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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS

The proximity framework serves to analyse and understand how Proximity; personal
collaborations form and develop over time, and how these affect proximity; social proximity;
innovation and learning. The framework has inspired and informed collaboration; innovation
empirical studies in several contexts, contributing to our under- JEL CODES

standing of the dynamics of dyadic collaborations, industrial clus- L14; 031; D71; D85
ters and districts, and regional innovation systems, to name but a

few. Recent conceptual and empirical advances have called atten-

tion to the role of personal proximity and social proximity in such

collaborations. In addition to other forms of proximity, these two

dimensions could make up the glue that holds knowledge net-

works together. In the introduction to this special issue, we elabo-

rate upon this proposition, setting out a point-of-departure for the

three empirical studies collected in this issue. We summarize the

findings of these papers, and develop a research agenda from

those findings that may guide proximity researchers to novel

research problems and useful research designs.

1. Proximity revisited: adding personal proximity to the mix

Proximity between partners is necessary for forming and maintaining collaborations
(Mattes 2012). For a long time, the proximity framework was centred on geographical
proximity (Belussi and Caldari 2009), but over time it has become clear that the frame-
work should reflect that organisations can co-locate without interacting, and interact
without being co-located (Knoben 2009). Consequently, the initial concept of geogra-
phical proximity has been extended to other dimensions, i.e. cognitive, organizational,
institutional, and social proximity (Boschma, 2005). Moreover, it has become clear that
one or a few kinds of proximity can compensate for, or substitute, other kinds of
proximity (Hansen 2015; Huber 2012; Mattes 2012). The primary motives for partners
to start collaborations are to be found in their cognitive and organizational proximity.
Cognitive proximity captures the extent to which partners hold similar knowledge, in
terms of technical language, ‘know-how’, and ‘know-what’ (e.g. Cunningham and Werker
2012; Huber 2012). In cognitive proximity, partners find opportunities for innovation by
making combinations of their knowledge (Boschma, 2005). Organizational proximity
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captures similarity between partners in their organizational goals and organizational-
level institutions (e.g. Werker, Ooms, and Caniéls 2016). In organizational proximity,
partners find the relevant organizational synergies that help them to work together most
easily and without much friction (e.g. Messeni Petruzzelli 2008). Notwithstanding the fact
that cognitive proximity and organizational proximity drive collaboration, recent con-
ceptual and empirical works (Caniéls, Kronenberg, and Werker 2014; Werker, Ooms, and
Caniéls 2016) put forward the proposition that there is an important role for personal
proximity and social proximity in collaborations as well. Collating findings from studies
of the two concepts, we deduce that these two proximity dimensions may act as the glue of
collaborations, as we will proceed to detail below. For this reason, the interest in social
and personal proximity has grown in recent years.

Although personal and social proximity both capture the human factor in collabora-
tions, and therefore have often been treated as the same concept (e.g. Knoben and
Oerlemans 2006; Boschma, 2005), they do actually differ (Caniéls, Kronenberg, and
Werker 2014; Werker, Ooms, and Caniéls 2016). Collaboration partners who are personally
close, like each other, and therefore enjoy working together (Caniéls, Kronenberg, and
Werker 2014). So, personal proximity affects collaborations on an individual level, because
it inspires either ‘clicks’ or ‘disclicks’ between (potential) partners. In contrast, social
proximity enables collaborations, because the (potential) partners belong to the same
professional or social networks (Caniéls, Kronenberg, and Werker 2014). As these networks
provide shared informal rules, e.g. common habits, and a shared socialization process,
social proximity enables trust-based interactions between partners (e.g. Boschma, 2005).

Personal and social proximity have only been analysed as distinct variables in the last
few years. However, at least three streams of literature have suggested that the human
factor on an individual level, i.e. personal proximity, is crucial for collaborations and
knowledge networks, and at the same time different from the human factor on a collective
level, i.e. social proximity. First, empirical research on organizational behaviour suggests
that professionals only collaborate with (potential) partners if they actively like those
(potential) partners (Casciaro and Lobo 2008). At the same time, this research finds that
the competence of the (potential) partners is virtually irrelevant. Hence, differences
between potential partners on a personal level suffice as a motive not to tap into the
relevant knowledge residing with these potential partners. This behaviour is observed in
different organizational contexts and for different tasks (Casciaro and Lobo 2008).
Second, in the investigations of regional innovation systems we find the distinction
between individual agency and regional innovation system structure (Todtling and
Trippl 2013; Suvinen 2014). Here, the literature argues that we understand regional
innovation systems’ structure, but need to come to grips with the impact of individual
agents on these structures (Todtling and Trippl 2013). In other words, it is the interaction
between individuals within organizations (managers, entrepreneurs, researchers, civil
servants, etc.) that drives transformation of regional innovation systems. Third, relational
economic geography points out the relevance of considering human factors on both the
individual and the collective level (Rutten and Boekema 2012). Within this scope, a few
studies have conceptualized and explored effects of personal proximity (Werker, Ooms,
and Caniéls 2016; Ooms and Ebbekink 2015). Werker, Ooms, and Caniéls (2016) focused
on dyadic collaborations at the individual level, using qualitative data. Their study’s
results inspired the proposition that personal proximity informs academics’ decisions
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to start collaborations with other academics (in case of proximity), as well as decisions to
refrain from doing so (in case of distance), and proposed a facilitating role of personal
proximity in coordinating and maintaining ongoing collaborations. Ooms and Ebbekink
(2015) conducted a multiple-case study of three Dutch clusters, and identified a range of
cluster governance issues and benefits associated with actors involved with clusters’
governance having either little, moderate, or considerable personal proximity.

The aim of this special issue is to advance current understanding of the relationships
between, and effects of, social and personal proximity, beyond conceptual and explorative
understanding. In the following, we present the contribution of the three papers featured
in this special issue. The first study in this special issue, investigates the relationship
between personal and social proximity among managers and owners of Chilean biotech-
nology firms, and the probability of their firms starting a formal business relationship
(Contreras Romero 2018). Based on primary quantitative data from firms in four Chilean
biotechnology clusters, Contreras Romero (2018) adds to our understanding on personal
and social proximity by showing that as proximity on these dimensions increases
(signalling informal relations between managers of different firms), the likelihood of a
formal business relation to be formed also increases (Contreras Romero 2018). The
second study in this special issue is a qualitative study about the Murano glassmaking
district in Italy. In this study, Leszczynska and Khachlouf (2018) develop a model that
explains how social, cognitive, and personal proximity influence interactive learning and
innovation in industrial districts. Results show distinct effects of personal, social, and
cognitive proximity, generating implications for regional industrial policy. The third
contribution in this special issue investigates the role of different proximities in multiple
sorts of informal inter-organizational relationships (Capone and Lazzeretti 2018). This
study poses that previous research has been biased toward the study of proximity in
mostly formal types of inter-organizational relationships, and it highlights instead how
informal relationships are formed, and how various forms of proximity are related to the
formation of inter-organizational relationships for innovation-related collaborations.

2. Research agenda: moving beyond conceptualization and exploration

The studies collected in this special issue give rise to various fruitful areas for future
research, which we put in a broader perspective below. Furthermore, we summarize the
aim, the research designs, and the contributions of the three studies in Table 1. In our
discussion of the findings from these studies, we focus on avenues for future research
within the scope of two themes in particular: (1) effects of personal and social proximity
and (2) research designs to study personal and social proximity.

Considering future research on the effects of personal and social proximity on
innovation-related collaborations, the contributions in this special issue come with
interesting suggestions. First, the findings in Contreras Romero (2018) point to the
‘negative side’ of personal and social proximity, arguing that both forms of proximity
may cause lock-ins and cliques, which are to the detriment of innovation. Hence, while
personal and social proximity have clear benefits, there are drawbacks to both that
should not be disregarded. Yet other ‘negative sides’ to personal proximity were
identified in Ooms and Ebbekink (2015). Both studies’ findings link to the debate
about the effects of proximity on power relations between organizations and individuals
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Table 1. Summary of papers in the special issue.

Research design and empirical

Authors Research goal(s) setting Main findings

Carmen ® Understanding the forma- Multilevel logistic model to ® Personal and social proxi-
Contreras tion of intra-cluster busi- understand creation of mity positively affect the
Romero ness relationships, and business relationships, creation of business

investigating the role of based on interview and relationships.
personal proximity therein. survey data collected from  ® Measuring social and perso-
managers in firms of four nal proximity based on pri-
Chilean biotechnology mary data adds to the
clusters. proximity literature which is
largely accustomed to using
secondary data to operatio-
nalize variables.

Dorota Distinguishing social, cogni- Qualitative, single case study =~ ® Horizontal relationships are
Leszczynska tive, and personal proxi- of an industrial district built on strong cognitive
and Nada mity, both conceptually and (Murano glass industry, and social proximity, while
Khachlouf empirically. Italy). Triangulating data vertical relationships are

Investigating the effects of  sources: interviews, built on strong personal

these proximity dimensions documents, and (repeated) proximity.

on interactive learning and observations. ® Vertical relationships, based

innovation. on personal proximity, led

Investigating coevolution of to innovative learning, while

proximity dimensions. horizontal relationships did
not, or less so.

® Regarding coevolution:

Social and cognitive proxi-
mity are found to be com-
plementary, while
substitution effects occur
between personal proximity
and the aforementioned two
dimensions of proximity.

Francesco Investigating the effects of Social network analysis, via ® Geographical proximity is
Capone and different forms of proximity exponential random graph conducive to innovation
Luciana on the formation of various models (ERGM), used to networks, technical knowl-
Lazzeretti sorts of informal relation- understand predictors of edge networks, and friend-

ships between
organizations.
Understanding the impact
of social ties on innova-
tion-related collaborations.

network structure. Studying
the relationships between

SMEs in a cluster focused on

applications of high
technology in restoration
and enhancement of
cultural goods/heritage in
the Tuscany region of Italy.

ship networks.

Institutional proximity has
positive effects on friend-
ships networks, but nega-
tive effects on innovation
networks and technical
knowledge networks.
Cognitive  proximity only
affects the formation of
friendship networks, and
does so positively.

Social proximity is more
important in innovation
networks, than it is in tech-
nical knowledge networks
or friendship networks.
Having social ties (i.e.
friendship) increases the
likelihood of forming inno-
vation-related
collaborations.

in collaborative innovation projects, recently opened by Hansen and Mattes (2018),
although said study was related to other proximity dimensions. Considering that power
is an attribute that actors derive from the relationship with others (e.g. Hansen and
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Mattes 2018), it is quite conceivable that personal and social proximity may have major
implications for power relations in innovation. Therefore, we call for future studies to
conduct analyses of the effects of personal and social proximity on power relations and,
subsequently, to understand the consequences of power derived from proximity in
collaborative innovation projects. How do personal and social proximity affect one’s
power and influence in innovation processes? In other words, does it matter to whom
you are personally or socially close (or distant)? Approaches to this research problem
could range from longitudinal case studies of collaborative innovation projects, to
experimental designs, and may even utilize social network analyses.

Second, one important reason that personal and social proximity have been conflated
in many studies, is that proximity analyses to date have been rather static. Therefore, it
has not always been clear that proximity dimensions co-evolve, and thus affect each
other. That is, proximity on some dimensions enables and reinforces proximity on
other dimensions, and vice versa. At times, proximity dimensions act as complements
to one another in affecting innovation outcomes. Leszczynska and Khachlouf (2018)
demonstrate the unique importance of personal proximity for learning and innovation
in industrial districts. Their research shows how personal proximity may act as a
substitute to social proximity and cognitive proximity under some circumstances, i.e.
in case of vertical relationships, and how cognitive and social proximity are important
complements rather than substitutes (contrary to what was previously suggested in
Boschma, 2005) under yet other circumstances, i.e. in case of horizontal relationships.
They point out that future research should encompass more industrial districts, and
should follow these districts over time to capture the evolution of districts, and the role
of different proximities in this evolution. From this study, it can be gathered that
advancing our understanding of personal proximity effects is particularly interesting
when it comes to vertical relationships between (individuals in) firms. In the contribu-
tion of Capone and Lazzeretti (2018), the importance of multiple informal relationships
in innovation collaborations is shown. Interestingly, the empirical work shows how
different sorts of proximity affect the formation of different sorts of informal relation-
ships. Social proximity in particular has some interesting effects on innovation-related
versus more routine technical knowledge or friendships ties. The study also shows a
strong link between geographical proximity and all sorts of informal ties. Future
research could address the interplay between formal and informal relationships, as
these co-evolve over time. In this respect, network analysis may provide a useful tool
to capture the relational dynamics of an industrial district. So, in line with these studies,
as well as with Boschma, Marrocu, and Paci (2015) and Balland, Boschma, and Frenken
(2015), we would like to call for analysis of the dynamics of personal and social
proximity to show this co-evolution, most likely involving various other kinds of
proximity. These types of studies would require longitudinal designs, mapping and
tracing the development of social networks and personal relationships in industrial
districts and clusters, or smaller scale collaborative innovation projects, as follows from
Capone and Lazzeretti (2018) and Contreras Romero (2018).

In addition to the suggestions for research designs following from the special issue
papers’ findings, there is another research design choice that could lead to further
advances in the field. That is, the concept of personal proximity has mainly been
analysed from an economic (geography) perspective in previous studies. At the same
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time, it has obvious inherent features of psychology. In order to add to our under-
standing of personal proximity, it would be helpful to work together with organiza-
tional psychologists, and employ techniques to assess individuals’ traits and
characteristics (e.g. ‘the Big Five’ model, see Digman 1990). Efforts along these lines
would also contribute to contrasting subjective measures of personal proximity - or
measures of perceived proximity based on qualitative data and mostly indicative of the
‘(dis)click’ assumed to follow from having personal proximity or not (e.g. Werker,
Ooms, and Caniéls 2016; Wilson et al. 2008) - with objective measures of personal
proximity, e.g. measures reflecting actual (dis)similarity on the personal level (oper-
ationalizing the distance between persons in terms of their traits and characteristics).

3. Conclusion

This special issue sought to advance our understanding of personal and social proximity by
moving beyond conceptualization and exploration of the concepts’ relationships and
effects. In doing so, we extend ongoing discussions in the industry and innovation
literature, such as those in another recent special issue in the Industry and Innovation
journal on the advantages and disadvantages of geographical proximity through collocation
(Mudambi, Narula, and Santangelo 2018). While the contributions in the current special
issue each advance our understanding in different ways, one should recognize that the
studies in this issue make complementary and important contributions to the conceptua-
lization of personal and social proximity. That is, in their own ways, each of the contribu-
tions serves to reaffirm that there is discriminant validity between personal and social
proximity. Hence, these contributions revisit the proximity framework, and contribute to
opening it up to include personal proximity. Thereby, the introduction to this special issue
and the issue’s empirical papers also contribute to the creation of a dialogue between
economic geography and ‘mainstream’ management science disciplines (e.g. organizational
behaviour). This quest to find relevant synergies between the disciplines is relevant to the
development of a more relational economic geography, and is a quest that was recently
pursued by others as well (e.g. Nicholson, Gimmon, and Felzensztein 2017).

Acknowledgments

We wish to express our gratitude to several people involved in the production of this special
issue. First, we thank Industry and Innovation its editor-in-chief Christoph Grimpe, special
issues editor Bram Timmermans, as well as the editorial assistant, for the opportunity to advance
empirical research into personal and social proximity via this special issue. Second, we are
grateful to the pool of anonymous, expert reviewers who worked with us to referee the submitted
papers and provide valuable feedback to authors. Third, we thank all scholars who submitted
their work to be considered for publication in the special issue.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.



INDUSTRY AND INNOVATION e 7

ORCID

Ward Ooms (2) http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4293-906X
Marjolein Caniéls () http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4206-4083

References

Balland, P. A., R. Boschma, and K. Frenken. 2015. “Proximity and Innovation: From Statics to
Dynamics.” Regional Studies 49 (6): 907-920. doi:10.1080/00343404.2014.883598.

Belussi, F., and K. Caldari. 2009. “At the Origin of the Industrial District: Alfred Marshall and the
Cambridge School.” Cambridge Journal of Economics 33 (2): 335-355. doi:10.1093/cje/ben041.

Boschma, R. 2005. “Proximity and Innovation: A Critical Assessment.” Regional Studies 39 (1): 61-74.
doi:10.1080/0034340052000320887.

Boschma, R., E. Marrocu, and R. Paci. 2015. “Symmetric and Asymmetric Effects of Proximities.
The Case of M&A Deals in Italy.” Journal of Economic Geography 16 (2): 505-535.
doi:10.1093/jeg/Ibv005.

Caniéls, M. C. J., K. Kronenberg, and C. Werker. 2014. “Conceptualizing Proximity in Research
Collaborations between Universities and Firms.” In The Social Dynamics of Innovation
Networks, edited by R. Rutten, P. Benneworth, D. Irawati, and F. Boekema. Oxon: Routledge.

Capone, F., and L. Lazzeretti. 2018. “The Different Roles of Proximity in Multiple Informal
Network Relationships: Evidence from the Cluster of High Technology Applied to Cultural
Goods in Tuscany.” Industry and Innovation (This Issue). doi:10.1080/13662716.2018.1442713.

Casciaro, T., and M. S. Lobo. 2008. “When Competence Is Irrelevant: The Role of Interpersonal Affect
in Task-Related Ties.” Administrative Science Quarterly 53 (4): 655-684. doi:10.2189/asqu.53.4.655.

Contreras Romero, C. 2018. “Personal and Business Networks within Chilean Biotech.” Industry
and Innovation (This Issue). doi:10.1080/13662716.2018.1441013.

Cunningham, S. W. and C. Werker. 2012. “Proximity and Collaboration in European
Nanotechnology.” Papers in Regional Science 91 (4): 723-742. doi:10.1111/.1435-5957.2012.00416.x.

Digman, J. M. 1990. “Personality Structure: Emergence of the Five-Factor Model.” Annual
Review of Psychology 41 (1): 417-440. doi:10.1146/annurev.ps.41.020190.002221.

Hansen, T. 2015. “Substitution or Overlap? the Relations between Geographical and Non-Spatial
Proximity Dimensions in Collaborative Innovation Projects.” Regional Studies 49 (10): 1672-1684.
doi:10.1080/00343404.2013.873120.

Hansen, T., and ]. Mattes. 2018. “Proximity and Power in Collaborative Innovation Projects.”
Regional Studies 52 (1): 35-46. doi:10.1080/00343404.2016.1263387.

Huber, F. 2012. “On the Role and Interrelationship of Spatial, Social and Cognitive Proximity:
Personal Knowledge Relationships of R&D Workers in the Cambridge Information
Technology Cluster.” Regional Studies 46 (9): 1169-1182. doi:10.1080/00343404.2011.569539.

Knoben, J. 2009. “Localized Inter-Organizational Linkages, Agglomeration Effects, and the
Innovative Performance of Firms.” Annals of Regional Science 43: 757-779. doi:10.1007/
s00168-008-0229-8.

Knoben, J., and L. A. G. Oerlemans. 2006. “Proximity and Inter-Organizational Collaboration: A
Literature Review.” International Journal of Management Reviews 8 (2): 71-89. doi:10.1111/
ijmr.2006.8.issue-2.

Leszczynska, D., and N. Khachlouf. 2018. “How Proximity Matters in Interactive Learning and
Innovation: A Study of the Venetian Glass Industry.” Industry and Innovation (This Issue).
doi:10.1080/13662716.2018.1431524.

Mattes, J. 2012. “Dimensions of Proximity and Knowledge Bases: Innovation between Spatial and
Non-Spatial Factors.” Regional Studies 46 (8): 1085-1099. doi:10.1080/00343404.2011.552493.

Messeni Petruzzelli, A. 2008. “Proximity and Knowledge Gatekeepers: The Case of the
Polytechnic University of Turin.” Journal of Knowledge Management 12 (5): 34-51.
doi:10.1108/13673270810902920.


https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2014.883598
https://doi.org/10.1093/cje/ben041
https://doi.org/10.1080/0034340052000320887
https://doi.org/10.1093/jeg/lbv005
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2018.1442713
https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.53.4.655
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2018.1441013
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1435-5957.2012.00416.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.41.020190.002221
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2013.873120
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2016.1263387
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.569539
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00168-008-0229-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00168-008-0229-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.2006.8.issue-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.2006.8.issue-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2018.1431524
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.552493
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270810902920

8 W. OOMS ET AL.

Mudambi, R., R. Narula, and G. D. Santangelo. 2018. “Location, Collocation and Innovation by
Multinational Enterprises: A Research Agenda.” doi:10.1080/13662716.2017.1415135.

Nicholson, J., E. Gimmon, and C. Felzensztein. 2017. “Economic Geography and Business
Networks: Creating a Dialogue between Disciplines: An Introduction to the Special Issue.”
Journal of Business Research 61: 4-9.

Ooms, W., and M. Ebbekink (2015). “Buddies or Foes: The Importance of Personal Proximity
and Personal ‘(Dis)Clicks’ to Cluster Governance.” DRUID Society Conference, Rome.

Rutten, R., and F. Boekema. 2012. “From Learning Region to Learning in a Socio-Spatial
Context.” Regional Studies 46 (8): 981-992. doi:10.1080/00343404.2012.712679.

Suvinen, N. 2014. “Individual Actors Building an Innovation Network.” In The Social Dynamics
of Innovation Networks, edited by R. Rutten, P. Benneworth, D. Irawati, and F. Boekema, 140-
156. Oxon: Routledge.

Todtling, F., and M. Trippl. 2013. “Transformation of Regional Innovation Systems: From Old
Legacies to New Development Paths.” In Re-Framing Regional Development: Evolution,
Innovation and Transition, edited by P. Cooke. Oxon: Routledge.

Werker, C., W. Ooms, and M. C. ]J. Caniéls. 2016. “Personal and Related Kinds of Proximity
Driving Collaborations: A Multi-Case Study of Dutch Nanotechnology Researchers.”
SpringerPlus 5: 1. doi:10.1186/s40064-016-3445-1.

Wilson, J. M., M. Boyer O’Leary, A. Metiu, and Q. R. Jett. 2008. “Perceived Proximity in Virtual
Work: Explaining the Paradox of Far-but-Close.” Organization Studies 29 (7): 979-1002.
doi:10.1177/0170840607083105.


https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2017.1415135
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2012.712679
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40064-016-3445-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840607083105

	Abstract
	1. Proximity revisited: adding personal proximity to the mix
	2. Research agenda: moving beyond conceptualization and exploration
	3. Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References



