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Fig.3 The re-divided multidimensional proximities of innovation networks
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Fig.4 Interaction of multidimensional proximities

on the evolution of innovation networks
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Tab.4 Research methods on the evolution mechanisms of innovation networks
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Fig.5 Evolution mechanisms of innovation networks

from the perspective of multiple factors
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Abstract: The research of innovation networks is a hot topic in innovation geography, and the evolution
mechanisms of innovation networks are one of the core issues in the research of innovation networks. Based on
CiteSpace knowledge map and deep literature analysis, this article summarizes the international research on the
evolution mechanisms of innovation networks. The results show that: The endogenous effects of networks,
including the overall characteristics, embeddedness, externality, technology gatekeeper, and absorptive capacity
of networks, mainly reflect the evolution of innovation networks in terms of the degree of dependence of
organizations on local areas, the absorptive capacity of external knowledge, and the ability to control overall
networks. The characteristics of network organizations, which are embodied in the scale, nature, and size of
different organizations, also have effects on the evolution of innovation networks. Multidimensional proximities
play an important role in the evolution of innovation networks, and the single proximity and multidimensional
proximities have periodic characteristics for the evolution of innovation networks. The evolution mechanisms of
innovation networks differ at various stages of development, and the combination modes among mechanisms are
also different. Finally, based on the analysis of the contents and methods of international research on the
evolution mechanisms of innovation networks, the shortcomings of current research and directions for future
research are put forward.
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