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( %) ( %)
4 12.9 14 21.5
7 22.6 8 12.3
5 16. 1 18 27.7
3 9.7 5 7.7
3 9.7 7 10. 8
5 16.1 6 9.2
4 12.9 7 10.8
1
100 2 6.5 36 55. 4
100-300 6 19. 4 23 35. 4
300-500 8 25.8 2 3.1
500-1000 9 29.0 3 4.6
1000 6 19. 4 1 1.5
100 4 25.0 7 15.6
100-300 6 40.0 22 48.9
300-500 2 13.3 5 11.1
500-1000 2 13.3 6 13.3
1000 1 6.7 5 11.1
(
1000 0 0 12 18.5
1000 5000 2 6.45 26 40.0
5000 1 2 6.45 8 12.3
1 -10 3 9.67 16 24.6
10 24 77.4 3 4.6
( )
2000 3 18.7 18 40.0
2000 5000 5 31.3 13 28.9
5000 1 3 18.7 7 15.6
| 5 31. 3 7 15.6
5 3 9.7 2 3.1
5-10 ( 10 ) 12.9 12 18.5
10-20 ( 20 ) 16. 1 28 43.0
20 19 61.3 23 35. 4
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=5.84 df =1I
62%
69 % 65%
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14 % 10%
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21 7 7 35
(38 %) ( 32 %) (35%) | (364
55 22 20 97
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(
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-2.58¢* -2.45¢*
1.61 (0.02) -1.49 (0.02)
-1.95¢*
0.84 (0. 06) -0.43 -0.15
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ABSTRACT

This study hopes to explore the realrFityndostirnaésntissgchahawvieor

network in mainland, and the posseébilrevesppos tcaunsebsbwnctlhiss troelk &t
At the end, it should assess the changes of established industr
the member s’ investment outbound anndettvhoer kp oisns iMalien Inaernwd .i nAdfutset rr itahl
depth interview and analysis of quesiiusemodatas:this study got
(1) The motivations of associati ve memberasmei, nwnmes tmang eirn whMaitn | &
relation patterns and cooperation behavior are. The objectiv
bet ween Taiwan and Mainland are maity peflceeanti alvefSaorers fo
(2) There are about half investors ofheaessodeéeatsivenmembert behnv
partners, especially the central fditm.iRhorsthdyel e mstel evye sd,ec
thirty of investors are peripheral rfmstrmdt aménsenhatetbentr
investing decisions, for most casesetwerd& met atmfolhsenced by

(3) The associative cooperation experhieeamde ainmd Tainwaml|prfdwimbse
common knowledge basis to evaluateftpetenbpeaelapavenéeeasibildi

Mai nl and. The central firms whichrott@®ndmpihmali zper ohupastaeseasmb
manufacturing ability.

(4) For the investing binding withrdpdhperadt 6i sm deti ssomrs ,cedrterp
firm s financial support and commiltmetnhtes coofo pe ri agtiinoan paegrriecdne n
the central firms demand the suppost rfeductkcioamtepr paudts @ambou
process devel opment, and customer services. On the counterpal
about product joint-development andnematching of inventory m

(5)Peripheral firms demand consul twintgh acnedn thred Ip sf,i rims t hfegr itnhe s
topics as capital planning, automation and computerizati on.
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mar ket for the sake of managerial ability at under-1I| evel
judgement .
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