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The cooperation effectiveness in professional partnership teams:
An interactive perspective between trust and control
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Abstract

In this study we investigated the effect of
trust, which plays the role of cooperation
mechanism, on the cooperation effectiveness in
professional partnership teams. The possible
antecedent and moderating variables of trust
were also investigated. Using the professional
law firms and accounting firms which adapt the
“partnership” form as our samples, we
conducted questionnaire surveys to collect
empirical data. In total, there are 51 firms

(partnership teams) and 132 partners’ data were

collected.
Results show that, (1) trust within
partnership team has positive effect on

partnership performance; (2) the instrumental
relationship between partners has negative
effect on trust, but the affective relationship has
positive influence on trust; (3) trust plays as a
mediating  variable  between  partners’
relationship and partnership performance; (4)
the organizational control mechanism has
effect  between

moderating partners’



relationship and trust.
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8. 1 44l 4.51 63 16 23 21 -.03 37%% -19 -12
9. iy 4.56 59 -.02 01 05 14 -28% 34% 51 25+
10. & 35 5% 4.98 58 -16 -.07 -.16 03 SABFE 49w gDk 13 61%FE
Note:*P<0. 05, **P<0. 01, *¥XP<0. 001
a. 1:10 A m27™ 2:10-50 # 3:50-100 * 4:100 A 2+ (1.TT 47 2 722 W5
vl AlE AT
b. & EIAT=1, € 3FEF ¥ Ar0=0
25 EpM AR RO EL R R FA A (N=5D)
57 AT
M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7
o) % B
1. & A # -.03 01 01 A1 -02 -.06 .02
2. FirATS 2 R 23 27 23 18 A7 28 29+
3. F IEATHHC -.10 -.09 -04 -11 -.08 -.08 -.16
4. Type .19 39% 28% A1 .16 J38* 347
AF 10 10 10 10 10 A0 10
M
1 1 f_ :t}_ __59*** _.50*** _74*** _53***
2. R 3 ADFEHE S2E* 45%*
AF J3FEE L JoFFE JEFFF
e 1
IR l 21 -03
2. .ff'_%‘% I% 1= 34 28%*
AF 7 A b L N o L b Lkl
* i
1.3 B B faxi 384504 26%*
2.1 E B l’?x.fsf'_f%‘& x% BB 20+
3. FR B Tax i 3V -.05
4, R R u’?x.fsf'_f%‘& x% BB -20+
AR 05*% .03+ .00 03+
Overall R AJFEEF O 36FF SEFFF - LJQFRFF - SGFRE - 36FF  49FFF
dfl ~ df2 5/45 5/45 6/44 7/43 7/43 7/43 7/43

Note:*P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001
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6 EPM %R R EESFIBRFIET AP R FEL A (NS5D)

et M M2 M3 M4 M5

Ent T

1. 6§~ ¥ 12 -07  -08  -10  -08

2. E AT = pERR 04 -.05 04 -10 -.06

3. AT RA -06 14 -006  -.00 01

4. Type -05 09 04 -15 -08
AF .04 .04 .04 .04 .04

B 1%

1B - AT -38 -17

R AQEE (e 2
AF DI** 0%k 35kEn

= ix

I E 60 43
AF 39RkE g3Rbk
Overall & D5% 6% 39%% 43wk g7Rek
dfl ~ df2 545  5/45 644 545 7/43

Note:*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

-1.0 1
-1.5 1

]

27 220 1 1.00

2= 25 .00

F 20 15 10 -5 00 5 10 15 20
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2] -2.0 1 = 1.00
[Ty
[[ [=}
é 25 . . . . , , , 900
ﬁg 2.0 -1.5 -1.0 -5 0.0 5 1.0 1.5 2.0
TEM%
W2 el Byl LU REE T s
1.5
[=}
159 JETE R
% -2.0 1 i = 1.00
= 25 . . . . , , , , 900
ﬁg 2.0 -1.5 -1.0 -5 0.0 5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5
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