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Abstract:

The objective of this paper is to develop a conceptual model for open innovation practice in Japanese firms, based on
models and frameworks from the literature. The study intends to present a model on open innovation at firm level analysis in
performance, in which interactive process considers differed in terms of (1) research and development (R&D) strategies or
activities; (2) the degree of new product’s newness to the firm. The model attempts to reveal research gaps on the
relationship between open innovation and firm performance in Japan, and might be the basis for comparative research.
Recently, there has been increased research activities on open innovation with specific emphasis on large firms, mainly from
US, Europe and UK, while Japan is lagging behind. We found the main models on open innovation were analyzed in-depth
with the extent of open innovation adoption and the effect of open innovation activities. And have mostly been limited to
theoretical considerations and case studies. Yet, there is no comprehensive conceptual and detailed analyzes about how
open innovation practice in Japanese firms.
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1. Introduction

Over the decade years, open innovation has received increasingly attention in scientific research (Huizingh,2011), as evidenced by its
relevance to practice (Bughin, 2012; Chesbrough, 2012). As open innovation became popularized model for the management of
innovation, the scientific community too started investigating the concept, first theoretically and classifies different dimensions of
openness (Chesbrough, 2003a, b; Gassmann & Enkel, 2004; Helfat, 2006; Laursen & Salter, 2006; Chesbrough, 2007). Until recent
time, studies on open innovation had mainly focused on large firms (van de Vrande et al.,2009a; Bianchi et al., 2010). Due to the
emphasis on managing knowledge flows of open innovation, existing studies tend to focus on the research and development (R&D)
activities of firms. Quite a few large firms officially emphasize the importance of open innovation that reduce R&D expenses, expand
innovation output and open up new markets. For example, on Procter & Gamble(P&G), adopted a policy of ‘Connect & Develop’ in
order to innovate faster and at a lower cost than competitors (Bayus, 2013; Reeves & Deimler, 2011) and improve the attitude for
initiatives that came from outside the own department (Dodgson et al., 2006; Huston & Sakkab, 2006). Clearly, open innovation
paradigms are often compared to traditional closed innovation approaches in which firms make all of their own choices and rely on
their internal R&D resources when creating new products (Almirall & Casadesus-Masanell, 2010).

Past relevant literature offers that open innovation is being adopted in many countries including the UK (Laursen & Salter, 2006) and
Korea (Lee et al., 2010). Moreover, Chesbrough and Brunswicker (2013) found a significant increase in open innovation adoption
based on the survey of large firms in the EU and the US.

Although the existing literatures have attested to the growing academic interest in open innovation and provide large-scale evidence
regarding open innovation adoption, they are usually less based on purposively managed knowledge flows across organizational
boundaries (Chesbrough & Bogers, 2014). Additionally, the analysis of determinants at a project level (Lichtenthaler, 2011; Barge-
Gil, 2010) could help to link open innovation adoption behaviors with specific organizational processes and decision makers.
However, the limited existing literatures provide few conceptual and detailed analyzes about open innovation of Japanese firms, and
qualitative or quantitative-oriented studies have not been solely conducted, as Chesbrough (2014) suggested that in the area of open
innovation, more region and nation should be explored in future research. Thus, it cannot be said that academic researchers or
practitioners understood how Japanese firms carry out open innovation thoroughly, which means a significant gap is still available.
For the purpose of this study we address this research gap and to develop a conceptual model that how the implementation of open
innovation instruments affects performance. In particular, we contributed to illuminate the importance of factors such as R&D and the
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degree of new product’s newness, which effect on the implementation of open innovation. Meanwhile, we considered the
implementation of open innovation affected by different R&D strategies or activities (Bogers & Lhuillery, 2011). Moreover, this study
filled the gap that under open innovation approaches, whether performance and R&D strategies or activities changes are conditioned
by the degree of new product’s newness.

The remainder of this paper contains three sections. We first introduce the background of research. In section 2, we develop
hypotheses and conceptual model which are based on the results of literature review. In section 3, we conclude and present the paper
avenues with implications and future research.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypotheses

2.1. Inbound Open Innovation Implementation and Performance

Open innovation is a complex multi-dimensional phenomenon that compels us to use different perspectives in order to better
understand it (Vanhaverbeke & Cloodt, 2014). Chesbrough and Bogers (2014) further clarified and developed the conceptualization of
open innovation, which defined it as a distributed innovation process based on purposively managed knowledge flows across
organizational boundaries, using pecuniary and non-pecuniary mechanisms in line with the organization's business model.

Since open innovation can be thought of as a two-dimensional construct, inbound versus outbound innovation (Gassman & Enkel,
2004; van de Vrande et al., 2009; Lichtenthaler, 2009; Dahlander & Gann, 2010; West & Bogers, 2010). Many empirical evidences
showed that inbound open innovation is critical to a variety of positive outcomes, and can be advantageous for firms’ efforts to
introduce process and product (Chesbrough, 2003a; Laursen & Salter, 2006; Dahlander & Gann, 2010; West & Bogers, 2014).
According to Vega-Jurado et al., (2009) examined 1,329 Spanish manufacturing firms in 2004, they indicated that external knowledge
acquisition can improve firms’ innovative performance. Similarly, Sisodiya et al., (2013) suggested that firm should enhance the
effects of inbound open innovation on firm performance to improve relational capability. Meanwhile, Wang et al., (2015) use an
ordinary least squares (OLS) regression model for the examined the mediating effects of inbound open innovation on new product
performance. Moreover, Ahn et al., (2015) based on survey data from 306 Korean innovative SMEs, have investigated both broad and
intensive open innovation adoption can positively contribute to the enhancement of firm performance.

So far, it follows that inbound open innovation used significantly more frequent than outbound ones. Hence, this paper we propose a
model with focus on ‘inbound’ as the implementation of open innovation in Japanese firms.

Hamaoka (2008) hypothesized on determiners of inbound open innovation performance in Japanese manufacturers, proposed a
theoretical framework (see Figure 1.) and resulted in inbound open innovation is positive to the performance of open innovation. In
order to understand open innovation, Hamaoka (2011) also tested it with questionnaire survey to Japanese manufactures, and compare
the open innovation activities between Japanese and Korea firms. Additionally, Hamaoka (2012) revealed that performance of
outbound open innovation is lower than that of inbound open innovation in Japanese firms, and performance of open innovation is
determined by capability and internal system of firms.
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Figure 1: Antecedents and Consequences of open innovation in Hamaoka (2008)

Hung and Chou (2013) used data from 176 Taiwanese high tech manufacturing firms, explored how open innovation affects firm
performance under environmental turbulence, which comprises technological turbulence and market turbulence, also investigated
complex relationships between inbound and outbound with firm performance under different contextual conditions. Their research
framework was shown in Figure2. They found that internal R&D investment, technological and market turbulence are positively
moderates the effect of inbound open innovation on firm performance.
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Figure 2: Model of open innovation in Hung and Chou (2013)

Despite both theoretical arguments and empirical research suggest that inbound open innovation is beneficial for the innovative
performance. The performance of inbound open innovation is measured in complex ways. From all the previous considerations, there
are mixed results on whether inbound innovation increases innovation performance or financial performance. Since new product
performance is a multidimensional concept, it was measured as the degree to which a product financial performs well in the market
relative to its major competitors in terms of sales, market share, ROI, profit, and overall success (Cooper 1988; Griffin & Page, 1993;
Moorman, 1995; Kim et al., 2012). Allen and Helms (2006) showed measures of firm performance generally include bottom-line,
financial indicators as sales, profits, cash flow, ROE and growth. In other words, the measurement of new product performance or
firm performance mainly refer to financial performance.
From the firm's perspective, the most critical performance issues typically including (1) desired product quality and design standards,
(2) sales objectives in the marketplace, and (3) the time required to reach breakeven (Olson et al., 1995).
Hence, in this study we comprised performance into two measures: R&D performance and financial performance. We choose R&D
performance because at the firm level, R&D is closely related to product performance resulting from management of resources
(Griffin & Page,1996;Rouse & Boff,1998), subsequent such as pertaining to promote the firm’s competitiveness, customer satisfaction
with product, or consequential whether the resulting product meets management's expectations concerning (Olson et al.,1995).
Meanwhile, models, frameworks and methodologies for measuring R&D performances have mostly focused at the firm level, with an
economic or strategic focus (Secundo et al., 2010).
Therefore, we hypothesized that in Japanese firms:

e HI: Inbound open innovation implementation is positively related to R&D performance.

e  H2: Inbound open innovation implementation is positively related to firm performance.

2.2. Degree of product market, technological newness and inbound open innovation implementation
Laursen and Salter (2006) documented that product innovativeness enhanced firms to engage in inbound activities. Hung and Chou
(2013) used data from 176 Taiwanese high tech manufacturing firms, confirmed the positive moderating effect ofmarket and
technological turbulence on the relationship between inbound open innovation and firm performance. Whereas, Morgan (2015)
explicated that absorptive capacity helps mitigate the high degree of product newness, which negatively impacts NPD performance.
Since, the relationship between degree of product market, technological newness and their implementation of inbound open innovation
does not appear explicitly in previous open innovation research.
Therefore, we hypothesized that in Japanese firms:

e  H3: Degree of product market and technological newness are positively related to inbound open innovation implementation.

2.3. Degree of product market, technological newness and performance
Regularly, highly innovative products are signified as having a high degree of newness (Kleinschmidt & Cooper’s,1991), notably as
market and technological to the perspective of the firm (Garcia & Calantone, 2002). Studies (Olson et al.,1995; Garcia & Calantone,
2002) suggested that successfully product innovativeness enhanced product performance. (Crepon, Duguet & Mairesse,1998; Hult,
Hurley & Knight,2004; Thornhill,2006) confirmed that technological innovativeness tends to be positively related to firm
performance. Lapiedra and Chiva (2006) who use newness of products and markets in their analysis of innovation outcomes. Thus, the
newness of product innovation is regarded as a critical factor to promote the product innovation's performance. Furthermore, as we
mentioned previously, from the firm’s perspective, degree of product market, technological newness may affect R&D and financial
performance.
Therefore, we hypothesized that:

e H4a: Degree of product market and technological newness are positively related to R&D performance.

e H4b: Degree of product market and technological newness are positively related to financial performance.

2.4. Degree of product market, technological newness and internal R&D management
(Kohli & Jaworski,1990; Bacon et al.,1994; Brockhoff, 2003; Callahan & Lasry, 2004) suggested that a higher degree of product
newness, reduced innovation risks and more precision in resource spending. Loch and Christoph (2000) demonstrated that a new
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market or new technology can be attacked by a task force led by R&D. Further, technological newness was related to a content of
R&D in the products (Steenhuis & de Bruijn,20006).
Whereas growing interest explores consequences between R&D’s level and product newness or firm performance (Olausson et al.,
2009; Stock & Reiferscheid, 2014), relatively little research of open innovation has examined the relationship between degree of
product newness and internal R&D efforts. Therefore, we hypothesized that:

e H5a: Degree of product market and technological newness are positively related to internal R&D strategies.

e  H5b: Degree of product market and technological newness are positively related to R&D activities.

2.5. Internal R&D management and inbound open innovation implementation
According to (Cohen & Levinthal,1990), their study proved that internal R&D activity plays a dual role, which facilitates its sourcing
and leveraging of external knowledge to enhance R&D performance. In the other words, it does not only generate innovation, but also
increases inbound open innovation. R&D activities strengthens the impact of inbound open innovation on innovation performance
(Bianchi et al., 2015). Firms with higher R&D capabilities are more receptive to absorb external resources (Zhou &Wu,2010). On the
other hand, firms with lower R&D capabilities are less capable of converting externally acquired resources into products (Todorova &
Durisin,2007; Sorescu et al.,2003). Laursen and Salter (2006) also focused on R&D capabilities as relevant for open innovation. In
summary, firm with a high level of internal R&D management are more efficient in inbound open innovation implementation.
Though many studies also concerned the factors of R&D management as R&D structure, the role of R&D capacity. To address these
issues empirically, this paper we focus on internal R&D activities and strategies as internal R&D management.
Therefore, we hypothesized that:

e Hé6a: Internal R&D strategies are positively related to inbound open innovation implementation.

e H6b: Internal R&D activities are positively related to inbound open innovation implementation.

2.6. Internal R&D management and performance
In the R&D marketing interface, different R&D projects require different actions being taken, which in turn affect firm performance
(Ruekert & Walker, 1987). Traditionally, firms with internal R&D programs are more likely success in the new product development
process (Veugelers & Cassiman’s,1999).However, combination of internal and external R&D can increase firms' ability to engage in
innovation and consequently enhance performance (Berchicci, 2013; Cassiman & Veugelers, 2006) as well. The literatures (Becker &
Dietz, 2004; Schmiedeberg, 2008; Veugelers, 1997) have investigated that interaction between internal R&D activities and
cooperation agreements are positively effect on firms’ innovative performance. Becker and Dietz (2004) analyzed that in the German
manufacturing industry, R&D collaboration complements internal resources and enhances product innovation implementation.
Considering previous studies argued a positive effect of R&D management on performance. Therefore, we hypothesized that:

e H7a: Internal R&D strategies are positively related to on R&D performance.

e H7b: Internal R&D activities are positively related to financial performance.

2.7. Proposed Conceptual Model

The model of this research shown in Figure 3 which is based on recent works in the literature on open innovation. In particular,
authors contributed to illuminating the importance of factors such as R&D and the degree of new product’s newness, which effect on
the implementation of open innovation. Meanwhile, authors considered the implementation of open innovation affected by different
R&D strategies or activities (Bogers & Lhuillery, 2011). Moreover, this study filled the gap that under open innovation approaches,
whether performance and R&D strategies or activities changes are conditioned by the degree of new product’s newness.

Our hypotheses showed in this section about the relationships between open innovation during R&D phases and NPD project success
is also presented in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Conceptual model

3. Discussion

The purpose of this research-in-progress paper indicated the existing gaps as results of the extensive systematic literature review on
open innovation, and contributed to extant literatures by proposing a conceptual model, theorized how inbound open innovation could
enhance financial and R&D performance, which also emphasized on the influence of internal R&D strategies or activities and product
market and technological newness.

The model draw together literature from diverse contexts and inbound open innovation practices are clearly explained. We argued that
the proposed model can be used to analyze existing inbound open innovation of Japanese firms. Though our model is a first attempt, it
is only a starting point on the path to concretely understanding the inbound open innovation implementation in Japanese firms. In
examining how the components of the proposed conceptual model affect each other, already, work is underway to address these areas,
we conducted our surveys in Japan. Future research we will analyze the collecting data to evaluate the hypotheses, presented in this
study. Further, considering the time difference and the change in the performance of firms in Japan, future research will also address
the differences and similarities in inbound open innovation applied in different periods in Japan.

4. References

i. Ahn, J. M., Minshall, T., & Mortara, L. (2015). Open innovation: a new classification and its impact on firm performance in
innovative SMEs. Journal of Innovation Management, 3(2), 33-54.

ii. Allen, R.S., & Helms, M.M. (2006). Linking strategic practices and organizational performance to Porter’s generic strategies.
Bus. Process Manag. J. 12, 433-454.

iii. Almirall, Esteve, & Ramon Casadesus-Masanell. (2010). Open Versus Closed Innovation: A Model of Discovery and
Divergence. Academy of Management Review, 35 (1), 27-47.

iv. Bacon, G., Beckman, S., Mowery, D. & Wilson, E. (1994) Managing Product Definition in High Technology Industries: A
Pilot Study. California Management Review, 36, 32-56

v. Barge-Gil A (2010). Open, semi-open and closed innovators: towards an explanation of degree of openness. Ind Innov
17(6):577-607

vi. Bayus, Barry. (2013). Crowd sourcing New Product Ideas Over Time: An Analysis of the Dell Idea Storm Community.
Management Science, 59, 226-244.

vii. Becker, W., Dietz, J. (2004). R&D Cooperation and Innovation Activities of Firms-Evidence for the German Manufacturing
Industry. Research policy, 33(2), 209-223.

viii. Berchicci, L. (2013). Towards an open R&D system: Internal R&D investment, external knowledge acquisition and
innovative performance. Research Policy, 42, 117-127.

ix. Bianchi, M, Campodall’Orto, S, Frattini, F, & Vercesi, P. (2010). Enabling open innovation in small and medium sized
enterprises: how to find alternative applications for your technologies. R&D Management, 40(4), 414—431.

x. Bianchi, M., Croce, A., Dell’Era, C., Di Benedetto, C. A., & Frattini, F. (2015). Organizing for Inbound Open Innovation:
How External Consultants and a Dedicated R&D Unit Influence Product Innovation Performance. Journal of Product
Innovation Management

xi. Bogers, M., Lhuillery, S. (2011). A functional perspective on learning and innovation: Investigating the organization of
absorptive capacity. Industry and Innovation, 18(6):581-610

xii. Brockhoff, K. (2003). Customers perspectives of involvement in new product development. Int. J. Technology
Management, Vol. 26, Nos. 5/6, pp.464-481.

76 Vol 5 Issue 3 March, 2017



The International Journal Of Business & Management(ISSN 2321-8916) www.theijbm.com

xiii.
Xiv.

XV.

XVi.

XVii.

XViil.
XIX.

XX.

XXi.

XXii.

XX1il.
XX1V.

XXV.
XXVi.

XXVil.
XXViil.
XXiX.
XXX.
XXXi.
XXXil.
XXXiii.
XXXiV.

XXXV.
XXXVI.

XXXVii.
XXXViil.
XXXIX.
x1.

xli.

xlii.

xliii.

Bughin, Jacques. (2012). Wiring the Open-Source Enterprise. McKinsey Quarterly, January, 1-4.

Callahan, J. and Lasry, E. (2004) The Importance of Customer Input in the Development of Very New Products. R&D
Management, 34, 107-20.

Cassiman, B. & Veugelers, R. (2006). In search of complementarity in innovation strategy: Internal R&D and external
knowledge acquisition. Management Science, 52, 68-82.

Chesbrough, H. (2003a). Open Innovation. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA Faems, D., Van Looy, B. and
Debackere, K. (2005). Inter organizational Collaboration and Innovation: Toward a Portfolio Approach. Journal of Product
Innovation Management, 22, 238-50.

Chesbrough, H. (2003b). Open Innovation: The new imperative for creating and profiting from technology, Boston, Mass.,
Harvard Business School Press.

Chesbrough, H. & Appleyard, M. M. (2007). Open innovation and strategy. California Management Review, 50(1): 57-76.
Chesbrough, H. & Brunswicker, S. (2013) Managing open innovation in large firms. Stuttgart: Fraunhofer Institute for
Industrial Engineering.

Chesbrough, H. & Bogers, M. (2014). Explicating open innovation: clarifying an emerging paradigm for understanding
innovation. In H. Chesbrough, W. Vanhaverbeke & J. West (Eds.), New Frontiers in Open Innovation. Oxford, UK: Oxford
University Press.

Chesbrough, Henry. (2012). “GE's ecomagination Challenge: An Experiment in Open Innovation.” California Management
Review, 54 (3), 140-154.

Cohen, W. & D. Levinthal. (1990). Absorptive capacity: A new perspective on learning and innovation, Administration
Science Quarterly, 35, pp.128-152.Connolly, T., Conlon, E. J., & Deutsch, S. J. (1980). Organizational effectiveness: a
multiple constituencies approach. Academy of Management Review, 5(2), 211-217.

Cooper, R.G. (1998). Benchmarking new product performance: results of the best practice study. European Management
Journal, 16, 1-17

Crepon, B., Duguet, E. & Mairesse, J. (1998). Research, Innovation and Productivity: An Econometric Analysis at the Firm
Level. Economics of Innovation & New Technology, 7, 2, 115-158.

Dahlander, L. & Gann, D. M. (2010). How open is innovation?”, Research Policy, Vol. 39 No. 6, 699-709.

Dodgson, M., Gann D. & Salter, A. (2006). The role of technology in the shift towards open innovation: the case of Procter &
Gamble, R&D Management, 36(3), 333-346

Garcia, R. & Calantone, R. (2002). A critical look at technological innovation typology and innovativeness terminology: a
literature review. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 19 (2), 110-132.

Gassmann O, Enkel E. (2004). Towards a theory of open innovation: three core process archetypes. In: R&D Management
Conference (RADMA), Lisbon, Portugal

Griffin, A. & Page, A.L. (1993). An interim report on measuring product development success and failure. Journal of Product
Innovation Management, Vol. 10 No. 4, 291-308

Griffin, A. & Page A.L. (1996). PDMA success measurement project: recommended measures for product development
success and failure. The Journal of Product Innovation Management, 13, 478-496.

Hamaoka Yutaka. (2008). Antecedents and Consequences of Open Innovation, in R&D Management Conference 2008.
Ottawa, ON, Canada.

Hamaoka Yutaka. (2011). The study of open innovation in Japan and Korea. Mita business review Vol.54, No.1 (2011. 4), 21-
49

Hamaoka Yutaka. (2012). What are the Determiners of Inbound and Outbound Open Innovation Performance? ISPIM
Conference Proceedings: 1-15. Manchester: The International Society for Professional Innovation Management (ISPIM).
Helfat, C.E.C. (2006). Book review of open innovation: The new imperative for creating and profiting from technology.
Academy of Management Perspective, vol. 20, n. 2: 1-86.

Huizingh, E. K. R. E. (2011). Open innovation: State of the art and future perspectives. Technovation 31(1), 2-9.

Hult, G.T.M., Hurley, R.F. & Knight, G.A. (2004). Innovativeness: Its Antecedents and Impact on Business Performance.
Industrial Marketing Management, 33, 5, 429-438.

Hung, K. P., & Chou, C. (2013). The impact of open innovation on firm performance: The moderating effects of internal
R&D and environmental turbulence. Technovation, 33, 368-380.

Huston, L. & Sakkab, N. (2006). Connect and develop inside Procter & Gamble's new model for innovation. Harvard
Business Review, 84(3): 58-67.

Kim, N., Im, S., Slater, S.F. (2012). Impact of knowledge type and strategic orientation on New product creativity and
advantage in high-technology firms. J. Prod. Innov. Manag. 30 (1), 136-153

Kleinschmidt EJ, Cooper RG. (1991). The impact of product innovativeness on performance. J Prod Innovation Manage
8:240-251

Kohli, A.K. & Jaworski, B.J. (1990). Market Orientation: The Construct, Research Propositions, and Managerial
Implications. Journal of Marketing, 54,1-17

Laursen, K. & Salter, A. (2006). Open for Innovation: The Role of Openness in Explaining Innovation Performance among
UK Manufacturing Firms. Strategic Management Journal, 27, 131-50.

Lee, S., Park, G., Yoon, B. & Park, J. (2010). Open innovation in smes-an intermediated network model. Research Policy, 39,

77

Vol 5 Issue 3 March, 2017



The International Journal Of Business & Management(ISSN 2321-8916) www.theijbm.com

290-300.
xliv. Lichtenthaler U. (2009). Outbound open innovation and its effect on firm performance: examining environ- mental
influences. R&D Manag 39(4):317-330
xlv. Lichtenthaler U. (2011). Open innovation: past research, current debates, and future directions. Acad Manage Perspect
25(1):75-93
xlvi. Loch, Christoph. (2000). Tailoring Product Development to Strategy: Case of European Technology Manufacturer. European
Management Journal 18(3):246-58.
xlvii. Moorman, C. (1995). Organizational Market Information Processes: Cultural Antecedents and New Product Outcomes.
Journal of Marketing Research 32: 318-335.
xlviii. Morgan, T. (2015).Antecedents, Consequences, and Boundary Conditions of Customer Participation in the New Product
Development Process. Dissertation Kent State University
xlix. Olsen, Eric M., Orville C. Walker, Jr., and Robert W. Ruekert. (1995). Organizing for Effective New Product Development:
The Moderating Role of Product Innovativeness. Journal of Marketing, 59, 48-62.
1. Reeves, Martin, and Mike Deimler. (2011). Adaptability: The New Competitive Advantage. Harvard Business Review, 89
(718), 134-141.
li. RouseW.B. and Boff K.R. (1998). R&D/technology management: A framework for putting technology to work, IEEE Trans
Syst Man Cybernet Part C 28(4), 501-515.
lii. Ruekert, RW., & Walker Jr., O.C. (1987). Marketing’s Interaction with Other Functional Units: A Conceptual Framework
and Empirical Evidence. Journal of Marketing, 51, 1-19.
liii. Schmiedeberg, C. (2008). Complementarities of Innovation Activities: An Empirical Analysis of the German Manufacturing
Sector. Research Policy, 37(9), 1492-1503.
liv. Secundo G., Margherita A., Elia G., & Passiante G. (2010). Intangible assets in higher education and research: mission,
performance or both? Journal of Intellectual Capital, 11(2), 140-157.
Iv. Sisodiya, S.R., Johnson, J.L., Grégoire, Y. (2013). Inbound open innovation for enhanced performance: enablers and
opportunities. Industrial Marketing Management 42 (5), 836-849.
Ivi. Sorescu, A. B., Chandy, R. K. & Prabhu, J. C. (2003). Sources and Financial Consequences of Radical Innovation: Insights
from Pharmaceuticals. Journal of Marketing, 67, 82-102.
Ivii. Steenhuis, H.-J., & de Bruijn, E. (2006). High technology revisited: definition and position. Washington: Wasington
University, Department of Management.
Iviii. Stock, R., & Reiferscheid, I. (2014). Who should be in power to encourage product program innovativeness, R&D or
marketing? Journal of The Academy of Marketing Science, 42(3), 264-276.
lix. Thornhill, S. (2006). Knowledge, Innovation and Firm Performance in High and Low technology Regimes. Journal of
Business Venturing, 21, 5, 687-703.
Ix. Todorova, G., & Durisin, B. (2007). Absorptive capacity: valuing a reconceptualization. Academy of Management Review,
32(3), 774-786.
Ixi. Vanhaverbeke, W., & Cloodt, M. (2014). Theories of the firm and open innovation. In H. Chesbrough, W. Vanhaverbeke, & J.
West (Eds.), New Frontiers in Open Innovation (pp. 256-278). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
Ixii. Veugelers, R. (1997). Internal R & D Expenditures and External Technology Sourcing. Research Policy, 26(3), 303-315.
Ixiii. Veugelers, R., Cassiman, B. (1997). Make and buy in innovation strategies: evidence from Belgian manufacturing firms.
Research Policy 28 (1), 63-80.
Ixiv. Wang, C. H., Chang, C. H., & Shen, G. C. (2015). The effect of inbound open innovation on firm performance: Evidence
from high-tech industry. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 99,222-230.
Ixv. West J, Bogers M. (2014). Leveraging external sources of innovation: a review of research on open innovation. Journal of
Product Innovation Management, 31(4), 814-831.
Ixvi. Zhou, K. Z., & Wu, F. (2010). Technological capability, strategic flexibility, and product innovation. Strategic Management
Journal, 31, 547-561.
78 Vol 5 Issue 3 March, 2017



