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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to identify factors promoting innovation in the framework of R&D
based on surveys conducted on firms in five ASEAN countries, Indonesia, Laos, Thailand, the Philippines,
and Vietnam.
Design/methodology/approach – The analytical method divided sample firms into two categories,
namely, “the R&D group” and “non-R&D group.” The analysis attempts to identify which of the internal
capabilities, consisting of technology, human factors and organization factors, promote innovation. Ordered
probit analysis is employed.
Findings – Findings from the estimations indicate that the two groups pursue product innovation
differently. The R&D group promotes innovation by cross-functional teams of production, engineering, and
marketing and IT use, whereas the non-R&D group promote product innovation by HRD programs for
workers, group awards for suggestions or QC, and ISO9000 series.
Research limitations/implications – The number of samples related to the non-R&D group is too small to
conduct statistical analysis. External linkages played an important role in the authors’ previous studies. The
introduction of external linkages into the model may yield different results, though the analysis would
become more complex.
Practical implications – The results of this paper provide the solid basis of policy to promote innovation
and upgrading SMEs in the region.
Social implications – Many ASEAN SMEs successfully achieve innovation without owning specified
in-house departments or sections to conduct R&D.
Originality/value – The features of this paper lie in the original firm-level survey data and rigorous
estimation method using ordered probit analysis, which are new to this literature.
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1. Introduction
For further economic development in ASEAN economies, transformation from simple
production bases, known by terms such as the “factory of the world,” to
“knowledge economies” is mandatory. In addition to so-called national innovation
initiatives for this transformation, sector-specific or firm-specific policy is also required for
industry or firms to upgrade their production and management. Particularly, the
transformation of SMEs in these regions is an urgent prerequisite for overall
macroeconomic development. In the innovation process, there is another important
basis, which is R&D. Some SMEs in Europe and the USA take on the role of inducing such
transformation by R&D themselves. Venture companies in the IT and biotech industries,
which are strongly oriented toward R&D, are representative of these SMEs. These
companies are deconstructing existing industrial structures and creating new products,
services, and business models, a phenomenon aptly called creative destruction. SMEs in
ASEAN economies, on the other hand, can be said to be victims of this process rather than
innovators. In the midst of such rapid and turbulent change, it goes without saying that
sustained R&D and the resulting innovation are required to regain vitality and,
furthermore, to grow.

In this regard, in order to postulate the basic behavior of firms in these regions toward
innovation, the innovation process and internal capability for innovation inside the firm
must be clarified. In doing so, this paper studies innovation by focusing on R&D.
R&D is thought to be the other side of the coin, and the above innovation process can be
viewed from the standpoint of R&D. Similar to the above four sub-processes, the R&D
process can be decomposed into the following sub-processes: idea generation; screening
business analysis; development; testing; and commercialization (Booz et al., 1982). In this
R&D process, the internal innovation capability of firms plays an essential role in
achieving innovation. Internal capability includes the technological level, such as the
number of patents, production facilities, human resources, such as the number of
engineers with higher degrees or skills, the level of craftsmanship and work ethics, and
organizational aspects, such as communication between workers and top management,
speed of decision making, and top management leadership. To achieve innovation, firms
are required to nurture and strengthen their internal innovation capability.
The innovation and R&D processes are considered to be the processes by which firms
organize their internal innovation capability to achieve objectives. This paper categorizes
R&D into two types: traditional R&D and non-R&D. The former is R&D conducted by
specific R&D sections or units, whereas the latter is implemented without explicit or
formal units. Jensen et al. (2007) defines the former as the science, technology and
innovation (STI) mode and the latter as the doing, using, and interacting (DUI) mode. The
authors’ previous paper terms these as formal and informal R&D (Tsuji et al., 2017). This
paper aims to examine the innovation and R&D processes of SMEs in the ASEAN
countries, which are less STI-type due to the current level of technology and size of firms
in terms of employees and assets. That is, they are too small to own specific sections or
units for R&D. Accordingly, the research questions in this paper are whether there are
differences in the performance and conduct of innovation between two types of R&D, and
if so, what they are. To solve these questions, this paper employs rigorous statistical
analysis, ordered probit analysis, which examines the process by which firms come to
achieve innovation under different R&D processes.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The next section presents a brief
survey of R&D and HRD followed by a summary of the data obtained in the five ASEAN
countries. The methodology and models to be estimated are then discussed, after which the
estimation results and their implications are presented. Brief conclusions and directions for
further research are provided in the final section.
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2. Literature review
The innovation process was defined and studied by Cohen and Levinthal (1990), Zahra and
George (2002), and Christensen and Kaufman (2009), for example. Cohen and Levinthal (1990)
also recognize the innovation process as a learning process consisting of four dimensions;
acquisition, assimilation, transformation, and exploitation. Firms must elevate their abilities in
all four dimensions to promote innovation, which is referred to as an internal capability for
innovation. This internal capability includes the integrated ability of a firm to create
innovation, consisting of the integration of all resources, core competences, and
competitiveness, as noted by Lawson and Samson (2001), Mariano and Pilar (2005), and
Perdomo-Ortiza et al. (2008). R&D is, on the other hand, thought to be the other side of the coin,
and the above innovation process can be viewed from the standpoint of R&D. Similar to the
above four sub-processes, the R&D process can be decomposed into the following
sub-processes, idea generation; screening business analysis; development; testing;
commercialization (Booz et al., 1982). In this R&D process, the internal innovation
capability of firms plays an essential role in achieving innovation.

R&D is one of the riskiest elements for businesses (Booz et al., 1982; Crawford, 1987/1997;
Cooper, 2001; Nadia, 2011). This nature of R&D has motivated the publication of numerous
textbooks and handbooks for firms, including Crawford (1987/1997), Smith and Reinertsen
(1998), Cooper (2001), and Kahn (2013). Similarly, various papers analyze R&D from the
viewpoints of autonomy (Argyres and Silverman, 2004; Lerner and Wulf, 2007), of managing
R&D teams (Leven and Cross, 2004; Colquitt and Rodell, 2011), of leadership (Hirst and Mann,
2004; Berson and Linton, 2005; Zheng et al., 2010; Wong and Tong, 2012), of reward and
incentive schemes (Lerner and Wulf, 2007), and so on. On the other hand, there also various
studies of innovation through non-R&D, hidden innovation, or informal R&D, which
characterize a different pattern or mode of innovation and R&D. The difference between the
two is well summarized by Jensen et al. (2007) as the STI mode and the DUI mode. The former
is dominated by scientific and technical knowledge, which is related to the formal process of
R&D, whereas the latter is characterized as the informal process of learning and experienced-
based skills and know-how (Thomä, 2017). The two notions are not dichotomous, but rather
ambiguous. Even high-technology firms, which are perfect examples of STI, conduct non-
R&D-type R&D (Barge-Gil et al., 2011; Hervas-Oliver et al., 2015).

3. Nature of R&D and non-R&D in ASEAN firms
3.1 Factors promoting innovation under non-R&D
3.1.1 R&D structure. R&D does not simply create something new in terms of technology or
engineering, but is related to various aspects of manufacturing. R&D therefore also has
related sections or functions attached to it, such as production technology, manufacturing
technology, quality assurance, design, and so on. These sections are well organized so as to
conduct R&D in a coherent manner.

On the other hand, in SMEs which do not own an R&D section, each engineer is trained to
fulfill customer needs. Since the firms manufacture simple parts such as gears, they receive all
kinds of requests regarding gears, and are required to satisfy customer needs by cultivating
their skills and technologies. In firms that do not own an R&D center, each craftsman plays
this role and other workers are assigned to roles that perform the functions that are similar to
sections in R&D centers. In this sense, whether the R&D is formal or informal, a certain
number of related functions require the conduct of R&D. The role of the ISO9000 series is
important, since some SMEs (nearly 50 percent of our sample) obtained ISO9001 certification,
which forms the basis of their standardized structure and R&D function.

3.1.2 R&D execution. R&D practice differs in R&D and non-R&D groups. The first step is
to find ideas or a seed for innovation. An R&D group discovers these seeds by themselves or
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by collaborating with business partners, mainly multi-national corporations (MNCs). Once
they find a research theme, they conduct R&D either on their own or by collaborating with
business partners. Most of the seeds of innovation come from buyers or suppliers in the
form of either claims for better products or changes in the models or specs of final products.

Some SMEs have been invited to joint research consortia organized by MNCs and
university laboratories. The reason why small SMEs are invited to participate in high-tech
projects is that they have superior technology in specific parts. Without these parts, the final
products would never be realized. Superior technology in a niche area is a source of further
enhancement and widening of technology for these firms. Enhancing and maintaining their
own high-technology level attracts innovation seeds.

ISO9001 postulates a standardized process regarding how R&D is to be conducted once
an idea has been identified. One feature of SMEs is the speed of decision making. This is
another reason why they are selected to be partners of MNCs.

3.1.3 HRD. HRD takes different forms in SMEs according to the technology, product, size
of the firm, and other factors. The similarity in HRD is that OJT is the main practice. New
employees are assigned to specific sections and receive OJT to achieve required skills from
senior colleagues. Even smaller SMEs have their skill-raising process. Workers are required to
achieve certain skills; failure to do so will mean that they are not promoted to higher positions.
They also have skill assessment systems, which evaluate employee ability according to a
scale. After attaining a passing level, employees can be registered as trainee designers and
participate in design as assistants, for example. One example of more intensive OJT is
observed as follows. Since most of their new employees are graduates of regular high schools,
not technical high schools, they are trained thoroughly on a man-to-man basis and are required
to master CAD/CAM as the first step. The employees are then required to master each
machine in order, and their performance with each machine is marked up on a skill map.
A glance at this map makes it apparent who is able to operate a particular machine and
perform a particular function. These skills are reflected in the employees’ salaries, providing
them with an incentive to work seriously.

3.2 Research questions
Based on the above discussion on the ways of conducting R&D activities, the research
questions of this paper are summarized as follows:

RQ1. Do informal and formal R&D groups have different innovation processes?

RQ2. What are the factors of production innovation in formal and informal R&D groups:
Are there any differences between them?

3.3 Summary of data and estimation model
In this section, the sources of data, the procedure of estimation, and the construction of
variables are presented.

This study is based on mail surveys and phone interviews conducted with firms in
four ASEAN economies, such as Vietnam, Indonesia, Laos, the Philippines, and Thailand from
2013 to 2014, amounting to 152 in the Hanoi area and 161 in the Ho Chi Minh City area, Vietnam;
200 in the Batangas and other areas in the Philippines; 181 in the Jabodetbek area, Indonesia;
and 160 in Greater Bangkok, Thailand. The surveys were conducted from November 2013 to
January 2014. The total number of valid responses from these areas was 1,061.

As explained earlier, this study categorizes R&D activities into two types, R&D and
non-R&D, the firms also being divided into these two groups. The firms that replied “no”
to the two questions about whether they have an R&D budget (Q19.1. What is the ratio
between R&D expenditure and sales at present?) and whether they have specific personnel
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who are engaged only in R&D activities (Q19.3. Does your establishment develop personnel in
charge of R&D at present?) were classified as non-R&D. The rationale of this lies in (i) the
difficulty of devising questions to ask regarding SME R&D and (ii) the ambiguity of the
definition of R&D and non-R&D. As stated in the introduction, regarding (i), questions
have to be simple enough for the CEO or person in charge of R&D or innovation to understand
and reply properly. Due to (ii), the concept of non-R&D activity may inseparable from those of
R&D. Thus questions to identify the type of R&D are limited to the above two only. Thomä
(2017) and Lee and Walsh (2016) utilize official data from the EU and USA, respectively. The
former categorizes R&D expenditures into R&D and non-R&D, whereas the latter employs
questions that ask “one (question) about the creative process that led to their invention
and one about the type of unit to which they belonged at the time of the invention (p. 350, word
in brackets added by authors).” Although our definition appears to be rough, it is convenient
for the questionnaire survey. Accurate but complicated questions are hard for respondents
to understand. Since the areas and firms targeted by this study are less developed countries
and SMEs, simplified definitions are useful in practice.

The number of firms analyzed in this study sample was 608 in the R&D group and 441 in the
non-R&D group to give 1,049 in total, as shown in Table I. 58.0 percent of the respondent firms
belong to the formal R&D group. Vietnam had the largest number of firms in the R&D group,
amounting to 83.7 percent of the total, followed by Indonesia at 61.9 percent. The percentage of
firms in the R&D group was the lowest in the Philippines at 37.3 percent. These figures imply
that the number of firms with informal R&D was larger than that with formal R&D.

Regarding the size of the firms, 50 percent of formal R&D firms have smaller than
200 employees, while that of informal R&D has smaller than 50 employees. In terms of
assets, two thirds of Formal R&D are larger than 1 million-5 million USD, whereas two
thirds of Formal R&D own less than those amounts. The informal R&D firms have much
smaller than the formal group.

3.4 Construction of variables: product innovation as outcome variable
The construction of variables related to product innovation is based on the following four
categories of innovation:

(1) Product innovation Type I: introduction of a new product, redesigning packaging or
significantly changing the appearance design of your existing products (Nascia and
Perani, 2002).

(2) Product innovation Type II: introduction of a new product, significantly improving
your existing products with respect to their capabilities, user friendliness,
components, subsystems, etc.

(3) Product innovation Type III: development of a totally new product based on the
existing technologies at your establishment.

(4) Product innovation Type IV: development of a totally new product based on new
technologies at your establishment.

Vietnam Indonesia Thailand Philippines Laos Total
Type of R&D Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

R&D 262 83.7 112 61.9 83 53.5 72 37.3 79 38.2 608 58.0
Non-R&D 51 16.3 69 38.1 72 46.5 121 62.7 128 61.8 441 42.0
Total 313 100.0 181 100.0 155 100.0 193 100.0 207 100.0 1,049 100.0
Source: Authors

Table I.
Types of R&D group
by countries
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These are based on “Q13. Have you tried to introduce a new product in the last two years
(2013-2014)?” This categorization is based on the OECD Oslo Manual. For each category, the
respondents were asked whether they had achieved, attempted, or not attempted the
innovation. If respondents had achieved the innovation, two points are given; if they had
attempted the innovation, one point is given; and those who had not yet attempted the
innovation are indicated by zero. Figure 1 shows the distributions of product innovation by
two groups for whole regions, while Figure 2 indicates product innovation by countries
without making difference between two groups. The vertical axis of both figures indicates the
percent of forms responded to achieved. As shown in Figure 1, in the pooled data, no
difference is found in the three groups of firms, but innovation by countries shows that
Thailand has the largest percentages of the four types, whereas Indonesia shows the smallest
in all types. The other three countries have almost similar figures, except for Type I (Figure 2).

3.5 Selection of explanatory variables
This paper employs ordered probit model and the explanatory variables used in the
estimation are discussed. All variables play important roles in the promotion of innovation.
The most of the previous papers were concerned with the specific research question and did
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not cover the all related variables which might affect R&D. The authors’ previous study
which employed Structural equation modeling used the categories of explanatory variables
such as cross-functional team, QC, human factors such working experience’s for MNCs, and
so on (Tsuji et al., 2016). This paper also basically follows those variables.

3.5.1 ISO9000 series. ISO9000 series cover wide activities related to quality management,
training, R&D structure and implementation, and so on. The technological level of a firm can
be indexed by the number of patents obtained, the amount of R&D investment made, or the
quality of equipment used in the manufacturing process. This study focuses only on the
ISO9000 series and ISO14000 series, since the number of explanatory variables is large and
there are other variables which we wish to highlight in this paper. In the actual estimation,
only ISO9000 series were employed, since variables related to technology are not significant.
This will be discussed in more detail in what follows.

3.5.2 Human factors. In the previous papers, human factors are discussed from the various
aspects which include labor mobility (Kesidou and Szirmai, 2008), spillovers (Görg and Strobl,
2005; Balsvik, 2011; Poole, 2013) or leadership of R&D team (Sarin and McDermott 2003;
Wong and Tong, 2012) in the high-tech industries. The questions related to human factors in
this paper confine to those related manager classes and aim obtain the abilities of employees,
but these are not in general observable. The questions thus asked subjects to focus on their
career backgrounds, or current positions. The variables employed for estimation are based on
the following questions: Q30.1. Does your establishment have a factory manager?

3.5.3 Organizational factors. Since innovation or R&D are conducted with various teams,
groups, or units, conflicts among them are easily occurred, and to avoid such conflicts
managerial arrangements or organizations are required for conducting R&D coherently.
Daniel (1961) and Rockart (1979), for example, asserted that related organizations need to
clarify factors that are critical to the success of the R&D process, since failure to achieve
coherency would result in organizational failure. The questions related to organizational
factors in this paper thus aim to obtain information on whether firms as a whole are
systematically and coherently conducting R&D or innovation activities. This factor
contains activities which are summarized as follows.

3.6 Top management leadership
This is an important factor particularly for the informal R&D group, as already mentioned.
Innovation in SMEs is mainly led by the owners of firms, particularly SMEs with top-down
type. The top management leadership contains ability to establish D&R strategy, to
encourage related teams or personnel, to avoid conflicts among related groups, to evaluate
their performance, etc. Greenleaf (1977) referred their ability to avoid conflicts and
coordination failure to as Servant Leadership. Since the top management leadership is
unobservable, it is obtained from the following questions, which are also related to top
management backgrounds, such as education or past experience: Q29.8. Does the
top manager have experience of working for MNCs?

3.7 Cross-functional team
This is an organizational arrangement for the exchange, dissimulation and sharing of
different views or opinions from different sections of a firm that are related to innovation
and which become a basis for creating new ideas. The heterogeneity of ideas or thought
tends to create something new through communication. The role of cross-functional teams
has been recognized not only in the context of innovation but also solving problems in
general. Besides previous studies discussed the conditions on which cross-functional
teams work. There were empirical studies; Blindenbach-Driessen (2015) demonstrated
the positive relationship between the cross-functional team and innovation by saying that
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the existence of cross-functional team is not sufficient for successful innovation.
Hirunyawipada et al. (2010) identified the conditions for teams to works such as task
cohesion, interpersonal cohesion, and transformational leadership and the qualification of
team members such as common knowledge, functional expertise, and their positions in the
network. Again, this factor is unobservable, and the following question is used as a proxy:
Q21.5. Production Engineering, Q21.6. Manufacturing, and Q21.11. sales and marketing
From the survey data, the percentages of firms which practice following three
cross-functional teams are shown in Table II.

The above questions investigate whether the firm has this characteristic. In the estimation,
“no team” and “cross-functional team (production engineers, manufacturing, and sales and
marketing)” are used, and the latter consists of personnel who are “production engineers,
manufacturing, and sales and marketing.” The role of marketing section was emphasized by
De Luca, Atuahene-Gima (2007) which obtained the conclusion such that market knowledge
and cross-functional collaboration are two fundamental resources for successful product
innovation. They identified the mechanisms which combine these two.

3.8 Quality control (QC)
Although QC does not directly contribute to innovation, new ideas related to innovation,
particularly related to process innovation, can be obtained through small group activities.
Since the improvement of product quality is a part of process innovation, the outcome of QC
is equal to innovation itself. The questions used for this factor are as follows: Q22.2. Does
your establishment operate a QC circle? Q22.7. Group rewards for suggestions or QC.
From the data, actual practices are shown in Table III.

3.9 Learning process
This role of the learning process is to share the success experiences among related personnel
engaged in R&D activities, and consists of the following questions: Q33. HRD program for
blue-collar workers, such as cross-training or job rotation.

3.10 IT use
IT use is now popular and necessary among SMEs in these areas, and it is important to
examine whether or not IT promotes R&D activities, since IT supports employees in
dissimulating their experiences and sharing them with others (Idota et al., 2015a, b, c). IT use
was asked in Q28.2. Has your establishment introduced the following IT systems?, which
consists of the following two IT use.

Non-R&D(%) R&D(%)

Research 2.7 26.0
Development 6.3 38.8
Sales and marketing 25.4 40.3
Source: Authors

Table II.
Cross-functional teams

Non-R&D (%) R&D (%)

QC 53.7 73.4
Group rewards for QC 42.5 56.5
Source: Authors

Table III.
QC
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3.10.1 Internal use of IT. This variable consists of the number of items of questions which
are true to the firm: 5. Enterprise Resources Planning (ERP), 6. Customer Relationship
Management (CRM), 7. CAD/CAM, 8. Groupware, 9. Intra-Social Networking
Services (SNS).

3.10.2 External use of IT. This variable consists of the number of items of questions
which are true to the firm: 1. Business-to-Business e-commerce (B2B), 2. Business to
Consumer e-commerce, 3. Electronic Data Interchange (EDI), 4. Supply Chain Management
(SCM), 10. Public SNS.

3.10.3 IT all. The variable “IT all” includes all of the internal and external uses of IT.
In estimation, we use IT all as a variable.

The summary statistics of the above variables are shown in Table IV.

Obs. Mean SD Min. Max.
R&D/non-R&D Variable 951 0.40 0.49 0 1

Dependent variables
Product innovation Type I: introduced a new product, redesigning

packaging or significantly changing appear 951 0.98 0.92 0 2
Type II: introduced a new product, significantly
improving your existing products 951 0.93 0.89 0 2
Type III: development of a totally new product based on
the existing technologies 951 0.77 0.86 0 2
Type IV: development of a totally new product based on
new technologies 951 0.55 0.78 0 2

Indedendent variables
Technology factor ISO9000 series 951 0.43 0.50 0 1
Human factor Appointing factory manager 951 0.69 0.46 0 1
Leadership of top
management

CEO has experiences working for MNCs
951 0.41 0.49 0 1

Cross-functional
team

Cross-functional team (engineering, manufacturing, sale
and marketing) 951 0.93 0.97 0 3

Quality control Practicing QC 951 0.65 0.48 0 1
Statistical QC 951 0.54 0.50 0 1
Group rewards for suggestion or QC 951 0.50 0.50 0 1

Learning process HRD program for blue-collar workers such as
cross-training or job rotation 951 0.59 0.49 0 1

IT IT all 951 1.99 1.90 0 10

Control variables
Firm
characteristics

ln (operation years) 951 4.68 0.11 4.50 5.35

Total Assets 951 7.26 2.26 1 10
100% locally owned 951 0.67 0.47 0 1
Food 951 0.11 0.31 0 1
Wear 951 0.15 0.36 0 1
Wood and paper 951 0.11 0.31 0 1
Chemical & plastic 951 0.17 0.37 0 1
Iron and metal 951 0.12 0.32 0 1
Parts and machine 951 0.21 0.40 0 1
Other industries 951 0.66 0.48 0 1

Country dummy Philippines dummy 951 0.18 0.38 0 1
Indonesia dummy 951 0.19 0.39 0 1
Laos dummy 951 0.22 0.41 0 1
Thailand dummy 951 0.09 0.29 0 1
Vietnam dummy 951 0.32 0.47 0 1

Source: Authors
Table IV.
Summary statistics
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3.11 Result of estimation
By using the questions explained previously, ordered probit analysis is employed to identify
factors promoting innovation. The results are presented through two models, product and
process innovation, in what follows. For the sake of simple and clear discussion, summaries
of the estimation results shown in Table V are utilized and detailed estimation results are
shown in the Table AI.

First, ordered probit estimation on product innovation is conducted for each type of
innovation to identify factors to achieve particular type innovation, and second estimation is
conducted through four type innovations which aim to identify factors which elevate firms
to higher degree of innovation. For both estimation, explained variables are relies such as 2
for “achieved,” 1 for “attempted,” and 0 for “not attempted.” The rationale of this
methodology lies in the category of innovation. We assume that upgrading innovation from
Types I to II, from Types II to III, and so on are so drastic changes for local firms in ASEAN
countries that ordered probit analysis might not capture essential factors for innovation.
Actually the estimation in this way did not bring reasonable results. Thus upgrading from
“not attempted” to “attempted,” or from “attempted” to “achieved” seems not difficult for
SMEs and can capture the desired results. Accordingly, this method is adopted. Estimation
result for each type of innovation.

3.12 Common factors of two groups
The results of the estimation are summarized in Table V, in which firm characteristics are
omitted for simplicity ( for detailed estimation results, see Table AI). The significant
variables differ according to the types of innovation and groups, and it is therefore difficult
to obtain a clear and unified explanation. It can be said, however, that the R&D and
non-R&D groups have different innovation patterns, since the only significant variables
common to both groups are: “Q22.2. Does your establishment operate a QC circle?” for
Type III and IV and “IT all” for Type I.

Type I Type II Type III Type IV
Variables Non-R&D R&D Non-R&D R&D Non-R&D R&D Non-R&D R&D

ISO9000 series ** ** ** *
Factory manager **
CEO has experiences
working for MNCs or JVs
CFT (engineering
manufacturing sale and
marketing) *** *** *** ***
QC * * ** **
Statistical QC **
Group rewards for
suggestion or QC *** ** *
HRD program for blue-
collar workers such as
cross-training or job
rotation ** ** *** ***
IT all ** *** *** *** ***
Observations 383 568 383 568 383 568 383 568
Pseudo R2 0.091 0.080 0.070 0.065 0.094 0.070 0.113 0.104
Log likelihood −305.3 −525.5 −316.6 −561.2 −292.5 −570.8 −251.6 −510.7
Note: *,**,***Indicate levels of significance of 10, 5 and 1 percent, respectively
Source: Authors

Table V.
Estimation result of
product innovation
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Both groups enhance innovation by practicing QC for higher innovation, but the difference
is not a matter of measurement. Thus the first conclusion obtained from the estimation is
that the R&D and non-R&D groups operate under almost totally different processes for
product innovation, which answers RQ1 for product innovation.

3.13 R&D group
Next, let us focus on the R&D group in more detail. This group has the following significant
variables:

(1) cross-functional team consisting of “production engineering, manufacturing, and
sales and marketing” for all types of innovation; and

(2) IT all for all types.

From these observations, factors such as cross-functional team and IT all are the same
variables that were identified as promoting innovation obtained in the authors’ previous
studies (Machikita et al., 2016; Tsuji et al., 2016, for example), implying that the previous
studies appeared to be focused on firms conducting formal R&D activities. Moreover, since
there are no significant variables related to top management, innovation in this group is
mainly enhanced by employee participation. This is different from the conclusion obtained
in our previous studies. As discussed in the previous sections, the R&D group consists of
larger SMEs and has active QC and R&D (improvement activities, more precisely)
conducted by cross-functional teams covering different sections. These results tend to
coincide with the results of in-depth interviews.

3.14 Non-R&D group
What then are the results for the non-R&D group? The only common factor in this group for
different types of innovation is:

(1) ISO9000 series for Types I, II, and IV;

(2) group awards for suggestions or QC for Types I, II, and, III;

(3) HRD program for workers for all Types; and

(4) IT all for Type I.

HRD is the most important factor in this group since HRD is positively significant for all
types. This is different from the R&D group. This group achieves innovation through the
skills and know-how of workers, as seen from the in-depth interviews. Group awards for
suggestions, which provide incentives for suggestions or QC practice, is significant for
Types I, II, and III. The ISO9000 series also contributes to innovation in all types except IV.
Since the ISO9000 series covers a wide range of activities related to quality management,
training and education, and R&D structure and implementation, further study will be
required to identify the exact factors.

3.14.1 Comparison with the results of field surveys. Let us compare the above results with
what we learned from field surveys. In our past studies, we did not stress the STI-type of
innovation for ASEAN SMEs. These SMEs obtain new information on innovation mainly
from MNCs, and concentrate on producing parts and components for MNCs. In the case of
manufacturing final products, SMEs supply to local markets. Thus, in the same innovation
type, firms in the two R&D groups are not so different from each other, and therefore factors
of innovation identified are either cross-functional teams or HRD, which belong to the
category of DUI ( Jensen et al., 2007). Even if their innovation is of the DUI type, there must be
some reasons for the difference, these deriving from innovation or knowledge environment
(Thomä, 2017), or from the types of products, e.g. simple parts and material, or complete parts
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and final products. Innovation for the former requires the skills of workers accumulated by
the learning process at the workplace or job shop. In case of the latter, products are more
complex due to the number of parts or the need for higher quality. In addition, customer
requests for quality tend to be higher. Not only do SMEs have to cope with these issues, they
must also engage in marketing to sell their products. Accordingly, the number of employees
participating in these activities increases. The success of these activities depends on
the coordinators or supporting sections that manage these activities. In this sense, firms in the
R&D group in ASEAN countries are more advanced than those in the non-R&D group.

4. Discussion
The estimation results identify the factors of innovation in R&D and non-R&D groups,
which have received less discussion in the literature thus far. Here, let us compare our
results with those of other studies.

The merit of this paper is in the analysis of R&D and innovation in firms in ASEAN
economies. Previous empirical studies employed large public data from the EU and the USA,
whereas this paper uses original data collected by each of the country teams. The US data,
such as NSF’s Business R&D and Innovation Survey (BRDIS) 2011, shows that “out of all
US firms only 5 percent conduct R&D. Furthermore, out of all US product innovating firms,
about 72 percent are non-R&D innovators. At the same time, R&D-active firms do have
a higher probability of generating a product innovation than non-R&D-active firms
(58 vs 7 percent) (NSF, 2014)” The data in this study show that the ratio between R&D and
non-R&D is 52 vs 48 percent (Table I), but the performance in terms of product innovation
appears not to be large (Figure 1).

Another merit of this research is that an original questionnaire was devised. As a
result, concrete factors such as cross-functional teams and HRD have been obtained.
Thomä (2017) used data from the 2011 survey wave of the Mannheim Innovation Panel
(MIP), which covers the period 2008 to 2010. He emphasizes vocational education and
training (VET) in Germany as an innovative factor in the DUI mode of learning.
The higher ability of German workers is based on VET. In ASEAN economies, there is a
severe shortage of such workers and engineers, making it necessary for firms to nurture
these human resources through HRD.

5. Conclusion
The objectives of this study are to examine whether two groups of ASEAN firms have
different R&D activities for achieving innovation. The firms are categorized into two groups
depending on whether or not they own specific R&D sections or units. The underlying
hypotheses are that the R&D group is characterized by the same process as obtained in the
authors’ previous studies, namely innovations are promoted by technology, human factors,
and organizational arrangements. On the other hand, the non-R&D group has a different
innovation process due to shortages in human resources, investment funds, or a low level of
technology. Based on field research, these firms conduct innovation through the leadership
of owners who dominate the firm in terms of technology, ideas, experience, and so on.
In addition to this, a cross-functional team of employees discussing, disseminating, and
sharing their ideas, experiences and skills among the members is another factor promoting
innovation. Since the firm size is small, top management can participate in the team and the
joint effort of employer and employees in the whole firm promotes innovation.

To examine the above hypotheses, this study employs a model using the same variables
for both groups. This examines whether the two groups have the same innovation processes
or not. The results of the first estimation procedure indicate that the two groups pursue
product innovation differently. The formal R&D group promotes innovation by
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cross-functional teams consisting of marketing personnel as well as technological and
manufacturing engineers, QC, a learning process such as HRD and worker training. These
factors coincide with those obtained in the authors’ previous studies. The informal R&D
group, on the other hand, does not yield clear results. An estimation model only applicable to
this group is therefore employed. As a result, top management leadership, reflecting top
management experience and study abroad, is identified. Accordingly, the RQs related to
product innovation are partly demonstrated.

Although the roles of top management in the innovation process were recognized, they
were not emphasized in the authors’ previous studies. The study on connectivity conducted
last year identified these roles in the context of the information transmission channel, that is,
the route of information flow between MNCs and top management who formerly worked at
MNCs. On the other hand, the role of top management in the innovation process in small
SMEs is extracted for the first time in this study. The cross-functional team, training of
workers, and QC practices were found to be three major factors prompting innovation in the
authors’ previous studies. These are also confirmed by this study.

This paper successfully identifies concrete factors promoting innovation for R&D and
non-R&D groups in ASEAN economies, a region that has received less analytical attention
in comparison with the EU and the USA The limitations of this study that require solution
in further studies are as follows: number of samples, estimation method; concrete channels
as to how factors affect innovation; and external linkages. The number of samples related to
the non-R&D group is too small to conduct statistical analysis. Further efforts regarding the
survey method for focusing on small SMEs are required. The estimation method also
requires improvement. The estimation method in this study aims rather to find factors
which make a difference in the innovation process, but more suitable methods are required
to test the hypotheses. The identification of how different factors affect innovation is also
important. For example, how a cross-functional team disseminating ideas and experiences
affects innovation is yet to be solved. Can the group reward system, for example, stimulate
cross-functional activities? This can be examined by the cross term of two variables. What
kind of organizational arrangements can elevate employee ability for innovation is a similar
kind of problem that needs to be analyzed. This study focuses on the internal innovation
process and is less concerned with external linkages, which played an important role in the
authors’ previous studies. The introduction of external linkages into the model may yield
different results, though the analysis would become much more difficult and complex.

References

Argyres, N.S. and Silverman, B.S. (2004), “R&D, organization structure, and the development of corporate
technological knowledge”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 25 Nos 8-9, pp. 929-958.

Balsvik, R. (2011), “Is labor mobility a channel for spillovers from multinationals? Evidence from
Norwegian manufacturing”, Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 93 No. 1, pp. 285-297.

Barge-Gil, A., Nieto, M.J. and Santamaria, L. (2011), “Hidden innovators: the role of non-R&D activities”,
Technology Analysis and Strategic Management, Vol. 23 No. 4, pp. 415-432.

Berson, Y. and Linton, J.D. (2005), “An examination of the relationship between leadership style,
quality, and employee satisfaction in R&D versus administrative environment”, R&D
management, Vol. 35 No. 1, pp. 51-60.

Blindenbach-Driessen, F. (2015), “The (in) effectiveness of cross-functional innovation teams:
the moderating role of organizational context”, IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management,
Vol. 62 No. 1, pp. 29-38.

Booz, Allen. and Hamilton (1982), New Product Management for the 1980s, Booz, Allen & Hamilton,
Inc., New York, NY.

210

EJMBE
27,2



Christensen, C.M. and Kaufman, S.P. (2009), “Assessing your organization’s capabilities: resource,
process and priorities”, in Burgelman, R.A., Christensen, C.M. and Wheelwright, S.C. (Eds),
Strategic Management of Technology and Innovation, 5th ed., McGraw-Hill, New York, NY,
pp. 153-164.

Cohen, W.M. and Levinthal, D.A. (1990), “Absorptive capacity: a new perspective on learning and
innovation”, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 35 No. 1, pp. 128-152.

Colquitt, J.A. and Rodell, J.B. (2011), “Justice, trust, trustworthiness: a longitudinal analysis integrating
three theoretical perspectives”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 54 No. 6, pp. 1183-1206.

Cooper, R. (2001), Winning At New Products: Accelerating the Process from Idea to Launch, 3rd ed.,
Perseus Publishing, Cambridge, MA.

Crawford, C. (1987/1997),New Product Management, 2nd ed. and 5th ed., Richard, D., Irwin, Homewood, IL.

Daniel, R. (1961), “Management Information crisis”,Harvard Business Review, Vol. 39, September-October,
pp. 111-121.

De Luca, L.M. and Atuahene-Gima, K. (2007), “Market knowledge dimensions and cross-functional
collaboration: examining the different routes to product innovation performance”, Journal of
Marketing, Vol. 71 No. 1, pp. 95-112.

Görg, H. and Strobl, E. (2005), “Spillovers from foreign firms through worker mobility: an empirical
investigation”, Scandinavian Journal of Economics, Vol. 107 No. 4, pp. 693-709.

Greenleaf, R.K. (1977), Servant Leadership: A Journey Into the Nature of Legitimate Power and
Greatness, Paulist Press, Mahwah, NJ.

Hervas-Oliver, J.-L., Sempere-Ripoll, F., Boronat-Moll, C. and Rojas, R. (2015), “Technological innovation
without R&D: unfolding the extra gains of management innovations on technological
performance”, Technology Analysis and Strategic Management, Vol. 27 No. 1, pp. 19-38.

Hirst, G. and Mann, L. (2004), “A model of R&D leadership and team communication: the relationship
with project performance”, R&D Management, Vol. 34 No. 2, pp. 147-160.

Hirunyawipada, T., Beyerlein, M. and Blankson, C. (2010), “Cross-functional integration as a knowledge
transformation mechanism: implications for new product development”, Industrial Marketing
Management, Vol. 39 No. 4, pp. 650-660.

Idota, H., Bunno, T. and Tsuji, M. (2015a), “Impact of ICT on innovation: the case of Japanese SMEs”,
in Thomas, P.E., Srihari, M. and Kaur, S. (Eds), Handbook of Research on Culture and Economic
Impacts of the Information Society, IGI Global, New York, NY, pp. 92-117.

Idota, H., Bunno, T. and Tsuji, M. (2015b), “How social media enhances product innovation in Japanese
firms”, in Wong, L., Uesugi, S., Okuhara, K. and Wang, K. (Eds), Multidisciplinary Social
Networks Research, Springer, New York, NY, pp. 236-248.

Idota, H., Bunno, T. and Tsuji, M. (2015c), “Empirical analysis of the relationship between social media
use and product innovation: focusing on SNS use and social capital”, in Mitomo, M., Fuke, H. and
Bohlin, E. (Eds), The Smart Revolution Towards the Sustainable Digital Society, Edgard Elgar,
Cheltenham, pp. 79-99.

Jensen, M.B., Johansen, B., Lorenz, E. and Lundvall, B.A. (2007), “Forms of knowledge and modes of
innovation”, Research Policy, Vol. 36 No. 5, pp. 680-693.

Kahn, K. (2013), The PDMA Handbook of New Product Development, 3rd ed., John Wiley & Sons Inc.,
Hoboken, NJ.

Kesidou, E. and Szirmai, A. (2008), “Local knowledge spillovers, innovation and export performance in
developing countries: empirical evidence from the Uruguay software cluster”, The European
Journal of Development Research, Vol. 20 No. 2, pp. 281-298.

Lawson, B. and Samson, D. (2001), “Developing innovation capability in organisations: a dynamic
capabilities approach”, International Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 5 No. 3, pp. 377-400.

Lee, Y.-N. and Walsh, J.P. (2016), “Inventing while you work: knowledge, non-R&D learning and
innovation”, Research Policy, Vol. 45 No. 1, pp. 345-359.

211

R&D and
non-R&D in

the innovation
process



Lerner, J. and Wulf, J. (2007), “Innovation and incentives: evidence from corporate R&D”, Review of
Economics and Statistics, Vol. 89 No. 4, pp. 634-644.

Leven, D.Z. and Cross, R. (2004), “The strength of weak ties you can trust: the mediating role of trust in
effective knowledge transfer”, Management Science, Vol. 50 No. 11, pp. 1477-1490.

Machikita, T., Ueki, Y. and Tsuji, M. (2016), “Does Kaizen create backward knowledge transfer to South
Asian firms?”, Journal Business Research, Vol. 69 No. 5, pp. 1556-1561.

Mariano, N. and Pilar, Q. (2005), “Absorptive capacity, technological opportunity, knowledge
spillovers, and innovative effort”, Technovation, Vol. 25 No. 10, pp. 1141-1157.

Nadia, B. (2011), “A framework for successful new product development”, Journal of Industrial
Engineering and Management, Vol. 4 No. 4, pp. 746-770.

Nascia, L. and Perani, G. (2002), “Diversity of innovation in Europe” International Review of Applied
Economics, Vol. 16 No. 3, pp. 277-293.

Perdomo-Ortiza, J., González-Benito, J. and Galende, J. (2008), “The intervening effect of business
innovation capability on the relationship between Total Quality Management and
technological innovation”, International Journal of Production Research, Vol. 47 No. 18,
pp. 5087-5107.

Poole, J.P. (2013), “Knowledge transfers from multinational to domestic firms: evidence from worker
mobility”, Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 95 No. 2, pp. 393-406.

Rockart, J. (1979), “Chief executives define their own data needs”, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 57
No. 2, pp. 238-241.

Sarin, S. and McDermott, C. (2003), “The effect of team leader characteristics on learning, knowledge
application, and performance of cross-functional new product development teams”, Decision
Sciences, Vol. 34 No. 4, pp. 707-739.

Smith, P.G. and Reinertsen, D.G. (1998), Developing Products in Half the Time, 2nd ed., John Wiley and
Sons, New York, NY.

Thomä, J. (2017), “DUI mode learning and barriers to innovation-a case from Germany”, Research
Policy, Vol. 46 No. 7, pp. 1327-1339.

Tsuji, M., Idota, H., Ueki, Y., Shigeno, H. and Bunno, T. (2016), “An empirical analysis of connectivity in
technology transfers among local firms in four ASEAN economies”, Contemporary Economics,
Vol. 10 No. 3, pp. 193-203.

Tsuji, M., Shigeno, H., Ueki, Y., Idota, H. and Bunno, T. (2017), “Characterizing R&D and HRD in the
innovation process of Japanese SMEs: analysis based on field study”, Asian Journal of
Technology and Innovation, Vol. 25 No. 2, pp. 367-385.

Wong, S.S. and Tong, C. (2012), “The influence of market orientation on new product success”,
European Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 15 No. 1, pp. 99-121.

Zahra, H. and George, G. (2002), “Absorptive capacity: a review, reconceptualization, and extension”,
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 27 No. 2, pp. 185-203.

Zheng, W., Khoury, A.E. and Grobmeier, C. (2010), “How do leadership and context matter in R&D
team innovation? – A multiple case study”, Human Resource Development International, Vol. 13
No. 3, pp. 265-283.

Further reading

Bhuiyan, N. (2011), “A framework for successful new product development”, Journal of Industrial
Engineering and Management, Vol. 4 No. 4, pp. 746-770.

Tsuji, M., Idota, H., Ueki, Y., Bunno, T. and Shigeno, H. (2014), “Innovation in ASEAN economies: internal
capability, external linkages and funding sources”, Proceedings of the 14th International
Convention of the East Asia Economic Association, Bangkok.

212

EJMBE
27,2



Appendix
(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

(7
)

(8
)

T
yp

e
I

T
yp

e
II

T
yp

e
II
I

T
yp

e
IV

V
ar
ia
bl
es

N
on
-R
&
D

R
&
D

N
on
-R
&
D

R
&
D

N
on
-R
&
D

R
&
D

N
on
-R
&
D

R
&
D

IS
O
90
00

se
ri
es

0.
37
0*
*
(0
.1
82
)

−
0.
04
5
(0
.1
23
)
0.
43
7*
*
(0
.1
78
)

−
0.
03
2
(0
.1
18
)

0.
24
9
(0
.1
81
)

0.
27
1*
*
(0
.1
16
)

0.
35
5*

(0
.1
90
)

0.
04
3
(0
.1
21
)

Fa
ct
or
y
m
an
ag
er

0.
06
6
(0
.1
64
)

−
0.
01
7
(0
.1
29
)

0.
16
8
(0
.1
62
)

0.
01
0
(0
.1
25
)

0.
04
4
(0
.1
67
)

−
0.
06
7
(0
.1
25
)

0.
02
6
(0
.1
81
)
−
0.
28
0*
*
(0
.1
33
)

CE
O
ha
s
ex
pe
ri
en
ce
s

w
or
ki
ng

fo
rM

N
Cs

or
JV
s

−
0.
11
9
(0
.1
64
)

−
0.
01
8
(0
.1
16
)

−
0.
01
7
(0
.1
60
)

−
0.
08
3
(0
.1
12
)

0.
19
8
(0
.1
63
)

0.
02
3
(0
.1
11
)

0.
24
4
(0
.1
72
)

0.
10
7
(0
.1
15
)

Cr
os
s-
fu
nc
tio

na
l

te
am

(e
ng

in
ee
ri
ng

m
an
uf
ac
tu
ri
ng

sa
le

an
d
m
ar
ke
tin

g)
0.
01
4
(0
.0
91
)
0.
27
5*
**

(0
.0
59
)

0.
00
4
(0
.0
90
)
0.
28
5*
**

(0
.0
57
)

−
0.
04
5
(0
.0
93
)
0.
19
5*
**

(0
.0
57
)

0.
03
7
(0
.0
96
)

0.
15
9*
**

(0
.0
59
)

Q
C

−
0.
04
9
(0
.1
63
)

0.
01
5
(0
.1
30
)

0.
17
1
(0
.1
61
)

−
0.
07
6
(0
.1
27
)

0.
31
5*

(0
.1
67
)

0.
24
6*

(0
.1
27
)

0.
44
0*
*
(0
.1
81
)

0.
29
4*
*(
0.
13
6)

St
at
is
tic
al

Q
C

−
0.
27
0
(0
.1
81
)

0.
19
5
(0
.1
36
)

−
0.
24
5
(0
.1
78
)

0.
11
8
(0
.1
31
)

−
0.
17
8
(0
.1
83
)

0.
25
9*
*
(0
.1
29
)

−
0.
20
6
(0
.1
99
)

0.
05
3
(0
.1
35
)

G
ro
up

re
w
ar
ds

fo
r

su
gg

es
tio

n
or

Q
C

0.
54
9*
**

(0
.1
76
)

0.
07
1
(0
.1
27
)
0.
35
3*
*
(0
.1
72
)

0.
16
5
(0
.1
23
)

0.
30
0*

(0
.1
76
)

−
0.
01
3
(0
.1
22
)

0.
28
4
(0
.1
88
)

0.
12
7
(0
.1
26
)

H
R
D
pr
og
ra
m

fo
r

bl
ue
-c
ol
la
r
w
or
ke
rs

su
ch

as
cr
os
s-

tr
ai
ni
ng

or
jo
b

ro
ta
tio

n
0.
31
3*
*
(0
.1
53
)

−
0.
08
4
(0
.1
18
)
0.
33
1*
*
(0
.1
50
)

−
0.
02
4
(0
.1
14
)
0.
41
3*
**

(0
.1
55
)

−
0.
03
4
(0
.1
13
)
0.
61
4*
**

(0
.1
69
)

0.
10
6
(0
.1
19
)

IT
al
l

0.
11
0*
*
(0
.0
50
)
0.
10
4*
**

(0
.0
28
)

0.
04
3
(0
.0
50
)
0.
12
0*
**

(0
.0
28
)

0.
04
4
(0
.0
51
)
0.
08
1*
**

(0
.0
27
)

−
0.
04
3
(0
.0
54
)

0.
07
6*
**

(0
.0
28
)

O
bs
er
va
tio

ns
38
3

56
8

38
3

56
8

38
3

56
8

38
3

56
8

Ps
eu
do

R
2

0.
09
1

0.
08
0

0.
07
0

0.
06
5

0.
09
4

0.
07
0

0.
11
3

0.
10
4

Lo
g
lik

el
ih
oo
d

−
30
5.
3

−
52
5.
5

−
31
6.
6

−
56
1.
2

−
29
2.
5

−
57
0.
8

−
25
1.
6

−
51
0.
7

N
ot
e:

*,
**
,*
**
In
di
ca
te

le
ve
ls
of

si
gn

ifi
ca
nc
e
of

10
,5

an
d
1
pe
rc
en
t,
re
sp
ec
tiv

el
y

S
ou

rc
e:

A
ut
ho
rs

Table AI.
Detailed

estimation result of
product innovation

213

R&D and
non-R&D in

the innovation
process



About the authors
Masatsugu Tsuji, PhD, is a Professor of Economics, Faculty of Economics, Kobe International
University, and also a Professor Emeritus of the Osaka University. Received BA from the Kyoto
University in 1965; MA from the Osaka University in 1967; and PhD in Economics from the Stanford
University, USA in 1976. His serves include visiting Professors of the Carnegie Mellon University, USA
and the National Cheng Kung University, Taiwan; Board of Director, President of the Japanese
Association of Product Development and Management; Board of Director, ITS; Editorial Board,
JISfTeH. Current research focuses on innovation in Japan and ASEAN economies. Publications include
Industrial Clusters, Upgrading and Innovation in East Asia, Edward Elagr, 2011, From Agglomeration
to Innovation: Upgrading Industrial Clusters in Emerging Economies, Palgrave Macmillan, 2009,
Industrial Agglomeration and New Technology, Edward Elgar, 2007. Masatsugu Tsuji is the
corresponding author and can be contacted at: mtsuji@kobe-kiu.ac.jp

Yasushi Ueki, PhD, is a Research fellow at Institute of Developing Economies located in Chiba, Japan
and received PhD in international public policy from Osaka University, Japan in 2004. He served United
Nations Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean located in Santiago, Chile as an
expert during August 2002-September 2005 and Economic Research Institute for ASEAN and East Asia
located in Jakarta, Indonesia as an economist during January 2014-March 2018. His recent researches
focus on technology transfer and innovation for development in ASEAN economies.

Hidenori Shigeno, PhD, is a Professor of Economics, Faculty of Economics, Kobe International
University. He received BA from the Meiji University in 1982; MA from the Meiji University in 1984; and
PhD in Applied Informatics from the University of Hyogo, Japan in 2017. Current research focuses on the
open innovation of Small- and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) in Japan and ASEAN economies, and he
seeks how to support SMEs for innovation and other regional activities. He collaborates with others in
the fields across the borders of academia, business, and policy makers.

Hiroki Idota, PhD, Professor of Management Information System, Faculty of Economics, Kindai
University, Osaka, Japan. He serves as a board member of the Japan Society for Information
and Management. Received BA in Economics from the Kwansei Gakuin University; MA in Informatics
from Kansai University; and PhD in Economics from the Osaka University, Japan. Major areas of
specialty include Management Information System and Management of Technology. Current research
focuses on innovation using ICT. Publications include Theory and Practice of Information Security
Management (in Japanese), Hakuto-Shobo, 2004, which received the Telecom Social Science
Encouragement Award by the Telecommunications Advancement Foundation in March 2005.

Teruyuki Bunno, PhD, is a Professor of Business Management, Faculty of Business
Administration, Kindai University, Osaka, Japan. He received BA in 1985 from Doshisha University,
MA in 1997 and PhD in International Public Policy from Osaka University, Japan in 2003. Now he
serves a Board Member of Japan Academy of Small Business Studies. His major areas of specialty
include innovation, life-cycle of firms, and new business creation. His current research focuses on the
roles of human resources in the process of firm growth and innovation using ICT.

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

214

EJMBE
27,2


	Outline placeholder
	Appendix


