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Whether Neighboring with Universities Can Enhance Innovation Competency:A Study

Based on SMEs at the Tsinghua Science Park
HONG Wei', Kazuyuki Motohashi®, ZENG Guoping'
(1. Center of Science, Technology and Society, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China; 2. Department of
Technology Management for Innovation, University of Tokyo, Tokyo 113-8657, Japan)

Abstract:  To solve the controversial issue whether being located in a science park is beneficial to the innovation
competency of SMEs, a survey was conducted with small and medium enterprises at the Tsinghua science park. We
have found that a majority of the SMEs are high—tech enterprises founded by young entrepreneurs with advanced
degrees. They mostly focus on R&D work with applied technologies, eager to improve their products and to make
innovations. Compared with those high—tech SMEs in the famous Haidian district, SMEs at Tsinghua science park have
work at a higher R&D level,

better access to information from public research institutes, have more financing

resources, and make more innovations and improvements.
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