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ABSTRACT

This paper investigates passenger perceptions about exit row seating limitations and obligations and about the effects of flight safety education given to the general public. The results of an empirical study in Taiwan showed that passengers in Taiwan misunderstood exit row seating, especially the age limitation regulation. The respondents also misunderstood the exit row seating obligations of being able to (1) recognize the emergency exit opening mechanism and related instructions and (2) assist and help other passengers deplane when an emergency occurs. Statistically, there are significant differences between passenger age-groups and between passengers who travel and those who travel more by air yearly. Passengers strongly believe that flight safety education is vital to the general public; therefore, they believe that the government needs to do more to develop safety awareness and education for passengers.
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1. Introduction

Flight safety education for citizens and passenger flight safety information on board commercial airliners have not been well researched, nor have passengers and citizens been well instructed in aviation safety by the airlines or the government. Most aviation operations problems are safety issues and focus primarily on how to reduce the number and severity of accidents by eliminating, as much as possible, contributory human factors. The results of research argue that aviation operations safety can only be predicted, not guaranteed (Gill, 2004). In fact, there still are tremendous numbers of accidents or incidents worldwide each year. 

The aircraft accident rate in Taiwan is almost twice the worldwide average (CAA, 2006). This indicates that passengers in Taiwan face a potentially higher risk when they are using air transportation. When an accident occurs, how passengers react to deal with the danger determines, to some extent, their own safety. And even in small, non-life-threatening accidents, minor injuries are also a critical issue. Most people may incorrectly believe, however, that the commercial aviation accident survivability rate is zero or very low. Thus they may pay no attention to what they should prepare for. According to the Boeing Company’s statistics of all accidents for worldwide commercial jet fleets (1959 through 2005), 528 of the 1,452 accidents worldwide were fatal but with a survivability of about 64% (Boeing, 2006). The National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) reports 46 major accidents involving passenger fatalities (U.S. Airlines (Part 121) 1982-2004) in which 2,530 of 5,346 passengers survived, for a survival rate of 47% (NTSB, 2006). The Asia-Pacific Cabin Safety Working Group (CSWG) "Survive the Crash, and Live" indicates that aviation-accident survivability is 70% on average, and that 71% of the passengers who die in aircraft accidents usually did not read the airline-provided safety information card and did not notice where the emergency exits were (CSWG, 2006). Therefore, passengers do not have accurate safety perceptions and their behavior deficiencies place the lives of all passengers at risk.

The aim of this study was to investigate public perceptions about cabin safety and to specifically focus on exit row seating limitations and obligations. We also examined passengers' opinions about Taiwan's flight safety education. Muir and Thomas (2004) indicate that passenger education has not improved coincident with the progress made in reducing aircraft accidents. Before even addressing the issue of how to apply appropriate means for developing flight safety education for the public, we need to address a more fundamental question: What are air passenger perceptions and opinions about flight safety education? An empirical study was conducted in Taiwan to explore this question.

2. Relevant Aviation Regulations

2.1. Regulations on exit row seating

According the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Federal Aviation Regulations (Part 121, Sec. 121.585) (2006) regulates exit row seating in two areas: limitations and obligations. The FAA does require that the location and operation of exits must be illustrated on safety information cards (Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 14 Part 121.571 (4)(b)(1)). U. S. Federal Aviation Regulations (Part 121, Sec. 121.585) regulates what types of passengers can and cannot be assigned to exit row seats. The Civil Aviation Administration (CAA)(2004) in Taiwan has issued an Advisory Circular (AC) on February 28, 2004, based on the U. S. Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)'s AC 121-24C and AC 135-12A "Passenger Safety Information Briefing and Briefing Cards". The CAA offered the airlines some non-compulsory suggestions. In fact, the airlines assume all responsibility for making passengers aware of exit row seating information, but whether they perform this function effectively is in doubt. The six different airlines in Taiwan (two international and four domestic) give six different presentations to emergency exit row passengers about the exit row seating-related information.
2.2. Flight safety education

National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) accident reports state that the present means of conveying information on the use of safety equipment is not entirely effective. In 1985, the NTSB(1985) published a special study aimed at improving passenger safety education. Edwards (1990) stated that the aim of passenger education is to reduce stress or panic caused by emergencies in order to allow passengers to prepare in advance to cope with danger. The argument was that passengers should obey instructions from the cabin crew and depend on the highly trained and competent cabin attendants. However, flight attendants are few in number in relation to the passengers in an aircraft. Another possible situation is that crewmembers may be incapacitated. Thus, flight attendants may not always be in a position to exercise their well-trained skills for the welfare of all their passengers (Edwards, 1990). In reality, passengers may have to depend on their own abilities. Muir, Bottomley, and Marrison (1996) also stated that evidence from aircraft accident investigation suggests that passenger behavior during the course of an emergency evacuation can have a dramatic effect on their survival chances.
Currently, flight safety education in Taiwan for passengers depends both on government and on the airlines. Uni Airways flight 873, an MD-90-30 aircraft, had a cabin explosion and fire during its landing roll at Hua-Lien, Taiwan, on August 24, 1999. Casualties included 14 seriously wounded passengers and another 14 that suffered minor injuries. Most of the wounded passengers suffered burns. Fragments produced by the explosion struck 1 passenger. After a Uni-Air B17912 suffered an explosion while landing in Hua-Lien because a passenger had carried on prohibited goods (Aviation Safety Council (ASC), 2000), the issue of dangerous carry-on goods drew public attention. The CAA started providing dangerous goods samples at each airport to improve passenger knowledge about this aspect of flight safety. It reflects the sad truth that governments as well as ordinary citizens usually wait until something serious happens to fix problems that not only can be easily foreseen, but that also can be avoided by being reasonably proactively protective. 
3. Method

3.1 Questionnaire design

This study of the results of a questionnaire survey was designed by referencing FAR Part 121.585 safety information currently provided by Taiwan's domestic airlines and a review of previously published literature. The content is in three parts: (1) passenger perceptions on exit row seating limitations and obligations, (2) passenger opinions of flight safety education in Taiwan, and (3) demographic data for those who responded to the questionnaire. The survey instrument contained a number of statements with five Likert-scaled scores (from 1 = totally unaware to 5 = totally aware) which matched the respondents' perceptions about exit row seating limitations and obligations. Passenger opinions on flight safety education used Likert-scaled scores from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Respondents were asked to choose the answer that best corresponded with their level of agreement.

3.2 Population and Sample

The population for the study was passengers on domestic flights between Taipei and Kaohsiung, the two largest cities in Taiwan. This is the "golden route" in Taiwan, the one with the highest carrying capacity and the greatest number of passengers. In the current market, this is the most competitive route.

The respondent sample was collected from the domestic airports in Taipei and Kaohsiung. The 40 questionnaires were distributed for pretest in September 2005 for reliability evaluation using Cronbach's alpha, one of the most widely used reliability measures (Koufteros, 1999). The reliability value was > 0.7, considered satisfactory for basic research (Nunnally, 1978; Churchill, 1991; Litwin, 1995). After it had passed the reliability test and some statements had been modified, the survey questionnaire was completed for the formal investigation. Of the 500 questionnaires distributed in December 2005 (250 questionnaires for each airport), 464 were completed and returned, a response rate of 92.8%. The total Cronbach's alpha value was 0.9363, which indicates that this survey was highly reliable. The data were analyzed using the frequencies, t-test, one-way ANOVA, and Scheffe Post Hoc analysis modules of the SPSS statistical program.

4. Results

4.1 Description of participants

Of the total number of respondents, 49.4% were male and 50.6% were female. We divided them into six age categories: ( 20 years old, 21-30 years old, 31-40 years old, 41-50 years old, 51-60 years old, and ( 61 years old. The majority (72.4%) were between the ages of 21 and 40. Most (68%) respondents reported having had some post-high school education; 15.7% reported having a master's degree or higher. Most (61%) of the respondents were working in service industries (35.1%) and business (25.9%). A plurality of passengers (40.1%) reported traveling by air between 1 and 5 times annually, 29.1% said they flew between 6 to 10 times, and 30.8% reported flying 11 or more times.
4.2 Perceptions on exit row seating limitations and obligations

The statistical results for all 16 items on the questionnaire suggest that passenger awareness of exit row seating limitations and obligations is unacceptably low. The Total Mean for these items was only 3.15 (Table 1). An acceptable score would be ( 4. Only one item, the least misunderstood, "Your carry on luggage cannot lay by the exit door", had a mean > 4 (mean = 4.10), which indicates that a majority of respondents were unaware of most of the basic flight safety information mentioned in the questionnaire. For those respondents who answered these 16 items, the most misunderstood item (#4; mean = 2.74 ( 1.17) was that there are age limitations for being assigned to those seats. Taiwan's air passengers are unaware of the emergency procedures that must be performed by passengers assigned to exit rows seated passengers, specifically, how to operate the emergency exit door, and that they must help flight attendants to evacuate other passengers before they leave the plane. Furthermore, they are unaware that airline check-in personnel should inform them that they have been assigned to exit row seats and that they may ask to be reseated if they cannot or do not wish to accept the responsibilities connected with sitting in those seats. Currently, the cabin crew emphasizes the explanations of emergency exit information to exit row seating passengers but not all air passengers, which probably explains why our respondents are unaware of it.

4.3 Influence of respondent demographics on exit row seating questionnaire

We used a t-test to see whether there were significant differences between the answers of males and females. ANOVA analysis was used to test whether there were significant differences between the answers of respondents based on age, vocation, educational level, and the amount of annual air travel. When the results showed significant differences, Scheffe's post hoc test was used for post-analysis. The results indicated that the influence of age and the amount of annual air travel varied by question. There were, however, no significant differences based on gender, vocation, or educational level.

One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine whether the perceptions of the respondents differed by age group. Significant differences (P < 0.05) were found on 10 questions (Table 2). Furthermore, after the Scheffe post hoc analysis was applied, the respondents in the 41-50-year-old group showed significantly more accurate perceptions about emergency exit safety information than did respondents in the 21-30 and 31-40-year-old groups, which constituted the majority of air passengers. Hence, it is essential to improve the understanding of emergency exit safety information of younger passengers.

All statements showed significant differences (P < 0.05) in perceptions except number 15: "You must be able to inquire what your obligations are when you are assigned to an exit row seat" (Table 3). After we used the Scheffe post hoc analysis, we found that respondents who traveled more frequently by air had more accurate perceptions about exit row seating than those who flew only infrequently. This finding was consistent with Fennell and Muir (1992): frequent flyers got more answers right than infrequent fliers did.

4.4 Flight safety education

We found that the Total Mean of importance of flight safety education for our study population was 4.39 and that all standard deviations were < 1, which showed that the respondents agreed on the importance of flight safety education and that their opinions were consistent (Table 4). They also agreed that government promotion of flight safety education was appropriate. They disagreed (mean = 2.62), however, that flight safety education in Taiwan was sufficient. They agreed (mean = 4.06) that flight safety knowledge should be taught in primary and secondary schools. In addition, the results showed that air passengers want airlines to provide clearer and more sufficient flight safety information content on safety information cards. According to Taiwan Aircraft Flight Operation Regulations, Article. 42 (CAA, 2004), air carriers should provide printed material and ensure that passengers are familiar with how to use seat belts, emergency exits, life vests, and oxygen bottles, and where that equipment can be found. Thus, what respondents wanted to know about safety information was not consistent with what the airlines provide on on-board safety information cards now. This finding is connected to another potential issue: the airlines in Taiwan provide no standard safety information for each aircraft model. It seems that each airline is free to present its own safety information on safety information cards.

4.5 Trusting flight crew
Finally, the results showed (Table 4) that the item asking whether respondents would "trust cabin crew who are able to help passengers evacuate the aircraft in an emergency" (mean = 4.52) was consistent with "In an emergency, you will trust cabin crew who may assist you to evacuate the aircraft" (mean = 4.24). Barthelmess (1988) stated that flight-crew leadership is important for controlling panic. Without their contribution to ensuring the smooth evacuation of passengers, every inevitably chaotic emergency situation would become terribly dangerous. On the other hand, it might be dangerous for most passengers to believe that cabin crew will always be available to help them. 
The ratio of attendants to passengers is low. According to Taiwan Aircraft Flight Operation Regulations (CAA, 2006), Chapter 11: Cabin Crew, No.170, the minimum number of cabin crew required for between 20 and 50 passengers is one. Therefore, it is vital for passengers to be both aware and prepared to act to help themselves. In fact, the public's accurate perceptions and attitude need to be developed. The Taiwan CAA needs to implement more practical plans, effective and enforced laws, and administrative regulations that foster passenger flight safety education.

5. Discussion

Our first major finding was that most respondents lacked sufficient knowledge about exit row seating policy. Insufficient information is one of the greatest causes of inaccurate perceptions, which lead to inadequate behaviors that can endanger not only the uninformed passenger's life, but also the lives of others on board the aircraft. Because crucial safety information is provided in what have become only preflight briefings by either live cabin crew or videotaped demonstrations, or both, passengers may not fully appreciate the importance of this safety information why there are both limitations and obligations for passengers assigned to exit row seats.
Furthermore, it is necessary to provide passengers assigned to exit rows the practical skills needed to assist other passengers in an aircraft emergency. Edwards (1990) suggests "hands on" facilities for the operation of door handles and oxygen masks. We know those cabin crews are well-trained professionals very familiar with the cabin environment; however, even they require annual retraining. Passengers may not have adequate safety knowledge and are more than likely to never have been trained in how to use the aircraft's safety equipment. They more than likely do not know how to cope in an aviation emergency. One solution to this problem is for the government to establish a certified (by an international air transportation organization such as the International Civil Aviation Organization) emergency simulator to train passengers willing to accept cabin safety training and certification. 

Our second major finding was that respondents felt that the flight safety education in Taiwan is insufficient. The objective of passenger safety education is to increase passenger knowledge of what is happening and how to respond. Edwards (1990) said, "A further advantage of educating passengers is that rules are less likely to be violated when the reasons for them are understood". In addition, passenger education should consist of an overview of flight safety topics. The entire process of air travel must be covered: pre-boarding, pre-flight, emergency situation, and pre-landing. Starting from planning for a trip, how to pack, and what should not be carried on board, airlines must ensure that passengers pay attention to pre-flight briefings and emergency situations. Even more important is knowing the proper sequence of actions that have to be taken to meet the requirements of a particular emergency. For example, the appropriate time to inflate a life jacket is not until the passenger has reached the exit door, passengers must not block evacuation paths. Flight safety education is a long-term way to establish everyone's attention on air travel risks. It is necessary to establish passenger knowledge of safety procedures and to correct erroneous perceptions about aircraft accident survivability.

The following is a summary of participant responses on how Taiwan's government, airlines, and individuals can improve flight safety. The CAA must establish overall cabin safety rules for all airlines to follow. The results of the present study show that respondents lack sufficient knowledge of emergency equipment and accurate perceptions about flight safety. Government may develop education exhibitions at airports and give passengers an opportunity to use and understand them. The respondents also agree that it is desirable to teach flight safety knowledge in schools. The government is the proper agency to develop a school flight safety education program and certify students.

The respondents indicated that they trust cabin crew who may assist them to evacuate the aircraft. In fact, the cabin crew may show more professionalism on flight safety than a service provider in the cabin. The Crew Resource Management (CRM) does not only include the crew on board, but also the passengers in the aircraft (Transport Canada, 2006). The notion of CRM is make use of all resources on a flight to ensure the safety of the flight. Frequent flyers have more opportunities to fly than other passengers. The airlines need more trained people to observe their flights, and extra sets of eyes are always a great help. Why not provide an incentive program to recruit frequent flyers to join a commercial aircraft cabin-safety training and certification program?
The public should be always aware of safety everywhere, whatever mode of transportation they use. Self-awareness is as important as obeying all instructions from the cabin crew.

6. Conclusions

This paper investigated air passenger perceptions about flight safety education and about exit row seating limitations and obligations in Taiwan. The results showed that most respondents lacked sufficient knowledge about exit row seating policy. In addition, the data indicated that the respondents felt that flight safety education in Taiwan is insufficient despite its importance. Also, the respondents agree that flight safety should be part of the secondary school curriculum. The flight safety education needed a long-term way to develop the accurate perceptions and safety attitude for air passengers. The findings of this study provide empirical references to the governments for developing flight safety education for the public safety perspective.

Future study may focus on establish appropriate flight safety education program for air passenger education, such as aging or obese populations. In addition, the sample consisted of only Taiwan based passengers. One such examination could compare among different Asia countries or Western Europe and the United States. Meanwhile, cabin safety certification program for frequent flyers is also a potential very important for future research. 

Aviation safety issues should be given high recognition and a high priority by all those who patronize commercial airlines. The number of business and leisure travelers who choose air transportation is increasing. At the very least, therefore, the Taiwan government, via the CAA, should take responsibility for implementing practical plans, effective and enforced laws, and administrative regulations that foster passenger education about cabin safety and that require airlines to design their own passenger education programs, using government guidelines, to prepare the public for the hazards of air travel by developing attitudes and habits appropriate in aviation emergencies.
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Table 1 Passenger perceptions about exit row seating limitations and obligations










  1= Totally unaware; 5= Totally aware

	Statement                                                      
	Mean    S.D.  Ranking

	1. Your carry on luggage cannot lay by the exit door                            

2. You cannot carry hand luggage during emergency evacuation            

3. You know where to find the safety information card                           

4. There are age limitations for exit row seating passengers                     

5. Passengers who are seriously ill, or lacks sufficient mobility, strengthen or         

dexterity in both arms/hands or legs cannot be assigned exit row seats

6. Passengers who are pregnant or responsible for carrying small children cannot be assigned exit row seats

7. Passengers who are unable to orally convey information to other passengers cannot be assigned exit row seats
8. Passengers who are blind or lack sufficient visual capacity cannot be assugned exit row seats
	4.10    1.06      1

3.38    1.20      3

3.62    1.12      2

2.74    1.17     16*

3.15    1.22      5

3.19    1.18      4

3.08    1.20      9

3.13    1.18      6

	9. Passengers who are deaf or lack sufficient aural capacity cannot be assigned exit row seats

10.Passengers who are traveling with pets cannot be assigned exit row seats    

11.Check-in personnel should inform passengers who are assigned exit row seats    

12.Cabin crew should inform passengers’ of their obligations when they are assigned exit row seats

13.Passengers in exit row seats must be able to help other passengers evacuate the plane when an emergency occurs 
14.Passengers in exit row seats must be able to recognize the emergency exit opening mechanism and the operation instructions
15.Passengers in exit row seats must be able to ask what their obligations are

16.Passengers in exit row seats must be able to request to be reseated if they  cannot or do not wish to be responsible for these functions             
	3.11    1.20      7

2.99    1.18     11*

2.92    1.23     14*

3.05    1.22     10

2.98    1.19     12*

2.95    1.22     13*

3.11    1.17      7

2.83    1.18     15*

	Total Mean                                                           
	3.15


* The last five ranking

Table 2 Significance test of differences between age groups
	Statement
	Mean
	F
	P
	Scheffe



	
	<=20

(a)
	21-30

(b)
	31-40

(c)
	41-50

(d)
	51-60

(e)
	>=61

(f)
	
	
	

	4. There are age limitations for exit row seating passengers
5. Passengers who are seriously ill, or lacks sufficient mobility, strengthen or dexterity in both arms/hands or legs cannot be assigned exit row seats

6. Passengers who are pregnant or responsible for carrying small children cannot be assigned exit row seats
7. Passengers who are unable to orally convey information to other passengers cannot be assigned exit row seats
8. Passengers who are blind or lack sufficient visual capacity cannot be assigned exit row seats
9. Passengers who are deaf or lack sufficient aural capacity cannot be assigned exit row seats 

10. Passengers who are traveling with pets cannot be assigned exit row seats
12. Cabin crew should inform passengers’ of their obligations when they are assigned exit row seats
13. Passengers in exit row seats must be able to help other passengers evacuate the plane when an emergency occurs
15. Passengers in exit row seats must be able to ask what their obligations are
	2.74

3.41

3.33

3.26

3.13

3.15

3.18

3.41

3.31

3.64
	2.66

2.99

2.98

2.92

3.04

2.99

2.84

2.92

2.80

3.04
	2.69

3.09

3.27

2.98

3.02

3.04

2.84

3.03

2.99

2.93
	3.18

3.51

3.66

3.68

3.63

3.63

3.55

3.37

3.25

3.32
	2.55

3.60

3.25

3.20

3.25

3.15

3.35

2.95

3.20

3.35
	2.00

3.00

2.50

3.00

3.00

3.00

2.50

2.50

3.00

3.00
	2.589

2.847

4.017

4.485

2.904

3.046

4.971

2.242

2.363

2.995


	0.025*

0.015*

0.001**

0.001**

0.014*

0.010*

0.000**

0.049*

0.039*

0.011*


	d>b

d>c

d>b

d>c

d>b

d>b

d>c

d>b

a>c


*Significant at.05 level
**Significant at .001 level

Table 3 Significance test of differences based on annual flight frequency
	Statement
	Mean
	F
	P
	Scheffe



	
	>=11
times
(a)
	6-10
times
(b)
	<=5
times

(c)
	
	
	

	1.Your carry on luggage cannot lay by the exit door                            

2.You cannot carry hand luggage during emergency evacuation            

3.You know where to find the safety information card                           

4.There are age limitations for exit row seating passengers                     

5.Passengers who are seriously ill, or lacks sufficient mobility, strengthen or dexterity in both arms/hands or legs cannot be assigned exit row seats

6.Passengers who are pregnant or responsible for carrying small children cannot be assigned exit row seats

7.Passengers who are unable to orally convey information to other passengers cannot be assigned exit row seats
8.Passengers who are blind or lack sufficient visual capacity cannot be assigned exit row seats 
	4.45

3.72

3.79

2.99

3.47

3.61
3.43
3.45

	4.06

3.31

3.76

2.91

3.15

3.18
3.10
3.15

	3.87

3.17

3.40

2.42

2.91

2.88
2.81
2.88

	13.349

9.031

6.303

12.064

8.616

16.327
11.063

9.641

	0.000**

0.000**

0.002*

0.000**

0.000**

0.000**

0.000**

0.000**


	a>b,a>c

a>b,a>c

a>c,b>c

a>c,b>c

a>c

a>b,a>c

a>c

a>c

	9. Passengers who are deaf or lack sufficient aural capacity cannot be assigned exit row seats

10.Passengers who are traveling with pets cannot be assigned exit row seats    

11.Check-in personnel should inform passengers who are assigned exit row seats    

12.Cabin crew should inform passengers’ of their obligations when they are assigned exit row seats

13.Passengers in exit row seats must be able to help other passengers evacuate the plane when an emergency occurs 
14.Passengers in exit row seats must be able to recognize the emergency exit opening mechanism and the operation instructions
16.Be able to request to be reseated if you cannot or do not wish to be responsible for these functions 
	3.44

3.20

3.06

3.33

3.16

3.20

3.01
	3.16

3.06

3.03

3.10

3.10

2.93

2.90
	2.83

2.77

2.74

2.81

2.74

2.78

2.65
	10.942

5.937

3.419

7.781

6.189

4.981

4.318
	0.000**

0.003*

0.034*

0.000**

0.002*

0.007*

0.014*
	a>c

a>c

a>c

a>c,b>c

a>c

a>c



*Significant at.05 level
**Significant at .001 level

Table 4 Passenger opinions about flight safety education










      1 = Totally disagree; 5 = Totally agree

	Statement                                               
	Mean   S.D.   Ranking

	It is import:

1.to increase flight safety education in Taiwan                   
2.to increase flight safety knowledge in schools         
3.to provide sufficient safety evacuation information via airlines     
4.to provide clear content in airline-provided safety card               
5.to standardize the flight safety regulations provided by all airlines     
6.for government to hold flight safety education activities            
7.to trust cabin crew who are able to help passengers evacuate the  aircraft in an emergency   
	4.43    0.63    3

4.32    0.72    6

4.39    0.65    4

4.39    0.69    4

4.45    0.70    2

4.22    0.72    7

4.52    0.62    1

	Total Mean                                                
	4.39

	You believe that

1.flight safety education is sufficient in Taiwan                      
2.flight safety knowledge should be included in the secondary school curriculum  
3.airlines provide sufficient flight safety information            
4.airlines provide clear content on safety cards                
5.it is your obligation to cooperate with airline flight safety regulations  
6.the government should hold flight safety activities to increase public awareness of its importance                                         
7.in an emergency, you will trust cabin crew who may assist you to evacuate the aircraft                                    
	2.62     0.88    7

4.06     0.76    4

3.23     0.85    6

3.42     0.82    5

4.18     0.80    2

4.09     0.75    3

4.24     0.76    1

	Total Mean                                                   
	3.69
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