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Abstract: Using the data of private listed companies in growth enterprise market( GEM) during 2012 ~ 2018 based on
multiple theoretical perspectives this article studies the impact of interlocking director network embedding ( centrality
degree and structure hole) on enterprise growth and explores the moderating effect of board cognitive distance on their
relationship utilizing the social network method and multiple regression technique. Empirical results show that:
(1) Interlocking board network centrality degree and structural hole both have significant stimulative effect on the enter—
prises’ growth; (2) The cognitive distance between internal directors and external directors strengthens the positive
impact of interlocking board network centrality degree and structural hole on the enterprises’ growth; (3) Compared to
enterprises with low innovation level the moderating effect of cognitive distance is more significant in companies with
high innovation level. Our study can extend and deepen the understanding of the relationship between interlocking direc—
torate network and enterprise growth. On the other hand our study can shed light on how to utilize resource imbedded in
interlocking directorate network to improve the enterprise growth.
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