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The Role of Interdependence, Trust, Cooperation, and Relationship

Effectiveness on Pilot and Air Traffic Controller Relationships
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Abstract

There are many studies which reveal most of the accidents are related to pilot errors. Looking at
each phase of flight, the accidents which occurred at the segments of take-off and landing consist of
70%, cause these phases need precise cooperations between pilots and ATC specialists to make sure every
instructions understood and instruments to be normal. Therefore, the accidents of these phases leave great
regrets and the price was enormous to people and equipments. Until now, most of the studies investigate
the accident itself and very few show the relationships between pilots and air traffic controllers. This
study analyzes the impacts of inter-dependence to mutual trust, cooperations and relationship efficiency
between them who play important parts in flight. Based upon the findings, the inter-dependence has an
effect on mutual trust and the latter influences to cooperations. Also, mutual trust and cooperations have
a leading role in the relationship efficiency. It implies that mutual trust, cooperations, and the degree of
inter-dependence are important factors to improve the relationships between them.
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A2 (trust), ¥ H(cooperation), ¥4 &I} (relationship effectiveness)S ol &ate] ZFALe} BAALTIS] #A
£ dgstux s

A7y 535 AA, 2T BAAY] HEgEH
A @k 4, Gt dzolEdol A v dFe AAET, AMA, AT A=t 28] HHAY
ofm dgg uAEAE ZAEY, viAger FioEAdd o8] 288 U gHol fAle] ARG o
W??‘} dgg HASAE dHRa @) o) dAFEAE ojEdte BACA Yot AILAEA, A,

g, HAERAY BAE EAFgosN &5 G AAMAE UG AAEE AAEY) gl

2

).
2
2
o)
lo

A=) oW P MAEAE HAbe

sk

I. o237 w7z 2 7HadA

FZA9 BAAE P dFN FFes gL 2FFFE A&Foz LAY Y =Han
OB AT AU dTRYS ALY @AY AEE o]fsd 15 ”EJ"“(mterdependence)
A Z (trust), ¥ H(cooperation), £§ o222 A4FHE BA &7 (relationship effectiveness) g I %
RAolth &, A3 A}3)5r#o) & (organizational and social exchange theories)& xH-&38bo], 2F AL}l #
Ab FaE7} 4 A # (mutual trust)Q} d ¥ (cooperation) & 7FAE HEVRAM ¥ 7he YEEAe] €
vpup okl pAlel FEkg WA erhE duru, £ el gEe] HEd wel 8] @A AFHAgel I
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HEEA AT BAY AFNL AgE) AT Ao #E AF(Morgan & Hunt 1994), 3 &4/
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1. A% 2] ¥4 (Interdependence)
FEoEgL 7|Pe] 159 sEVee] Ao o], BEE ANy Ad 25 #AE FAE FEAA
qii’}ﬂ]—?zi A9 4 A (Anderson & Narus 1990 ; Frazier 1983), 9J&9 A7i¢} & Axe #¥ &
@ tHGundlach & Cadotte 1994; Kumar, Scheer, & Steenkamp 1995). =3 A3 EH L JF9 HEY ¥A
7&«1 DA 2o} A" 879 Hxoly, o]E /e dF 459 EA AF(Thompson, 1967)0] e & T3
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At ole dAte FE EREE 243 99 "1EE 71984 HE ¢ 23 Anderson¥ Narus(1990)
o] ATE ol FAIE Ao AFAEHE AF JolAe] o] wgHo] 9 @AAXoIE T Ao

@8, droEds JE7 Az Age e @?'*5’" Ao Ee] HHAA oM BAol Ao
(Andaleeb 1996). Andaleeb®} Geyskens(1996)& 219} o9& Mo} doeEy Aole Jixkg e %
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A 5 (Mutual Trust)

BHAE el A= A5 olojoksln] (Anderson & Weitz 1989), 3% stEU ] g Ul
Moz olejd 4 gltHHomans 1961). webA, A5 A=EyE FAzMe 9&e AR e AgHoz
AR E e ANE AR FHelet & 4+ 9drd. Swan, Trawick, & Silval1985)8} Gabarro(1978)¢]
A7 A& /A 2 (honesty/integrity), 42 Al/9] & A (reliability/dependability), ¥ % (responsibility), 7 %)
(competence), 3 Z(likeability), = #(Gudgment), F71/% E(motives/intension) ¢ YHEEL 7IAT 9&
E £ 9Jv} Ring & Vane Ven (1994)3% Morgan(1994)& A& &3 Uy =37 /AL A4S
Roleyi @ty

Po) 2o wHoA, A45he AHE BAE A&y Y8 ezl dhksld w3 exchange)
ke 9 R(obligation)E Z#eln], Y= ] ! &
(Blau 1964). 213 ¢} o/ &4 #d T AFE AHAF 435 9
o8 WA U Andaleeb & Geyskensl1096), ol# gl W& Morgan & Hunt(1994)¢]
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3. ¥ 9% (cooperation)
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4. #A 2] & A (effectiveness of relationships)

#AY mAde Ad BEJY oM Az 99 Fd(task performance), 8] ¥ (non-task
performance), BV & (partner satisfaction), T 7249 (customer satisfactior)ol] & st 22 £F¢ 7
W (high-order construct)2.2 #4818 = )i (Gladstein1984).

wEe sEY @Az Azel 7 BealE Arg 23y 5 vk 2AREHE 159 ue] 1Y &
E3 o 7iwste Hwo Azicelm @ 4 Utk o def dEUYEL AwHomr Zxe] FHeky
(vilnerability}&  Z7bA 71k, A #gee Az WA (Morgan & Hunt 1994eb, Fofabel sofa a4

(buyer-seller relationships) (Schurr & Ozanne 1985, Selnes 19980 A1 WA gk,
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(Mutual Trust)

EBoAEH

(Interdependence) Ha

22l Fitd
(Partner Relationship

Effectiveness)
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(Cooperation)

1. 3844 ¢ A94d%

ATy BES §FEHUYAA AT B9 duvEgn ¥ £ U 2 ¥
Hoz serh HBE Fye FIA 4 AERFR IFEIE 3
2001. 5. 299 %€ 6108 7}A 2F B¢ AANHAD. iR E & AP w23}
F FA BAR EFE ol HME FHARE *
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3509 % 268v7F ol€ sbsEgeH, o5 2FEA 1444, T ZEH
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il L Az EA, A3, g9, B4 9 a4 F £ 4719 ¥4 (constructs)E 01%3}9&‘:} 47]
A F A5 9<EX(Interdependence) S Anderson & Narus(1990)8} Sethuraman(1988)8] A FES o] &

9
393, dEAzEMutual trust)e 2ELY A diE A37E 722 sgoen, EJYEL Dwyer &
Oh(1987), Doney & Cannon 1997), Plank, Reid, & Ellen(1999)¢} l*:’—Tar% 712o 2 9 ¥ L Heide &

Miner (1992)9] @48 § 44 (flexibility), A R I (information exchange), 3-%9 ¥4 &2 (joint problem
solving) ¢ &% @-—“’r%% o)- &3ttt @A el & (Bffectiveness)® Gladstein(1984)2] &AL EE o &
9 &, 435 %H(mutual satisfaction), X 28 17 v (perceived customer satisfaction), #4438 =
Ev] X Z(partner perceptions of task performance), FHEUW IHYgssidl ¥ #alxt A Z(manager
perceptions of partnership task performance) 59 F2E58& ol
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AE ald g ﬁ?lzéT(factor score)E AHEE H, o] 2% B85S AHE Y (causal
analysis) & ATkl
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M F2EY g AREALE FA
LISREL 8128 %3 dAst
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1. e34dst d94 271

FE7] TFoAA FTAE BAAY #AC #e B AFEFEE T3] AT T Addd =43
T EE 8]led 89HsE Aok e, o dEAYes a7z 98 durotol gt B4
(validity) HAFE 98l #83H 28 M(exploratory factor analysis) ¥ F/3% ¥4 (principal component
analysis)& H&stith 27 add@gdel A4 oelgon dd Aol Fde s, 209
e adule AaE Eola adde H894E FANATE w2 (varimax)HE & A S
a3 2% <x >AA EE oug e ey zrt 2EENeY, O eRAe] d5HAch
A F E(reliability) 3 43l diAde deby gz oz daag A FAFA v FAolnh &, A
7t 23 glo) A AR LUE dHEE Aoz B oM Cronbach a #& ol &3t 4lF
ZAR%h #4439 2 a¢dd t@ Cronbach a ol 062914 0838 =2 ®lwA Fs A Hesoh
2 A7 SAYEE] 7 899 d¥E FHETE *}%% F AT vkt
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<3# 1> Rotated component matrix & Reliability test

1 9 Component 3 1 Cronbach’s «a
AT EA 1 723
dmoEY 2 716 6547
B ojE 3 681
R | 665
F3E 2 532
[e] f e N
RCR ) 739
Az AF 693
41 616
HeY 2 805 6156
EER] 677
A aH4d 1 707
A a944 2 649 9337
#Ae £944 3 825
#BAe 5 4 791
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2. E.%i’l Agxd /M8 34

AT YL 2FA BAALY BE2E AR Fato] ZASY FARY 47 e BYo] EAY =
915}3 7b3 skl ¥ FHE39 Aozt YeAE WA HAY F, 5 DY {4 Folt EAA Fo
F JEE g3 E2AHE & otk <E T E 2do] ¥ FdY /9% A7t gl AL BAF
Reg E mdo] 2FAS BAAE e E%SL BT ¢ dE 2AE AA g

< E 2> T-Test: $FYF ol =FA B ALe] &4
FAHn=124)  BAAHn=144)

- ~val
Mean(8.D) Mean(S.D) t-value prvalue
Interdependence 3.82(.68) 4.06(.54) -3.11 00%*
Mutual Trust 3.46(.54) 355(59) 123 21
Cooperation 3.94(.53) 3.83(58) 1.64 10
Effectiveness 3.67(.60) 3.74(57) -1.01 . 31
#* p < .01
¢or B AFA AQd ol& Ry ANAAE AWEI Ad, E24NpE0] oj2WMeE AAEI
K972 BFex 8994 22084 (confirmatory factor analysis)® dAl8gch <z¥ 2>& @43 a<l
EMoA 13 297x9 gdide] B4 29BAL FPAE FUH d9e BoFn vk F 54 @
29 sid FAMEEL dF8E AAFES) tgo] BF 2576 ool Be2H 001 FogFEdA F
ABez §a% Aoz Ueud I ZFEd4 (convergent validity) g EJ¥ + Ut

£ T2 ATz oA <E 9A BE uel o] E dFEFe] dAFen HAEF A=
#HAHChi-square = 226.878, p = 0.00, GFI = 0.902, CFI = 0.908).

1.016%*

1 Yo

0.446%* /

/ AOP ' Y,
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2 YFAFDAALS] 3 AEA, ME, HY, @A s 49 I 1]
< E 3> R¥e Rgxe ANAR A%

Structural Path Standardized Coefficient t-value Hypothesis
AFAEA > FTAFY 0.582 5.318%x H1
A3oEL > ¥4 0.055 0.500 HZ
A3NE -> Y 0.604 5.446%* H3
AENE > FEY #AA 9 A 0.446 3694 H4
e -> AEY #AAY any 0474 3,281 H5
Chi~square with 99degrees of freedom = 226.878(p = 0.00)
Goodness of fit(GFI) = 0.902
Adjusted goodness of fit(AGFD = ().866
Root mean square residual(RMR) = 0.060
Comparative fit index{(CFI) = 0.908
«* P < 0,01

<F 3>dA B¥ viek 2ol 43 9E4 (Interdependence) S A& 4 # (Mutual Trust)e] #9% FFE v
= AR 7Hd 10 AdEe ¥ & Juh o8l g ZIE Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkamp(1995)°] #AAIE #
M, FuoEdel dEVRAY AHE LHAY Y dold FoE 7B 2d4UE BAFE Fojth ol 4
BAEAM ol FAe @A M HPE FHekA s itake risks), A#Y T dANE £ A& (forms
the bonds of trust)& A A &}

45 9] &4 (Interdependence)©] ¥ H(Cooperation)ol 438 vl3 Aolgle 7Y 2v 7I1ZHEAY. de 4
287 F8d 9F S vz N, JIEAo] AFHoR o JFE AT FAT FIUHE T
g0 QYL TAE AYS ¢ & AVOH 3 A,

£ A3 A FH(Muatual Trust)E FA9 &34 (Relationship Effectiveness)ol #3t 4&g il & & +
UTHZIAE 4 A=), o] FHA A = (relationship marketing)o) 4 Morgan and Hunt(1994), Ring and Van de
Ven{1994)e] d+9 F4% Z#4ES EAdFd. ¥ (Cooperation) HA FAS  E 744 (Relationship
Effectiveness)ol 98-& At 28 d15dS ¢ 5 AU 5 A4). o] 4723 FA Cespedes(1992)7F
AAG eV 28tE 8% (coordinated action)o] ZA4E sruvde EFHAE BIYE FATY vdE
AEE Arsz vt

V.3 g
B ATE 234 BAANDY BEATY TS vAE FEAA} ol T4 wA9 Yo 2
& FA Rolak 7bY selA FUHAT A ANE 4F BHAA Uuhd 298 EUE 083 2L 2
BE EET £ 3
o gzelEs Awol ueh P AfE G 5
J. 2, 2548 #AAel Tl 9ol @

% wolAT AA, ZEAS #AAe $E AH AR/t 2E5E
e gde a5 e BAY AHYL ¥
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sope 438 5L # gt 18 Y 43¢ 448 A4AE o) FaI
AR 2FAG BAAY AFBAL FANE B @alolgel BAE ¥A Ean Y 2%
BANE A deke B9 FYBIAA AP 549 AN BALE BARE R FuolW, BAA
o ASE FrHoz B&URe A Hol Yo, ASHE Y Vg 24 oz WUHom ¥
Bob 23Ahote] 444 YHL =20hn @ + Ytk ol Be AP 2TAS BAAS o
1}94 i%wré ol At 2YEA + ol gleh
,oPR BEHA BAE 23A 2AM AURY 2 S AR wgEzay A
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