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Abstract - Although various methods have been tried to measure the safety culture of firms, they are limited
to derive the qualitative analysis results according to the subjective criteria that are not formalized according
to the evaluation method. We developed a questionnaire that can be applied to a combined power plant, quanti-
fied the evaluation results using the system dynamics model based on the results, and conducted simulation
through various scenarios. And to present the criteria for safety cultural policy.
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Table 2. Result of average analysis by factors

Table 3. Reliability analysis result

Factor avg. std. deviation Factor Q. No. Cronbach «
#He S kR 3.97 0.49 #He]S9 kx| 5 0.860
ALY XA 3.67 0.61 ALY A 3 0.692

LIPS S 3.81 0.55 BIP 3 0.761
nEEH 3.88 0.47 n&EEH 4 0.821
T4 F4 3.68 0.53 2R SA 5 0.843
Zhg Fe SAl 2.87 0.71 T4 F4 6 0.894
kA% 4.12 0.51 hd e 3 0.753
=T F 3.62 0.57 3 0.837
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Fig. 1. Safety culture relation analysis model.
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Fig. 2. Casual Loop.
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Fig. 4. SD Model of ‘safety participation’.
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Fig. 5. SD Model of ‘Facility safety trust’.
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Fig. 6. Flow chart of Safety Culture Measure-
ment software.
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Fig. 7. Survey management.
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Fig. 8. Conduct a survey.
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