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Abstract 
 
In spite of the growing interest in open innovation, one of the core questions that remain 
unanswered is how different kinds of openness affect innovation performance. Moreover, the 
impact of the geographical dispersion of partners also needs further investigation, while there 
is a tension between the motives for global search and the needs for proximity in innovation 
processes. In this paper we will research the relationship between openness and performance 
outcome in manufacturing companies when taking the localisation of partners into account. 
The study is based on survey data from 415 companies. The openness is defined by three 
dimensions: partner breadth, partner depth and phase depth. Performance is measured in terms 
of cost, risk and time-to-market, innovativeness and economic performance. The results of 
this study confirm and illustrate the localisation dilemma. For manufacturing companies using 
a global approach, it seems advisable to collaborate more intensively with a reduced number 
of partners. In contrast, the companies applying a more spatially balanced approach could 
collaborate with an increased number of partners and still be innovative and cost efficient. 
This implies that different localisation strategies for external partner collaborations require 
different integration approaches in order to be successful.  
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Introduction  
 
The concept of Open Innovation (OI) is based on the fact that not all smart people work for 
the same company, hence implying a need for organizations to search for knowledge in other 
places (Simard and West, 2005). Thus, in order to be innovative companies must often seek 
ideas outside their own sphere and become engaged in collaborations with various types of 
external partners. Conversely, it is sometimes beneficial to license or sell out ideas to other 
actors. Another driver for OI is the ambition to share costs and risks commonly prevalent in 
innovation processes. 

Given the proclaimed benefits, one of the core questions is, however, how the openness 
transforms into innovation performance in practice. Previous research provides mixed results. 
Several studies indicate positive effects on performance (e.g. Sachwald, 2009; Brettel and 
Clevel, 2011) while others report negative or mixed consequences (e.g. Praest Knudsen 2007; 
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Nieto and Santamaria, 2007) of the openness. One reason for this ambiguity could be that the 
notion of openness is not stringently defined, as pointed out by e.g. Dahlander and Gann 
(2010). Some dimensions used to classify openness include for instance breadth and depth of 
partner collaboration (Laursen and Salter, 2006), in what innovation phase the collaboration 
takes place (Lazzarotti et al., 2011) and the contents of the collaboration (Huizingh, 2011). In 
this paper we will add a spatial dimension to open innovation by analysing how the 
internationalisation of partners affects the performance outcome. 

One question is how far away an organization should seek for knowledge and external 
partners without losing control of the innovation process. In previous research there are 
indications that geographical proximity’s is beneficial for performance (e.g. Doloreux and 
Lorde-Tarte, 2013; Huang and Rice, 2013), but also inherits negative effects (Boschma, 
2005). One reason for this focus is that the geographical dispersion of partners constitutes a 
dilemma. Global sourcing and collaboration may indeed provide access to new and more 
advanced knowledge and technology (see e.g. Kotabe et al., 2008). On the other hand, studies 
on advanced product development show that innovation and knowledge integration processes 
are characterized by fuzzy interfaces between different technologies and competencies, a 
complexity that requires proximity, co-location and integration of key activities (e.g. 
Berggren et al., 2011). To get the same innovation benefits from distant suppliers, a larger 
degree of formal and informal supplier integration efforts may thus be needed; efforts that 
include costs (see e.g. Praest Knudsen and Bøtker Mortensen, 2011). Liu et al. (2013) also 
report that local networks continue to be critical for innovation, because some knowledge is 
easier to extract in geographically close networks. Even though research on this topic has 
attracted research interest in recent years, there are yet questions that remain unanswered. 
Several authors also point out the need of further research on this topic (e.g. Boschma, 2005; 
Smith, 2012). There is not least a need to empirically evaluate the impact of the localization 
dilemma when investigating the innovation outcomes of different forms of openness.   

The purpose of the study is therefor to analyse how the localisation (global vs. local) of 
partners in open innovation affects openness, integration efforts and performance outcomes.  
 
Theoretical framework  
 
There are a lot of suggestions on how to operationalise openness in open innovation research 
(Dahlander & Gann, 2010). Chesbrough (2003) distinguishes between the two notions of 
inbound and outbound open innovation. While inbound open innovation refers to merging 
external knowledge into a company, outbound open innovation is about conveying the 
internal knowledge to external partners. Openness is generally also defined as a continuous 
spectrum between closed and open innovation. A company’s openness may further vary 
according to which of the types of open innovation it chooses to use. In this paper openness 
will be conceptualized in terms of: partner breadth, partner depth and phase depth. The 
partner dimension is inspired by the seminal study of Laursen and Salter (2006) that 
conceptualised openness in terms of breadth (number of partners) and depth (intensity of 
partner collaboration). The phase depth is inspired by the work done by Lazzarotti et al. 
(2011). Lazzarotti et al. (2011) differentiate between the phases of the innovation funnel, from 
idea generation to commercialization. They further add partner variety as second dimension in 
their study and extract four modes of open innovation. Lazzarotti et al. (2011) prove that there 
are various ways to approach open innovation and their study clearly shows the importance of 
encompassing the innovation funnel phases in the analysis. Recent case studies by Krishnan 
and Jain (2013) show that the types of partners normally vary across the different phases of 
the collaboration projects. One limitation to these studies is that the performance outcomes 
were not taken into account, which we do in the current paper.  
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The main drivers for open innovation are to expand the firm’s knowledge base, to get access 
to advanced technology, new products and processes but also to share innovation risks and 
costs for developing the new products and processes (Chesbrough, 2003, 2007; Calantone and 
Stanko, 2007; Huang et al., 2009). A study by van de Vrande et al. (2009) indicates that the 
offensive and income oriented motives are more common than the more defensive cost and 
risk reduction motives. It is, however, less known how these motives are realized in practice, 
which supports further empirical investigations on how openness relates to performance 
(Gassmann et al., 2010). 

There are, indeed, a number of studies that have had the ambition to empirically validate 
the benefits of opening up the innovation processes to external partners (see e.g. Leiponen and 
Helfat, 2010). Several studies report that openness has positive effects on performance. Wu et 
al., (2006), for instance, show that openness is related to the innovation performance of 
companies; McGill and Santoro (2009) highlight that the firms’ patent output in biotech 
alliances is correlated to firm's alliances characteristics, in terms of set and specialization of 
diverse partners, technologies’ variety and scope, partners’ experience in technological 
collaborations. Previous papers also found that collaborations with external partners such as 
suppliers and customers have positive influences on innovativeness and performance (Chung 
and Kim, 2003; Nieto and Santamaria, 2007; Lawson et al., 2009; Sachwald, 2009; Su et al., 
2009). 

In studies of clusters Sachwald (2009) suggests that global open innovation networks help 
companies reduce costs and tap into external knowledge that may otherwise be unavailable. 
Sachwald (2009) further argues that R&D centres mainly focusing on research activities are 
prone to search for global partners, while local development centres tend to collaborate more 
with local suppliers and partners. It is further indicated that companies tend to keep their 
R&D activities domestic if the country of origin is specialized in the company’s activity 
sector. Lee et al (2001) and Brettel and Clevel (2011) also find strong connections between 
alliances with external partners and organisational performance. Ettlie and Pavlou (2006) 
research the dynamic capabilities that results from inter-organisational partnerships during 
joint new product development (NPD) processes. Their results show that inter-firm 
partnerships for NPD have significantly more positive outcomes in terms of new product 
success rate, product commercialization and success rate, thus indicating that openness is 
positively linked to overall performance. Companies’ collaborations with universities have 
also shown positive effects on performance (Praest Knudsen, 2007).  

In contrast, some studies have also reported negative impact of openness. For instance, 
Laursen and Salter (2006) found a curvilinear relationship between open innovation (in terms 
of partner breadth) and performance (in terms of the proportion of the firm’s turnover that 
pertains to products that are new or significantly improved). Their results imply that openness 
also include costs related to the many relationships. Despite this insight, studies analysing the 
cost side of open innovation remain quite rare, with some exceptions (e.g. Praest-Knudsen 
and Mortensen, 2011; Keupp and Gassmann, 2009) and therefore have been requested 
(Dahlander and Gann, 2010). Praest-Knudsen and Mortensen (2011) found that collaborations 
with customers are negatively correlated with innovative performance.  

All in all, the presented ambiguity regarding both the concept of openness and the 
performance outcomes leads to the first research question: 

RQ1: How does openness in terms of partner depth and breadth and phase depth affect 
performance of manufacturing companies?  

There are quite extensive studies on the effects of external partners’ geographic proximity 
on firms’ openness and performance. The findings are, however, contradictory. Some find 
geographic proximity to be beneficial (Boschma, 2005; Doloreux and Lorde-Tarte, 2013) 
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while others indicate that collaborations with global external partners are more likely to have 
positive effects on performance ( Laursen et al., 2008; Hewitt-Dundas, 2011). A few research 
papers point out that a more “balanced approach” could be the key to success, implying that 
companies should seek an equilibrium between local and global partners for best results 
(Oerlemans and Meeus, 2005; Koch and Strotmann, 2006).  

In studies of firm-university collaborations the geographic proximity does not seem to play 
a decisive role, instead the ranking and research quality of the university in question seem to 
matter the most (Laursen et al, 2008; Hewitt-Dundas, 2011; Laursen et al., 2011). However, 
some authors point out to the opposite. Huang and Rice (2013) find that geographic proximity 
stimulates collaborations between universities and companies and is a relevant factor in the 
knowledge flow between companies. Crespin-Mazet et al. (2013) confirm the findings of 
Huang and Rice (2013) on a more general level: spatial/geographic proximity though 
favourable, is not the main reason that determines actors to collaborate. Crespin-Mazet et al. 
(2013) also identify the need for further research on what role geographic proximity may play 
in “a context where new information technologies considerably ease up the relationship 
development and coordination mechanisms”.  

Previous research has pointed out the “gap in knowledge about what goes on in the locus 
of innovation” (Smith; 2012). There is a need of analysing the overall effects of how spatial 
proximity and openness affect performance, but also more in detail scrutinise the impact of 
different types of partners and different phases in the innovative process (Park and Yun, 2009; 
Strambach and Klement, 2012; Krishnan and Jain, 2013). Aslesen and Onsagen (2009) have 
furthermore shown that industry matters, suggesting that manufacturing companies are more 
oriented towards local external partners while the opposite is observed in services. They also 
suggest an empirical analysis which is more focused on specific branches could show clearer 
patterns. Altogether this leads us to the following two research questions: 

RQ2: How does the spatial proximity of external partners affect the overall innovative 
performance in manufacturing companies?  

RQ3: How does openness in terms of partner depth and breadth and phase depth affect 
overall innovative performance in manufacturing companies when taking spatial proximity 
into account? 

 
Methodology 
 
This research paper bases its results on data from an international survey on open innovation 
launched during 2012 in five European countries. The target population is a representative 
and randomized sample of manufacturing firms across different industries (codes 10-32 and 
98 in NACE Rev. 2) with more than 10 employees. The respondents are R&D managers or 
similar. The international data base includes answers from 415 firms that state they have 
collaborated with external partners in innovation (i.e. development of new products, services 
or processes) during the past five years. The number of employees varies between 1 and 35 
000, with a mean value of 867 employees (median 50 and standard deviation 4239). 

The questions in the survey cover topics such as: strategy, context (size, industry, etc.), 
localisation, openness, relational factors (collaboration modes) and performance. The core of 
the current analysis is the constructs for measuring openness in three dimensions: partner 
breadth, partner depth and phase depth. The answers are measured by perceptive seven-point 
Likert scales, ranging from 1=not at all to 7=to a very high extent. An additional answer 
choice “do not know” was also available when completing the survey.  

The partner dimensions of breadth and depth refer to which external partners the firms 
collaborated with in open innovation and to what extent (adapted from Laursen and Salter, 
2006). The respondents were asked to point out to which extent their company had 
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collaborated with any of eight specified stakeholders in innovation activities over the last 5 
years. The eight partners where reduced in a factor analysis down to three kinds of partners: 
academic or public partners, value chain partners and other firms (see Table 1). This was 
necessary in order to seize the impact of partner variety on performance in a regressions 
analysis. These constructs represent partner depth. Partner breadth was defined by the sum of 
partners that the firms have in their innovation process (mean value 5.26, median 5.0 and 
standard deviation 1.95). 
 
Table 1. Constructs for measuring partner depth and phase depth 
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Partners       
Universities, R&D centres .799      
Innovation intermediaries .633      
Government agencies .799      
Customers  .758    
Suppliers  .810    
Consumers  .633    
(Competitors)      
(Companies in other industries)      
Phases      
Idea generation   .837   
Experimentation   .856   
Engineering    .749  
Manufacturing    .873  
Commercialisation     .95 
      
Variance explained 29.1% 28.6% 33.9% 27.2% 20.8% 
Cronbach’s alpha 
N 

0.628 
415 

0.613 
415 

0.691 
415 

0.584 
415 

- 
415 

 
The phase construct captures how intensive the collaboration is in different phases of the 

innovation process from idea generation to commercialization (adapted from Lazzarotti et al., 
2011). A factor analysis revealed that it was possible to form three regression variables 
capturing the early innovation phases, the implementation phase and commercialisation 
respectively. 

A core variable in our analysis concerns the localisation of the partners that are involved in 
the open innovation processes. In this study we asked the following question: “Please 
estimate how much of the total R&D activities in your development project that is done by 
external partners located abroad”. Again we used the perceptive seven-point Likert scale. 
The variable represents the extent of internationalisation, or globalisation as we call it in this 
article, (mean value was 2.23 and the standard deviation 1.42). In addition to be included in 
the regression analysis, this variable was also used to extract three clusters of firms 
(exploratory, two step cluster analysis) that describe the various spatial approaches of the 
firms. The clusters represent firms that have mainly a:  
1) Local approach (n=151, mean 1.0, SD 0)  
2) Partly global approach (n=200, mean 2.23, SD 0.37)  
3) Global approach (n=64, mean 5.12, SD 0.93) 
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Table 2. Constructs for performance outcomes and control variables  
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Performance     
Less innovation risks .833    
Decrease development costs .881    
Decrease time-to-market (TTM) .838    
New or improved products/services  .816   
New or improved processes  .841   
New markets  .751   
Economic results     
Return on total capital   .965  
Profit margin   .965  
Industry character     
Products based on technology breakthroughs    .740 
Technology changes fast    .751 
Important to follow technology development    .805 
Technological complexity increases    .826 
High mix of scientific disciplines and technologies    .819 
Surveillance of many technologies important    .837 
 
Variance explained 

 
72.4% 

 
64.6% 

 
93.1% 

 
63.6% 

Cronbach’s alpha 
N 

0.809 
415 

0.719 
415 

0.926 
282 

.885 
415 

 
The performance effects of openness were measured in terms of innovation performance 

and economic outcomes. The operationalisation of innovation performance follows the 
construct derived by Lazzarotti et al. (2011). A factor analysis resulted in two regression 
variables capturing lower development costs and time-to-market (TTM) and new product, 
process and markets respectively. The economic outcomes cover return on total capital and 
profit margin in comparison to the competitors.  

 
Table 3. Zero-order correlations for regression variables 
  PaB Pa1 Pa2 Ph1 Ph2 Ph3 Glo Pe1 Pe2 Pe3 

PaB No of partners (breadth) 1          

Pa1 Academic/Public 
partner 

.592** 1         

Pa2 Value chain partner .450** .000 1        

Ph1 Idea phases .298** .384** .196** 1       

Ph2 Implement phase .138** .090 .287** .000 1      

Ph3 Commercialisation .234** .152** .150** .000 .000 1     

Glo Share of global R&D .245** .305** .095 .260** .153** .186** 1    

Pe1 Cost Risk TTM .175** .232** .223** .255** .192** .061 .244** 1   

Pe2 Innovation performance .167** .233** .160** .272** .184** .219** .220** .530** 1  

Pe3 Economic performance .062 .017 .179** .122* .035 -.093 .029 .149* -.001 1 

Note: Significance levels: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01. N=415 



7 
 

As control variables in the regression analysis we use firms size in terms of number of 
employees (the natural logarithmic value) and the perceived innovativeness of the industry 
(see e.g. Gassman, 2006; Huizingh, 2011). The constructs for the latter control variable are 
displayed in Table 2 and cover the rate of technological change (technological turbulence) and 
technological intensity and complexity (Hagedoorn, 1993).  
 
Results 

The 415 firms in the survey form three main clusters that involve local and global partners to 
various extents (see in methodology section). In Table 4 we present some characteristics of 
these groups.  
 
Table 4. Comparison of firms with local, partly global and mainly global partners (mean 
values) 
 Local 

approach 
Partly 
global 
approach 

Global 
approach 

All firms 

No of partner (breadth) 1 2.23* 5.13* 2.23 
No of countries with a proprietary branch 1.41 3.40* 4.63* 2.86 
Size (log) 3.9 4.63* 4.69* 4.37 
Cost Risk TTM performance -0.28 0.08 0.41* 0 
Innovation performance -0.32 0.12 0.39* 0 
Economic performance 
n= 

-0.08 
151 

0.06 
200 

0.04 
64 

0 
415 

 
Table 4 shows that the global oriented firms, i.e. the firms that have comparable large 

extent of international partners, are quite few, around 15% of all firms. They are present in 
more countries with proprietary branches than other firms. This group also displays a 
significantly higher performance in regard to both costs and innovation. The economic 
performance does not differ between the groups.  
 
Table 5. Regression models explaining performance outcomes  
 Cost Risk 

TTM perf. 
Innovation 
perf. 

Economic 
perf.  

Step 1 . Openness    
No of partners (breadth) -.137* -.129* -.061 
Academic/Public partners .197** .154** .014 
Value chain partners .173** .067 .190* 
Idea phase .123** .167** .105 
Implement phase .104** .122** -.028 
Commercialisation -.011 .178** -.130* 
Globalised R&D partners .131* .072 .012 
No of employees (log) -.040 -.129** .074 
Innovative industry .222** .338** .112^ 
    
Adj R2 .202 .287 .043 

 F-value 12.153** 18.676** 2.366** 
Note: ^=p<0.1; *p<0.05; *=p<0.001 
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The correlation analysis (Table 3) as well as the cluster analysis (Table 4) indicate that the 
performance level follow the degree of externalization of R&D to global partners. But how do 
the different kinds of openness relate to performance and what factors are important to 
explain cost and innovation performance? In the following we present two regression tables, 
Table 5 presents how the factors of openness in terms of partners, phases and spatial location 
explain performance. 

Table 5 shows that performance regarding cost, risks and TTM is explained by partner 
depth, phase depth, globalised R&D but negatively connected to the number of partners. A 
similar pattern is valid for the innovation performance, with the exception that the localisation 
of the partners is no longer significant. For economic performance it seems valuable to have 
supply chain partners, but not during the commercialisation phase. The controls are quite 
important showing that the innovativeness of the industry is highly significant, and that the 
size of the company contributes negatively to innovation performance. 
  
Table 6. Comparison of firms with local, partly global and mainly global partners 
 Group 1 (n=151)

Local approach 
Group 2 (n=200) 
Partly global approach 

Group 3 (n=64)
Global approach 

 Cost Risk 
TTM 

Inno-
vation 

Cost Risk 
TTM 

Inno-
vation 

Cost Risk 
TTM 

Inno-
vation 

No of partners (breadth) -0.211^ -.017 -.109 -.086 .058 -.343^ 
Academic/Public partners .202^ -.041 .210* .185* -.008 .203 
Value chain partners .105 -.059 .172* .050 .206 .232 
Idea phase .106 .280** .166* .148* .027 -.076 
Implement phase .171* .143* .161* .189* -.216 -.071 
Commercialisation .132 .303** -.085 .179* -.018 .037 
No of employees (log) -.057 -.061 .001 -.106 -.231 -.306** 
Innovative industry .272** .322** .248** .361** .062 .297* 
       
Adj R2 .130 .239 .223 .283 .009 .248 
 F-value 3.745** 6.763** 7.776** 10.338** .932 3.395* 
       
Note: ^=p<0.1; *p<0.05; *=p<0.001 

 
In Table 6 we make a deeper analysis of the different geographical approaches of open 

innovation by looking at the factors that are at play in the three clusters. The overall result 
shows that the factors explaining performance differ between the groups that have different 
degrees of globalised partners. Commonly partner breadth as well as firm size contributes 
negatively to performance. For the group that involves most global partners, it seems that 
intensive work with relatively few partners, regardless the phase, is the most decisive factor. 
This group is, however, rather small, thus making it hard to get all factors significant.  
 
Discussion 

The main purpose of the study is to analyse how the localisation (global vs. local) of partners 
in open innovation affects openness and performance outcomes. For this purpose, specified in 
three research questions, we used partner breadth, partner depth and phase depth (innovation 
funnel) as three dimensions to classify openness. The performance was measured in terms of 
cost risk and TTM (time to market), innovation and economical outcomes. It is yet to be 
determined whether the spatial component (localisation of partners) could be regarded an 
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additional dimension for classifying openness. The focus is on the manufacturing industry 
while localisation is expected to have most impact on such companies (Aslesen and Onsagen, 
2009). The first research question referred to the influences openness may have on the 
performance of firms. 

Our findings show that the partner breadth dimension affects costs, risks and TTM as well 
as innovative performance in a negative way. This partly confirms the findings of Laursen and 
Salter (2006) which indicate that while firms are likely to gain valuable external knowledge 
from external partners, too much openness could have negative effects on innovative 
performance. The excessive openness can be linked to the dimension of partner breadth (no of 
partners) used in this paper. Our findings further indicate that partner breadth does not affect 
economic performance in a negative manner. 

When analysing how the second dimension, partner depth, affects the three types of firm 
performance, we find that all types of partners are significant for the cost performance. 
However, in terms of innovative performance, universities prove to be the most important 
partners. The findings further show that value chain partners are important for the economic 
performance of a firm but at the same time they do not influence innovative performance that 
much. This is in contrast to previous research that indicates positive innovation effects of the 
relationships with both suppliers and customers (e.g. Oerlemans and Meeus, 2005; Nieto and 
Santamaria, 2007; Sachwald, 2009) and positive influence of firm-supplier collaborations on 
economic performance (Chung and Kim, 2003; Lawson et al., 2009). Our result may be 
explained by the fact that suppliers and customers influence innovative performance 
differently. Such an explanation is supported by Praest Knudsen (2007) who divides the 
innovation funnel phases into “original idea” phase and “completion” phase. She finds that 
collaborations with universities and suppliers during the “original idea” phase have a positive 
impact on innovative performance, while customer collaborations affect innovative 
performance negatively in all innovation phases.Validating this explanation, however, 
requires a more fine-grained analysis of how different value chain partners affect 
performance.  

In terms of phase depth, our findings display that collaborating with external partners is 
important across all phases of the innovation funnel. This finding again confirms Praest 
Knudsen’s (2007) result on different outcomes that external relationships may have on 
innovative performance during various stages of the innovation process. Our results, however, 
do not reveal which partners are most important to work with at different stages of the 
innovation process.  

For the second research question, our findings show that a balanced approach (partly 
global) is better than the local approach, which focuses mainly on domestic external partners. 
The most beneficial approach for the manufacturing companies that were analysed in this 
paper seems to be the global approach. These findings confirm Oerlmans and Meeus’s (2005) 
findings, however, on a larger scale. Oerlmans and Meeus (2005) focus on intra- and 
interregional collaborations; the term “region” being defined as a larger area within a country. 
Oerlmans and Meeus (2005) find that firms with both intra- and interregional collaborations 
achieve better innovative performance than the firms that mostly rely on intraregional 
partners.  

When investigating the third research questions, the main finding in our analysis reveals 
that an excessive number of global partners can have negative effects on performance. For the 
companies using a balanced (partly global) approach, the partner breadth dimension is no 
longer significantly negative, while for the firms using the local approach partner breadth is 
only somewhat influential. Thus, the partner breadth dimension can only be related to the 
firms that have mostly global external partners. This further indicates that the success factors 
vary across different groups. Previous studies linking geographical proximity to openness and 



10 
 

performance (Oerlemans and Meeus, 2005; Park and Yun, 2009) analyse firms within various 
regions of the same countries and find that “balanced” approaches – i.e. mixing local and 
more distant, inter-regional partners – are most favourable for the overall firm performance. 
Our results do not support these prior findings, as the global approach seems to lead to higher 
performance than the balanced (partly global) approach.  However, the lack of consensus 
between the findings in this paper and those of previous studies may originate from the 
different types of industry analysed or from the mere difference between geographic scales. 
Furthermore, neither previous studies nor this paper analyses the influence that different 
knowledge integration mechanisms may have on openness, localization of external partners 
and performance.  
 
Conclusions 
 
The overall motivation for this study was to investigate a potential open innovation dilemma 
concerning the benefits of searching globally for technology and partners, and at the same 
time meet the requirements of advanced and fuzzy innovation processes by co-location and 
proximity.  

The results of this study seem to confirm and illustrate the research dilemma. For 
manufacturing companies using the global approach, it seems advisable to collaborate more 
intensively with a reduced number of partners. In contrast, the companies applying a more 
spatially balanced approach (as the partly global group) could collaborate with an increased 
number of partners and still be innovative and cost efficient. This implies that different 
localisation strategies for external partner collaborations require different integration 
approaches in order to be successful.  

The paper has limitations that constitute as basis for further research. We only take into 
account a few factors and their influence on firm performance. However, previous research 
further suggests that other aspects may be equally influential to the relationship between 
openness and performance. For instance have some pointed to the dilemma many companies 
face when required to simultaneously protect and share their knowledge (e.g. Bogers, 2011; 
Laursen and Slater, 2013). Openness and spatial proximity has also been linked to intellectual 
property rights and assets (De Backer et al, 2008; Laperche, 2012). Previous research papers 
have further investigated the spatial proximity of external partners in both manufacturing and 
services companies, finding that manufacturing companies tend to be more locally oriented 
while service companies are more prone to having global partners (Aslesen and Onsagen, 
2009). Some previous research (Preast Kndusen 2007) also refers to the effects of 
collaborations with competitors – this is not something we analyze, even though some of the 
external partners the respondents mentioned may be competitors for the considered 
manufacturing companies. 
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