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Abstract: This papercontributeso measuringhe efficiency of businessocial
networking events and organizations.In particular, we analyzed the

communicationat SHARE, an organizationwhose mission is to foster
collaborationnetworksbetweerthe scientific and entrepreeurialcommunities
of Switzerlandandthe greaterBostonarea.The study consistsof two parts.In

the first part, SHARE's social network growth over more than a year was
measuredhroughan analysisof its e-mailtraffic. In the secondpart,growth of

socialnetworksof individualsparticipatingin a setof networkingeventsduring

a collaborationprogramover one week was measured¢hrougha web-survey.
Comparingindividual socialnetworkgrowth throughattendancandindividual

follow-up at eventsorganizedin Boston and San Franciscodemorstrated
creationof a much densernetwork in Boston— with an almost even split

betweenacademicandindustrial participantsin Boston,while the majority of

participantsin the Silicon Valley camefrom industry. Boston's academic
participantsactedasinformation brokers,building bridgesbetweenindustrial
participants from Boston and Switzerland.

Keywords: businessnetworking, social network analysis, collaborative
innovation networks (COINSs), intelligent cities, businessnetworking hub,
economic clusters, silicon valley, Boston area high-tech cluster

1 Introduction

Thereare many professionahetworkingassociationsuchaschamberf commerce,
tradeassociationsand regionaleconomicdevelopmentigenciesTheir commongoal is
to act as networking hubs, assistingmembersto build betterinternal and external
networksfor mutual learning, collaboration,and deal making. All of thesenetworking
organizationshavethe commonproblem,however,of proving their addedvalueto their
affiliates. This paperusesa Social Network Analysis (SNA) approach(Wassermarand
Faust1994) to measuregrowth and sustainabilityof new networksof membersand
partnersof professionahetworkinghubs.SNA is a growing field combiningthe powerof
new technologieswith techniquesfrom social sciences(Crosset. al. 2004). It is a
diagnostictool that organizationsuseto assessheir positionswithin a network or the
virtual communities around them.

This papermeasureghe addedvalue of SHARE, a networking hub connecting
entrepreneurstesearcherand investorsfrom Switzerlandand New Englandthrough
SNA. According to its Web site, “The Swiss House for Advanced Researchand
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Education(SHARE) is the world'sfirst digital Consulateandservesasa link betweerthe
scientific, academic,and high-tech communitiesof New England and Switzerland.
SHARE is a community that is both physical and virtual”. Although it is a Swiss
institution, it is physically located in Cambridge, Massachussetts.

We use a social network approachto understanchow SHARE contributesto the
developmenbf the secondeadingtechnologyregionin the US, the greaterBostonarea,
in the past also called “Route 128" (Castilla et. al. 2000).

Our approactconsistsof collectingSHARE's entire email logs over a period of 450
days to identify and assesscommunicationpatternswithin SHARE and with its
customers(Gloor, 2005). In addition we also invited participantsat a SHARE
networkingeventto respondto a two-partonline surveyto reportwith whom they had
madenew contactsandif they derivedadditionalvaluefrom thosenew connectionsAs
analysistool we are using TeCFlow (TemporalCommunicationFlow Analysis) (Gloor
andZhao,2004). TeCFlow createsvisual mapsandtemporalmoviesof a networkbased
on relationshipshetweenpeopleby analyzingcommunicatiorarchivessuchasemail and
phone logs, mailing list, or Web access.

2 E-Mail Analysis of SHARE

The first part of our analysisrelieson mining email archivesfrom February2004to
April 2005. TeCFlow allows for various levels of analysis.To addressprivacy and
confidentiality concerns,we only collectedthe headerinformation about who was
sendinga messageo whom at what time. For privacy reasonsthe namesof all external
email sendersand recipientswere anonymized.The first stepwas to createa map
showing the communicationpatternsof eachmonth. To eliminate spamand passive
mailings,only two way e-mail comrrunication,wherea receiverrespondedo a message,
wasincluded.Figure 1 displaysall email communicatiornof the SHARE staff members
during October2004. Eachline representsan email relation. The shorterthe distance
betweentwo people the highertheir frequencyof communication. This graphillustrates
— aswasto be expected- that SHARE staff membersccupythe centralpositionswithin
the overall communicationnetwork, and that from the perspectiveof SHARE staff
members very few communities outside of SHARE develop.
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Figure 1. Social network of SHARE over one month

This contrastawvith socialnetworkanalysisof otherorganizationgloneby the authors
(zilli et.al. 2006; Grippaet. al. 2006),wherethroughthe lens of the different mailboxes
of group members the emergence of outside communities couldsbrreb.

2.1 Measure Growth of New Customers

To measureahe contributionof SHARE, we assessethe acquisitionof newmembers
into the growing social network of SHARE. We were mostly interestedin “repeat
customers”definedasuserswho areconnectedy morethan30 messagesverthe entire
e-mail observation period of 14 months.

Most new userssendonly a few emails. SHARE getsa fair amountof new users
every monthboth from peoplewho find out aboutit online or throughdirect marketing
efforts of SHARE. For exampleSHARE rankshigh in Googlekeywordsearchesuchas
“innovationin Boston”. However,the majority of thosecontactsdon'tinteractrepeatedly
with theteam.They may signup on the mailing list, dropin for a visit, shareinformation
with other visitors and SHARE staff, but only rarely engagein extendeddiscusions
which might lead to long-time collaborationwith SHARE and its sponsorfirms in
Switzerland.To excludethoseoccasionalisitors, we focusedon the high-traffic-volume
customers.
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Figure 2. Growth of new users over 420 days (normalized over 420 days)

Figure 2 illustratesnew customershaving more than 30 e-mail interactionswith
SHARE staff overthe courseof the entire 420-dayobservationperiod. Thereis aninitial
peakof new customersat the beginningof the observatiorperiod. This is becauset will
be easierfor customershowingup for the first time at the beginningof the observation
periodto getover the 30-messagéhreshold.After normalizingthe numberof new users
for their shrinking time window towards the end of the observationperiod, by
multiplying the numberof new usersper day with a factor inverselyproportionalto the
remainingtime window, thereis a noticeable growth trend in the number of new
customers, indicating growing poptitsg of SHARE.



Location Matters — Measuring the Efficiency of Business Social Networking

Figure 3. Social surface of SHARE participants over one year

Figure 3 showsthe temporalsocial surface(Gloor, 2005) of the SHARE social
network over the observatiorperiods.A temporalsocial surfaceplots all actors(y-axis)
overtime (x-axis) againsttheir betweennessentrality on the z-axis. As figure 3 shows,
the populationof low-frequencyusers(with low betweenness} growing steadily. There
is a very small groupof highly active (high-betweennessjsersat the very left (with high
valueson the z-axis), who dominatediscussion- the SHARE staff itself. In orderto
increasecustomerparticipation, it might be recommendabldéo somewhatdecrease
betweennessf the highly central SHARE staff. This would also supportSHARE's role
of fosteringcreationof new collaborativeinnovationnetworks(Gloor, 2006).As will be
shown later in section 2.3 in figure 6, this is indeed what ipdrapy within SHARE.

2.2 Find Strongest Organizational Ties

We also wantedto categorizeand characterizeSHARE's outsideconnectionsin
particular, we wantedto obtain the most active external communicationpartnersof
SHARE. To determinewith whom SHARE connects,we used TeCFlow to collect
monthly statisticson numbersof messagegxchangedwith outsideorganizationsas
definedby the organizationpart of the e-mail addressFigures4 and5 showin which
countries(domains)and which organizationghe most active externalcommunications
originated.
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Figure 4. Most linked organizations to SHARE.

Not surprisingly,communicatiorwasmostactivewith the SwissgovernmentAmong
local partners SHARE communicatedwice asoftenwith MIT thanwith Harvard.Thisis
in contradictionto results of Allen (1984) aboutthe correlation betweenphysical
proximity and frequency of communication.SHARE is situated at Broadway in
Canbridge,right in betweenMIT andHarvard,althoughmuch closerto Harvardthanto
MIT. As it turns out, however, SHARE communcates much more with MIT. In
interviews with SHARE staff we learnedthat they had severalprojects with MIT
including an archtecture exhibit and that MIT washometo a large numberof Swiss-
related postdocs.

Figure 4 alsoillustratesthat the mostfrequentcommunicatiorparner of SHARE is
the Swiss Departmentof External Affairs, to whom SHARE reports.If this traffic —
information from colleaguesfrom other Swiss consuates, daily newslettersof
information and project-related communicationswith administration partners
(Eda.admin Swissnex,Gwf.admin,Credit-Suissegs.edi.admin}- is excluded,the next-
most active interactionis with MIT and Harvard.This is exactly how it shouldbe as
SHARE was set up to foster interaction betweenthe Swiss businessand research
community and Harvard and MIT.
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Figure 5. Most linked domains

We repeatedhe sameanalysisgroupingcommunicatiorby Internetdomains It turns
out that SHARE is communicatingmostwith parhersin the .comdomain.Secondmost
active domainis .ch, the Swissdomain,composeddf traffic with Swissauthoritiesand
Swisscompaniesand organizationalinstitutions. The third mostactive domainis .edu,
i.e. US educationalinstitutions. This is positive news, as this showsthat SHARE is
fulfilling its charterof linking the businesscommunitiesin Switzerlandandthe US with
the educational domain.

In addition, SHARE also fulfills a role astoeholdfor studentsof other European
descentThe bottomhalf of figure 5 illustratesintensivecommunicatiorwith usersfrom
Germany, France, the Netherlands, Italy,gBeh and the UK.

2.3 Roles of Individuals

Figure 6 illustratesthe activities of the different staff membersat SHARE. As the
main reasonfor its existenceis brokering new connections,betweennessentrality
(Freeman,1979)is an excellentmetric for the analysisof the different roles. Figure 6
illustratesthe changesn betweennessentrality of key individualsat SHARE over 475
days.
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Figure 6. Changes in Betweenness Centrality of key roles at SHARE

The main builders of the SHARE community, whom we have termed the
“connector”,the directorand associatalirector showa markeddecreasén betweenness
centrality during the observationperiod. This canbe interpretedas a reductionin their
role as centralanimators.Or in otherwords, the communityis developinga life of its
own, which is precisely the goal that SHARE is trying to reach.

To resumea smallteamof professionatonnectorsandcommunitybuildersseemso
succeedn building a growing and self-sustainingcommunity. While the core members
of SHARE are very central within the community, a reductionin their centrality is
noticeableover time, which is consistentwith the larger goal of fosteringan active
community.

A few resultsstandout. Counterto the expectatiorof havingapproximatelythe same
amountof communicatiorwith Harvardand MIT, collaborationwith MIT seemsmore
intense.This might alsobe basedon Switzerland’slong tradition of successfuinnovation
in high tech such as Swiss watches,power plants, and biotech — leadingto strong
interactionties betweenSwisstechnicaluniversitiessuchasETH (SwissFederallnstitute
of Technology) and MIT.

Also, besideghe corecommunityof SHARE staff membersfew outsidegroupsand
projectteamsare recognizable This is anotherareaof improvement,where SHARE
could assumean evenmore prominentrole of a builder of bridges,connectingstructural
holes (Burt, 1992) betweencommunitiesin different economical,geographical.and
cultural strata of society.

3 Measuring the Impact of Business Networking

This sectionanalyzeggrowth of social networksof individual participantsof a series
of network-buildingeventswhich took place approximately10 monthsafter the e-mail
analysisdescribedabovewasconcluded Throughanin-depthsocialnetworkanalysiswe
measuredSHARE’s network building capacityon the individual-eventand individual
actor level.
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In particular,we studiedan eventjointly organizedin spring 2006 by SHARE and
anotherbusinessnetworking hub locatedin SanFrancisco.ln March 2006 the Swiss
FederallnnovationPromotionAgency (CTI) orgarized a US networkbuilding tour. The
goal of the SwissFederallnnovationPromotionAgencyis to encouragandsubsidizethe
transition of scientific resultsto the market, by funding highly innovative projects,
encouragingnationaland internationalnetworking and formation of dedicatedresearch
consortia.To comectthe delegatesn Boston,64 participantsaffiliated with 46 different
organizationswere invited to a seriesof events,while in SanFrancisco56 participants
from 52 different organizationgarticipatedin the program.Onefirst interestingfinding
— compatiblewith the respetive reputationsof the greaterBostonareaandthe Silicon
Valley — wasthe fact thatin Bostona full 39% of participantsvereacademicsyhile the
restwere entrepreneursyenturecapitalists,and consultantsj.e. from industry. In San
Franciscopnly 14% of the participantsvereacademicsand86% from industry. This fits
well with the reputation of the Silicon Valley as the entrepreneurtakeldoof America.

In order to get quantitative data about the frequency of interaction between
participants two web-surveysvere conducted We askedall participantsin Bostonand
SanFranciscoto recall the numberof timesthey hadinteractedwith CTI membersand
peoplethey got to know during the two eventsin Bostonand SanFranciscoWe asked
themto specify how manytimesthey hadinteractionwith eachotherby (1) face-to-face
meetings,(2) phonecalls or VolP calls, (3) email (4) social networkingwebsites(e.g.,
LinkedIn, OpenBC).

We also conductedin-depth interviews with 5 actorsto understandthe sort of
businesgelationshipsdevelopedduring the event.We gatheredqualitative datathrough
phoneand in-personinterviews, where key actorswere askedto freely discusstopics
suchasfollow-up opportunitiesgeneratedrom the CTI study tour, the financial value
derivedfrom follow-up opportunities the meaningof the relation with specific actors,
and if there had beenother typesof pre-existingrelationshipswith participants(e.g.
friendship). The goal of theseinterviewswasto betterunderstandhe growth processof
businessrelationshipsinitiated at networking events.Interview partners were chosen
accordingto actors’centralityin the networkandthe potentialfor businesopportunities
assesseby us. We interviewedtwo of thetop manager®f CTl, a businessangelinvestor
who was one of the mostcentralactorsamongthe participantsandtwo actorswho had
arranged the study tour.

We sentout by email two web-questionnairet the 132 participants3 and 8 weeks
after the CTI visit. Besidescollecting quantitativedataon the frequencyof interaction,
the web survey gavethe possibility to provide free commentsand suggestiongo the
event's organizers to improve collaboration.

In the next section we analyzethe social network as reportedin the online
guestionnairesWe first look at the entire network. In the second part we compare
network-building behavior in Boston and in San Francisco.

3.1 CTI Network Building Analysis

Comparingthe different typesof networksled to someinterestinginsights.E-mail is
the predominanmodefor developingbusinesgelationshipswith 65% of the total 3729
connectionsbetweenpairs of actors; it is highly centralizedaround the SHARE
coordinatorand exhibits a more definedcore/peripherystructure.LinkedIn or OpenBC
weremostly usedfor connectingCTl and SHARE participantspnly 0.2%of therelations
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developedafterthe CTl eventarerelying on the useof “social networkingsites”; it seems
that they were mainly adoptedfor maintainingalreadyexisting relationsand lessfor
creatingnew ones.The phonenetworkis split in two disconnectedyroups,with SHARE
and CTI staff membersacting as bridges betweenthe two discannectedgroups. It
representghe third most-usedmode with 9.5% of the overall connectionsamong
patticipants.The face-to-facenetwork,accountingfor approximately25% of the overall
connections;is built aroundthe two most central actors,the Boston businessangel
investor and the SHARE coorditor.

As shownin previousexperimentgGrippaet. al. 2006), this study againillustrates
that face-to-facecommunicationsare very important for developingand maintaining
complex, fast-changing relanships.

Comparingin-degreeandout-degreef actorsdemonstratethatthe CTI membersare
mainly receivers of communication rather than senders.
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Figure 7. Contribution index of participants (green Boston people, blue Bay area people, red CTI
members),

Figure 7 showsthe contributionindex of all participants(Gloor, 2006). Eachactor
represents dot. The moreactorsareto theright, the moreactive,i.e. the moreconnected
they are. The further up actorsare, the more they are sendersof communicationthe
further down they are, the more arethey receivers.n this analysiswe would expectall
actorsto be on the 0-middleline, becauseachactorwho lists a contactcould alsoexpect
to be listed by the contactperson.As the position of the red dotsrepresentinghe CTI
membersindicates, they are listed by more people than they are listing other
communicationpartnersthemselves.This further reinforcesthe impressionof a
somewhapassivecommunicatiorbehavior,with the exceptionof the administrativestaff
memberof CTl who wastaskedwith following up with the participantgthereddotin the
upper right corner).

Figure 8 showsthe socialnetwork of the participantsafter the two surveyshadbeen
completedNodesin blue are participantsfrom SanFranciscojn greenfrom Boston,and
in red from Switzerland(CTl members)Thefirst point to noteis thatthereseemso be
almostno communication‘acrossthe continent” betweenactorsfrom Bostonand San
Francisco,i.e., thereare no links betweenthe greenand blue dots. The CTI members
really are the connectors in this network.
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Figure 8. Network of participants from Boston (green), San Francisco (blue) and Switzerland (red)

The most central actorsby degreeand betweennessare two menbers of CTI,
followed by one of the main organizersat SHARE, a venturecapitdist, andthe director
of CTI.

As canbe seenin figure 8, memberof the SHARE network (in green)form a highly
connectedcluster of higher density, while the Bay areapatrticipantshave very little
communicatioramongthemselves.Thereis a clear separatiorof Bay areaparticipants
into two tiers. Membersof the outertier are only connectedo the networkthroughone
central broker, the memberof the administrativestaff of CTl who was taskedwith
following up with the participants.

Amongthe Bay areaparticipantspnememberof anothemusinesqetworkinghubin
San Francisco(markedby the yellow arrow in figure 8) plays a crucial information
brokering role, forming the core of a small online community (Gloor, 2006). This
contrastsstrongly with the SHARE community, whererich interactionbetweenmany
different membersof the communityis clearly visible. This insightis confirmedin the
adjacencymatrix, wherethe intensity of the color for eachcell indicatesthe frequencyof
interactions occurred among participants (figure 9).
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Figure 9. Adjacency matrix of participants, sorted by region (Boston, SacisaanCTI-
Switzerland) and affiliation (Academia, Industry, CTI)

As figure 9 illustrates,the participantsin the Bostonareacommuricate much more
thanthe participantsin SanFrancisco.As a matterof fact, the quadrantsn the top left
side of the matrix are more denselycoloredthanthe others,indicating a more intense
exchangeof information. Bostonacademicsommunicatemore amongthemselvesthan
San Francisco academics.

Analyzing the in-degreecentrality of CTI members,that is the numberof times
participantsreportedto havecontactedhemusingdifferent modesof communicationywe
noticedthatthe academicsrethe only onesto increaseovertime their relationshipswith
the Swissdelegation.The numberof ties directedto themincreasedapproxmately 41%
from the first to the secondsurvey,thatis in 5 weeks.On the other hand,industrial
participants(venturecapitalists,entrepreneursengineersyeporteda reducednumberof
connectiongo CTlI memberover the 5 weeks(-32%). Using in-degreecentrality as an
approximationof the relativeimportanceof peoplewithin the networkindicatesthat the
active participation of academics in Boston is one of the key factors for success.

Bostonareaparticipantsfrom industry alsocommunicatemore with otherindustrial
participantsthan do their counterpartsn SanFrarcisco. The mostinterestinginsightis



Location Matters — Measuring the Efficiency of Business Social Networking

the total lack of communicationbetweenacademicsand industrial participantsin San
Francisco.While thereis rich interactionbetweenBoston areaacademicsand Boston
areaindustrial participants thereis no communicatiorbetweenBay areaacademicsand
Bay area entrepreneurs at thiswmking event.

Figure 10 displaysthe Boston part of the network illustrating this point further.
SHARE's academimetworkforms a tight cluster,mixing participantsfrom industryand
academiawhile the overall densityof the networkin SanFranciscois muchlower (see
figure 11).

This considerations supportedby the evidencecomingup from a graphcomparison,
but also throughthe evaluationof network metrics. Indeed,while the overall network
density in Bostonis 0.0698,in San Franciscothe dersity is 0.0418. Moreover, the
network in San Franciscohas a higher level of core/peripherystructure(0.2887) -
indicatingthe presenceof a more densecore anda sparseperiphery(Boyd et. al. 2004)-
whereadn Bostonit is 0.2363indicatinga higherlevel of integrationof peripheralactors
within the network.

In figure 10 CTlI memberg(greendots) are clearly at the core of the network, with
SHARE staff (yellow dots)alsolocatedin a centralposition. The networkshowsa slight
separatiorbetweenacademia- the red dots mostly on the right side— andindustry— the
blue dots on the left side. But thereis active cross-fertilizationwithin and betweenthe
academic and industrial subcommunities.

Figure 10. Boston-only network (red=academics, blue=industry, yellow=SHARE staff, green=CT]

members)
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Figure 11. San Francisco-only network (red=academic, blue=industry, yellow=networking hub
staff, green=CT| members)

Figure 11 displaysthe networkin SanFrancisco.lt showsthat the few actorsfrom
academiaaremostly connectecamongthemselve®r with CTI andnetworkinghub staff.
Therearealmostno connectiongo industry.Furthermoretherearevery few connections
amongthe membersf the SanFranciscoentrepreneuriatommunity. As statedby one of
the academicactorsinvolved in the focusedinterviews, “the core of their follow-up
strategywasto havea professormeetwith CTIl people”. Despiteof the efforts, it seems
that “there was no discernable follow-up”.

We canonly speculateaboutthe reasondor this hugedifferencein communication
behavior.Basedon the analysisof academic-industrgommunicatiorin Boston,it seems
thatthe Bostonareaacademicsreactingasconnectorsot just betweenthemselvesbut
alsowith BostonareaentrepreneursiAn additionalfinding is that academigarticipation
in Bostonwith an almostevensplit betweenacademiandindustrialparticipantss much
larger than in San Francisco,wherethe majority of participantscamefrom industry.
Boston’'sacademigparticipantsactedas information brokers,building bridgesbetween
industrial participantsfrom Bostonand Switzerland. This ties in with other research
noting the bridge-buildingbehaviourof doctoralstudentsand post-docqValente 1996).
One explanationis the much higher density of universitiesin the greaterBostonarea,
wherethe two top universitiesHarvardandMIT aresuroundedby at leasta dozenother
largeuniversitiesall within a radius of just a few kilometers.This contrastswith the Bay
area,whereonly two othersizeableuniversitiesare closeto Stanfordand Berkeley.And
eventheseuniversitiesare geographicallymuch further apartthanin Boston,which has
anunparalleledstudentdensityon relatively small space As ThomasAllen (1984)found,
physcal proximity is the most significant indicator of increasedcommuniation. It is
surprisinghowever,that the entrepreneuriatommunityin the Bay areais not showing
more network building behavior.

This richnessin communicatiorin Bostoncontrastsvith AnnaleeSaxenian'§1994)
resultsaboutthe higher propensityof Bay areaentrepreneursver Bostonentrepreneurs
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to network. Our admittedlyanecdotakesultstell another,much more favourablestory —
for Boston.

Our network analysisis also contrastingwith the resultsof recentstudies(Castilla,
2003; Castillaet. al. 2000), which provide a different view of the network of industrial
and academidbusinesgelationshipsEmilio Castilla(2003),in his regionalanalysisof
networks of Venture Capital firms (VC) in Silicon Valley, found that collaboration
amongVC firms is more pronouncedand densethanin Route 128, becauseof both
historical developments well as social network’s structure.Our, admittedly empirical
andvery restrictedfindings indicatethe presencef a densesocialnetworkin Bostonand
a more disconnected network in San Francisco.

It seemsthat Boston’sentrepreneursiriven by the Venture Capitdists’ sub-group,
arebecomingmore awareof the importanceof developinglaging connectionawith both
the academiandindustrialbasewithin their territory. The fact that venturecapital firms
werethe mostactive contributorsto raise“regional connectednessh New Englandmay
not be surprising, astheir role determinedy their specificbusinesgoals,is built around
their capacity of creating connections with key actors and institutions.

Basedon this insight, one suggestioncould be that programsfor helping increase
regionaleconomiesshouldnot only involve boundary-spannerdike venturecapitalists,
and angel investors, but also actively includedacacs.

4 Conclusions

Network basedanalysisis not a one-shotexercise(lyer, 2006). The benefitsof this
kind of studyderivefrom repeatingobservationgeriodically. Much morework is needed
to betterunderstandhe differencesin networkingbehaviorbetweendifferent economic
regions, and the influence of businessnetworking hubs on entrepreneuriahetwork
building.

Basedon our analysis,it seems,however,that SHARE is contributng towards
growing new social networks,connectingparticipantsfrom academiaandindustry from
Switzerlandand Bostoninto swstainablecommunities. SHARE also seemsto assistin
building bridgesbetweenacademiaandindustry. One areaof improvementfor SHARE
would be to betterconnectindustrial and academiccommunitiesin New Englandwith
Silicon Valley entrepreneursAs theinitial e-mail analysishasshown,SHARE staff was
initially quite centralin its communicatiorbehavior:while communicationwith outside
peoplewasvery intense few new connectionsamongoutsidepeoplewere brokered.As
the follow-up analysisduring the networkingeventhasshown,this hassubstantially
changed,with SHARE staff and customersbeing embeddedinto a tight web of
communication Outsidepeopleare now not just communicatingwith SHARE, but the
direct discussion among them seems now to be quite active also.

This positiveresult, highlighting the effectivenes®f the actionspursuedby SHARE,
may have beendriven by different enablingfactors,which shouldbe investigatedin a
more systematicway. The ability of a netwoking hub like SHARE to provide the
enablingcontextfor the developmenbf relationshipsalsodependson the characteristics
of the “facilitating structure”,thatis the systemof policiesandthe whole structureof the
regional economy as formulated by Lipsey (2000).
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Therefore the efforts of SHARE in connectingocal and Swissertrepreneursieedto
be seenin contextwith the contributionof venturecapitalistfirms, biotechcompanies,
and the high concentration of universities in the greater Boston area.

This study, using a social network approach providesvisual and quanttative cues
indicating an awakeningof industrial relationshipsdriven by academic-industrial
connections in the Boston area.

Obviously, the explanationfor the observedvivacity of new relationshipsrelies on
multiple factors. Furtherinvestigationwill be necessaryto identify causalrelations
betweenthe growth of connectionsaat SHARE andthe contextualinfluenceof the greater
Boston area.
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