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Abstract

Why some firms frequently use strategic alliances to leverage external resources while
others are not? Most prior research takes the economic lens and argues that economic needs
drive a firm to ally with other organizations. However, the effects of the top management team
(TMT) on alliance formation receive little attention. Drawing from the upper echelon theory, we
propose that the characteristics of TMT play a key role on alliance formation. We further
integrate the upper echelon theory into the social network theory and view top executives with
past working experience. The empirical results indicate that larger TMT size and higher TMT
education level is associated the greater use of strategic alliances. However, we did not find that
TMT tenure and past experience with ITRI can trigger alliance formation.
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R | AR 0.00*** [7.63] 0.01*** [0.00]
BT AP F 0.00* [-2.52] -0.01* [0.00]
o F RpE 0.07*** [6.95] 0.41*** [0.08]
NP Ed 0.01 [0.76] 0.02 [0.02]
# R K ¢z ¢z
ANEE g 1,048 1,048
# A 5,079 5,079
Wald chi-square test 105.05*** 131.02***
¥ 8T R -433.73 -422.22

- R ARELN SRR o

AR T (*** p<0.001; **p<0.01; *p <0.05; T p<0.10)




2013 % 16 BRI EAEEMHS

AR R P Ao ARG R e % 2 A B R dc & S fri 6
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BRI RT AR Ay LRI 9 EPB=044,p<010); Bz hF ppE L E
FRE 2 (B =-0.01,p>0.10)7 A ¥ Bl e 1l AR E BT B2 Gik(B=-0.12,p
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#5 " APl L

Model 1 Model 2
H1 B FEE TR PR 0.11*** [0.03]
H2 | %+ &4 0.44+ [0.26]
H3 i 8 -0.01 [0.03]
H4 | 2 gz v bl -0.12 [0.92]
£ e -14.49 -14.11
FH| R (-1 ) 0.17+ [1.86] 0.22 [0.15]
B | FHEIE B 0.00*** [7.63] 0.01*** [0.00]
BEF AP 0.00* [-2.52] -0.01* [0.00]
AR B 0.07*** [6.95] 0.39*** [0.07]
P E 0.01 [0.76] 0.02 [0.02]
E R B ¢z ° 7
SR 1,048 1,048
# k¥ 5,079 5,079
Wald chi-square test 91.02*** 125.29***
T 01 -433.73 -423.47

- 03 FEELN 5 4R 22 (standard error)

oot F L EER R R(YY%P <0.001; ** p<0.01; * p<0.05; F p <0.10)

%06 5 @B FHCA D BEBT NG BR- A2 BES 2o 7 A2 e R
% FEE B AR RBcE T » B F(P =011, p<0001) 0 BF - FFEEEBIFRT
PR NGER ST S B LET R LR FFPB=046,p>0.10); BHR= nFFE R
BIFE 8 2 GB(B=-0.02,p>0.10)% A ¥ » B e h1 AR E BT b2 (B = 0.06,
p>0.10)s * & ¥ o
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%6 i RS 4

Model 1 Model 2
H1 B Py p T AR 0.11*** [0.03]
H2 "KWY AR 0.46 [0.29]
H3 = gy -0.02 [0.03]
H4 IR RS2 B 0.06 [1.03]
BRI -17.11 -16.29
#F | BME a1l ) 0.55* [0.27] 0.41[0.27]
R | AR 0.01*** [0.00] 0.01*** [0.00]
W AR F -0.01* [0.00] -0.01* [0.00]
o F AR 0.55*** [0.09] 0.43***[0.09]
o EE 0.02 [0.01] 0.03[0.02]
&R AR £ ‘3
o8 #Hc 1048 1048
e 5079 5079
Wald chi-square test 96.95*** 106.58***
¥ B -433.73 -370.13

- 0 EELR 5 R 2R (standard error)
ot F L EER B E(%p<0.001; ** p<0.01; *p<0.05; F p<0.10)

L BWaER
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PREBSIT S R - R R RERE L A R e R e M AT g
BT TR TR A

RAEHEHE R B 0L R T AR S A MR R % BF M 1%
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