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This research empirically investigated the structural
pathways through which the safety culture of the
ROKMC, as a high reliability organization (HRO),
influences behavior through risk assessment
execution. An analysis of 203 personnel suggests that
“safety communication” enhances compliance via the
full mediation of “risk assessment execution,” whereas
the direct impact of leadership was statistically
non-significant. These findings underscore that
bridging the disparity between “work-as-imagined”
(WAI) and “work-as-done” (WAD) is a critical priority.
Accordingly, this paper proposes a transition to
field-oriented systems and the institutionalization of a
“just culture” to provide practical policy directions.

Slit5CH(Marine Corps), FE35}HSafety Culture),
ST IHRisk Assessment),

QrHalE (Safety Behavior),

Of7H & 1H(Mediating Effect),

A7 QT A A OFd (WAI and Wad)
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Fig. 1. Structural research model
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Table 1. General characteristics of respondents

Category Classification Frequency Percentage(%)

Officer 53 26.1

Rank NCO 107 52.7
Enlisted/Civilian 43 21.2

Under 5 years 58 28.6

Experience  5to 10 years 75 36.9
Over 10 years 70 34.5

Total 203 100.0
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Table 2. Results of validity and reliability analysis

Variable 1o Factor Loading  Cronbach’s a
[tems
Safety Leadership 6 .705 ~ .867 .925
e o 6 732~ 881 942
RA Support 5 .710 ~ .845 .934
RA Execution 5 745 ~ .892 .948
Safety Compliance 4 .695 ~ .841 .968
Safety Participation 4 .688 ~ .854 .972
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix

Variable M(SD) 1 ‘ 2 3 4 5
1.SL 4.24(.98) 1
2.5C 3.92(1.2)  .44™ 1
3. RAS 3.86(1.2) .42 .87 1
4. RAE 3.70(1.4) .41 927 91 1
5.SB 3.94(1.3) .43 .85 79 .85” 1

* p <.01 (SL: Leadership, SC: Comm., RAS: Support, RAE: Exec.,
SB: Behavior)
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Table 4. Results of mediation effect analysis

Path(Route) DE  LE  9%C  Result
SCoRAE- 010 913 [79,1.03]  Full
Compliance
SCRAE— .
Partcipotion 4% 454 128,63]  Parta
24 ARG oz B Aol A 4T 7}
40 3% A9 o] 22 Sqreko] 47 5Hel Table 59}
2,

Table 5. Summary of hypothesis testing results

No. Hypothesis (Path) Result

H1  Safety Leadership — Safety Behavior Rejected
H2  Safety Communication = RA Execution Accepted
H3  RA Execution — Safety Behavior Accepted
H4  Safety Comm. — RA Exec. — Behavior Supported
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Key Findings(Field Voices)
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Officer ¢ follow the leader’s “attitude,” not
“words.”
Complex administrative processes
NCO E delay immediate action on defects.
Need for a “Just Culture.”
Gap exists between safety on
Enlisted F paper(WAI) and field reality (WAD).
Leaders’ role-modeling is decisive.
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