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Abstract: There has been growing interest in open innovation, where firms create 

value by combining internal and external ideas. Technology insourcing, however, has 

not been satisfactorily investigated in the empirical literature compared to 

technology outsourcing. In this paper, we examine the determinants of external 

technology sourcing by the type of counterpart in the new product development 

(NPD) process. We use a novel dataset at the product level, compiled by the Research 

Institute of Economy, Trade and Industry in 2011. We distinguish whether the 

technology partner is also a business partner, such as a supplier or customer. Our 

findings show that when the technology partner is not a business partner, patents 

play an important role in moderating the transaction costs in a partnership. On the 

other hand, when the technology partner is also a business partner, we find co-

specialisation of technology and its complementary assets with the partner firm. 

Keywords: technology sourcing, co-specialisation, complementary assets, division of 

innovative labour 

JEL Classification: D22, L22, O32 

 

                                                   
* This paper is based on an international comparison of open innovation, a project supported by 

the Research Institute of Economy, Trade and Industry (RIETI). The authors would like to thank 

the participants at RIETI’s discussion paper seminar for their valuable comments. The authors are 

also thankful for the comments made by participants at the 2016 CJKEEF in Beijing, organised 

by Beijing University.  



1 

1. Introduction 

 

The division of innovative labour is progressing in high-tech sectors, such as for 

software and pharmaceutical products; consequently, the effective use of external 

knowledge sources has become an important issue in the technology management of 

firms (Arora, Fosfuri, and Gambardella, 2001). Intense product competition induces 

firms to speed up their research and development (R&D) processes so that they are 

inclined to seek an open-innovation model instead of in-house development 

(Motohashi, 2005). Therefore, we can see a growing trend in the size of the technology 

market through patent licensing (Arora and Gambardella, 2010). However, the process 

of new product development (NPD) is too complex to be decomposed into separate 

activities, so the knowledge generation process for NPD is mostly constrained within 

a firm or a limited number of business partners (Arora, Fosfuri, and Gambardella, 

2001). Teece (1998) lists three reasons why this is the case: (1) difficulty in explicitly 

describing the task requirements, (2) the use of -specific assets, and (3) the risk of 

information leakages to competitors.  

This paper empirically investigates how to manage such difficulties by using data 

from a questionnaire survey on the source of knowledge for NPD in Japanese firms. 

Here, we explicitly treat complementary assets to technology, such as marketing, 

human resources and channels to understand the determinants of external technology 

sourcing, since our survey data cover the whole process of innovation until a new 

product is introduced into the market. We also shed new light on the differences in the 

management of technology sourcing by the type of counterpart, whether it is the firm’s 

business partner (supplier or customer) or not. There are a substantial number of 

empirical studies that investigate the nature of technology sourcing (Cassiman and 
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Veugelers, 2006; Ceccagnoli et al., 2010; Gooroochurn and Hanley, 2007), but they do 

not consider the simultaneous occurrence of technology and business transactions. 

From our survey, we find that a substantial number of external partners in the NPD 

process are also business partners. Therefore, the innovative division of labour does 

not occur independently from the business relationship (Arora, Fosfuri, and 

Gambardella, 2001).  

In many cases, the NPD process at business-to-business firms is jointly organised 

by the firms and their customers. A typical example is found in the relationship 

between an automobile assembler and a parts company. In many cases, the parts 

supplier jointly develops new products with its customer, the assembler, instead of 

producing a product completely specified by the customer (Dyer, 1996). In cases such 

as this, co-specialisation of relation-specific investment is facilitated more by long-

term supplier–manufacturer relationships than relationships between those dealing 

with pure technology transactions in market-based competition (Jacobides and Winter, 

2005). Therefore, this paper distinguishes between two types of technology 

partnerships – whether a technology partner is a business partner or not – to more 

clearly understand the mechanism of technology sourcing in the NPD process. 

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 provides the 

framework for our empirical analysis. We conduct a survey of the literature on theories 

of technology sourcing and firm boundaries in the NPD process, starting from 

transaction cost theory combined with some management literature on the resource-

based view (RBV) to construct our analytical framework. Section 3 presents a 

description of the study’s survey and the variables used for our empirical model. 

Section 4 shows the results of the econometric analysis of the determinants of 

 



3 

technology sourcing. Section 5 summarises our main findings and provides further 

research questions. 

 

2. Framework of the Empirical Analysis 

Based on the framework of transaction costs introduced by Coase (1937), the 

boundary of the firm, that is, the make-or-buy decision, is determined by the relative 

costs of an internal exchange compared to an external exchange. The earliest literature 

on the make-or-buy decision addressed the choice between external sourcing and in-

house procurement, and then modelled firms as choosing between markets and 

hierarchies, as expressed by the title of Williamson’s book in 1975 (Klein, 2005). 

Williamson (1991) develops transaction cost economics and distinguishes between 

market, hybrid, and hierarchy organisation forms. A hybrid form is a non-standard, 

vertical, contractual arrangement, such as a long-term contract, partial ownership 

agreement, franchise, network, or alliance. Joskow (2005) reviews the causes and 

consequences of vertical forms and the relationships between vertical integration (or 

hierarchy) and substitute, non-standard, vertical, contractual (or hybrid) arrangements, 

both theoretically and empirically. Empirical studies of a firm’s boundary decision, as 

reviewed by Klein (2005) and Lafontaine and Slade (2007), use the organisation form 

defined as ‘make, buy, or hybrid’ as the dependent variable, and introduce asset 

specificity, uncertainty, complexity, and frequency as explanatory variables. 

More importantly, asset specificity is an important factor in a firm’s boundary 

decision, and higher asset specificity has a higher value under the condition of a 

specific utilisation or relationship. Similarly, a relationship-specific investment 

involves investing in assets that support a specific trading relationship, including both 
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specialised physical and human capital, along with intangibles such as R&D and firm-

specific knowledge or capabilities (Klein, 2005). Even if an investment is efficient, 

firms will not invest in relationship-specific assets because once relationship-specific 

investments have been made, owners of the assets can face a hold-up problem; vertical 

contracts mitigate the hold-up problem. Williamson (1991) expresses the governance 

cost of each organisation form (market, hybrid, and hierarchy) as a function of asset 

specificity and denotes that the organisation form changes from market to hybrid and 

then to hierarchy as asset specificity increases. 

In addition, property rights theory based on more formal economic modelling has 

developed and addressed the firm boundary questions (Hart, 1995). Property rights 

theory focuses on the investment incentives of players in a joint production system and 

suggests that asset specificity in relationship-specific investment leads to lower 

incentives for players who fear an ex-post hold-up problem by their counterparts. 

Therefore, greater asset specificity makes vertical integration more efficient, as is the 

case in transaction cost theory. However, it should be noted that technological 

complexity and uncertainty of a joint project do not always lead to vertical integration 

in this model. For example, if a supplier and manufacturer are involved in a joint 

production activity, technological complexity in the upstream activity induces a higher 

marginal return to the supplier’s investment. As a result, separation of the supplier and 

the manufacturer becomes more efficient compared with integration by the 

manufacturer’s ownership of the supplier’s asset (Lafontaine and Slade, 2007; 

Acemoglu et al., 2010). 

Transaction cost theory (as well as property rights theory) addresses mainly the 

cost of the transaction but not so much its potential gain. If a large gain is expected 

from a market transaction, a firm may prefer ‘buy’ instead of ‘make’, even if the 
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transaction cost is high. The potential gain from ‘buy’ instead of ‘make’ comes from 

managerial resources on the seller side, which are difficult for the buyer to make by 

itself. The resource-based view (RBV) theory perceives a firm’s assets as a source of 

competitiveness that differentiates it from other firms. Organisational capabilities and 

accumulated technology with economic value are rare and highly difficult to imitate 

to create a sustainable advantage vis-à-vis a firm’s competitors, so these resources 

cannot easily be transferred between firms (Barney, 1991). According to the RBV, 

inter-firm collaboration occurs in the process of accessing complementary assets in 

other firms instead of minimising the transaction cost associated with such a 

partnership (Madhok, 2002). 

Jacobides and Winter (2005) combine the ideas of transaction cost theory and the 

RBV to illustrate a dynamic mechanism of the capability specialisations of industry 

players (co-specialisation), which changes the transaction costs among them. This 

mechanism starts with the selection of partners in a space where different assets are 

distributed among firms. Then, a firm starts determining an institutional setting for the 

lower transaction cost. Using a market intermediary or consultancy service is one 

solution. In addition, repeated interactions with one partner substantially reduce the 

transaction cost of the partnership. In a world of decreasing transaction costs, co-

specialisation of a firm’s investment increases the firm’s capability. This leads to 

further development of intermediation services and drives down the transaction cost. 

Lavie (2006) proposes that the asset can be shared, instead of being mutually 

exclusive, taking into account the non-rival nature of knowledge and technology. 

Empirically, the existence of shared technology resources is supported by the fact that 

internal R&D activities and the adoption of external technology are often not mutual 

substitutes but complements. The R&D boundary decision is considered as make-and-
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buy and not make-or-buy. Cassiman and Veugelers (2006) investigate the innovation 

strategies of ‘NoMake&Buy’, ‘MakeOnly’, ‘BuyOnly’, and ‘Make&Buy’ using 

survey data on innovation in the Belgian manufacturing industry. They suggest that 

internal R&D and external knowledge acquisition are complementary innovation 

activities and that the ‘Make&Buy’ strategy increases the share of sales from new 

products. However, the degree of complementarity is sensitive to other elements of the 

firm’s strategic environment. An effective intellectual property rights protection 

industry, effective strategic protection, and basic R&D reliance increase the probability 

of adopting the ‘Make&Buy’ strategy. 

The portion of appropriated rent from the shared resources is called an 

appropriated relational rent and is determined by various factors, including the relative 

absorptive capacity and relative scope/scale of resources (Lavie, 2006). The absorptive 

capacity is the learning capability from an alliance, such as the acquisition of external 

technology and its exploitation to gain economic rent (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). 

The relative absorptive capacity reflects the efficiency of rent extraction from the 

shared resources. As for the size of the appropriated relational rent, the size of the 

potential shared resources does matter. In this sense, a relatively smaller firm may be 

able to gain from an alliance with a larger firm with wider and greater resources (Lavie, 

2006). 

In addition, in the course of interaction with partners, a technology is exposed to 

other companies, making it difficult to appropriate the rent arising from that technology. 

R&D partnerships have both a spillover effect, which broadens a firm’s own 

technology base, and a heightened risk of technology leakage, which reduces the 

likelihood of appropriating rents from the technology. Methods to increase a 

technology’s ability to appropriate rent, in addition to intellectual property rights 
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protection, include the complexity of product design and speed of development (Levin 

et al., 1986). Some research findings indicate that firms with a greater ability to control 

the outside spillover effect are able to pursue more partnerships (Cassiman and 

Veugelers, 2002). 

Based on the discussions above, we propose a framework of empirical 

investigations in Figure 1. A novel part of this study is analysing the determinants of 

external technology sourcing by the type of counterpart, i.e. whether the counterpart is 

a firm’s business partner (supplier or customer) or not. In the NPD process, a firm 

relies solely on its internal technology resources or in-source external technologies as 

well. We consider whether the determinants of the make-or-buy decisions change with 

the type of the potential counterpart (technology supplier). In the case of a business 

partner that is a technology supplier, the complementary managerial resources to 

technology in the NPD process, such as marketing channels, are also related to the 

technology partner. Therefore, the two parties involved in the technology transactions 

are supposed to have a mutual understanding in their business. In contrast, if a firm 

insources technology from a non-business partner, technology transactions occur 

independently from their business transactions, so the complementary resources for 

appropriating rents from technology are not related to the technology supplier.  
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Figure 1. A Business Partner or Non-business Partner as the Technology 

Supplier in the New Product Development Process 

 

 

 

Therefore, technology transactions with a business partner are conducted in close 

coordination in the entire NPD process between a seller and a buyer, including 

appropriating rents from technology, while technology sourcing from a non-business 

partner is managed purely by technology transactions in the market. Consequently, it 

is presumed that transaction cost theory is more relevant for considering the 

determinants of technology transaction with a non-business partner. In contrast, 

technology sourcing from business partners is based on the idea of mutually beneficial 

managerial resources, not only of technology but also complementary assets, such as 

specialised inputs and marketing channels.  
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3. Data and Variables 

3.1 Survey of new product development 

We conducted a survey of 18,000 business units of Japanese firms in 2011, of 

which 3,705 responded (response rate = 20.6%). In this survey, NPD is defined 

according to the Oslo Manual of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development. Further, we identified the sources of information for NPD for 1,390 

business units (38% of the total number of responses) that introduced new products 

between 2008 and 2010. 

To consider the innovation activities for a new product, we categorise our data by 

innovation strategy (Figure 1). First, we classify the activities into two categories 

depending on whether they are mainly internal or external development: 

 Internal development: firms mainly develop the new product or service by 

themselves. 

 External development: outside organisations mainly develop the new product 

or service. 

The vast majority of the sample (1,199 firms 86%) undertook internal 

development, while the remainder (168 firms; 12%) undertook external development. 

The group that undertook external development includes two types of businesses. The 

first type comprises firms that introduced a product that firms had developed (and 

manufactured) and then sold through their sales network without internal R&D 

expenditure. The other type comprises firms that subcontracted to produce an order 

using a design from the contractees. We consider the differences in the structure of 

innovation between these businesses and those who chose to develop the products by 

themselves. Therefore, in this paper, we analyse the group with internal development. 

Among the terminology of Cassiman and Veugeles (2006), that is, ‘NoMake&Buy’, 
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‘MakeOnly’, ‘BuyOnly’, and ‘Make&Buy’, our study focuses on ‘MakeOnly’ and 

‘Make&Buy’, which involve internal development activity. 

For the units with internal development, we determine whether they formally 

acquired external technology and how they acquired it. In Figure 2, the number of 

firms ‘acquiring external technology’ is the number of firms that developed the 

prototype using at least one of the formal ways, such as entering into a contract with 

outside organisations, mergers and acquisitions or investment, joint ventures or 

collaborative R&D, licencing, or R&D commission or consulting (436 units). 

 

Figure 2. Innovation Strategy for the New Product Development Process 

 

Note: The sample sizes in the lower levels do not fully match the number in the higher levels 

because of inconsistencies in the available data. 

 

Furthermore, we focus on the type of technology partner. Figure 2 illustrates the 

NPD process incorporating external technologies. A discussion on the firm’s boundary 

New product 
development

(N = 1390 )

External 
development

(N = 168)

Internal 
development

(N = 1199)

Acquiring external 
technology

(N = 436)

Technology partner = 
Business partner

(N = 288)

Technology partner ≠ 
Business partner

(N = 148)

Not acquiring

(N = 642)
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of technological development is made whether there is an external collaborator for 

technological contents (technology partner). The NPD process, however, involves not 

only technological development but also product conceptualisation to take into 

account market needs. For example, automotive parts manufacturers often jointly 

develop parts with their customers, the automotive manufacturers. In such cases, the 

automotive manufacturers provide both external technologies and customers. The 

decision to incorporate external technologies is made in conjunction with the client, 

leaving the firm in question with no choice. Incorporating external technologies from 

a particular customer or supplier is not an isolated technology market issue but rather 

calls for consideration within an analytical framework that includes the relationship 

with business partners. 

Therefore, we divide the sample of firms acquiring external technology by the type 

of partner: technology partner = business partner (T = B); and technology partner ≠ 

business partner (T ≠  B). Although the type of technology partner cannot be 

observed from the dataset, we can use information about the most important source of 

knowledge at the prototyping stage to distinguish whether T=B or T≠ B.

1  Of the units, 66% of those who acquired external technology entered a 

transaction with a partner with whom they had a business relationship (23% with 

suppliers and 43% with customers). We define these samples as T = B.  

The NPD process is too complex to decompose into separate activities, so the 

knowledge generation process for NPD is mostly constrained within a firm or a limited 

                                                   
1  Survey question: In developing this product, did you utilise information from any of the 

following? Please reply and classify by ‘conceptualisation stage’ and ‘prototyping stage’. (Check 

the most important source of knowledge.) 

Respondent’s choices: supplier; customer; another firm in your industry; consultant; engineering 

service provider or commercial laboratory; university; government laboratory; information on 

patents; public domain, such as publications or public meetings; or collaboration between your 

firm and others. 
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number of business partners (Arora et al., 2001). In our survey, the following items 

inquire whether new investments in complementary assets related to new products are 

made: 

New channel: ‘Did you develop new sales and distribution channels to commercialise 

the product?’ 

New production factor: ‘Did you buy new types of equipment or hire employees with 

skills different from those of existing employees?’ 

As shown in Figure 3, the groups acquiring external technology have higher 

requirements of new complementary resources, and the requirements of the group 

acquiring from T ≠ B are higher than those of the group acquiring from T = B in both 

items. Therefore, in the case of T = B, it is more likely for a firm to use the required 

marketing channels and new employees for the new products of the business partner. 

In contrast, in the case of T ≠ B, a firm invests in these complementary assets by itself. 

Figure 3. Requirements for New Complementary Resources 

New channel: ‘Did you develop new sales and distribution channels to 

commercialise the product?’ 
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New factor: ‘Did you buy new types of equipment or hire new employees with skills 

different from those of existing employees?’ 

 

3.2 Dependent variables 

We conduct two regression analyses to examine the determinants of external 

technology sourcing in the NPD process, as described in Section 4. In the first 

regression, using a probit model, the dependent variable is a dummy equal to 1 if the 

firm acquires external technology (acquiring). In the second regression analysis, where 

we employ a multinomial logit model, the dependent variable is a set of three discrete 

choices: Technology partner ≠ Business partner (T ≠ B); Technology partner = 

Business partner (T = B); or Not acquiring. 

3.3 Explanatory variables 

To acquire external technology in the NPD process, we use the following 

explanatory variables related to transaction cost theories, and the degree of co-

specialisation of technology and complementary assets based on the RBV in order to 

identify which factors are more relevant in the case of technology transactions of T ≠ 

B or T = B. 
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3.3.1 Transaction cost 

Patent: A dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the respondents own the patents of 

the product. 

As described in Section 2, asset specificity and uncertainty play important roles in 

determining a firm’s boundary. In terms of technology transactions, a patent plays an 

important role in moderating transaction costs. First, intellectual property ownership 

mitigates the risk of an ex-post hold-up problem because it can be more easily traded 

with other parties. A related argument regarding patents is that patent information is 

disclosed to the public, which reduces information asymmetry between the technology 

owner and potential users. 

3.3.2 Resource-based view 

R&D: The propensity of R&D expenditure to sales in a business unit (the R&D 

intensity) is indicated by a categorical response, 0%, 0%–1%, 1%–3%, 3%–5%, 5%–

10%, and more than 10%, on a scale of 0, 0.5, 1.5, 4, 7.5, and 10. In addition, R&D0, 

R&D1, R&D2, R&D3, R&D4, or R&D5 take the value 1 if the survey respondent 

answered 0%, 0%–1%, 1%–3%, 3%–5%, 5%–10%, or more than 10%, respectively. 

The magnitude of relational rent is affected by a variety of factors in the partner 

relationship, but first there is a positive relationship with absorptive capacity. 

Absorptive capacity comprises the capabilities of acquisition and assimilation, 

bringing in the technology from the partner, and the transformations and exploitations 

embodying the technology in new products and capturing the rent (Zahra and George, 

2002). The greater these capabilities, the higher the rent that can be expected to be 
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obtained from alliances, meaning that external partnerships will be pursued more 

proactively. 

Different business: A dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the business category 

of the respondent’s firm is different from the new product category, which consists of 

90 categories. 

Experience: A dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent’s firm was 

filed more than 5 years ago. 

Whether the NPD project is related to the firm’s main business or a new field 

depends on its managerial resources and capabilities. A firm will gain relatively more 

from the partner by entering into alliances in fields in which it has less expertise. In 

contrast, a firm with substantial assets has less incentive to collaborate with others in 

the same field (Lavie, 2006). Here, we investigate the possible co-specialisation of 

technology and complementary assets. Studies have found that a pharmaceutical firm 

with larger marketing assets has less incentive to pursue technology insourcing 

(Ceccagnoli et al., 2010).  

3.3.3 Control variables 

A technology sourcing decision is complicated in nature. There are a substantial 

number of control variables that should be considered in our empirical model. The first 

is the speed of the innovation process.  

First mover: A dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the product was released 

ahead of other firms. 

Internal departments could be an obstacle to acquiring external technology (i.e. an 

internal hampering factor), which Allen and Katz (1982) point out as the ‘not-
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invented-here’ syndrome. Internal departments are also a hampering factor in our 

survey. The other variables are control variables. 

Not invented here: A dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent 

checked the item: ‘Another department resists acquiring external information.’ 

To maximise the return from a technology partnership, it is also important to control 

any potential damage from an unintentional information leakage. Therefore, the 

following variable is also included: 

Risk of divulging: A dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent 

checked the item: ‘The risk from divulging internal information is too large.’ 

Finally, we control for the characteristics of a firm, its business relationships, and 

industry as follows: 

Employee: We use the logarithm of the number of employees in the firm. 

Start-up: A dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the firm is a start-up, defined 

as being in business for less than 5 years. 

Single specific customer: A dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the product is 

sold to one specific customer. 

Multiple specific customers: A dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the product 

is sold to multiple specific customers. 

Affiliated supplier: A dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the firm mainly 

receives supplies from affiliated companies. 

Affiliated customer: A dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the firm’s main 

customers are affiliated companies. 

Industry dummy variables: To control for industry characteristics, we include seven 

dummy variables: chemicals, pharmaceuticals, electronics, machinery, transportation, 

instruments, and IT services. 
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Table 1 presents the summary statistics of the variables according to the type of 

technology acquisition: ‘acquiring from T ≠ B’, ‘acquiring from T = B’, or ‘not 

acquiring’. In both ‘acquiring from T ≠ B’ and ‘acquiring from T = B’, the score of 

R&D intensity and the rates of the product, which is from a non-core business field, 

different business, or released ahead of other firms, first mover, are higher than in ‘not 

acquiring’. In contrast, in ‘acquiring from T ≠ B’, more than half of the firms own 

patents for the new product, and the proportion of products for specific customers is 

higher than those in the other two groups in ‘acquiring from T = B’. We can observe 

the different attributes by the type of partner and external technology acquisition. Table 

2 shows the correlation matrix. 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics 

 

R&D = research and development. 

Note: The values are the sample means. Standard deviations are in parentheses. 

Technology partner
≠ Business partner

Technology partner
= Business partner

Not acquiring Total

Patent 0.541 0.424 0.356 0.401
(0.5) (0.495) (0.479) (0.49)

R&D 3.373 3.432 2.854 3.086
(3.284) (3.014) (2.748) (2.913)

Different business 0.279 0.297 0.193 0.233
(0.45) (0.458) (0.395) (0.423)

Experience 0.762 0.775 0.827 0.804
(0.427) (0.418) (0.379) (0.397)

First mover 0.508 0.534 0.443 0.477
(0.502) (0.5) (0.497) (0.5)

Not invented here 0.090 0.068 0.058 0.065
(0.288) (0.252) (0.233) (0.247)

Risk of divulging 0.426 0.411 0.380 0.395
(0.497) (0.493) (0.486) (0.489)

Employee 4.933 5.240 5.137 5.136
(1.551) (1.567) (1.392) (1.466)

Start-up 0.033 0.025 0.038 0.034
(0.179) (0.158) (0.191) (0.181)

Single specific customer 0.057 0.174 0.082 0.103
(0.234) (0.38) (0.274) (0.305)

Multiple specific customers 0.205 0.347 0.286 0.292
(0.405) (0.477) (0.452) (0.455)

Affiliated customer 0.213 0.225 0.203 0.210
(0.411) (0.418) (0.402) (0.408)

Affiliated supplier 0.213 0.284 0.219 0.236
(0.411) (0.452) (0.414) (0.425)

N 122 236 503 861
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Table 2. Correlation Matrix 

 

N=861 

 

R&D = research and development.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1 Dep.ver.(Acquring) 1
2 Patent 0.108 1
3 R&D 0.095 0.240 1
4 Different business 0.114 -0.048 -0.028 1
5 Experience -0.070 0.082 0.026 -0.163 1
6 First mover 0.081 0.348 0.160 -0.005 -0.014 1
7 Not invented here 0.036 0.034 -0.032 -0.045 0.047 -0.016 1
8 Risk of divulging 0.037 0.135 0.064 0.004 0.064 0.065 0.009 1
9 Employee 0.000 0.358 0.102 -0.056 0.140 0.148 0.092 0.099 1

10 Start-up -0.027 0.018 0.049 -0.012 -0.054 -0.037 0.055 0.047 -0.075 1
11 Single specific customer 0.085 -0.106 0.030 0.047 -0.034 -0.057 -0.028 -0.001 -0.047 0.064 1
12 Multiple specific customers 0.014 0.164 0.073 0.009 0.034 0.068 -0.003 0.083 0.119 -0.091 -0.218 1
13 Affiliated customer 0.022 -0.021 -0.059 -0.015 0.068 -0.088 0.095 -0.038 -0.096 0.014 0.068 0.002 1
14 Affiliated supplier 0.048 0.015 -0.043 -0.009 0.061 -0.043 0.064 0.016 -0.023 0.048 0.000 0.047 0.566 1



20 

4. Econometric Analysis 

We analyse, for firms that mainly develop new products or services by themselves, 

the factors that determine whether a firm acquires external technology. First, we 

estimate the probit model of whether the firms decide to acquire external technology, 

as reported in Table 3. The coefficients show the marginal effects of these factors on 

the probability of external technology acquisition. 

Owning patents for the new product (patent) has a positive effect on the 

probability of external technology acquisition. This result suggests that a firm acquires 

external technology if its in-house technology is adequately protected by patents 

because of the decreasing transaction costs of preventing opportunistic behaviour by a 

counterpart. Although patent could indicate evidence of being high-tech, we consider 

that it would be possible to identify this effect to some extent by controlling for R&D 

intensity and the industry dummy variables. Regarding the R&D intensity, in 

regression (1), there is a possibility that the effect of patent protection is overestimated 

because the marginal effect of patent largely decreases from 0.266 to 0.094 when we 

closely examine R&D intensity using the dummy variables in regression (2). 

Furthermore, for the willingness to acquire external technology, regressions (3) and 

(4) present the estimation results excluding units that do not have the willingness to 

acquire external knowledge or technology. This is to clearly identify the effect of firms 

moderating transaction costs by owning patents. We observe that the magnitudes of all 

the marginal effects decrease when comparing regressions (1) and (3), although there 

is no change in statistical significance. Therefore, the overestimation of patent in 

regression (1) could be caused by units that have no willingness for external 

knowledge or technology acquisition rather than R&D intensity because there is no 



21 

difference between the results of regressions (3) and (4). 

 

Table 3. Results of Probit Model Estimation for External Technology 

Acquisition 

 
R&D = research and development. 

Note: Values in parentheses are robust standard errors. The coefficients are the marginal effects of 

the independent variable of the probability of external technology acquisition. The marginal effect 

for the factor levels is the discrete change from the base level. The industry dummy variables and 

the constant are dropped from the table. *, **, *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% 
levels, respectively.  

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Acquiring Acquiring Acquiring Acquiring

Patent 0.266** 0.094** 0.094** 0.088**
(0.108) (0.041) (0.042) (0.043)

R&D 0.030* 0.015**
(0.016) (0.006)

R&D1 -0.004 -0.003
(0.101) (0.101)

R&D2 0.006 0.031
(0.102) (0.101)

R&D3 0.037 0.067
(0.104) (0.104)

R&D4 0.003 0.048
(0.110) (0.112)

R&D5 0.201* 0.218*
(0.119) (0.118)

Different business 0.323*** 0.124*** 0.142*** 0.145***
(0.107) (0.041) (0.042) (0.042)

Experience -0.217* -0.081* -0.082* -0.080*
(0.116) (0.044) (0.046) (0.046)

First mover 0.118 0.044 0.057 0.057
(0.095) (0.036) (0.037) (0.037)

Not invented here 0.260 0.105 0.081 0.086
(0.179) (0.068) (0.069) (0.069)

Risk of divulging 0.056 0.019 0.017 0.015
(0.091) (0.034) (0.035) (0.035)

Employee -0.042 -0.011 -0.021 -0.017
(0.034) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013)

Start-up -0.363 -0.147 -0.110 -0.123
(0.243) (0.091) (0.094) (0.095)

Single specific customer 0.338** 0.131** 0.140** 0.140**
(0.153) (0.058) (0.061) (0.061)

Multiple specific customers -0.003 -0.005 -0.020 -0.027
(0.103) (0.038) (0.040) (0.040)

Affiliated customer -0.028 -0.016 -0.020 -0.023
(0.134) (0.050) (0.051) (0.051)

Affiliated supplier 0.180 0.074 0.088* 0.093*
(0.127) (0.048) (0.050) (0.050)

Pseudo R2 0.043 0.047 0.050 0.053
Log Likelihood -559.354 -557.183 -513.248 -511.915
N 861 861 792 792
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R&D, which shows the category variable depending on the R&D intensity, has a 

positive and significant effect on acquiring external technology. Furthermore, in 

regression (2), when we replace R&D with R&D1, R&D2, R&D3, R&D4, and R&D5, 

only the coefficient with the highest level of R&D intensity, R&D5, is positive and has 

a significant effect. This result implies that this group, which has more than 10% R&D 

intensity, increases the probability of external R&D acquisition rather than being 

monotonically increasing as a function of R&D intensity. Therefore, external 

collaboration is found particularly in high-tech firms. 

We find significantly positive effects of different business, indicating that the 

probability of utilising an external technology increases by about 10% when a firm is 

not familiar with the business field. In addition, we find negative and statistically 

significant coefficients for experience. This is because a firm gains relatively more 

from the partner by entering into alliances in fields in which it has less expertise. 

Next, we divide acquiring external technology by the type of partner and 

investigate the factors influencing the choice probability of acquiring from T ≠ B, 

acquiring from T = B, or not acquiring using the multinomial logit model. As discussed 

in Section 3.2, those who acquire technology from their business partners (T = B) 

invest less in complementary assets, such as new marketing channels and personnel, 

compared to firms acquiring from T ≠ B, which suggests the possibility of the 

division of labour in technology and complementary assets with their business partners. 

Table 4 shows the estimation results using multinomial logit models in which we use 

the following alternatives: Technology partner ≠  Business partner (T ≠  B), 

Technology partner = Business partner (T = B), and Not acquiring.1 Note that our 

                                                   
1 The base category is ‘not acquiring’. We conduct a specification test for the independence of 

irrelevant alternatives based on a seemingly unrelated estimation model since the Hausman test 

does not work. We cannot reject the equality of the common coefficients across the original 
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estimation model is not a sequential decision process of acquiring or not, followed by 

acquiring from T ≠ B or acquiring from T = B. 

 

Table 4. Results of Multinomial Logit Model Estimation for External 

Technology Acquisition 

 
R&D = research and development. 

Note: For the multinomial logit model estimation, the base category is ‘not acquiring’. Values in 

parentheses are robust standard errors. The coefficients are the marginal effect of the independent 

variable on the probability of external technology acquisition. The marginal effect for the factor 

levels is the discrete change from the base level. The industry dummy variables and the constant 

are dropped from the table. *, **, *** denote significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, 

respectively. 

                                                   
estimation, the estimation without acquiring from T ≠ B, or the estimation without acquiring from 

T = B. The results indicate not statistically rejecting the null hypothesis of the independence of 

irrelevant alternatives. 

Technology
partner ≠

Business
partner

Technology
partner =
Business

partner

Not
acquiring

Technology
partner ≠

Business
partner

Technology
partner =
Business

partner

Not
acquiring

Technology
partner ≠

Business
partner

Technology
partner =
Business

partner

Not
acquiring

Patent 0.114*** -0.025 -0.089** 0.118*** -0.029 -0.088** 0.118*** -0.034 -0.084**
(0.027) (0.037) (0.040) (0.027) (0.038) (0.041) (0.027) (0.039) (0.042)

R&D 0.004 0.011* -0.014**
(0.004) (0.006) (0.006)

R&D1 -0.029 0.029 -0.000 -0.039 0.042 -0.003
(0.060) (0.099) (0.102) (0.061) (0.100) (0.101)

R&D2 -0.091 0.099 -0.009 -0.081 0.117 -0.036
(0.063) (0.098) (0.102) (0.063) (0.099) (0.101)

R&D3 -0.056 0.100 -0.043 -0.045 0.119 -0.075
(0.064) (0.098) (0.104) (0.064) (0.099) (0.103)

R&D4 -0.047 0.054 -0.007 -0.034 0.090 -0.056
(0.068) (0.106) (0.111) (0.070) (0.108) (0.112)

R&D5 0.006 0.192* -0.198* -0.006 0.227** -0.221*
(0.070) (0.110) (0.119) (0.071) (0.112) (0.120)

Different business 0.033 0.086** -0.119*** 0.047* 0.089** -0.136*** 0.044 0.095*** -0.139***
(0.028) (0.034) (0.039) (0.028) (0.036) (0.040) (0.028) (0.036) (0.041)

Experience -0.037 -0.042 0.079* -0.055** -0.025 0.081* -0.055** -0.024 0.079*
(0.028) (0.039) (0.043) (0.028) (0.041) (0.045) (0.028) (0.041) (0.045)

First mover -0.014 0.058* -0.044 -0.023 0.079** -0.056 -0.021 0.077** -0.056
(0.024) (0.032) (0.035) (0.025) (0.033) (0.037) (0.025) (0.033) (0.037)

Not invented here 0.061 0.041 -0.102 0.057 0.024 -0.081 0.056 0.028 -0.084
(0.046) (0.064) (0.066) (0.047) (0.067) (0.068) (0.047) (0.067) (0.068)

Risk of divulging 0.021 -0.003 -0.018 0.026 -0.010 -0.016 0.027 -0.012 -0.015
(0.024) (0.030) (0.034) (0.025) (0.032) (0.035) (0.025) (0.032) (0.035)

Employee -0.021** 0.010 0.011 -0.022** 0.001 0.021 -0.020** 0.003 0.017
(0.009) (0.011) (0.013) (0.010) (0.012) (0.013) (0.010) (0.012) (0.013)

Start-up -0.044 -0.098 0.143 -0.036 -0.076 0.112 -0.033 -0.089 0.123
(0.061) (0.086) (0.090) (0.064) (0.086) (0.091) (0.062) (0.089) (0.093)

Single specific customer -0.094* 0.195*** -0.101* -0.083* 0.199*** -0.116* -0.085* 0.199*** -0.114*
(0.050) (0.045) (0.059) (0.050) (0.048) (0.061) (0.051) (0.048) (0.061)

Multiple specific customers -0.081*** 0.072** 0.008 -0.101*** 0.076** 0.025 -0.097*** 0.066* 0.032
(0.029) (0.034) (0.039) (0.031) (0.036) (0.040) (0.031) (0.036) (0.041)

Affiliated customer 0.009 -0.025 0.016 -0.002 -0.016 0.018 -0.005 -0.016 0.021
(0.035) (0.046) (0.050) (0.037) (0.047) (0.051) (0.037) (0.048) (0.052)

Affiliated supplier -0.031 0.100** -0.069 -0.024 0.108** -0.084* -0.025 0.112** -0.087*
(0.033) (0.042) (0.048) (0.035) (0.044) (0.049) (0.034) (0.044) (0.049)

Pseudo R2

Log Likelihood

N

(5) (6) (7)

861 792 792

0.069 0.068 0.073
-758.386 -703.903 -700.390
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We find significantly positive effects of patent on the probability of acquiring from 

T ≠ B, which indicates that the probability of acquiring external technology from 

other suppliers and customers increases by about 10% when firms own the patents for 

their products. Therefore, the probability of internalisation of the NPD process 

decreases by owning patents. Although the estimation results of the probit models in 

Table 3 show only the positive effects on external technology acquisition, we can 

identify the effect of patents depending on the partner type. This result suggests that 

the moderating effect of patents can be found particularly in the case of pure 

technology asset insourcing without interactions with complementary assets. 

Positive coefficients for R&D intensity are found, conversely, in firms acquiring 

from T = B. This supports the hypothesis of co-specialisation between technology 

assets (for the technology acquirer) and complementary assets (for its business partner). 

Furthermore, different field has positive and significant effects on the probability of 

acquiring from T = B, further supporting the co-specialisation hypothesis. When a firm 

develops a new product in a field that is not its main business, it has less incentive to 

invest in its less-competitive resources, such as marketing channels and personnel. 

Therefore, such firms tend to rely on the resources of their business partners by 

focusing on technological development activities. 

As shown by the positive and statistically significant coefficients for experience 

in the ‘not acquiring’ group, firms have less incentive to collaborate with others if firms 

have substantial business experience in the field of the NPD. This result can be 

explained by the RBV, which states that firms tend to invest in their relatively 

competitive assets by themselves. 

First mover positively affects the probability that firms assimilate technology from 

business partners. This result implies that although products that are released ahead of 
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other firms involve large commercial risks, alliances with business partners might 

mitigate these risks. 

Single specific customer and multiple specific customers positively affect the 

probability that firms adopt external technology from business partners, but negatively 

affect the probability that firms acquire external technology from other suppliers and 

customers. For a technology transaction with different types of partners, the factor of 

specific customers has a completely different effect on external technology sourcing. 

Moreover, the marginal effect of single specific customer of about 20% is larger than 

that of multiple customers because asset specificity is higher. In addition, affiliated 

supplier has a positive and statistically significant coefficient. A potential hold-up 

problem associated with asset specificity could be mitigated by the partners’ equity 

ownership. 

 

5. Concluding Remarks 

In this paper, we present an empirical analysis of the division of innovative labour 

in the NPD process by using novel survey data covering not only the technological 

development but also the market introduction of the new product. A focus of our 

analysis is the division of labour related to a firm’s innovative technology and its 

complementary resources with other firms. We found that the determinants of a firm’s 

external collaboration for technology differ completely by the type of partner, that is, 

whether the technology partner is also a business partner, such as a supplier or 

customer (T = B), or not (T ≠ B). 

In the case of T ≠ B, we found the moderating effect of patents on the cost of 

technology transaction to be a determinant of external technology sourcing. However, 

there is no evidence of co-specialisation of complementary assets with other firms. In 
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addition, such firms invest more in new marketing channels and personnel than firms 

sourcing technology from their business partners (T = B). Therefore, these firms 

pursue their own new business development strategies and complement their 

technology resources with those of other firms. Such technology transactions require 

patent protection to mitigate potential hold-up problems in the relationships with their 

technology partners. 

In contrast, the determinants drawn from the RBV work in the case of T = B, and 

patents are not a relevant factor here. We would expect that co-specialisation of 

managerial resources with partner firms, particularly for complementary assets, are 

well developed for this group of firms. These firms deal more with specific customers 

and are likely to have equity linkages with their suppliers. Therefore, we would expect 

that these firms have substantially invested in relational assets with their partners. The 

existence of such a relationship (or equity linkage) enables co-specialisation of 

managerial resources related to NPD. 

In this paper, we investigated the complex nature of technology collaboration. A 

clear finding from our study is the importance of forming a business relationship, 

instead of only pursuing a technology transaction, to address the question of the 

innovative division of labour. We found two distinct patterns for the cases of T ≠ B 

and T = B. The next question following from our research is which pattern is more 

efficient in which condition. A co-specialisation pattern should be more efficient for a 

partnership, but the transaction cost theory (as well as the property rights theory) 

suggests that relation-specific asset investments incur a hold-up problem, so that the 

amount of the cost (or reduced incentive for investment according to the property 

rights theory) has to be deducted from the partnership’s value added. Our study 

suggests that such potential loss can be controlled by relational assets with partners. 
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Of course, the effectiveness of such relational assets differs by industry. In the case 

of the automobile industry, close communication between the supplier and the 

manufacturer is important for developing a high-quality car. In contrast, technology 

transactions by patents have increased in the pharmaceutical industry. However, we 

need a clearer understanding of the relational assets to answer questions such as ‘How 

does a firm maintain a good balance between relational asset investment and 

flexibility?’, ‘How does a firm form an effective relationship with its partner?’, and ‘Is 

partial equity ownership feasible?’ These are some future directions following our 

work. 

 

 

References 

Acemoglu, D., P. Aghion, R. Griffith, and F. Zilibotti (2010), ‘Vertical Integration 

and Technology: Theory and Evidence’, Journal of the European Economic 

Association, 8(5), pp. 989–1033. 

Allen, T.J. and R. Katz (1982), ‘Investigating the Not-Invented-Here (NIH) 

Syndrome: A Look at the Performance, Tenure, and Communications Patterns 

of 50 R&D Project Groups’, R&D Management, 12(1), pp. 7–19. 

Arora, A and M. Ceccagnoli (2006), ‘Patent Protection, Complementary Assets and 

Firm’s Incentives for Technology Licensing’, Management Science, 52(2), pp. 

293–308. 

Arora, A., A. Fosfuri, and A. Gambardella (2001), Markets for Technology, The 

Economics of Innovation and Corporate Strategy. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Arora, A. and A. Gambardella (1994), ‘Evaluating Technological Information and 

Utilizing It: Scientific Knowledge, Technological Capability and External 

Linkages in Biotechnology’, Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 

24(1), pp. 91–114. 

 



28 

Arora, A. and A. Gambardella (2010), ‘Ideas for Rent: An Overview of Markets for 

Technology’, Industrial and Corporate Change, 19(3) pp. 775–803. 

Barney, J. (1991), ‘Firm Resource and Sustained Competitive Advantage’, Journal of 

Management, 17(1), pp. 99–120. 

Cassiman, B. and R. Veugelers (2002), ‘R&D Cooperation and Spillovers: Some 

Evidence from Belgium’, American Economic Review, 92(4), pp. 1169–1184. 

Cassiman, B. and R. Veugelers (2006), ‘In Search of Complementarity in Innovation 

Strategy: Internal R&D and External Knowledge Acquisition’, Management 

Science, 52(1), pp. 68–82. 

Ceccagnoli, M., Graham, S. J. H., Higgins M. J., and J. Lee (2010), ‘Productivity and 

the Role of Complementary Assets in Firm’s Demand for Technology 

Innovation’, Industrial and Corporate Change, 19(3): 839–869. 

Coase, R. (1937), ‘The Nature of the Firm’, Economica, 4(16), pp. 386–405. 

Cohen, W. and D. Levinthal (1990), ‘Absorptive Capacity: A New Perspective on 

Learning and Innovation’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 35, pp. 128–152. 

Dyer, J. H. (1996), ‘Specialized Supplier Networks as a Source of Competitive 

Advantage: Evidence from the Auto Industry’, Strategic Management Journal 

(17), pp. 271–291  

Gooroochurn, N and A. Hanley (2007), ‘A Tale of Two Literature: Transaction Cost 

and Property Rights in Innovation Outsourcing’, Research Policy, 36(2007), 

pp. 1483–1495. 

Hart, O. (1995), Firms, Contracts, and Financial Structure. Oxford, UK: Oxford 

University Press. 

Lafontaine, F. and M. Slade (2007), ‘Vertical Integration and Firm Boundaries: The 

Evidence’, Journal of Economic Literature, 45(3), pp. 629–685. 

Lavie, D. (2006), ‘The Competitive Advantage of Interconnected Firms: An Extension 

of the Resource-based View’, Academy of Management Review, 31(3), pp. 

638–658. 

Levin, R. C., Klevorick, A. K., Nelson, R. R., Winter, S. G., Gilbert R., and Z. Griliches 

(1987), ‘Appropriating the Returns from Industrial Research and 

Development’, Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, 3(1987), pp. 783–831. 



29 

Jacobides, M. G. and S. G. Winter (2005), ‘The Co-evolution of Capabilities and 

Transaction Costs: Explaining the Institutional Structure of Production’, 

Strategic Management Journal, 26(5), pp. 395–413. 

Joskow, P. L. (2005), ‘Vertical Integration’, in C. Menard and M. Shirley (eds.), 

Handbook of New Institutional Economics, Chapter 10. Springer. 

Klein, P. G. (2005), ‘The Make-or-Buy Decision: Lessons from Empirical Studies’, in 

C. Menard and M. Shirley (eds.), Handbook of New Institutional Economics, 

Chapter 17. Springer. 

Madhock, A. (2002), ‘Reassessing the Fundamentals and Beyond: Ronald Course, the 

Transaction Cost and Resource-based View of the Firm and the Institutional 

Structure of Production’, Strategic Management Journal, 23(6), pp. 535–550. 

Motohashi, K. (2005), ‘University-industry Collaborations in Japan: The Role of New 

Technology-based Firms in Transforming the National Innovation System’, 

Research Policy, 34(5), pp. 583–594 

Teece, D. J. (1998), ‘Capturing Value from Knowledge Assets: The New Economy, 

Markets for Know-How, and Intangible Assets’, California Management 

Review, 40(3), pp. 55–79  

Williamson, O. E. (1991), ‘Comparative Economic Organization: The Analysis of 

Discrete Structural Alternatives’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 36, pp. 

269–296. 

 



30 

ERIA Discussion Paper Series 

 

No. Author(s) Title Year 

2016-38 
Masayo KANI 

Kazuyuki MOTOHASHI 

Determinants of Demand for 

Technology in Relationships 

with Complementary Assets 

among Japanese Firms 

 
Mar 

2017 

2016-37 
A.Kerem COŞAR and Jasmin 

GRÖSCHL 

Shipping inside the Box: 

Containerization and Trade 
 

Mar 

2017 

2016-36 
Gabriel FELBERMAYR 

Jasmin GRÖSCHL 

Thomas STEINWACHS 

The Trade Effect of Border 

Controls: Evidence from the 

European Schengen Agreement 

 
Mar 

2017 

2016-35 
Filipe R. CAMPANTE and Davin 

CHOR 

“Just Do Your Job”: Obedience, 

Routine Tasks, and the Pattern 

of Specialization 

 
Mar 

2017 

2016-34 
Isao KAMATA, Hitoshi SATO, 

Kiyoyasu TANAKA 

The Internationalisation of 

Firms and Management 

Practices: A Survey of Firms in 

Viet Nam 

 
Mar 

2017 

2016-33 Ikuo KUROIWA  
The Automotive Value Chain in 

Thailand 
 

Mar 

2017 

2016-32 
Ikuo KUROIWA and Kreingkrai 

TECHAKANONT 

Formation of Automotive 

Manufacturing Clusters in 

Thailand 

 
Feb 

2017 

2016-31 
Byeongwoo KANG, Yukihito 

SATO and Yasushi UEKI 

Mobility of Highly Skilled 

Retirees from Japan to the 

Republic of Korea and Taiwan 

 
Feb 

2017 

2016-30 Stephen L. MAGIERA 

International Investment 

Agreements and Investor-State 

Disputes: A Review and 

Evaluation for Indonesia 

 
Jan 

2017 

2016-29 
Lili Yan ING, Miaojie YU and 

Rui ZHANG 

Indonesia and China: Friends or 

Foes? Quality Competition and 

Firm Productivity 

 
Dec 

2016 



31 

No. Author(s) Title Year 

2016-28 
HAN Phoumin and Shigeru 

KIMURA 

Analysis of Distributed Energy 

Systems and Implications for 

Electrification: The Case of 

ASEAN Member States 

 
Dec 

2016 

2016-27 
Tomoo KIKUCHI and Takehiro 

MASUMOTO 

Financial Reforms in Myanmar 

and Japans’ Engagement 
 

Nov 

2016 

2016-24 

Kazunobu HAYAKAWA, 

Nuttawut 

LAKSANAPANYAKUL, 

Hiroshi MUKUNOKI and 

Shujiro URATA 

Impact of Free Trade 

Agreement Utilisation on 

Import Prices 

 
Aug 

2016 

2016-23 
Lili Yan ING, Olivier CADOT 

and Janine WALZ 

Transparency in Non-tariff 

Meausres: An International 

Comparison 

 
Aug 

2016 

2016-22 
VO Tri Thanh and Cuong Van 

NGUYEN 

Towards Responsive 

Regulatory Management 

Systems: Country Report for 

Viet Nam 

 
July 

2016 

2016-21 Gilberto M. LLANTO 

Towards a Requisite 

Regulatory Management 

System: Philippines 

 
June 

2016 

2016-20 
Lili Yan ING and Olivier 

CADOT 

Facilitating ASEAN Trade in 

Goods 
 

June 

2016 

2016-19 

Doan Thi Thanh HA, Kozo 

KIYOTA, and 

Kenta YAMANOUCHI 

Misallocation and Productivity: 

The Case of Vietnamese 

Manufacturing 

 
May 

2016 

2016-18 

Vangimalla R. REDDY, 

Shardendu K. SINGH  and 

Venkatachalam ANBUMOZHI 

Food Supply Chain Disruption 

due to Natural Disasters: 

Entities, Risks, and Strategies 

for Resilience 

 
May 

2016 

2016-17 
Arindam DAS-GUPTA, Gemma 

B. ESTRADA, Donghyun PARK 

Measuring Tax Administration 

Effectiveness and its Impact on 

Tax Revenue 

 
Apr 

2016 



32 

No. Author(s) Title Year 

2016-16 Naohiro YASHIRO 
Regulatory Coherence: The 

Case of Japan 
 

Mar 

2016 

2016-15 
Song June KIM and Dae Yong 

CHOI 

Regulatory Coherence: The 

Case of the Republic of Korea 
 

Mar 

2016 

2016-14 

Peter CARROLL, Gregory 

BOUNDS and Rex DEIGHTON-

SMITH 

Towards Responsive 

Regulations and Regulatory 

Coherence in ASEAN and East 

Asia: The Case of Australia 

 
Mar 

2016 

2016-13 Derek GILL 
Defining Regulatory 

Management System 
 

Mar 

2016 

2016-12 Derek GILL 
Regulatory Coherence: The 

Case of New Zealand 
 

Mar 

2016 

2016-11 
Sang-Hyop LEE, Jungsuk KIM 

and Donghyun PARK 

Demographic Change and 

Fiscal Sustainability in Asia 
 

Mar 

2016 

2016-10 
Ayako OBASHI and Fukunari 

KIMURA 

The Role of China, Japan, and 

Korea in Machinery Production 

Networks 

 
Mar 

2016 

2016-09 
Ayako OBASHI and Fukunari 

KIMURA 

Deepening and Widening 

Production Networks in 

ASEAN 

 
Mar 

2016 

2016-08 Willem THORBECKE 

Increasing the Resilience of 

Asian Supply Chains to Natural 

Disasters: The Role of the 

Financial Sector 

 
Feb 

2016 

2016-07 

Hiroyuki NAKATA, Yasuyuki 

SAWADA and Kunio 

SEKIGUCHI 

Market Concentration and Risk-

Prevention Incentives: The 

Case of the Hard Disk Drive 

Industry 

 
Feb 

2016 

2016-06 Meinhard BREILING 

Tourism Supply Chains and 

Natural Disasters: The 

Vulnerability Challenge and 

Business Continuity Models for 

 
Feb 

2016 



33 

No. Author(s) Title Year 

ASEAN Countries 

2016-05 
Masaru TANAKA and Shigeatsu 

HATAKEYAMA 

Towards Reframing the Spirit of 

ASEAN Environmentalism: 

Insights from Japan’s COHHO 

Experience and Studies 

 
Feb 

2016 

2016-04 Manaek SM PASARIBU 

Challenges of Indonesian 

Competition Law and Some 

Suggestions for Improvement 

 
Jan 

2016 

2016-03 
VO Tri Thanh and NGUYEN 

Anh Duong 

Promoting Rural 

Development, Employment, 

and Inclusive Growth in 

ASEAN 

 
Jan 

2016 

2016-02 Venkatachalam ANBUMOZHI 

Convergence of 

Opportunities: Resilience and 

the ASEAN Community 

 
Jan 

2016 

2016-01 
Lili Yan ING, Shujiro URATA 

and Yoshifumi FUKUNAGA 

How Do Exports and Imports 

Affect the Use of Free Trade 

Agreements? Firm-level 

Survey Evidence from 

Southeast Asia 

 
Jan 

2016 

 

Previous year of ERIA Discussion Paper, can be downloaded at: 

http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion_papers/FY2015/ 

http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion_papers/FY2014/  

http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion_papers/FY2013/ 

http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion_papers/FY2012/ 

http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion_papers/FY2011/ 

http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion_papers/FY2010/ 

http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion_papers/FY2009/ 

http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion papers/FY2008/ 

 

http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion_papers/FY2015/
http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion_papers/FY2014/
http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion_papers/FY2013/
http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion_papers/FY2012/
http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion_papers/FY2011/
http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion_papers/FY2010/
http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion_papers/FY2009/
http://www.eria.org/publications/discussion%20papers/FY2008/

