
African Journal of Business Management Vol. 5(30), pp. 12099-12107, 30 November, 2011     
Available online at http://www.academicjournals.org/AJBM 
DOI: 10.5897/AJBM11.1066 
ISSN 1993-8233 ©2011 Academic Journals 
 
 
 

Full Length Research Paper 
 

Top management team characteristics, decision-making 
style, and organizational performance 

 
Ya-Ti Hsu1* and Shih-Ping Kevin Huang2 

 
1Department of Business Administration, Chihlee Institute of Technology, Taipei, Taiwan. 

2Department of Business Administration, National Chiao Tung University, Hsinchu, Taiwan. 
 

Accepted 29 August, 2011 
 

The purpose of this paper is to clarify the relationships among top management team (TMT) 
characteristics, strategic decision-making styles, and performance. A pair of questionnaires was 
distributed for each firm; one is for the leader, and the other is for the follower. Using structural 
equation modeling with data collected from 198 pairs of samples in Taiwan, the results indicated that 
TMT characteristics, including risk-taking propensity, innovative personality, and effective 
communication ability did have effects on strategic decision-making styles, which, in turn, affected the 
performance of each company. The contribution to theory and managerial implications of this study as 
well as directions for future research are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The research on top management team (TMT) using 
demographic indicators has made a lot of contribution to 
strategic management by showing that top managers do 
have great effects on the performance of each firm. How-
ever, Priem et al. (1999) argue that limitations inherent in 
demographics-based TMT studies cannot explain 
effectively how top managers influence their firms. This 
problem is worth our attention in strategic management, 
as it is important to know how top managers can 
influence their firms. Demographics-based TMT hetero-
geneity studies are limited by intrinsic trade-offs, which 
have more weights on measurement reliability, prediction, 
and description than on construct validity, explanation, 
and prescription. Therefore, the authors offer some 
suggestions to improve the usefulness for the future TMT 
studies. One suggestion is to emphasize substantive 
indicators rather than demographic indicators, such as 
heterogeneity across TMT members in power distribution 
(Bourgeois and Brodwin, 1984; Mintzberg and Waters, 
1985; Eisenhardt and Bourgeois, 1988; Zenger and 
Lawrence, 1989), psychographics, executive judgment, 
preferences for risk, decision-making comprehensiveness 
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and speed (Eisenhardt, 1989; Fredrickson and Mitchell, 
1984), and conflict resolution (Eisenhardt et al., 1997). In 
view of their suggestions for future research directions on 
TMT issues and the significance of the TMT’s role in 
determining organizational strategy, we pay more 
attention in this study to find “how” TMT can influence the 
performance of the companies through the strategic 
decision making process. 

Hambrick and Mason (1984) propose that the top 
management team, members at the upper echelons of an 
organization, formulates and implements strategy deci-
sions. Management advisors have repeatedly described 
fast decision-making as a source of competitive advan-
tage, and both the quality and speed of decision making 
are the key determinants of TMT’s success (McGregor, 
2002). Because complex decisions are the result of 
behavioral factors and strategic decisions reflect the 
decision makers’ values and characteristics, we believe 
that TMT characteristics determine the strategic choices 
that it makes, and these choices determine organizational 
performance (Anderson, 2003). Hence, we take TMT 
characteristics into consideration to understand how a 
TMT makes strategic decisions, which plays a significant 
role in a firm’s performance. If we can determine those 
TMT characteristics beneficial to decision making and 
performance, we can also apply them to strategic human 
resource   management   of   TMT,   such   as   recruiting, 
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training, etc.  

In this study, we investigate the effects of TMT cha-
racteristics on strategic decision-making styles, which are 
key determinants of a firm’s performance. Therefore, our 
purpose is: to clarify the relationships among TMT 
members’ characteristics, strategic decision-making 
styles, and performance. By integrating these various 
dimensions into one model, we hope to provide a richer 
understanding of “how” TMT influences a firm’s 
performance. 
 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES 
 
TMT characteristics and strategic decision-making 
style  
 
From previous studies, we find that decision makers 
display strategic decision making styles through their 
behaviors which are reflected by their personality 
characteristics (Papadakis and Barwise, 2002; Gilley et 
al., 2002). In this study, we examine how top managers’ 
personality characteristics, such as risk propensity, 
innovative personality, and communication abilities, have 
effects on strategic decision-making styles, including 
speed and quality.  

Risk propensity refers to an individual’s willingness to 
take or avoid risk. Highly risk-seeking TMTs are more 
likely to engage in behaviors that lead to process 
enhancements, highly competitive new products or 
services, and innovative marketing techniques, and are 
more willing to pursue faster actions than competitors in 
order to capitalize the first-mover advantages (Gilley et 
al., 2002; Kannadhasan and Nandagopal, 2010; Alpkan 
et al., 2010). So, they spend less time on each decision. 
On the other hand, Kannadhasan and Nandagopal 
(2010) find that decision makers who are more willing to 
take risks, benefit from their extensive usage of risk 
analysis in strategic decisions such as, risk-seeking TMTs 
tend to do more detailed analyses, so that they may 
achieve better decision quality. Therefore, we postulate 
that: 
 
H1a: The greater risk-seeking propensity in a TMT, the 
faster strategic decision-making speed. 
H1b: The greater risk-taking propensity in a TMT, the 
better strategic decision-making quality. 
 
Some studies find that TMTs composed of roughly equal 
number of risk-adverse and risk taking members believe 
that they have a positive attitude towards learning and 
therefore tend to perceive more information (Le Pine et 
al., 2000; Le Pine, 2003; Kauer et al., 2007). They also 
believe that they are more open to new and creative 
alternatives and more tolerant during team discussions 
(Le Pine et al., 2000; Le Pine, 2003), which slows down 
strategic  decision-making  but  might   improve   decision  

 
 
 
 
quality. Taken as a whole, the above arguments suggest 
the following hypotheses: 
 
H2a: The more diversified a TMT is regarding risk taking 
propensity of its members, the slower the strategic 
decision-making speed becomes. 
H2b: The more diversified a TMT is regarding risk taking 
propensity of its members, the better the strategic 
decision-making quality becomes. 
 
Communication between team members is important to 
team and organizational performance. If members in a 
TMT are leaders who emphasize effective communication 
in order to share their visions and build credibility, their 
followers will have strong motivation, enthusiasm, and 
commitment to attain goals (Conger and Kanungo, 1987, 
1998; Yukl, 2002). Through effective communication, 
TMT members will understand and commit to the 
strategic decisions they make. Understanding the unified 
strategy is important because it provides common 
direction for team members (Amason, 1996). Commit-
ment is also important because it reduces time 
squandering and resistance in decision implementation 
(Allison, 1971; Mason and Mitroff, 1981; Mintzberg et al., 
1976). Hence, it is important for TMTs to build consensus 
to facilitate the decision-making process through under-
standing and commitment by effective communication, 
thereby yielding high-quality strategic decisions. Same 
with Yeh et al. (2010), they find that top managers’ 
knowledge sharing behaviors reveal significant influence 
on the quality of decision-making process. However, 
communication is a double-edged sword when making a 
strategic decision. In Billard and Pasquale’s (1993, 1995) 
research, they find that if members reduce time and 
energy spent on communication, the risk of relying on 
outdated information increases. In other words, they 
observe that for a given communication cost per unit time 
spent, there exists an optimal communication effort that 
maximizes performance.  
  If members communicate less than optimum to save 
time, performance will likely be compromised by acting 
on incorrect information, which leads to poor strategic 
decisions. If members communicate more than optimum, 
they will likely achieve wise decisions through more time 
and resources spent, while sacrificing the efficiency and 
timeliness of the decision making process. Therefore, we 
expect that: 
 
H3a: The more effective communication is in a TMT, the 
slower strategic decision-making speed is. 
H3b: The more effective communication is in a TMT, the 
greater strategic decision-making quality is. 
 
 
Strategic decision-making speed, quality, and 
performance 
 
In this study, strategic decision-making speed is 
measured by the days a TMT spends to make a  strategic  



 
 
 
 
decision. If a TMT takes time to gather abundant 
information relevant to the decision, analyze it, and syn-
thesize it to build consensus, it will enhance the quality of 
the decision, but might slow the decision-making process 
(Amason, 1996). Anand et al. (2011) also find that there is 
an optimal quality-speed trade-off in customer-intensive 
services. Consequently, we postulate that: 
 

H4: The slower the strategic decision-making speed, the 
better the strategic decision-making quality. 
 
Decision-making speed might enable firms to exploit 
opportunities before they disappeared (Stevenson and 
Gumpert, 1985). Baum and Wally (2003) proposes that 
fast decision speeds might improve performance across 
different situations because fast strategic decisions lead 
to (1) early adoption of successful new products or 
improved business models that provide competitive 
advantages (Jones et al., 2000), (2) early adoption of 
more advanced technologies (Baum, 2000), and (3) pre-
emptive organization mergers that enabled economies of 
scale and knowledge synergies. The empirical evidence 
also supports the decision making speed-performance 
relationships (Eisenhardt, 1988, 1989; Judge and Miller, 
1991). Therefore, we postulate that: 
 
H5a: The faster the decision-making speed, the better the 
organizational performance. 
 
The quality of strategic decisions made by TMTs 
influence organizational performance. Many researchers 
have identified two principal antecedents of decision 
quality: the cognitive capabilities of a TMT and the 
interaction process through which the team produces its 
decision (Amason, 1996; Hough and White, 2003). A 
team’s cognitive capability is related to its information 
amount upon which a team can draw when making 
complex decisions (Amason, 1996) such as, higher-
quality decisions which result from ensuring that all 
decision-makers are well informed. As a result, rational 
processes are used to gather information, resolve 
cognitive conflict within the teams, update cognitive 
schemas, and ultimately increase decision quality 
(Schweiger and Sandberg, 1989; Hough and White, 
2003). Rationality is the use of information for the 
purpose of selecting a sensible alternative in the pursuit 
of one’s goals, and it stresses analytic and integrative 
comprehensiveness (Hough and White, 2003). Evidence 
also shows that rationality is associated with higher 
performance in dynamic environment (Papadakis et al., 
1998; Smith et al., 1988). Since top managers gather as 
much necessary information as possible, subsequently 
using a rational process to make strategic decision, we 
expect that this kind of strategic decision is of higher 
quality, resulting in better performance. Therefore, we 
postulate that: 
 
H5b: The better the decision-making quality, the better the 
organizational performance. 
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METHODOLOGY 
 
Sample 
 
In response to the fast-changing world, TMTs need to adapt to the 
changes in markets by making fast and high-quality strategic 
decisions, so they can maintain, and perpetuate their firms’ com-
petitive advantages. Since some industries have been identified in 
previous research as relatively uncertain, such as the aerospace, 
computers, motor vehicles, pharmaceutical, semi-conductor, surgi-
cal and medical, and telecommunications industries (Zahra et al., 
2000), most of our 300 samples were randomly selected in these 
industries in Taiwan. The sample included firms of various sizes in 
order to enlarge our sample size. In this study, the sampled targets 
are general managers, vice general managers, assistant managers, 
or department directors listed in the 2009 annual report of each 
firm.  
 
 
Research design and data collection 
 
Questionnaire protocol serves as the primary means for data 
collection. The questionnaire is developed and refined on the basis 
of (1) the original instruments used in other studies and (2) 
interviews with chief executive officer (CEO) in each company.  

We conducted interviews with the CEO in each company to allow 
the researcher to fully explain the purpose of this study and to 
obtain the CEO’s approval and endorsement of the study. We 
invited each CEO to identify his or her team members and request 
one team member to complete a questionnaire.  

Within each company, we collected (1) detailed TMT question-
naires to measure TMT characteristics, decision-making style, and 
performance, and (2) detailed subordinates questionnaires to 
measure TMT’s effective communication abilities. This data collec-
tion strategy would eliminate the possibilities of percept-percept 
bias because the data for variables were collected from different 
sources.  

The data was collected from September, 2009 to June, 2010. A 
pair of questionnaires was given to each firm (one is for the leader, 
and the other is for the subordinate). We sent out 300 pairs of 
questionnaires and a total of 198 pairs of usable questionnaires 
were returned. The overall response rate was 66%. The detail 
descriptions of the sample are provided in Table 1.  
 
 
Measures 
 
TMT characteristics 
 
Three psychological characteristics are in this dimension, including 
risk-taking propensity, innovative attitudes and communication 
abilities. We used the scale measured by Stam and Elfring (2008), 
which was adapted from Covin and Slevin’s (1989) nine-item scale 
to measure risk-taking propensity and innovative attitudes. All items 
employed a seven-point semantic differential scale with a neutral 
midpoint. An example is asking whether a firm prefers to 
“emphasize the marketing of the present products” or to “emphasize 
the R&D of new products, innovation, and technology”. In addition, 
effective communication is measured by a Likert 7-point scale, 
using three indicators: 1) “If I have a suggestion to make, my 
supervisor (the person I directly report to) will listen, even if he or 
she does not agree with me”; 2) “My supervisor and I communicate 
well with each other about the topics related to work”; 3) “I have a 
clear understanding of what is expected of me in my work”. 
 
 
Strategic decision-making speed 
 
We followed the research method  presented  by  Baum  and  Wally  
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(2003) to measure strategic decision-making speed. They used 
three decision scenarios to measure decision speed: 1) an acqui-
sition decision, 2) a new product introduction decision, and 3) a 
technology adoption decision. Since prior academic studies had 
identified the importance of the topic (Bowen et al., 1994; Zahra 
and Covin, 1993; Jones et al., 2000; Klein et al., 2001), the three 
scenarios were selected. Each scenario asked respondents to point 
out how many days (2, 5, 10, 20, 30, 60, 90, 120, 150, 180 or more) 
they would decide whether or not to make a strategic decision. 
 
 
Strategic decision-making quality 
 
Same with Amason (1996), three items were used to measure this 
construct. Respondents were asked to rate, on a Likert scale 
ranging from 1 “poor” to 7 “excellent”, the overall quality of the 
decision, the quality of the decision relative to its original intent, and 
the quality of the decision given its effect on organizational 
performance. 

According to Amason (1996), a perceptual measure of relative 
decision quality was used because an objective measure of the 
quality of a single decision was difficult to determine. A decision that 
is good in one context may produce poor results if that context 
suddenly changes. Thus, the best way to measure the quality of an 
individual strategic decision is to ask those who have observed its 
effects and who understand its context to judge the quality of the 
decision. 
 
 
Performance 
 
Subjective measures are particularly useful for assessing the 
broader, non-financial dimensions of performance, are generally 
more accessible than objective indicators, and have been shown to 
exhibit strong reliability and validity (Stam and Elfring, 2008). 
Objective performance measures, on the other hand, are less prone 
to common method bias and are especially helpful in assessing a 
venture’s financial performance. A potential disadvantage is that 
objective indicators are often difficult to obtain (Chandler and 
Hanks, 1993). Since Venkatraman and Ramanujam (1987) sug-
gested that subjective measures of performance accurately reflect 
objective measures, in this study, we used subjective performance 
to measure. Five self-reported items were evaluated by respon-
dents, such as, “your firm’s performance over the last three years 
relative to your competitors.” Seven point Likert scales ranging from 
1 “Low performance” to 7 “High performance” were used. 
 
 
RESULTS 
 
Measurement model  
 
We used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to assess the 
validity and reliability of the questionnaire. Content 
validity was established through personal interviews with 
one CEO, one top manager, and one professor. The 
objective was to ensure that the selection of scale items 
included theoretical and practical considerations (Hair et 
al., 1998).  

As for discriminant validity, we examined bivariate inter-
item correlation. Table 2, which summarized means, 
standard deviations, and correlations among all variables, 
provided some initial evidence of discriminant validity. No 
inter-factor correlation was above the recommended level 
0.65   (Tabachnick   and   Fidell,   1996),    showing    that  

 
 
 
 
discriminant validity was achieved. 

For evidence of convergent validity, Table 3 showed 
that each indicator had a higher loading on associated 
construct than any other construct. All factor loadings 
fitted the threshold value of 0.7 (Hair et al., 1998), and 
the variance extracted all exceeded 0.5, showing ade-
quate convergence validity. Besides, all measures had 
composite reliability greater than the recommended level 
of 0.7 (Hair et al., 1998). The Cronbach's alpha of the 
subscales ranged from 76.41 to 95.25%, achieving 
acceptable values of at least 0.7, showing fine internal 
consistency and adequate reliability (Hair et al., 1998). 
 
 
Structural model  
 
We used structural equation modeling (SEM) to assess 
the overall fit of the model. Multiple indexes were used to 
assess the fitness. According to the criterion recom-
mended by previous studies, the best model (Figure 1) 
was tested in this study, and Table 4 showed the results 
of the model, concluding the model was adequate.  
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
This study found that there are relationships among TMT 
characteristics, strategic decision-making style, and 
performance. Here, some possible explanations for the 
unexpected links are brought up, and the theoretical and 
practical implications are discussed. 

Both H1a and H1b were not supported; representing risk-
taking propensity had no significantly effects on decision-
making speed and quality, which was unexpected. One 
possible explanation might be that we omitted dynamism 
within the environment. According to Gilley et al. (2002), 
the effects of general risk-taking on organizational 
innovation were found to be contingent on dynamism 
within the industry environment. That is, it appears that in 
more dynamic environment, risky behaviors by TMT may 
have less impact on firm performance through innovation. 
Besides, Calantone et al. (2003) also find that the paths 
from risk-taking propensity decision-making speed (about 
new product development) are significantly greater in 
highly turbulent environment. In view that most firms in 
our sample were in dynamic environment, with omission 
of environmental dynamism, the relationship between 
risk-taking propensity and decision-making speed and 
quality might be hard to find, hence explaining why H1a 
and H1b were not supported. 

Testing H2a and H2b, we found that innovative per-
sonality was significantly positively associated with 
decision-making speed and quality, which was in line with 
the prediction. Verifying H3a, though the link between 
communication and decision-making speed was nega-
tive, the relationship was not statistically significant. As 
for H3b, we found that effective communication abilities 
had  significantly   positive   effects   on   decision-making 
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Table 1. Sample description. 
 

Top manager demography Number Percentage 

Age (years, n=198)   
 ≤30 years old 16 8 
31-40 years old 78 39 
 41-50 years old 72 36 
 51-60 years old 21 11 
 ≥61 years old 4 2 
 Missing data 7 4 
   
Sex (n=198)   
Male 147 74 
Female 51 26 
   
Tenure in top management team (n=198)   
 ≤10 years 161 81 
11-20 years 20 10 
21-30 years 12 6 
≥31 years 5 3 
   
Years worked within professional field (n=198)   
0-5 years 29 15 
6-10 years 55 28 
11-15 years 52 26 
16-20 years 20 10 
≥21 years 42 21 
   
Highest educational degree (n=198)   
Senior high school 8 4 
College/ University 114 58 
Graduate school 70 35 
Doctoral 4 2 
Missing data 2 1 
   
Job title (n=198)   
Chairman of the board 2 1 
CEO 0 0 
General manager 14 7 
Vice general manager 10 5 
Assistant manager 12 6 
The head of a department  17 9 
Manager 59 30 
COO/ CFO/ CIO… 12 6 
Other top management team staff  72 37 

 
 
 
quality, revealing the importance of commitment, full 
discussion, and complete understanding in attaining 
better decision quality.  

Regarding H4, as predicted, the result showed that 
decision-making speed was significantly related to quality, 
but the direction was  negative,  meaning  that  the  faster  

decision TMT made, the better quality they attained. 
Similarly, Kocher and Sutter (2006) find that time-
dependent payoffs under high time pressure lead to 
significantly quicker decision-making without reducing the 
quality of decisions. Therefore, decision-making speed 
and quality might become two separate concerns, instead
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Table 2. Correlations, means, and standard deviations. 
 

TMT characteristics Mean S.D 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Risk-taking propensity  3.36 1.07 1.00      
2. Innovation 4.62 0.97 0.14* 1.00     
3. Communication 5.17 1.00 0.23** 0.38** 1.00    
         
Strategic decision-making style         
4. Decision-making speed 69.14 43.83 -0.06 0.16* 0.001 1.00   
5. Decision-making quality 4.70 1.17 0.20** 0.35** 0.61** -0.11 1.00  
         
Performance         
6. Performance 4.44 1.33 0.31** 0.48** 0.46** 0.004 0.59** 1.00 

 

N =198. (casewise deletion of missing data); ** p<0.01, * p<0.05. 
 
 
 

Table 3. Reliability and validity of scales.  
 

Scale Construct Indicator Factor 
loading C.R Construct 

reliability 
Variance 
extracted 

Cronbach 
alpha 

TMT 
characteristics 
(TC) 

Risk-taking 
propensity  

TC1 0.77 A 

0.78 0.55 0.7641 
TC2 0.62 7.626 

   
TC3 0.82 8.327 

Innovative 
personality 
 

TC4 0.83 A 
0.88 0.72 0.8779 TC5 0.94 12.265 

TC6 0.76 12.992 
       

Communication 
abilities 
 

TC7 0.78 A 
0.89 0.73 0.8781 TC8 0.94 12.875 

TC9 0.84 15.934 

        

Strategic 
decision- 
making style 
(SD) 

Decision-making 
speed 
 

SDS1 0.80 A 
0.82 0.61 0.8135 SDS2 0.79 9.895 

SDS3 0.75 9.639 
       

Decision-making 
quality  

SDQ1 0.88 A 
0.95 0.87 0.9504 SDQ2 0.96 29.363 

SDQ3 0.95 21.949 

        

Performance (P) Performance  

P1 0.94 A 

0.95 0.80 0.9525 
P2 0.90 22.679 
P3 0.82 21.877 
P4 0.90 24.172 
P5 0.92 17.117 

 

Critical ratios that exceed 1.96 would be called significant; A: the parameter compared by others is set as 1, therefore there is no C.R. It is determined 
as significant. 

 
 
 
of a trade-off issue. 

As predicted, H5b showed that organizational perfor-
mance was significantly positively affected by decision-
making  quality.  Unexpectedly,  H5a  revealed  that  speed  

had no significantly influences on performance, which 
was not in line with some previous studies (Zehir and 
Ozsahin, 2008; Baum and Wally, 2003). However, from 
the  path  shown  in  Figure  1,  we  found  that   strategic. 
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Figure 1. Structural equation model. 

 
 
 
Table 4. The results of structural equation model. 

 

 Relations Standardized coefficients C.R. Hypothesis testing results 

Path Risk-Taking -- > Speed -0.145 -1.616 H1a-not supported 
Risk-Taking -- > Quality 0.084 1.238 H1b-not supported 
Innovative -- > Speed 0.265** 2.935 H2a-supported 
Innovative -- > Quality 0.193** 2.770 H2b-supported 
Communication -- > Speed -0.044 -.484 H3a-not supported 
Communication -- > Quality 0.516*** 7.159 H3b-supported 
Speed -- > Quality -0.167* -2.476 H4 - supported, but reverse 
Speed -- > Performance 0.102 -0.171 H5a-not supported 
Quality -- > Performance 0.608*** 9.550 H5b-supported 

    
Fit Index Value Recommended threshold References 
Chi-square/ Degree of freedom  314.597/52 =2.644 ≤3 Carmines and McIver (1981) 
RMSEA 0.091 ≤0.8 Hu and Bentler (1999) 
GFI 0.859 ≥0.9 Hu and Bentler (1999) 
AGFI 0.798 ≥0.9 Hu and Bentler (1999) 
CFI 0.927 ≥0.9 Hu and Bentler (1999) 
IFI 0.928 ≥0.9 Hu and Bentler (1999) 
TLI 0.907 ≥0.9 Hu and Bentler (1999) 

 

*p<0.05 (C.R. >1.96); **p<0.05 (C.R. >2.575); ***p<0.05 (C.R. >3.08); the coefficients are standardized value. 

Speed 

Quality 

H1a 

H1b 
H5a 

H5b 

Innovative 

Personality 

Risk-Taking 

Propensity 

Strategic decision making style 

Performance 

Effective 

Communication H3b 

H4 

     represents statistically significant 
              represents statistically non-significant 

TMT characteristics  

H2a 

H3a 

H2b 
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decision-making speed might have an indirect effect on 
performance through the role of decision-making quality. 
 
 
CONCLUSION AND THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
This study makes a contribution to TMT theory by inves-
tigating the effects of TMT characteristics on strategic 
decision-making style and performance. Besides, there 
are some interesting theoretical implications.  

Firstly, our findings reveal that TMT with innovative 
personality characteristics are beneficial to strategic 
decision-making speed and quality. Secondly, the results 
demonstrate that strategic decision-making quality plays 
an important and central role in the process of how TMT 
influence firm performance. Furthermore, the better 
quality of strategic decision may be achieved by effective 
communication abilities and may be related to TMT 
innovative personality, in turn improving organizational 
performance. By integrating these various dimensions 
into one model, we hope to get an abundant knowledge 
about how TMT influences firms’ performance.  
 
 
MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
The findings of this study also provide some insights for 
managers. First, the results show that for top managers, 
some personality characteristics, such as innovative 
personality and effective communication abilities, will 
affect their decision-making speed and quality. Top 
managers with more innovative personalities tend to be 
more creative, more open to new viewpoints, and more 
willing to learn novel things. 

Since top management team formulates and 
implements strategic decisions, these qualities help them 
perceive more information and increase sensitivity to 
external opportunities, which are beneficial to strategic 
decision-making. 

Besides, since top managers emphasize conceptual 
abilities, they need to be capable of communicating 
effectively and successfully, creating a clear vision for 
their subordinates, which is also important to strategic 
decision-making quality. 

Secondly, our findings illustrate that decision-making 
quality plays a central role in the process of how TMT 
influence organizational performance. Top managers 
should pay more attention to the way of how decision 
quality is improved, which has positive effects on firm’s 
performance. Finally, we can also apply the results to 
strategic human resource management of TMT, such as 
selection, training, rewards, etc. 
 
 
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE STUDIES 
 
There are several limitations to this study. First, some of 
our constructs were evaluated  by  perceptual  measures,  

 
 
 
 
such as decision-making quality and firm performance. 
However, Venkatraman and Ramanujam (1987) presen-
ted that subjective measures of performance could 
accurately reflect objective measures. Second, since 
TMTs are difficult to research and senior level executives 
are particularly difficult to access (Flood et al., 1996), this 
study also asked some subordinators whose direct leader 
was one of the members in TMT to fill out the question-
naire, which may not fully capture the constructs we want 
to investigate. However, we use multiple data resources 
(one questionnaire for a leader, and the other question-
naire for a subordinate) to eliminate the common method 
bias to improve our study’s validity and reliability. Third, 
the environment is a key variable that helps explain stra-
tegic decision-making speed but has not been included in 
this study. However, most of our samples were randomly 
selected in some industries, recognized as turbulent 
environment by Zahra et al. (2000). Finally, this survey 
was conducted on top managers of some firms operating 
in Taiwan, so cultural differences may become evident 
from those findings.  

Based on the conclusions and the limitations outlined, 
we suggest some directions for future research. First, we 
suggest that future researchers evaluate performance 
with objective measures, such as sales growth and 
profitability. Second, we suggest future research that the 
inclusion of environment dynamism may contribute to an 
abundant understanding of strategic decision-making 
style. Third, since one’s characteristics may reflect his or 
her behavior, we suggest that researchers investigate 
TMT members’ management style, such as leadership 
styles in future studies.  
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