suitable num-
ber of completed surveys from each population seg-
ment of interest.

Survey Procedure

Following the recommendations of Dillman
(1978), pre-notification postcards were sent to all
pilots in the sample, notifying them that they had
been selected and requesting their participation.
Approximately one week later, the survey packets
were sent to the 2,000 pilots in each of these three
groups. After considering the various options for
follow up to improve response, it was decided that
within the budget and time constraints of the study,
asingle mailing of another complete survey packet to
the sample of pilots would offer the most effective
means to improve responses. Accordingly, four weeks
after the initial mailing, additional survey packets
were sent out to 4,000 pilots randomly selected from
among those (approximately 5,000) who had not
responded. Approximately equal numbers of pilots
from each of the three license categories were selected
for this follow up. The figure of 4,000 was arrived at
by estimating, a priori, the number of non-respond-
ing pilots that would remain after the first mailing.
However, the response rate failed to meet our initial
expectations, and only about 1,000 responses had
been received prior to the second mailing. This left
approximately 5,000 non-respondents and (because
all the surveys had been printed at the same time) only
4,000 questionnaires available to be sent out. There-



fore, the follow up second mailing of the survey
packet was limited to approximately 80% of the non-
respondents.

The survey packet included a cover letter and a
letter of endorsement. The cover letter urged recipi-
ents to respond to the survey, stressing the benefits of
the survey, its 30-minute completion time and the
confidentiality of responses. This cover letter was
signed by the Ohio State University study director.
The letter of endorsement stressed the significance of
each pilot’s response in contributing to aviation
safety and was signed by the presidents of the Aircraft
Owners and Pilots Association, Experimental Air-
craft Association, General Aviation Manufacturers
Association, and Small Aircraft Manufacturers Asso-
ciation.. In addition, the survey packet included one
copy of the survey and a 97x12” pre-paid, business
reply envelope.

Mailing

The first mailing of the 5,988 surveys was dis-
patched on March 27, 1995. Following the initial
mailing, 146 survey packets were returned undeliv-
ered, including 46 from private pilots, 56 from com-
mercial pilots, and 44 from airline transport pilots.
On April 18, 1995, 146 replacement surveys were
mailed to an additional sample of pilots from each of
the three categories not represented in the initial
mailing.

To keep track of those pilots who had responded
for second mailing purposes, sequential numbers
wereassigned to the return envelopes. These numbers
corresponded to those printed next to the names of
pilots on the address labels. Thus, each pilot had a
number and the return of their questionnaire
prompted elimination from the second mailout list.
Since the numbering system suggested a means
through which to track the responses of pilots, recipi-
ents had to be assured of the confidential nature of
the survey. Consequently, the cover letter accompa-
nying each questionnaire stated that once received,
the questionnaires would be immediately separated
from the return envelopes and combined with those
from thousands of other pilots prior to data process-
ing or tabulation.

Return Rates

Of the 5,988 surveys distributed, 1,822 were re-
turned. This represented a response rate of 30.4%,
and is consistent with that previously obtained by

Hunter (1995). Ten questionnaires were either lost
in transit or received too late to be included in the
data analysis.

The response rate across license categories was
relatively consistent across the three segments of the
pilot population. The response rates for private, com-
mercial, and airline transport certificate holders were
31.3%, 34.2%, and 34.5%, respectively. Thus, there
were approximately 600 respondents for each of the
three certificate categories. That size sample provides
a sampling error 95% confidence interval of + 4%.

Because of the substantial proportion (70%) of
non-respondents, we must be concerned with the
possibility of non-response bias that may occur when
members of the sample differentially choose to re-
spond or abstain based upon characteristics germane
to the purpose of the survey. Itis incumbent upon the
researchers, in such a situation, to demonstrate to the
degree possible, that such an effect has not taken
place. Generally, this takes the form of comparisons
of respondents with non-respondents or with the
general population for such measures of interest as
may be available, and the latter is the approach taken
here.

Since darta are not available for those pilots who
did not respond, we are limited to comparing the
respondents to the pilot populations from which they
were drawn. However, only limited data are available
for the pilot population. Two available measures are
age and gender, and the sample of respondents are
compared to the population for each of those vari-
ables in Table 1 (age) and Table 2 (gender). The
results in Table 1 show that the sample of respon-
dents were uniformly (and significantly) older than
the populations from which they were drawn. Hence,
we might suspect that any variables of interest in our
survey that correlate with age might be biased. One
obvious measure would be flight time. Generally, one
might expect total flight time to be positively corre-
lated with age. Therefore, the data presented later on
total flight time may be somewhat inflated, com-
pared with the true population figures, because the
respondents to this survey are somewhat older.

An examination (using Chi-Square) of the propor-
tion of male and female pilots in the general popula-
tion and among the survey respondents was not
significant. Thus, there appeared to be no differential
proclivity to participate in the survey attributable to
gender differences.




Table 1. Age of survey respondents and pilot population.

Mean - Respondent Mean - Population

Sample
Private 46.6 42.7
Commercial 45.7 41.9
Airline Transport 45.7 441

Note: All differences significant (t>1.96, p <.05).

Table 2. Gender of survey respondents and pilot population.

Survey Respondents Population

Male Female Male Female X?
Private 93.2 6.8 94.1 5.9 0.94
Commercial 94.2 58 95.7 4.3 3.08
Airline Transport 96.4 3.6 97.4 2.6 2.7

Note: All X? (df = 1) nonsignificant (p > .05)

Table 3. Responses by FAA region.

Region Number of Percent of Number of Pilots  Percent of Pilots
Responses Responses
Alaska 41 2.4% 9404 1.5%
Central 96 5.6% 31853 5.1%
Eastern 249 14.5% 83220 13.2%
Great Lakes 313 18.3% 108139 17.1%
New England 75 4.4% 29653 4.7%
Northwest 160 9.3% 65859 10.4%
Mountain
Southern 269 16.1% 117834 18.7%
Southwest 230 13.4% 75692 12.0%
Western Pacific 279 16.3% 108898 17.3%
4




Table 3 presents the number and proportion of
respondents from each of the nine FAA regions.

This table also gives the number of pilots in each
region and the proportion of the national total.

Recall that the sample was stratified on FAA re-
gions; hence, the approximately equal proportions of
pilots in the respondent sample and in the regions
indicate there was little differential responding by
regions.

In summary, slightly less than one-third of the
pilots elected to take part in the survey. Caution is
therefore required in interpreting the results because
of the potential for non-response bias. Since we have
no data on the non-respondents, other than that
summarized above, we cannot say with certainty
whether the results are biased. Other than the age
effect noted eatlier, there is no a priori reason to
believe that bias is present. However, readers must
keep in mind that the data in self-report surveys,
particularly when based upon less than a large per-
centage of the potential respondents, always involve
a degree of uncertainty.

RESULTS

The frequency of response to each alternative for
all questions comprising the survey is provided in
Appendix B for each of the three certificate levels. In
addition, Appendix B provides the responses for a
group (labeled Target Group) comprised of private
pilots and commercial pilots who have never flown
for hire. Previous research (Hunter, 1995) has indi-
cated that a substantial proportion of commercial
pilot certificate holders do not engage in commercial
flying activities. Rather, they acquire a commercial
certificate as a means of increasing their flying skills
and, possibly, their status in the flying community.
Members of this group of non-professional commer-
cial certificate holders are very much like private
pilots in many respects in terms of their demograph-
ics, flying activities and training event participation.
Hence, like the private pilot certificate holders, they
are the prime target group for FAA-sponsored safety
seminars and other safety-related training.

Since the objective of this effort is to develop a
better understanding of how to disseminate training
information, the subsequent analyses will focus on
this group of private and commercial pilots whose
primary source of safety-training information is likely

to be FAA-sponsored programs. We have defined this
target group as consisting of all private pilots (N =
602) and all commercial pilots (N = 193) who re-
ported (in Question 39) that they had never flown as
a commercial pilot for hire. The total available for
analysis is, therefore, 795.

Three sets of analyses are presented below. First,
we provide general demographic and experience data
for the target group. Second, we divided the target
group into two subgroups: (1) those who had at-
tended a FAA-sponsored safety seminar within the
previous 12 months, and (2) those who had not. The
responses of these two groups to certain of the ques-
tions are compared to provide information on char-
acteristics associated with seminar attendance. Finally,
we divided the target group into two subgroups: (1)
those who had been in an aircraft accident (involving
damage to an aircraft), and (2) those who had not.
The responses of these two groups are compared to
provide information on characteristics associated with
accident involvement.

Target Group Characteristics

Age. Overall, the mean age of respondents in the
target group was 48 (SD = 14) and ranged from 20 to
89 years. For purposes of interpretation and compari-
son, the age-related data were categorized into ten-
year segments. The frequency distribution indicated
that the largest proportion of respondents were aged
from 41 to 50 years of age (see Figure 1).

These data are comparable with published FAA
data (Lampl, 1996) in which the largest proportion of
pilots (26.6%) is aged from 41 to 50 years. However,
as noted earlier, pilots responding to the question-
naire are slightly (but significantly) older than would
have been expected on the basis of the population.

Gender. In the target group, 94% of the sample
were males, and 6% were females.

Education Level. As a part of the process of deter-
mining the capabilities of the pilot population, re-
spondents were asked to indicate the highest
educational level they had attained. The frequency
distribution (see Table 4) indicated that the majority
of respondents had obtained at least a college degree.

Accidents. Of the pilots in the target group, 2%
indicated that they had been involved in an aircraft
accident resulting in damage to property (other than
the aircraft), and 2% had been involved in an aircraft
accident resulting in personal injury.
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Figure 1. Frequency distribution of respondents across age categories.

Table 4. Educational level of respondents in
the target group.

Highest Completed Percent
Grade School 1%
High School 21%
Associate Degree 16%
College Degree 35%
Master’s Degree 18%
Professional Degree 10%

Fifteen percent of pilots reported being involved in
aircraft accidents resulting in damage to the aircraft.
This figure is relatively larger than that evident in either
of the previous categories, and is consistent with acci-
dent and incident statistics which show that most
accidents orincidents involve damage only to an aircraft
with little or no damage to either personnel or property.

Number of Stressful Situations in the Last 12
Months. Considerable anecdotal evidence suggests
that stressful experiences play a major part in both
incidents and accidents and may contribute signifi-
cantly to pilots’ subsequent use of safety-related in-
formation (Jensen, 1995). Such stressful experiences
may range from life stressors, such as a death or
divorce, to more task-related stressors, such as pas-
senger or job-related demands.

Forty-six percent of pilots indicated that they had
experienced a stressful aviation event during the 12
months prior to completion of the survey.

For those pilots in the target group who reported
having a stressful event, the distribution of factors
contributing to the event are given in Table 5.

Analysis of the types of stressful events experi-
enced by pilots revealed that weather is the primary
factor contributing to stressful events during flights,
followed closely by mechanical problems with the
aircraft. Mistakes attributed to pilots in other aircraft
also account for a substantial number of stressful events,
as do bad decisions made by the pilots themselves.

Self-Assessment of Pilot Knowledge. Pilots were
asked to rate their level of knowledge or proficiency
in 12 areas using a 5-point scale from “Poor” (1) to
“Excellent” (5). Table 6 presents the mean self-
ratings from the target group for the 12 knowledge
and proficiency areas.

Topics Presented at FAA Seminars. As a means of
determining the relative usefulness of topics pre-
sented at FAA seminars, respondents were asked to
indicate whether a particular topic was presented at
the last FAA safety seminar they attended, and fur-
ther, to indicate the relative usefulness of the topic.
The mean usefulness ratings (1 to 5 scale, higher
scores indicate higher usefulness) for the topics are
listed in Table 7. In addition, the frequency of pilots
who indicated that these topics were presented at the
last FAA safety seminar they attended is given.



Table 5. Frequency of factors contributing to stressful events.

Factor None 1 -2 Times 3 or More Times
Fuel problems 86% 12% 2%
Mistakes by other pilots 69% 24% 7%
Navigational problems 82% 16% 1%
Physiological problems (i.e., illness) 88% 10% 2%
Family commitments 93% 6% 1%
Passenger requirements 91% 9% 0%
Job-related demands 89% 8% 3%
A bad decision 74% 22% 4%
Mechanical problem with airplane 57% 37% 6%
Weather 51% 42% 7%
Other 72% 23% 5%

Table 6. Mean self-assessments of knowledge and proficiency.

Knowledge & Proficiency Area

Mean Self-Rating (S.D.)

Ground handling
Basic VFR flying techniques

Navigation

Preflight planning

Takeoff and landing procedures
Aviator decision making

Human factors

Weather and its impact on flight
Air traffic control procedures
Air space regulations
Emergency procedures
Instrument flying procedures

41 (0.74)
4.1 (0.72)
4.0 (0.78)
4.0 (0.76)
4.0 (0.75)
3.9 (0.78)
3.7 (0.83)
3.7 (0.92)
3.5 (0.93)
3.3 (0.87)
3.3 (0.85)
2.7 (1.25)

Table 7. Frequency of pilots who indicated that various topics were presented at safety
seminars and the mean usefulness associated with each topic presented.

Topic N Mean Usefulness (S.D.)
Air Space Classification 222 3.81 (1.05)
Pilot Decision Making 184 3.78 (0.97)
Operation Procedures (IFR or VFR) 178 3.75 (0.95)
Weather 179 3.72 (1.08)
Human Factors 162 3.72 (1.05)
Air Traffic Control Procedures 175 3.70 (1.02)
FAA Regulations 222 3.57 (0.99)
Takeoffs and Landings 102 3.49 (1.14)
Aircraft Systems 61 3.30 (1.19)




Inspection of the mean ratings of usefulness asso-
ciated with each topic indicates that pilots perceived
air space classification and pilot decision-making as
the most useful topics examined during seminars.
Pilots indicated that the least useful of the seminar
topics were aircraft systems and takeoffs and land-
ings. Overall, the mean usefulness of the topics exam-
ined during FAA seminars was 3.6, which can be
regarded as moderately useful along the five-point scale.

Location and Structure of FAA Safety Seminars.
For most pilots, the preferred location for FAA safety
seminars was a fixed-base operator (FBO) or flying
club (33%), followed closely by a school or college
classroom (27%). The least popular location was a
friend’s house (<1%).

In terms of class size, the majority of pilots (76%)
selected between 10 and 50 participants, while con-
siderably less support was indicated for seminars with
50 to 100 participants (15%), less than 10 partici-
pants (7%), and greater than 100 participants (3%).

The preference for a particular day on which to
hold a FAA safety seminar was less clear although
pilots preferred not to have seminars on either Fri-
days or Sundays (See Table 8).

On the basis of these results, it would appear that
either Wednesday or Saturday would be the preferred
day on which to hold FAA safety seminars. In terms
of the time of day, the majority of respondents
selected the evening (70%), rather than the morning
(19%) or the afternoon (11%).

The majority of respondents considered 60 to 90
minutes (61%) to be the optimal duration of FAA
safety seminars. There was considerably less support
for 30 to 60 minutes (22%), more than 90 minutes
(17%), or less than 30 minutes (1%).

Use of Computer Technology. Overall, 71% of
respondents indicated that they had used a computer
at home, while 36% indicated that they were likely to
purchasea computer during the 12 months following

Table 8. Preferred day for seminars.

Day of Week Percent
Monday 10%
Tuesday 16%
Wednesday 24%
Thursday 13%
Friday 7%
Saturday 27%
Sunday 5%

the survey. Seventy-nine percent of pilots indicated
that they would certainly (41%) or possibly (38%)
use an interactive, computer-based safety program
provided by the FAA.

The majority of respondents indicated that they
would purchase a copy of the program from the FAA,
and about half (45%) were willing to pay $10 to $30
for a copy.

There was some disagreement in terms of the
optimal method through which to obtain a copy of
the computer program. Twenty-two percent of re-
spondents indicated that they preferred to download
the program from the Internet; 3% indicated that
they preferred to purchase a copy at their local com-
puter store; 47% of respondents indicated that they
preferred to mail order a copy; and, 20% indicated that
they preferred to purchase a copy from their local FBO.

In terms of the types of computers used by respon-
dents, 11% indicated that they had access toa Macintosh
computer, 60% indicated that they had access to an
IBM-compatible computer, 46% of respondents indi-
cated that they had a computer equipped with a diskette
drive, 23% indicated that they had access to email, and
31% of respondents indicated that they had a computer
equipped with a CD-ROM.

Use of Video Technology. The use of video tech-
nology is becoming more and more widespread as a
means of improving aviation safety and pilot profi-
ciency. Overall, 60% of respondents indicated that
they had watched a video related to aviation safety.
Moreover, 92% of respondents indicated that they
would either certainly (52%) or possibly (40%) be
prepared to watch an aviation safety video prepared
by the FAA.

The responses regarding the optimal process
through which to acquire videotaped material were
relatively consistent across the options with 21% and
24% of respondents indicating that they would pre-
fer to access aviation safety videos via their local
Flight Standards District Office (FSDO) or video
rental store, respectively. Thirty-four percent of re-
spondents indicated that they would prefer to acquire
a video from their local library, while only 3% indi-
cated that they would prefer to acquire an aviation
safety video from their local grocery store.

Consistent with previous results (Hunter, 1997),
half of the pilots were willing to spend between $5.00
and $10.00 to purchase a copy of an FAA aviation
safety video, and 90% would pay $3.00 or more to
rent a video.




COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS - FAA SAFETY SEMINAR
ATTENDEES AND NON-ATTENDEES

Factors that Influence Seminar Attendance

Two of the primary aims of this research were to
determine the frequency with which pilots attended
FAA safety seminars, and to determine strategies
through which attendance and learning among pilots
could be improved. Initial frequency analyses re-
vealed that 59% of respondents in the target group
indicated that they had not attended a FAA-spon-
sored seminar during the 12 months prior to comple-
tion of the survey, while 21%, 12%, and 8% had
attended 1, 2, and 3 or more seminars, respectively.

To determine the reasons associated with seminar
attendance, the sample was divided into two groups
on the basis of their attendance of at least one seminar
during the 12 months prior to testing. Analyses were
then conducted that compared the two groups on: (1)
the perceptions of pilots regarding FAA-sponsored
seminars; and, (2) factors that affect their attendance
decision.

In the tables that follow, the means and standard
deviations of the ratings for the two groups are given.
The differences berween the means are compared
using a t-test, and the value of the obtained t-statistic
is given, along with the exact significance of that t-
statistic (Computed by SPSS for Windows, Version
8.0). Because of the large number of comparisons,
Bonferroni adjustments to the significance levels
were also computed and are given in each table. The
Bonferroni adjustments were arrived at by simply
multiplying the obrtained exact significance by the
number of comparisons in that particular table. Al-
though the Bonferroni procedure is rather conserva-
tive, it serves fairly well in controlling the overall
Typelerror rate in a set of comparisons. However, it
also produces some probability values greater than
1.0, by virtue of multiplying the obtained probabili-
ties by the number of comparisons. In those cases the
reader may simply consider that it is unlikely that the
obtained results represent any true difference in the
population.

The pilots were asked to indicate on a five-point
scale their perceptions of several aspects of FAA safety
seminars. Verbal anchors were provided for each
scale. Table 9 presents the mean ratings on each scale
for the attendee and non-attendee groups, along with

the verbal anchors used in each scale. The attendees
and non-attendees differed significantly on their per-
ceptions of four aspects of FAA seminars. Compared
with non-attendees, seminar attendees perceived FAA
seminars as being more interesting, well publicized,
and well organized. In addition, attendees believed
that pilots attend seminars to learn, as opposed to
socialize.

Respondents were asked to rate ten factors on a
five-point scale from “not important” (1) to “very
important” (5) in terms of the extent to which each
factor influenced the decision to attend a safety
seminar. As shown in Table 10, only the factor of
“Other Priorities” showed a significant difference
between attendees and non-attendees. Non-attend-
ees indicated that this factor affected their attendance
decision more than did attendees.

Prior to developing strategies that would encour-
age pilot attendance at seminars in the future, it is
important to ascertain the factors that motivate pilots
to attend safety seminars. This information would
provide important guidelines for the development of
strategies to encourage pilots to attend safety semi-
nars on a more frequent basis.

Table 11 shows a contrast between the concerns of
seminar attendees and non-attendees regarding the
best way to improve seminar attendance. Specifically,
attendees are concerned about getting more exciting
presentations (selected by 25% of attendees) while
non-attendees expressed the most concern over pro-
viding a better meeting location (23%). These results
are consistent with previous observations that there is
a requirement for more exciting, interesting and
relevant topics, presented in a venue that does not
require significant “effort” for artendance.

Seminar Format

To determine the optimal nature of the format for
safety seminars, respondents were asked to indicate
their preferred safety seminar format. This provided
the basis for the frequency distribution of responses
in Table 12.

Clearly, the results shown in Table 12 indicate that
respondents in both groups preferred “lectures by
experts” as the optimal format for safety seminars.
Video or slide presentations were the next preferred
format, with the preferences of the two groups being
virtually identical.




Table 9. Perceptions of seminar attendees and non-attendees regarding FAA safety seminars.

Attended N Mean S.D t-test p Bonferroni
Seminar Adjusted-p
FAA seminars primarilyare  No 436 4.49 .88
designed for...
FAA seminars primarily are  No 436 4.49 .88
designed for...
(Poor Pilots...All Pilots) Yes 315 4.55 .78 1.017 .309 2.16
The presentations at FAA No 420 3.42 1.04
seminars are...
(Boring...Interesting) Yes 315 3.70 .96 3.769 .0001 .0007
The topics discussed at No 421 3.12 71
FAA seminars are...
(Too Complex...Too Easy) Yes 314 3.17 .61 0.976 .329 2.30
The material presented at No 417 2.87 .92
FAA seminars is...
(Repetitive...Innovative) Yes 314 2.92 .97 .763 .445 3.115
Most pilots go to FAA No 421 3.73 1.09
seminars to...
(Socialize...Learn) Yes 313 3.96 .93 3.020 .003 .02
Most FAA seminars are. .. No 426 3.29 1.30
(Poorly ...Well Publicized) Yes 312 3.68 1.24 4.099 .0001 .0007
Most FAA seminars are... No 420 3.58 1.04
(Poorly...Well Organized) Yes 313 3.90 1.01 4.148 .0001 .0007

Table 10. Factors affecting attendance decision by seminar attendees and non-attendees.

Attended N Mean S.D t-test p Bonferroni
Seminar Adijusted-p

Time No 426 4.21 1.14
Yes 283 4.00 1.12  2.396 .017 A7

Money No 416 2.82 1.42
Yes 278 2.62 1.34 1.884 .060 .60

Interest No 420 4.33 .80
Yes 286 4.31 81  0.244 .807 8.07

Motivation No 404 3.84 1.05
Yes 273 3.79 1.03  0.630 .529 5.29

Effort No 402 3.53 1.1
Yes 266 3.36 1.01 1.971 .049 49

Other priorities No 397 3.70 1.16
Yes 261 3.31 113  4.184 .0001 .001

Confidence No 397 2.83 1.32
Yes 262 2.94 1.26 1.089 .276 2.76

Support from family No 401 2.1 1.25
Yes 267 2.12 1.32  0.088 .930 9.3

Peer pressure No 395 1.61 .85
Yes 266 1.47 .86  1.930 .054 .54

Fear of failure No 397 1.56 .96
Yes 268 1.46 .84 1423 .155 1.55
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