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Fig. I. Local linkages by WATP companies. Source: author’s survey.
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Fig. 2. Links between Park companies and universitics, by type,
WATP and SRP. Source: for WATP: author’s survey; for SRP: derived
from Vedovello (1997, Table 5, p. 497).
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Table 1
Links between Park companies and universities, WATP and SRP*
Links WATP-Curtin Univ. WATP-other WA SRP-Surrey Univ. SRP-other

universities universities

No. % No. % No. % No.

Informal only 5 13 3 8 33 2 10
HR only 1 3 1 3 1 5 1 5
Formal only 3 8 2 5 0 0 1 5
Inf.+HR 4 11 1 5 24 2 10
I+F 1 3 2 5 2 10 2 10
[+HR+F 8 21 4 11 5 24 4 20
No links 16 42 25 66 1 5 8 40
Total 38 100 38 100 21 100} 20 100

* Source: WATP: author’s survey: SRP: Vedovello (1997, Table 6, p. 498).
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Table 2
Interaction between companies on WATP*

Type of interaction No. with interaction  Level of importance of this interaction (1—not imp.; 2—quite imp.;  Average importance
(total=23) 3—very imp.) (1-3)
Not important Quite important Very important
Joint research 5 3 0 2 1.80
Shared equipment 6 2 3 1 1.83
Commercial 16 2 7 7 2.31
transactions
Social interaction 16 4 10 2 1.87
Other 4 0 0 4 3.00
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Fig. 3. Categorisation of WATP companies, by type and extent of
interaction. Source: author’s survey. Note: Some companies with links
were re-classified into another category if one or other of their linkages
were considered to be very weak, e.g. three companies with university
links were reclassified as having weak/no links, because they had just
one university link each.
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Table 3
Frequency and importance of links for WATP companies®

Partner/type of collaboration Location of partner Number reporting Importance (1—low, 2—medium,
collaboration (n=52)  3—high)

University/RO Tech Park/Curtin 12 2.33
(R&D collaboration) Other WA 13 2.54
Australia 11 245
Overseas 7 2.57
Companies Tech Park/Curtin 12 2.17
{(R&D collaboration) Other WA 19 247
Australia 15 2.20
Overseas 15 2.40
University/RO Tech Park/Curtin 1 3.00
(other collaboration) Other WA 3 233
Australia 4 2,75
Overseas 1 2.00
Companies Tech Park/Curtin 9 2.56
{other collaboration) Other WA 12 2.25
Australia 15 227
Overseas 14 2.64

* Source: author’s survey.
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Fig. 4. R&D collaboration: comparison between WAISS and WATP
firms. Source: WATP: author’s survey; WAISS: Marinova (1998).
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