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important part of the E-Commerce business
environment. The more the firm's R&D inputs,
the more competitive the firm will be in the
international complex environmern.

From our empirica andysis, the research
finds that the sampling firms dl have the
willingness to put money in R&D. However, it is
limted by the characteridic of Tawanee
industry development and the style of business
operation, most of the research and
developments are emphasized on short-term
effect. As a reault, their main gods of R&D are
centralized on product devel opment and process
development. On the other hand, the effect of
tax reward to Taiwanese R& D seems not to be
Sgnificant.

Recently, the firms have put more
emphasis on the protection in law. Besides, most
of the interviewees regard the information of
R&D as business secrets and they don't want to
offer. This should be the topic for congderation
and resolve in academic research.
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