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Abstract : The purpose of the present study was to investigate the mariner's information characteristics in ship-to-ship
collision situation using the full mission ship-handling simulator. Risk levels of ship-to-ship collision were manipu-
lated by whether the target ship complies with the naval regulations and by movement patterns of target ship. De-
pendent variables reflecting mariner’s information characteristics in ship-to-ship collision situation were measured in
terms of radar detection reaction time, free recall performance of past navigation situation, and subjective ratings for
the task difficulty. The results showed that, in general, the mariners appeared to be deteriorated in their radar detection
reaction time and free recall performance as the risk of ship-to-ship collision increased. Also, the mariners tended to
rate required tasks more difficult in the high risk ship-to-ship collision situation.
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Fig. 1. View of bridge of the full mission ship handling
simulator used in this study,
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Fig. 2. Radar system employed to measure mariner's reaction
time for visual warnings.
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Fig. 3. Reaction time in radar monitoring as the functions of
navigation scenario and behavior patterns of target
ship,
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Fig. 4. Free recall performance as the functions of navigation
scenario and behavior patterns of target ship.
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