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A—=T 1) N—=3a /T
BAEDEAZEDT

F—=T A IN=23 DINTEA LI BROKEEICIEFEREDES S D,
HEMICBEAPEATOAMBERNE BV EERPZhERY)EJRBEOEEDDEMEIHIN TS,
LU BEOABEF ChETICERL TE L/ VNI RRERRE,

F—=To A/ R=2 a2 IlBVWTHRELBAERN DBDTH S,

A= NPy TREEYR— T IFENEEHELORE L E DBEEREDH S

LAL. A= b7y THREOHEEPEELIVEVIBETIE AL,

L DEN-BEBREEE L. ZHBELEBRORBELE X4 — N7 v TREOBNBEROREDS H X TH .
BABEDA -T2 A I/ RX=2 3 ADKRTF v VOB SR BATELFHMES N TV S,

ARG TSN — 2 A F T3 REIPSVARE A =T A/ N=2 a3 ICRYBEDICEL TV,
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LIS

HAMPE FLE2MEZRATCWLZ LMD LB
D72, WhWwd [Jbh7z104E] R NOORYH, #Hil:
BHAEOBEHE Vo 2 BEIZ. HARICH T % K50
iz Fif2HRE R o7z, MRBEHM, FHFRAEL
STWHARER D, HRDIFRINT 22874 T
FIUHRBEORIE 527212 FT & v, FEBE. HA
A Z B BRI 72D, 2D & 9 BB %3
L DD IR B DOTR VT & 23ET 50
PAROERTH S, €9 FT52 LT, HERZb LK
ERIN R BREZL VI EROTIREE S HITHN L7z
Vo LMLy =7V 4 ) R=V g VililllE S BT
DTHARDE & AL DLIE, BED HARPRZ % i
MIEOICR & 2 5N TV BHIER Y VR A8 2B
W e BT H200e v ML, v AoE
Bl im e 2 UMENRIZ2D DR 57259,

HARMA ) R—= g v RGN %2 853 5 72010
RYH L I The COTF—<IZW LT, BERPL=
— 7 R E D BT A DI LB R G E R — b
BHERLRT K IREL, LW BB ERE o T
bo A/ R=Ya vOlEE LD [RGB T
= b7y TRENPLI R E R LTwE I L
ZANE, MHEPCENDRETH Y, HARIZE o TR
WIZEEE DRI DH W E VR B,

LPL, 7Y LT bF =Y Pl L IR—Va vIT
WMLCT, A =17 v I REIEFBEO—IHITER
Vo Vak7 - varyR—Fy—pEHICIE 7V
V7L F =¥y 7L Lok [EHOH LWilAa
AbE] ko TRFMIEZAIET 22 L TH b M
TEDRA AT 5 HADORERHEE T LR T A D DE
(D, BH, ZREHADS ) R=Ya yTa v AT

F=T > £ ) N—2a v DEE

AZBUIL2EELRERD 1 OTOH b, T2 HAODIH
BERY 22 WE M (inflexibility) &4 2 R—3Y a it o
TSRS & 2 205, BN B BR OHEFIIRE
EL BHERA ) R—Y g oY R— NIRRT BV
T=UVLLLLT NG, BUARRRE . ¥R
Hid, WEDOBEWZBRA LA %L, HADBUIRI
BB T I AL <A F RO % MO L 72 W % s L
GUINEEO RV, YV UYNL—0HBZ2D ST
E.TYM V=Yo7l )R—Varvo [Ai
] ZZERIEDSD) T WA RWEIHE LT, KD 320%
ZbNb,

« HARDHAR, RIS & OB 2 BRBE 1 < M
L BHHRCHAG o8 FSEREREEZLDUE
WL, WRIEAIENE ST, FATHREE 2 5,
A F TR O LRV T, ARSI B 2
AL —IFI B RR LD 725 SR,

CEDE Y BETNIE, HARICHEA LT SNV TF—Y
ZRFELTCLED

ARCIE, A—T Y 4 I R=Ya vEBIILEN
W BB L7 ve ZDEFTIENLDDDAT v T
WD Do AT, HARDEIM T % 3 28z MBld %,
2F/HIT, FN 5 OO 2 PITHFFEN 2 iR A AR &
TWBHILERRT S, 3FHHIC, LIy Thidt—-7
VoA I R=Ya vEFHLTEND DORAETEPED
PERRET D, ZLTRERIC, TRPED L D Bhid%
725 FTMIOVT, 3 - IIBEOMRD 7 ) — Rl
PR PN TR T 5o

BARDBRIK L EFEREOEE

HAE, 20114F 3 H11H OHH AR KFZS LLGT2 & %
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(3R]
F=T 2 4/N=2aV TAKDBAHEENT

O W EE LT v 72e 20004F 2 520104E (2201 T D
GDPIE EHIT T #02% 1 & & F . AMRTHIER R &
GDP?D220% (2 15 o T2 (IRl 2k 6 i3
FUFW L (World Economic Outlook))] 20105E10)1),
N S B L O AT 2R LTV D, HIFIC, o7
D7k E SR R RN R & Y PRI H AR P T
HESRES 2 W OFEFERIE & 7 o 720 BEFRBISEN, Th
5OWAERHEM DD TWDE, &2, hEAE
W& B 7 A A TOREREIIE L EUZ20004E 12132001055
725 72Hh% 20114EC1E32001 0  1Z3E L TWw A,

H AR DR BE & KT A3 DRI B H Aty o 72
Whwa [HAREFNV] A, &9 LMz LA L
LWz b, THIZDWT, Motohashi (2003) 13K ® X
LTS,

[THAETF V] ZREO AR 588 TH
AFEDFERE LT & 7ME DOREE A & 4V 2 WHEIIC
RYHFETDH S, /oy EVRRT T T4 ATRE
W7 € 9 2 A BEROMERE, AMAT BT S &
AR EAL, AU CIE RGN O R & 2 iRAE, 2
—RU— MFNF Y ATIEA = VN7 7 BT 0
NS 7 YR SO

HADEER NI RERIEL2ZDET VS,
AAME & OB AL T B L A OREE T &R X
Il oz FRCHMBEIROMS X, F7EHE ORI
PED) REMOAHAE VI =N =D R FICH>TWVD
(Ettlie, 1985)0 F 7. HURRM AL Bz, ALK
BARERPAIREY A7 KEL LY (Motohashi,
2012), TWHFAE YT+ (BREHON Y F ¥ —5
¥) CX2HEPMePtEoflEzELILTYS
(Agarwal et al, 2004)o * — ¥ 23 Z HULORE b X
YF X —@E DS %W Twb (Motohashi, 2012),
CNOOENA) A7 M) S E AN L, [
W RN | (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor) T b
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HARRZRENAREBETMICT v 72 8hbHifkE ol
(Bosma and Levie, 2011),

A 2 RER T L o THMRFED VS EIFITIERE R
RWEDE D o MFERET D Doing Business 201202 & L,
OB SITWLUTHARZIBIONIZT ¥ 7 ShTE
D, A7 Y70y HR=NVREE, AW, i O
WS AL, B 5. SBI60L. f24fn) ICKE S EED
LM Twb,

HADEHEDRRZ E LMLV DIIL TS
(Hoetker, 2004; Dujarric and Hagiu, 2009), F il 1: A%
AL TS0, RE;RIEBIRZ RSB T 2 —F
)Y v AR YAT Ly R BUE R R & i 2 0 b
HY TRV (Smitka, 1994), i3 L CThH, FFiRk
WCLEERY) V=R % TR TE iz, B TRIE
2T BTG R F 2 HT 5 L E 2 6N (i,
1994a 5 1994b) o JEHEE D531 7 4740 VT ALAE 7 BAARAI A
R R YA R R LD 1 27205, T D THIHED
ORMEEEFEDEZ TR Y 27 M THRER LRSS
ONIEHICH L BB LEVIRND DD, FEHVOR
WIERRAE TR & OGS £ 1 B RS,
9 LBENBH L EHZZHND (Cooter and Landa,
1984) o

BAEDHEAETNERNEZ
BT S

) LA M2 A 5, HARICIEKRE &
MADVIRINTWD, ThidBE5L, KioTi% L
MZ72%59, HADHBEMBRENCH LT, HYSRHE 7 +
— 7 ADGlobal Competitiveness Report (GCR) & i3
$U7T D Doing Business (DB) 1) K— MiZwvwhd HA
ZHEAHIILTH Y. GCRIZFEF B ))THARE 6 i,
DBiZ/S—+F =, LTOE IR ZDLRT & TH20M
o7 LTwWh,




WIT, COXI BFEEHIIZ LR 5 ERIZOVWTIbL
CHTHAEIo GCRTIZE VA ZADOUWMIETHAZ
| KA /A4 L“{a‘o‘ D, OQ—AVREROKEE, W
7IAY—DFRE, N a—F x—YDIRLES, EET
0k A DTS 2 FHIASE SR Ve F 2 ITATHE
LAWY PEORE, WU DL % &, EROWE, 4
DA IATEN B % 3Rl D < v (B0fLBL ) o T
FelZ, DBIZEMMERI O S EEIHEHROB S, #Ho
AT, WOELEL (45 140 THA%Z S v 27 LTw
%o GDPO M ¢ ENCIEN &2 T hy EIR 1
NG OGDPTHARR T V7D My 7 THY, B
WIS N KBS Ch B 2 EIZED D IRV,

OECDOMFER T HARMIE X 250 MBI
. BEERT Mo 7 V7 ikE & R LT RIS W
EV)F=FHIRENTVD (K 1)o HKEKOYERT
VBT 240 & 2 45, Wb B ZERE (triadic
patents) WZHETNIE, TOEIZESTWHTH B
(W2)o THLMERL ) R—=Ya vOIFEho

TXA) DI H 3 1R AR (&8

A=T Y AIN—=2aVDER

TWB D%, G2 WFZEBTC TR 5 & v ) (BB
BERNITHD (M3)o EPEMICRIE, HARME
BEHERAWERICDEINTEY, ThIZREICDRZS
REABIEDERE VR B, FAYDZY YT ) VIR
1. dASPACEDCEOD I NZT L « N E LT VIZKD
IR RT WS,

[HENTIE KREAEPED 2 oo 938 Bo HARIZIZIIZE
Wi e A%y 7, HBBERAMPED 5, PELHN
WEAMEZY Y RZ SN0, WIEMIE TR &3 T
& %2\ | (McLannahan, 2012)

1/ N=2alBTD
KERDf{iE
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LWRIIZO R 2L b % v, KE¥EIZZED LsNA
R O (ARG, Wk, ~—7 7 4
YITDI)INYRE) RO B DI E R AE N
P (complementary asset) ZJfiff LCTWb,

L2L. EO &9 R7 ENYF— Vi 2
LT DL RICEZONTWS, 2O EIEFHL
WIERICIFICYN TR T D E VR Do OB & MK
B BrLVEREL Y, ORI o TE 2T
LTWahb, £, REPPEEEEDZ VI LW
iD= — XIS 2 X< FIE B & MR % A
WKEZEDETHZLEETHRVESL,

ZNW 2, B LWEEORE & S8 C/ABIBE L L
WHENR T HREEEIRICTHEH SN S, AN
(TN FCTIhOPEEICHED > CTERMADOKRAEE) Kb,
INBIBE 2 L WA FEDIZ 5 AV Y 23R & Sy &k
HBFIH LB O=—ZXIT) FLHIBL, £/ R=¥
aYOWIPRDBENEERZONDL, TDT LMWL
DOYNBERETB S F, AW BHH SR 2D 7748
WCHEAL T 2 MBI D U T T L0 L) & MEIC Lzl
LEDOMAED D Ho Chen et al. (2012) &7 AV A Difg
PEFECI T AR IM L. B LoV,
ZMMRAFEDIE D DR TH LS X ) 52 I
WHEITholzbMELTWD, ZAMNEMNEL
A% (integrative knowledge). 2 F V. ko
Ja—F = IZF 5 S FSE RN, B
EMATEIRNIZEAHLTVD, N a—F 2 — VO
WZCTHERE 2 oo &2l L, ZhEhoNY o —F
L=V TH LOBERZEANTIENTE S, HFLwil
Bz 7 b, BTN U5 720 ik &l
W2 TR T 5 & V) RIRER L Z &1Zh b, LT,
WEFEDRIBIE S TREDPRELTRMAL, 727/ 0Y
—OZEALCHIT AR Y7 M) FHRTE
55925,

DALY X | Qian et al. (forthcoming) {3,
INA FRBERCBA LN, N a—F =D

F=T 2 AIN=2 3 DR

EOBRE (Wi, MR E) IZBA L2 2 MEEL Tw
o RKEDFHEBY, MMOMEEXLTNY) 2 —F 2 —VD
TR 2 B L Cw a e ¥d, S 4 HRETH Y 2
=T = YO CERICB AT DRI T & v ) KR
BmRaENize 7. ZMAMNLEEZ. FFLuLEICK
RV a—Fr—VYOEDEBICHAERICBATE,
Z OO B2 CTREMA SN 2—F =
— VR T ICENRTY S Z EAH L
7eo MM RAAZEE, MRE DB, AHEREMEZR &

NI YW Y a o —F (transaction hazard) D¢
WEZTITVEWIRERDIR S Nz EETR O
WKiE, N 2—F =2 — Y ORBERIIHLL 2% H %2 o
FoheniiEdbL L, 29 LEEKEZLNTEITTE
LTl EMWLMFECES>TRELRT FNYF—=IIC
roTWh,

HNOEBIZT TR, NA XY —=RF T T4 ¥ —,
— MF— LT LREET 2560 ARk
139 DWIRARTH %o W L28— b F— EAEEL—HIT
HiETHBAEPDNE, I3 2=F—3a YOl LR
Je ) e, ERL HTORDISH§ 2 BHORE Y
HRE, SFEFRTIINVTF=IUBdbb3hb, ¥
72y EDr8— b F— L OILEEREIC SIS HER A F v
BRI EHTED, €9 LRI, BERIHENR
R HAEOWEEE B2 R &L bt & DR E R
ICHESET D2 B 72H LT D, T2, WO
s — 2 0E, APF - HIU (M&A) 28BLTL Y K& %
filifiti % Al 3 2 BC D RVLDEAH 9

HARO A SHIIMAFARFEDS A I/ R—=va v el
WHESERIEORHT ) & U CEERE#Z R & 2
K %o HiBDEBY ., BAFRHEDE 138 13 L3S
PRE VBT AR Z B ATV BT TR, SRR
LZEMES =TT 4 V7, MEDYAFAEALLTW
bo Floy —WHEHDORY PT—2 2L, FELOM
TR, av V=7 A, AP BERGINEZEL
TRBHELZRIRL TV RED L v, WSS ML
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(43R IV]
F—=T e AI/N=2a TARDBHEEDIT

MR B S % DD B A5, WEAER DS Mt 2 il U Tl
HLtﬁ SIREINEH LOMEEANSB AT LB 7 By
F=PebEBL T RS EJLET IRV F—F
F B LWREEOTROIN 22T TR, FRHELT S
METHOHMNTH S,

BADEAZEEDT
A=T e A)N=a70

HADPSIE, HITR & —
WEW) BDTIEE RV, MENCEETIEHLH, Thi
B CEBLT 5 Z LIEAWHER, Lardb, AF—F7
Yy T REZ DD OVHARDBELR )% DT NDbIFT
Wawv, Zh &), HARZKROZ & % FIFICHED RiFh
X% kv

b7y TR BRI W

REBNDOZA Y — T v TSR
2 R B X OV oW

o WEAEASSEPNIC BT 2 b SNG4
A — NT v T L WA S O D3 Ak

YT B 72 DA

*—7v 4 ) X—=¥ 3 (Chesbrough, 2003) |
ChODHBEZERT 5D ENNT T4 2% %t
LT NBEL) =TV 4 ) R—=V a3 VIZiF, H
vy PV —=ZDF. % B OB F v RV E R
L7227 7 @ ANOEHIEK E v 20023
Bo =TV e 4 ) R=Va yHPERTHIE, R¥—}
Ty T REEWARENS ETIERSWTHITE S X
I B MK AF— 1T v TENLERN L 72Eel
S 2 WEAR RSO ICINY Ah b Z & bW, %
7on MERERRAI— VT v TRELL I R=Va vk
T ]‘54“12?7(@"75):?_”6‘ FELziicr 7 2 A
T&% hbo TAUIBEEAVNS T &0, HigED
E?%tbLTMM%A#WMtotm%:77tZd
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BLERIZ R WD 7ES D,

AR & D RIRZS IR ATTETEAL U T A TH Bl R 11 bk
KRONME RO U WEAA A SEN O E) & fEdt 3 % X

BTN TH B, TY M FA LV AEN2T 7
/Y —=OWNAE T, WAFRE L ORI X D IR D
WHEMES R E U, A8 — M7 v TREOIHEIE S 51
MAEXNL7E5 9,

LRi% el T2 70V =T L E I HITIEH Lk
EWBE AT B F Ly Ty FOEEALIHED
L il A ORFESFEOMIRE S SRS EL I EHFT
XHEEZONLLD, COX) HRIRWTE—T Y - 4
I R—Ya VIIRICHNTH B

BEDA=T 1) N=3y
BENOFfEEm

MR, F—T v 4 I R—Y a YHRHAREDRE) %
E 2 o Thiud, MH IS 22 kv, wilkd
REMEATE > TOTD, HAOMIE & HERTIE S £
SERMTE =TV A IR=Va vyOXLeHMLT
BV, ERE o7 V7 EEENC AR, IR
=TV A R=Ya VTN HEDITE L 22F & v R
5o

HADRZER, T DILH R BA I RRAR— 2D B2

T AR ANl %2 FFO D 4 2 R—3 g v &)
L. ZORF V¥ X VL THAIZIY) ANS 7290
W BE R WILRE ) % Al 2. T b (Cohen et al., 2002) o
Wk, CORENIE, TNEZRMNICITILE ) L T2
DR IER A % 564 L 2 v Motohashi (2012) 2%
T 2LB0), ZOL) LREIHAORMRKICH
NZLHLNDDHDOTIEARV LA L, 19804182 51990
AT Ty A ORE AR R R 2L O TIE, HA
DHMENZ 2T S & F B 3 (Hamel et al,, 1989; Moffat,
1991) & HARAEAH ) U TRk IS I Y Mg




(Freeman, 1987; Fruin, 1997) 258 < ##Hili S M Cwv 5,
NS DO ITITM K & Wb b5 bHHH, H
ARZEEAZIHNE D S FERE LIPS R v E W)
PEIRINIZEVZ D, RO EBY, HARMSIEICIX
DB RS BB TDOZLEF—T Y 4 IR
—¥a ik o THWICHEL,

F =TV 4 I R=Ya i, DRGSR LD
MENDL) A7 %R0 57280, DEDEIEO R % 4k
TEDHEVRIINE, Zhz2EBTLLIZTE R
Vo R MRERMALZD, RIMETIZALZ LT,
T LR EHLBERBTELEEZ DNRT WY,
ZHEHIEDND LN wds, PRO/8— N F =120 5
A/ R=Va VORKEHRLTLE) &b AR b,
JIN S D PR BRSBTS ATV B3 % H AR A
MZRRAE, T =TV « £ I R—=¥ g ¥ ZIEWIET
YR— b5 ETHBECHMEEZONL, =T -
A/ N=Y g VITIZHANOBRE S LEICR 520, H
RABLE R OO & B E I LRI RN & & i3t — 7
VA R=Ta VITHAMTHL EFEZHND,

ITEZ7a—nN)¥—v g yORICH->ThH, ¥
B DOHIFRA C v A — 3 =PI WA 0 1F 5
PHRTH Lo 2F D B B o Mg pESE
PIRPFTLHREA =TV - 4 I R—=Y g /LT
bWz b,

F—T A IR=S 2 DEE

M&EARZF =TV « 4 I R—=Y g VORELRY -V
12TH Do FFICEAELBAMPEARD NS X )1k
% & BAioBEIPUIANA 2 R— g v & Hlised 5 TR
ELTHM U NSNS Z & A, 3R oat:
W&o TUIMINRIE (exit strategy) %0 D %, D
MICWLUCTHREHERERY Y a viZdh b, Shilisyo
FEME & - WY — € 2 OFRIEMEAT IS DG EAL
EHRML LTI HADWAEMIEICIE, M&AIC
Lo T I R=va v Eflifliz i 5 720 1B 2 b
MMy« MURRIY 20 WA B o

F—FY A R=Yag VDT VAT AIIZL—
— + £ JRX—%— (user innovator) ZILY AL L TH
HARAME VR D59 0 2—HF—h54 ) R—Y g ¥
DMLY — Ak Eb% v, HITER AR — i
H, BPG R 03 E EFE LT, WA Tk
iz ol —A%, AlEshiHlwnwrr ouy
— YR ENWAEDT 2 ) 0 Y — % Fio 2— i — il
LT NDbo 9 LIz —F =A% 2 Makid e
WA T, L —F =AM T AR E R 2720,
WIS L > TRIFICHETH %,

LW DRI, AR R o7, HFEL
HEFTHEDOAL ) R—=Y 3 V2L T 2505,
A YAV AI AL Y Y — (Winston Smith and
Shah) 237 X ) 7 O BESEBE A I 3 % 3 G S0 L 7= I
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(¥ ER—V]
F—TF A IN—2aV TAROBAEEDNT

HEORAETE, T—F— (W TOOYEIEERN) 235
MWL AY— T v TREANDI =R — IRV F ¥ —
Fx ¥ HN (€VO) BIFICFIRIATT W & V)RR
RENTz EHAOCVCHRITHR, T —HF =Dl L
P2AS— T v IRETIE, BETORENLEDAY —
N7y TREDL ) R=Y g v DL—F— % DMERD
B (S E, Ry — 7y TR¥EONEFIE214
). A% — b7 v TREOBA 2 I LR 2 A E
FOHERLIBETH b, T—F =R LAY — |
79 IREADCVCHREN A —T ¥« 4 I/ RX—=Ya v
DN LY — NV THAH T LM R,
PLEDF—FARRT B, HADYFIZA =T -
A ) R—Ya VL TwAEHIE 2255, 12HI,
RROBE AR . BN LY — £ ) X=F
—RBEICWEZ L, 22HI, RVYF¥—FrEIN
HIE DFS S ASH A DR ERINORREE LCOR s h
TWBHI L, D% & HREOHERIZS »2D
59, HATRREBORYF ¥ —F v 5 VI EI WX
P RBELTE ST, MR B e nweEd
2 ONDo BL=— A% bHbEROMAEMRIENCVC
PPHETuE, 20 k) REEMHTE 20 L

7:‘:‘/‘03)

50 HFEVRALE 2~ 2012 AUT.

IR, R R EMEE D o HADIER IR IS
WeMELHY ., PRAREEENETIILETER
Vo 7205 MO 3 HAD IR A L BEGR D
Y hu— L TELMENICHY, WHTHILHTS
Bo Y. TTIWL LD MR ENOODH B,
BRCRELRHE LT, ROBIDPETHN L,

Mo LBy, HAOEHEDH NS &, 1Bk
BT SR TORVRELEOI R Y, ¥V O
Gl LTl bk Twi (Cooter and Landa,
1984) o 19984E, HARIZZ S O MBI WL 2 720 D
W H 2T L7 (Ginsburg and Hoetker, 2006; 2009)o
Z9 LMY HARMBES N RELES T,

F =T 4 ) N=Ya Y ORELRIFITHLMHEL
KEFOPHERPGET 572010, EFEFHREEPTDI
TWho 19984510 [RAAEIC BT 2 Betbi i I§ % FJEK
R RS~ OBIEOMM B 2 Pt e S
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NTUR, HARDKFEDN D B R v F v —Fi¥EIIH
200012 D1 %o Kneller and Shudo (2008) &, Jifs
Me DAL, ASEDHREET L I8 TR S N2 Ao
BAEHE, 35 & O K2 0 B B (Technology
Licensing Office) ®Dufifbz i U T, K& & A oHHE
MRELDRVWLDIZTEL L TRLTW S,

Motohashi (2008; 2012) %, KA DI— |
F—RWETIREIDPMAEATCVWE I L2 BOTFBEF—¥
ZHALTWD, Z29 Lot ilohnsg —J, M
BrigfE (Innovation Network Corporation of Japan) <
BB DAL BT, 4 ) RX=Ta Yo
TRESEDLRE, WHEOBEININITH D2 LMHidad
NTWho PRV 212 [Hoh@ 3] (201145 0)
Wik, A¥ A7, 2F ) ERDLIN ORI E & KU
BUAR 2 MERE U 72 28 & 0 4L % 33 2 B ASH a1 12 &
BT EPRINT VD, BB % AR & ARk Ay 3 )
LERODITWE I LEEINE. 20X ) Ik E
MBI —T ¥ « £ I R—=V a3 VI o TR
LWz b,

oL BY, B EGVDIN— b F—R R &4
EDOWGNERELRT PNV TF—=V b5 LT b,
LU, THERIIS, Frivos—br—E 8L, B
etz T 7 70V —0 )RS A L0
NEMZOTTLEI WL D 5. €0 X9 AN
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Introduction

Japan’s challenges are well-known. The so-called “Lost Decade”, demographic imbalances
and the rise of new competitors have lead many to write-off Japan. The triple disasters of 3/11
merely served to extenuate many people’s negative predictions for Japan’s future. This article
will argue that—while Japan’s challenges are real and severe—such gloom is not necessarily
warranted. In doing so, it will build on existing arguments that Japan must become more
entrepreneurial. However, it will deviate from the common narrative by stressing that some of
the very institutional and business factors blamed for Japan’s current difficulties can, in fact, be
become sources of competitive advantage for Japan and Japanese companies if transformed by a
shift to more open innovation.

Much of the rhetoric regarding the changes Japan needs to make in order to improve
innovation and economic performance have focused on making it easier for entrepreneurs to
gather the resources and support needed to start new, entrepreneurial companies. Given the
critical role of start-ups in the “creative destruction” that drives innovation, this is clearly

important. It is also an area in which Japan has much room to improve.



However, startups are only part of the picture when it comes to entrepreneurship and
innovation. After all, Joseph Schumpeter defined entrepreneurship as the creation of economic
value through new organizations or new combinations of resources. The domination of Japan’s
economy by large, established firms clearly comes at a cost. But, it also represents an important
resource within Japan’s innovation ecosystem. Similarly, the inflexibility of Japan’s institutional
arrangements are clearly obstacles to innovation, but they also offer significant advantages such
as stability and protection of investor’s rights—all of which support complex innovation.
Without minimizing the need for change, policy makers, managers and entrepreneurs should
shape strategies that incorporate both the pluses and minuses of Japan’s current situation.
“Generic” strategies for entrepreneurship and innovation—e.g., trying to recreate Silicon
Valley—will flounder for three reasons:

* They will be slow and difficult to implement because they require changing multiple,
intertwined elements deeply embedded in Japan’s social, economic, and institutional
environment.

*  Whether at the level of the firm or the nation, competitive advantages that can be
easily duplicated can yield only temporary benefit.

¢ Such a model would throw away Japan’s unique advantages.

This article suggests an alternative strategy built around open innovation. It does so in
several steps. First, it briefly review several key challenges facing Japan. Second, it suggests that
potential strengths are hidden among these challenges. Third, it suggests how open innovation
can help leverage these strengths. I close by offering an example of how this might come

about—the clean energy industry in the post 3/11 world.



Japan's current difficulties and their causes

Japan’s faced multiple difficulties even before the Triple Disasters of 3/11. GDP growth
averaged approximately 0.2 percent from 2000 to 2010 (International Monetary Fund (IMF) -
World Economic Outlook October 2010). It faces a massive public debt of over 220% of GDP
(International Monetary Fund (IMF) - World Economic Outlook October 2010). Demographic
patterns point to an increasingly aged society. At the same time, other economies in the region
have been growing rapidly, with China passing Japan to become the world’s 2™ largest
economy. Accompanying the growth of these regional competitors’ economies has been a
corresponding growth in their technological sophistication. For example, since 2000, the number
of U.S. patents filed by Chinese companies has grown from almost tripled from approximately
3750 in 2000 to over 11,000 in 2011.

Multiple intertwined aspects of Japan’s economic institutions and the strategies of its
dominant firms, the so-called “Japanese model” have led to these difficulties. As summarized by
Motohashi (Motohashi, 2003: 30):

“The term “Japanese model” is a comprehensive reference to a unique
management style that has been practiced by Japanese corporations as
Japan’s economy developed in the post-war period. With regard to business
practices, it refers to the maintenance of long-term business relationships;
with regard to human resources management, it refers to lifetime
employment and reliance on seniority; in the financial sphere, it refers to a
heavy reliance on indirect finance; and in corporate governance, it refers to

the preponderant influence exercised by main banks.”



While generating benefits during Japan’s rapid industrialization, this model has led to
multiple difficulties in the face of increased foreign competition. In particular, limited labor
mobility is an obstacle to inter-firm knowledge spillovers, which often accompany the movement
of workers between firms (Ettlie, 1985). The lack of mid-career hiring imposes additional risks
on potential entrepreneurs (Motohashi, 2012), which limits the creation of new, innovative
companies through spin-outs (entrepreneurial ventures of ex-employees) (Agarwal, Echambadi,
Franco, & Sarkar, 2004). Main bank focused financing has stunted the development of venture
capital financing (Motohashi, 2012). All of these factors have led to a preference for stability
over risk taking, as indicated by Japan’s exceptionally low ranking in the Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor for entrepreneurial spirit (Bosma & Levie, 2011).

Potential entrepreneurs also face steep challenges in starting new companies. The World
Bank’s Doing Business 2012 ranks Japan as 107" for ease of starting a business. Regional
competitors Singapore, Hong Kong, Taiwan, and South Korea rank much higher (4™, 5, 16",
and 24" respectively).

Japan’s legal system has also created significant rigidities (Hoetker, 2004; Dujarric & Hagiu,
2009). A shortage of attorneys limits the ability of firms to perform due-diligence and to design
legally complex contracts at the beginning of a relationship (Smitka, 1994). If disputes do arise,
there are few resources available to pursue litigation, which can be expected to proceed slowly
through the court system (Miyazawa, 1995). The partial foreclosure of the legal system as an
effective way to structure a complex relationship or resolve disputes makes working with an
unfamiliar supplier on a complex, uncertain project a daunting task. This may explain the general
preference for working with either long-term partners or internal suppliers (Cooter & Landa,

1984).



This structure has led to Japan being dominated by large, highly diversified firms. In many
cases, they are almost certainly overly diversified (Schaede, 2008; Soble, 2011). Beyond the
inherent difficulties in managing an unfocused firm, there is strong evidence that the efficiency
of research and development spending declines as firms become larger (Hagedoorn & Wang,

2012).

Reassessing Japan's strengths and their significance

Despite these very real difficulties, Japan retains considerable strengths—perhaps more than
are generally recognized. Turning first to Japan’s institutional environment, both the World
Economic Forum’s Global Competitiveness Report (GCR) and the World Bank’s Doing Business
(DB) report rate Japan highly overall. The GCR ranks Japan as the world’s 6™ most competitive
economy, while DB ranks it as the 20" easiest country in which to do business.

More telling are the factors that drive these high rankings. The GCR ranks Japan highly for
its business sophistication (1*), particularly the quantity and quality of local suppliers, well
developed industrial clusters, broad value chain, and production process sophistication. Japan
ranks fairly well (30" or better) for property rights, protection of intellectual property, a low
prevalence of bribes, protection of investors and ethical behavior of firms. Similarly, DB ranks
Japan highly on the strength of legal rights, the depth of credit information available, enforcing
contracts, and resolving insolvency (in which it ranks first). Despite being passed by China in
absolute GDP terms, Japan remains a large, sophisticated market, with a per capita GDP well
above other countries in the region.

OECD statistics (Figure 1a) also reveal that Japanese firms patent much more than other
countries in the region, despite their rapid growth. The difference is even more stark when one

looks only at triadic patents, that is, patents that of sufficiently high value to merit being filed in



the Japanese, U.S. and European patent offices (Figure 1b). Underlying these high levels of
innovation is a long history of reinvesting profits into research and development (Figure 1c).
More qualitatively, Japanese firms benefit from excellent human capital, developed over many
years. As expressed by Michael Hanselmann, CEO of the German engineering firm dSpace,
“The Koreans know how to mass-produce. What Japan has is the labs, the staff, the experienced
people. Production you can switch in six months; you cannot do that for R&D.” (McLannahan,
2012).

---Put Figure 1 about here-----

The value of large firms for innovation

It has long been recognized that large firms can play an important role in innovation. Their
accumulated technological knowledge often leads to new discoveries. They possess the
complementary assets needed to bring those discoveries to commercial fruition, such as capital,
legitimacy, distribution channel and marketing expertise.

However, it has been been assumed that these advantages come at the cost of inflexibility.
This is commonly thought to particularly true in relation to new industries, as the resources and
structure of the firm will be better suited to the industry in which it has operated, rather than the
new industry. Furthermore, the firm may be unwilling to change those resources and structures to
meet the needs of the new, less certain market.

Therefore, considerable attention is paid to the role of new, small firms in the creation and
evolution of new industries. Relative to diversifying entrants (large, established firms previously
active in other industries), it is assumed that they are more nimble, better to able serve the
specific needs of the new market without distraction, and likely to generate innovations at a

higher rate. While this may be true early in an industry’s development, recent research calls into



question whether this is the case as firms evolve from being new entrants to industry incumbents.
In a study of the U.S. Telecommunications industry, Chen, Williams, and Agarwal (2010) found
diversified entrants actually outperformed new firms on average as the new industry matured.
Diversifying entrants possess integrative knowledge, that is, the ability to integrate different
activities, capabilities and resources across multiple value chains. They are able to transfer
knowledge and experiences across value chains, generating new opportunities in each. Having
moved from one market to another, they have experience in restructuring their capabilities and
structures to respond to new demands. Thus, they are better able to navigate the shifts required as
they grow, age and face technological changes over the evolution of an industry.

Building on this work, Qian, Agarwal and Hoetker (forthcoming) examined what stages of
the value chain, e.g., distribution or production, firms entered in the emerging bio-fuel industry.
As one might expect, experience with a given stage of the value chain in another industry made a
firm more likely to enter that same stage of the bio-fuel value chain. Moreover, diversifying
entrants were more likely to enter any stage of the value-chain the new firms—their integrative
capabilities meant they could organize and control a vertically integrated value chain more easily
than new firms could. Diversifying entrants were also less affected by the presence of transaction
hazards, such as uncertainty, in making their decisions. In the early days of an industry, firms are
often unable to find specialized suppliers for each stage of the value chain, making the ability to
perform these tasks internally an important advantage for diversifying entrants.

Looking beyond a firm’s internal operations, established firms have significant advantages in
working with other firms as buyers, suppliers or alliance partners. They have had the opportunity
to work with the same partners multiple times, which allows them to generate advantages

including improved communication and joint problem solving, trust, and a better understanding



of their partner’s capabilities. They also develop skills that are applicable to working with any
partner. Their experience gives them flexibility in how they structure their relationships with
other firms, e.g., through close alliances or more arms-length relationships. Lastly, their pre-
existing knowledge base helps them generate greater value through mergers and acquisitions.
In the context of Japan, this suggests an important role for established firms as drivers of
innovation and new industry creation. As noted above, many of them possess extraordinarily
deep and broad stocks of technological knowledge, as well as highly developed production,
marketing and distribution systems. Many have impressive networks of highly sophisticated
suppliers and experience in collaborating through trade associations, supplier associations,
consortia and both horizontal and vertical keiretsu. While some are clearly over-diversified, the
integrative capabilities they have developed through successive diversifications can provide
advantages when they enter emerging industries." These advantages apply at both the early

stages of new industries and as they evolve over time.

Open innovation to leverage Japan's strengths
Japan’s challenge, therefore, is not merely to create more start-up companies. While that it is
very important, it will unfortunately not occur in the short-term. Nor will start-ups by themselves

provide Japan a competitive advantage. Rather, Japan must simultaneously push for

. Social, managerial, and institutional changes to support entrepreneurial start-ups,
. Greater entrepreneurial activity within established firms, and
. Greater cooperation between start-ups and established firms

!'None of this, of course, discounts the many, well-understood difficulties Japan’s large firms
face. Indeed, it emphasizes the importance of addressing them. This article focuses on the role
of open innovation, leaving other issues for discussion elsewhere.



Open innovation (Chesbrough, 2003) would seem to provide an excellent paradigm for
achieving these goals. Open innovation encompasses both drawing on external sources of
knowledge and paying greater attention to using external channels to reach markets. Where open
innovation is the norm, cooperation between start-ups and established firms can exist in many
dimensions. Most obviously, technological innovations from start-ups can be incorporated into
the activities of established firms. Less obviously, established firms can reach specialized
markets by out-licensing innovations to start-ups, which is especially helpful in reaching markets
that are otherwise to small or distant to be worth entering directly.

Ideally, the increased exchange of knowledge with outsiders serves to alert firms to new
technological and market opportunities, encouraging greater entrepreneurial activity within
established firms. Greater start-up activity is driven by a flow of out-licensed technologies and a
greater probability of succeeding through partnerships with established firms.

Many emerging industries exist at the convergence of different technologies. Since such
highly diverse knowledge sets are likely to be beyond what any individual firm holds, open

innovation can be particularly useful in such situations.

Assessing and improving Japan's capacity for open innovation

Of course, none of this matters if open innovation is beyond the ability of Japanese firms.
While there are challenges to be overcome, many aspects of Japanese firms and the Japanese
institutional environment support a greater use of open innovation. In fact, Japan may be better
situated to engage in open innovation than many of its regional competitors.

Turning first to Japanese firms, their extensive technological knowledge bases provide them
with the absorptive capacity (Cohen, Goto, Nagata, Nelson, & Walsh, 2002) needed to recognize

potentially valuable external innovations, evaluate their potential and incorporate them into the



firm. Of course, this capacity only matters if paired with a willingness to do so proactively. As
Motohashi points out (Motohashi, 2012), that willingness is not common in many large Japanese
firms. However, as recently as the 1980s and 1990s, foreign managers and academics marveled
at Japan’s efforts to learn from abroad (Hamel, Doz, & Prahalad, 1989; Moffat, 1991) and the
ability of its firms to collaborate in knowledge development (Freeman, 1987; Fruin, 1997).
While these accounts may have been overblown, they at least suggest that a reluctance to learn
from outside is not inherent in Japanese firms. As noted above, Japanese firms also have
extensive experience in collaboration, which is critical to open innovation.

Because open innovation exposes firms to greater risk of having their knowledge or other
assets misappropriated, it can only take place when firms are confident that they can protect their
interests. Long-term relationships and common keiretsu membership has been long recognized as
providing some protection in this regard. While helpful, that limits the openness of innovation to
a small population of partners. Japan’s relative strength in the protection of intellectual property,
contract enforcement, and property rights could be very useful in supporting open innovation
more broadly. Because open innovation may include investments in external firms, Japan’s
strong relatively strong investor protections and handling of insolvency could also support open
innovation.

Even in the age of information technology and globalization, knowledge spillover between
firms is strongest between firms that are near each other geographically. Japan’s moderate size
and the concentration of industries in certain regions therefore supports open innovation.

Mergers and acquisitions are an important tool for open innovation. Particularly when rapid
technological development is necessary, technological acquisitions have become a popular

complement to internal innovation. Being acquired is also a potential exit strategy for an
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entrepreneurial firm. Japan is well-positioned in this regard. Well developed financial markets
and sophisticated legal/advisory services support an active merger and acquisition market. >
Established Japanese firms have the technological and organizational resources needed to
generate innovation and value from mergers and acquisitions.

Japan may also be well positioned to engage user innovators in the open innovation
ecosystem. Users are often important sources of innovation. In fields as diverse as automobiles,
sports equipment and scientific instruments, users with created new technologies or modified
existing technologies to meet needs that existing products were not meeting. Because the
knowledge created by such users is highly specific and distinct from knowledge created by non-
users, it is particularly valuable to established firms.

Some users become entrepreneurs and start new firms to commercialize their innovations. In
a recent study of the U.S. medical device industry, Winston Smith and Shah found that corporate
venture capital (CVC) investments in start-ups founded by users (usually doctors) were
particularly richly rewarded. Relative to other CVC targets, user-founded start-ups resulted in the
investing firm making greater user of the target’s innovation (as indicated by their citing the
start-up’s patents 2.14 times more often) and producing 3.08 times more products that
incorporated technology from the start-up. CVC investments in user-founded start-ups are clearly
a powerful tool for open innovation.

To the degree that these findings hold for Japan, they are particularly relevant for two
reasons. First, Japan’s highly educated population creates a rich pool of potential user innovators.
Second, a weak venture capital system has been widely recognized as a barrier to

entrepreneurship in Japan. Despite strenuous efforts and some progress, Japan still lacks a

? Japan still has relatively few hostile take-overs, but friendly acquisitions are more important for open
innovation.
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thriving private venture capital system and probably will for the near future. Increased CVC
activity by established firms, which have both resources and needs, could help fill this gap.

There are, of course, challenges to be overcome. Some are socially embedded and thus will
change only slowly. Many, however, are within the control of Japanese managers and policy
makers and could be changed. Indeed, some already are. Critical challenges include the
following:

Legal system. As discussed above, weaknesses in Japan’s legal system had long been
recognized as an obstacle to business, particularly transacting with firms outside of established
relationships (Cooter & Landa, 1984). Japan began a series of reforms to address these
shortcomings in 1998 (Ginsburg & Hoetker, 2006; Ginsburg & Hoetker, 2009). This work
should be continued.

Ease of collaboration with universities. Multiple changes have been made to increase
collaboration between firms and universities, a key component of open innovation. Japanese
universities themselves have generated almost 2,000 university ventures since the 1998 “Act on
the Promotion of Technology Transfer from Universities to Private Business Operators”. Kneller
and Shudo (2008) argue that such collaboration can be improved though clarification of property
rights, greater public dissemination of knowledge created through company sponsored research
and strengthening of university Technology Licensing Offices.

Reluctance to partner with outsiders or innovation Motohashi (2008, 2012) found evidence
that large firms were increasingly partnering with external partners. Despite these advances, he
identified additional opportunities for improvement, including increased support of innovation

marketplaces, such as the Innovation Cooperation Network of Japan, and greater labor mobility.

* In this light, KDDI announced the formation of a 5-billion yen CVC fund in February 2012.

12



Interestingly, the 2011 White paper on small and medium enterprises in Japan found an
increasing prevalence of spinoffs, that is, the creation of a new firm by entrepreneurs who
preserve friendly ties with their prior employer. This particular form of labor mobility is
particularly valuable for open innovation, given the close ties and mutual knowledge that link the
firms.

Rigidity of established releationships As noted above, transacting with long-term partners or
keiretsu affiliated firms offers important advantages. However, it may also limit the ability of
both established and new firms to work with new partners and explore new technological
directions. While still significant, such inter-firm ties have become generally looser and more
heterogeneous in the face of external and internal pressures. This trend should be supported, with
particular attention to insuring that established firms do not abuse their dominant position to limit
the choices of their smaller partners.

More productive firm failure. Failure is a natural part of the entrepreneurial process. While
much of the knowledge created by entrepreneurial firms is lost, Hoetker and Agarwal (2007) and
Knott and Posen (2005) found that—in the U.S. context—some of it was absorbed and extended
by surviving companies. In this ways, even failed companies remained part of the open
innovation ecosystem. It is unclear whether the same is true in Japan. In particular, Motohashi
(2012) suggests that limited labor mobility may limit the degree to which it happens, suggesting
another potential benefit for increased labor mobility in Japan. Encouragingly, Eberhart, Eesley
and Eisenhart (2012) found that changes in Japan’s bankruptcy laws in 2002, which lowered the
personal financial consequences for managers if their firm went bankrupt, seemed to encourage

the formation of start-ups by elite individuals (those with high social capital and extensive
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experience). Even if those firms failed, their presence richens the pool from which other firms

could later draw.

Clean energy as example and starting point

In the aftermath of the Triple Disasters of 3/11, many commentators suggested that Japan
might experience an upsurge in entrepreneurship. For example, the Financial Times featured the
headline, “A Search For Japan's Entrepreneurs In Wake of Quake”. In particular, commentators
pointed towards clean energy as an area ripe for entrepreneurship, given the need to replace
energy from nuclear power plants. While clean energy offers many opportunities for greater
entrepreneurship in the traditional sense, it is also particularly promising as an arena for open
innovation in Japan for several reasons.”

The first reason is that Japan is possesses substantial clean energy natural resources and is
already a leader in deploying many clean energy technologies. For example, according to the
Renewables 2012 Global Status Report (Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st
Century) Japan is 3rd in the world for deployed solar photo-voltaic capacity for electricity
production behind Germany and Italy, 4th in deployed solar hot water capacity, and 5th in the
use of geothermal energy. It has significant potential to further develop each of these, as well as
some potential in biofuels, wind, concentrating solar thermal power, hydropower, and tidal
(ocean) power. The potential to deploy these technologies, thus learning from their direct use, is
high.

The second reason is that Japanese firms possess expertise in critical technologies for clean
energy. Japan is a world leader in patents related to energy efficiency, renewable energy, carbon

remediation and other related technologies. In some areas, Japanese firms hold dominant

* A similar logic applies to the related fields of sustainability and energy conservation.
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positions in the world market. For example, Toshiba, Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, and Fuji
Electric control over half the global market for geothermal turbines (Anonymous, 2012b).

The third reason is that, beyond specific underlying technologies, commercializing and
deploying clean energy often requires combining technical, organizational and capital resources
that are beyond the reach of any individual company. Consider several examples.

The proposed 'Fukushima Recovery Floating Wind Farm Pilot Project' is a consortium
consisting of Marubeni Corporation, University of Tokyo, Mitsubishi Corporation, Mitsubishi
Heavy Industries, Ltd., [HI Marin United Inc., Mitsui Engineering & Shipbuilding Co., Ltd.,
Nippon Steel Corporation, Hitachi, Ltd., Furukawa Electric Co., Ltd., Shimizu Corporation,
Mizuho Information & Research Institute, Inc.
(http://www.marubeni.com/dbps_data/ material /maruco_en/120306¢.pdf). Collectively, these
firms combine expertise in project management, turbines, steel, electrical substations, deep sea
construction, environmental analysis, and sophisticated operations and maintenance (a frequent
downfall for such projects). Although Japan is not a leader in offshore wind power in general, it
could be well positioned in the incipient field of floating wind farms, which can be based in
much deeper seas. This allows them to produce more energy, but also requires overcoming more
complex and varied technical challenges. Marubeni itself has acquired outside resources by
acquiring the specialized U.K.-based engineering firm Seajacks in conjunction with the
Innovation Network Corporation of Japan (INCJ). This purchase followed its acquisition of a
49.9% interest in the Gunfleet Sands windpower project, also in the U.K., which will give it

more direct experience in operations.

> These specific projects may or may not ultimately succeed. Regardless, they provide useful examples of the
power of open innovation.
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Another example of Japanese technology development in wind power is the so-called “wind
lens” developed by Kyushu University. The wind lens can theoretically increase the power
generated by a wind turbine by up to three times. Taking full advantage of the wind lens in the
context of offshore wind farms requires multiple inter-related developments. One project
collaborator pointed out the “Although the 'wind lens' appears simple, it consists of complex
technological planning and extensive field testing. Poorly engineered models that have failed in
the past have left a bad impression on many users and policy makers, hurting the image of the
entire industry (http://www.energydigital.com/renewable_energy/best-of-2011-japanese-wind-
turbines-triple-output).

On a smaller scale, IBM recently announced a partnership with Asahi Kasei Corporation and
Central Glass Company to develop highly advanced lithium air batteries for electric vehicles.
(Anonymous, 2012a) Both Asahi Kasei and Central Glass are world-leaders in inputs for such
batteries.

The nature of Japanese firms and the Japanese institutional environment supports these sorts
of complex transactions, which require firms to share technologies, coordinate activities, and
engage in long-run cooperation. Expanding the scope of these types of projects to also include
more of Japan’s small and medium sized firms, with their expertise in chemistry, materials
science, precision manufacturing, etc., would be beneficial.

The fourth reason is that, because of Japan’s urgent needs in this area, it may represent an
opportunity for managers, policy makers and entrepreneurs to overcome their inertia and move
towards more open innovation. Early signs are that some obstacles to the deployment of these

technologies are weakening, while there has been an increase in at least expressions of
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entrepreneurship in the sector and interest on the part of users, both consumers and business, to
apply these technologies.

This creates the potential for a virtuous cycle to be formed, as illustrated in Figure 2, where
improved conditions lead to both greater entrepreneurship and greater deployment of clean
technologies. This leads to increases in innovation by users and from innovators’ own experience
deploying the technology. These innovations can be captured and further built-up by both
established and start-up firms, continuing the cycle.

---Place Figure 2 about here----
If such a cycle was initiated, it would not only help address Japan’s energy needs, it could

also create an important export industry and serve as an example for other industries.

Conclusion

Japan’s challenges are real and severe. Increasing entrepreneurship is a critical part of the
solution to these challenges. This will require changes in Japanese society, institutions and firms.
However, it is only part of the answer. Despite its current difficulties, Japan has significant
competitive advantages in the accumulated expertise and resources of its large firms; its high
quality human capital; and its stable, sophisticated economic, legal and business institutions.
Leveraging these existing resources is the other critical part of the solution to Japan’s challenges.
Doing so will require social and institutional changes to support entrepreneurial start-ups, greater
entrepreneurial activity by established firms, and cooperation across the two populations.

Open Innovation provides an excellent framework for doing so. It takes advantage of Japan’s
existing strengths, while enabling necessary changes. It also shifts the focus from “changing
Japan’s system” to “making changes within Japan’s existing system”, which may be more

feasible in the short- to medium-term.
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This is not to minimize the changes that need to made. They are sweeping and make
demands on Japan’s policy makers, managers and entrepreneurs. However, these changes are
largely within Japan’s control and, as discussed above, there are signs that some of these changes
are underway. The disruptions caused by the Triple Disasters of 3/11 may create the urgency
needed to move these changes forward. If so, Japan is better positioned than many countries to

implement open innovation, to its great benefit.
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Figure 1: Indicators of continued innovative strength
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Figure 2: A Virtuous Cycle
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