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Abstract 2 @ 3 1 7 7

This research collected primary and secondary data using quantitative research techniques
triangulated by qualitative method. The main research question is to explore impacts of strong and weak
interlocking directorate networks toward future revenues and profits of Thai public firms. Collecting names
of all directors (7135 names) who appeared to sit as board of directors in 491 public firms during 2003 and
2008, the research recorded firms’ financial performances and lagged them for one year to reflect the
impacts of interlocking directorate networks. Additionally, total assets, number of outside directors,
directorship duality were controlled for their contributions toward financial performances. The statistical
results confirmed most hypotheses indicating that strong-tie networks of interlocking directorates
significantly contribute positively toward public firms’ financial outcomes whereas the weak-tie networks of
interlocking directorates hampered the financial outcomes.

Qualitative research provided interesting picturcs portraying that interlocking directorates are
typical efforts of public firms in gaining social legitimacy rather than building competitive advantage. Most
directors agreed that busy directors (i.e., directors who working for weak-tie networks) do not fully
contribute to firms’ performance, particularly if they involve in one of the full-time managerial positions.
Strong-tic network of interlocking directorates, on the other hand, can be very beneficial in terms of
monitoring and controlling firm’s performances. This research discusses interesting aspects of publicly
traded government enterprises, compares interlocking directorates in Thailand and other developed
countries, and presents details of interlocking directorates who sit on more than three public firms in 2008.
Further, impacts of interlocking directorates are reviewed using concepts from Thailand’s antitrust act issued
in B.E. 2542. The rescarch also explains its limitations and its internal and external validities, proposes

managerial guidelines which follow concepts of corporate governance, and ends with overall conclusions.
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