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Abstract 

In recent years, growing support has emerged for the idea that place-based development 

platforms supporting innovation or industrial agglomeration rely on the quality of regional 

intangible assets and institutions. This thesis examines the ways that embedded, 

collaborative industry networks function as repositories for this soft infrastructure of 

regional economic development and investigates how they can be more effectively 

leveraged by government. These critical roles include diffusing knowledge, pooling common 

resources, providing high-level representation or advocacy, negotiating or mediating policy 

and strategic issues for their members, and embedding norms or behavioural expectations, 

to name just a few. While they may be organised to varying levels of formality, and 

structured by different institutional factors, these networks provide vital fora for connecting 

businesspeople, civic actors, public servants, university or higher education representatives, 

and influential place leaders in the pursuit of shared aims for their industries and regions. 

Existing scholarship has highlighted the value of these networks and their activities, 

outlining their central role in place-based economic development platforms that leverage 

local knowledge bases and capitalise on endogenous advantage. 

Research has been less successful, however, at systematically explaining the emergence of 

regional industry networks, articulating policy strategies for promoting them, and describing 

the implications of different network types or configurations. Given the path dependent and 

highly context-specific nature of regional industry networks, these issues are an important 

gap in current approaches. This thesis explores the emergence and institutionalisation, 

configuration, and governance of three Tasmanian industry networks. The research 

presented has been conducted in partnership with the Tasmanian Department of Premier 

and Cabinet on case studies of direct importance to ongoing economic development policy 

efforts, helping to ensure its relevance and applicability. As well as exploring, in depth, the 

formation and institutionalisation of the three cases, the thesis adapts the concept of 

‘metagovernance’ to explain the roles played by government as a key actor within them. As 

an aid to better understanding these roles, and the network contexts to which they are 

most appropriate, this thesis also proposes an original heuristic typology of regional industry 

networks. The findings thus provide a clear, empirically grounded repertoire of tools 

available to states responsible for managing and overseeing networked approaches to 

economic development, as well as conceptual tools with which to understand the strategies 

best suited to different network types or configurations.
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Introduction 

 

 

Debates about what regional economic development policy should aim to achieve, who 

should be responsible for it, and where it should be targeted have long been contested 

conversations. Waves of economic, political, and social upheaval including globalisation, de-

industrialisation, automation, global climate change, and the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic 

raise the stakes and add even greater urgency to these already pressing questions. Research 

on “left-behind places” suggests that, despite the neoclassical economic assumptions that 

informed regional policy for much of the twentieth century, economic disparities between 

urban and rural or regional areas have continued to widen (Hendrickson, Muro, and Galston 

2018, p. 7-10). If regional economies are to remain – or indeed to become – capable of 

capitalising upon competitive advantage, adapting to change, building resilience, and 

mediating broader economic, social, and political trends, which assets or resources will they 

require? How should the key industrial actors be organised? And who or what should be the 

targets of effective regional economic development policy intervention? This thesis explores 

some of these important issues in relation to the development and governance of three 

Tasmanian regional industry networks as well as analysing academic and policy responses to 

them, which have evolved considerably in recent decades.  

In place of broadly applicable, ‘one-size-fits-all’ paradigms aiming to replicate supposedly 

universal criteria for success, the focus of regional economic development scholarship has 

turned increasingly to place-based approaches building upon existing or latent sources of 

endogenous competitive advantage. For example, Amin, writing in 1999, argued that 

regional policy had until that point been dominated by two approaches fundamentally 

similar in their basic principles and implementation. On one hand were “standardised, 

incentive-based, state-driven” interventions in the Keynesian mould aiming to “stimulate 

demand in less-favoured regions, [typically using] the offer of state incentives … to 

individual firms to locate in such regions”. On the other were “pro-market, neoliberal 

experiments” employing tax or subsidy incentive-based approaches coupled with 

deregulation to attract successful firms and spur entrepreneurship (Amin 1999, p. 365). 

Cooke & Morgan, likewise, characterise economic development practice in this period as the 

largely undifferentiated application of either an interventionist, “state-centred repertoire” 

of Keynesian macroeconomic demand management tools or else a “neoliberal repertoire” 
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of firm-centric tax and regulatory incentives (1998, p. 18-22). Throughout the 2000s, 

however, and driven by the increasing prominence of institutionalist schools of thought in 

economics and sociology, the prevailing models changed dramatically. 

This shift amounted to a forceful repudiation of the idea that “replicating top-down 

infrastructure, education, and industrialisation policies, regardless of the local institutional 

contexts, would suffice to generate growth and promote economic convergence” 

(Rodríguez-Pose 2013, p. 1035). In its place, scholars emphasised the roles of institutional 

determinants of economic development outcomes, path dependence, resilience and 

adaptive capacity, and innovation. In response to these theoretical and policy 

developments, the scale at which economic development intervention was implemented 

began to shift from the national level to unique regional and local contexts. In place of 

generic “blueprints” for reform, consensus gradually emerged around the idea that policy 

interventions “needed to be designed and shaped … to suit the local context and to embody 

local knowledge” (Barca 2009, p. 25).  

Important reports published by the European Union and international organisations like the 

IMF and OECD quickly adopted this view and began advocating ‘place-based’ economic 

development policy platforms. In stark contrast to former “place-neutral” or “spatially-

blind” approaches, advocates of place-based development models argued that 

“geographical context, [understood as places’ social, cultural, and institutional 

characteristics] really matters”. In addition, these scholars believed that the sources of 

knowledge best placed to positively impact development outcomes were within regions and 

communities themselves; “the purpose of development policy” in this view, would be to 

build upon “[local knowledge bases] through the interaction of these local groups and the 

external elites involved in the policy” (Barca, McCann, and Rodríguez-Pose 2012, p. 139).  

This turn towards place-based regional economic development spawned a wide array of 

conflicting visions for what ‘place-based’ actually ought to mean and how resulting 

strategies should be implemented. Pugalis and Gray, for instance, have identified several 

different “modalities” within the broader “meta-approach [of place-based policy 

intervention]”, each responding to the context-specific desires, assets, governance, and 

institutions of different places with unique requirements (2016, p. 183). These debates 

reflected not only differences in how practitioners believed strategies ought to be designed 

and implemented, but also an acceptance that development visions and ideas about success 

are themselves contingent, varying according the specific places in question (Collits 2015, p. 



3 
 

131-132). In any event, rather than implement standardised blueprints informed by ‘the 

Washington Consensus’, these new approaches instead aimed to identify latent or potential 

sources of endogenous advantage to be built upon with input from a wide array of local 

actors, in a manner consistent with those actors’ ambitions or aspirations for their regions 

and communities. 

Alongside these changes in the geographical scales at which development policy was being 

conceived and implemented, the scope of the institutional focus also evolved considerably 

through the 2000s and 2010s. One group of institutionalist approaches focussed their 

attention on what for the most part were formal political and legal institutions, such as 

“property rights and the rule of law”, or the “contracting institutions” enforcing legal 

agreements between citizens (Rodrik, Subramanian, and Trebbi 2004, p. 132, Acemoglu and 

Johnson 2005, p. 950). These authors, while often focussing mainly on the context of less-

developed countries or regions, were not shy in their beliefs about the importance of 

institutional factors, arguing that “the quality of institutions trumps everything else” (Rodrik, 

Subramanian, and Trebbi 2004, p. 135). A second group broadened these concerns beyond 

political or legal institutions to address less tangible sociological institutions as well, such as 

trust, reciprocity, social capital, and shared history, among others (see Table 1 for summary 

and examples). 

 Formal or ‘hard’ legal and political 
institutions 

Informal or ‘soft’ sociological 
institutions 

Description Codified or otherwise encoded 
rules, laws, or enforceable 
expectations 

Unwritten or tacit codes and 
conventions structuring interaction 

Examples Constitutions, laws, formal rules 
and regulations. Property rights, 
enforcement of contractual 
obligations, rule of law, etc. 

Traditions, habits, unwritten 
expectations or norms, cultural or 
historical practices, social codes and 
customs, etc. 

Development 
or Emergence 

Explicit codification of enforceable 
rules by states or organisations by 
which actors must abide or face 
sanction 

Gradual accretion, reiteration, or 
reproduction, typically over an 
extended period of time, leading to 
shared understandings that regulate 
actors’ behaviour 

Table 1: form and examples of formal versus informal institutions (Pike et al. 2015, p. 186-187) 

The growing prominence of place-based, sociological conceptualisations of institutions has 

been a laudable development, contributing enormously to understanding the vast spatial 
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disparities observed in levels of regional economic development. However, it is also 

complicated and at times problematic. This is because institutional influences over 

development are, by their very nature, more complex and ethereal than structural or 

economic factors and therefore are considerably more difficult to target with policy 

intervention. As Rodriguez-Pose notes, “while investment in infrastructure, education, or 

innovation tends to be … relatively easy to grasp, operationalise, and implement, the 

concept of institutions is more subjective, less clear, more controversial, and precisely for 

that reason, much more difficult to operationalise” (2013, p. 1037).  

This problem naturally raises a wide array of pressing challenges for regional economic 

development policy makers charged with developing the kinds of sensitive, diverse, place-

based and institutionally-focussed strategies now advocated by many scholars. In this thesis, 

it will be argued that socially-embedded regional networks comprising a range of influential 

industrial actors are key to understanding, developing, and ultimately implementing 

successful place-based regional economic development. These networks provide the 

simplest way to understand the nexus between the economic, structural, social, and 

political factors driving change within industries and regions, as well as the associational 

architecture through which institutional and policy responses to such change are enacted. 

 

Regional Industry Networks 

This thesis builds upon the argument that the existence of robust, enduring networks that 

link individuals, organisations, governments, communities, and ultimately, places, are 

essential to industries both functionally and as an idea. It argues that these networks are 

the vital connective tissue enabling groups of actors united by the pursuit of similar or 

related economic activities to advance their collective policy or strategic aims, or to build 

resilience and adaptive capacity in the face of common challenges. They provide fora for 

sharing information, pooling resources, resolving disputes, and mediating broader social, 

political, and economic trends. They facilitate the connections and collaborations between 

private sector actors, government, research organisations, universities and other key players 

that support training or research and development activities that catalyse innovation. More 

fundamentally, they embed the sense of shared purpose that allows individual members to 

conceive of themselves as a part of an ‘industry’ in the first place, and which underpins the 

transformation of economic or industrial complementarity into social or epistemic 

communities of practice. In this sense, the organisations, institutions, or relationships 
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through which industrial networks are enacted are essential to the creation and sustenance 

of their members’ collective identities while at the same time providing vital practical 

support to a wide range of industrial activities. 

Industrial networks like these operate at a wide variety of levels. They include well-

resourced international representative organisations that lobby and advise national 

governments around the globe or contribute to developing widely-shared international 

standards for their industries. They may equally be national peak bodies that bring wide-

ranging industrial expertise to bear in high level policy, strategy, or regulatory debates. 

Finally, they include formal or informal groupings of business leaders, state and provincial 

governments, civic actors, higher education or research organisations, and influential place 

leaders with a shared interest in regional economic development and the wide range of 

local issues germane to their industries. In this dissertation, this latter group of local or 

regional industry networks will be the principal area of focus. With the aim of building a 

better understanding of how these networks emerge and function, what they can achieve 

for their industries, and how government can better understand and engage with them, it 

will address the following three research questions: 

1. How have cultural, historical, and institutional factors shaped economic 

development in key Tasmanian industry agglomerations? 

2. How do the configurations and associational architecture of these agglomerations’ 

industrial networks influence economic development and governance outcomes? 

3. How can government(s) contribute more effectively to the task of building adaptive 

capacity, optimising organisation, and promoting innovation within regional industry 

networks? 

Answering these questions is valuable for several reasons. First of all, furthering existing 

understandings of how institutional factors underpin path dependent regional economic 

development outcomes is an important contribution to lively, ongoing debates in regional 

studies, economic geography, and other cognate disciplines. Research in these fields has 

been subject to critique over a long period of time for lacking policy relevance and, 

sometimes unfairly, for a lack of diversity and rigour in methodological approaches (further 

discussion of both issues takes place in Chapters 1 and 2). Moreover, despite a broad and 

compelling base of empirical evidence relating to learning and socio-spatial determinants of 

the innovative performance of firms and networks, research into other important network 

attributes, actors, and outcomes has been far less systematic. By focussing attention on the 
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organisation and configuration of industrial networks, their institutionalisation, and the 

impact of these factors on governance outcomes, this thesis aims to address gaps in 

academic literature in a way that can inform more effective regional policy development 

and implementation. For this reason, the thesis draws upon the broader stable of territorial 

knowledge dynamics (TKDs) and territorial innovation models (TIMs) theory rather than 

limiting the analysis to a single model. New institutionalist approaches to innovation, 

networks, and development are, as Fernandes et al argue, a broad church synthesising a 

wide range of disciplinary and methodological perspectives and not well-represented by any 

one discrete model (2021, p. 385). 

Second, the case studies presented and data collected in this project are of historical 

interest. While a valuable, exhaustive history does exist for one of this projects’ case studies 

– the Tasmanian viticulture and winemaking industry (see Walker 2014) – the networks of 

individuals and organisations structuring actors’ interactions in this and the other case study 

industries have received little scholarly or historical attention. In this way, and in addition to 

their relevance to present-day academic debates and policy making, many of the interviews 

conducted for this project double as oral histories documenting key participants’ 

perspectives on growth and change in their respective industries over time. They thus 

record the contributions of key industry participants in their own words and document 

important periods in the industries’ development. Far from being merely interesting or 

incidental, participants’ recourse to relating elements of their own personal, social, or 

collective histories to structural and cultural features of their industry networks in the 

present day is itself strong evidence for the roles played by institutional factors in economic 

development outcomes.  

As discussed in greater detail in each industry’s case study chapter, almost all participants 

interviewed expressed versions of the idea that legacies of important historical factors, 

including relatively early as well as more recent history, continue to hold significant sway 

over key institutional features of their networks. This influence is conceptualised in the 

thesis as a form of institutional path dependence, wherein past decisions and practices 

shape present and future directions by constraining or enabling the sets of choices available 

to actors who come after them. In all three case studies, an industry’s history was found to 

exert a crucial influence over elements of its structure and organisation, culture, 

institutionalised norms and practices, and members’ behavioural expectations. To give just 

one example, a prominent Antarctic industry place leader and former governor of Tasmania 

suggested in an interview for this research that “[visits to Tasmania by the explorers] James 
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Clark Ross and Dumont d’Urville in 1839 represent the beginning of an Antarctic culture in 

Tasmania. And this really is not vague or ephemeral. It's quite real, tracing back to the early 

nineteenth century … Many modern characteristics of the [Tasmanian Polar Network], and 

of the modern Tasmanian Antarctic culture, you can track right back to their visit in 1839-

40” (participant interview 2019). While these historical factors are of course not strictly 

determinative, this thesis will argue that they play an important role in enabling (or 

disabling) the development pathways available to industrial actors over time. In particular, 

as the above quote suggests, historical features of each case’s development have shaped 

actors’ approaches to organisation and collaboration, with important implications for the 

structure of the three regional industry networks investigated. It is argued here that the 

effectiveness of policy interventions within regional industry networks can only be improved 

by a detailed, nuanced understanding of the ways in which historical influences help to 

shape present-day network configurations and institutional arrangements. 

Third, evidence and analysis presented in this thesis contain lessons about the organisation 

and configuration of industry networks that have clear implications for industry actors 

themselves. In choosing how relationships are to be structured or how organisations ought 

to function, evidence pertaining to the relative influence of network players within different 

actor constellations or the roles available to government in different network configurations 

is a valuable guide. Importantly, such questions are of timely and pressing concern to many 

of the key players in the networks studied in this project. As another participant, a senior 

businessperson from the Tasmania Maritime Network, noted in an interview, “I don’t think 

any of us has really slowed down and asked the question of ‘why are we [the Tasmania 

Maritime Network] doing what we’re doing? Are we different? And can we leverage our 

difference to make the industry work better?’ to really ask these difficult questions” 

(participant interview 2019). Comparative research into the history and emergence, 

organisation, and configuration of Tasmanian industry networks is valuable to industrial 

actors wishing to better understand the implications of different organisational models for 

their networks’ effectiveness. 

Finally, this thesis sheds light on important aspects of policy making and the organisation of 

government activity within industry networks. The thesis will argue that the ability of 

government to manage, coordinate, and steer industry networks is heavily conditioned by 

aspects of those networks’ configuration. The roles and tools available to government, and 

the effectiveness with which it can employ them, are therefore dependent on industry 

networks’ structure and organisation. Factors such as the level of formality and organisation 
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structuring network linkages; the presence or absence of broad, accessible fora for 

negotiation and deliberation; and the particular modes of institutionalisation conditioning 

relationships among members will all shape which actors or modes of action are influential 

within different networks. Understanding and responding appropriately to such factors can 

have a considerable impact on what state actors are able to achieve as members of them. 

 

Regional Industry Networks in Tasmania: Which Networks and Why? 

Tasmania, Australia’s small and southerly island state, has experienced significant, ongoing 

economic change in recent decades. Frequently described as an “economy in transition” 

(see, for example, Productivity Commission 2017), a series of major workforce, 

demographic, economic, and industrial changes has led to structural decline in some of the 

state’s formerly-dominant industries and the emergence of new or revitalised growth 

prospects in others.  

Figure 1: Share of Tasmanian workforce by industry (Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics) 

A clear marker of structural change in the Tasmanian economy over recent decades is the 

steady decline in manufacturing employment as a proportion of the state’s total workforce 

(see Figure 1 above). While the long-term decline of the state’s forestry industry has been 

much discussed (see Macintosh 2013), falling manufacturing employment is an arguably 

even more significant trend. From its position as Tasmania’s largest employer in the early-

1990s, manufacturing’s share of the total workforce has long since been overtaken by other 
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industries and is no longer even in the top three, declining some 30% between 2006-2016 

alone (Denny 2017). 

The research undertaken for this thesis has focussed on three Tasmanian regional industry 

networks, chosen from a list of possible candidates for reasons outlined in detail in Chapter 

3. The case studies at the centre of this project are:  

1. An Antarctic shipping, science, logistics and tourism cluster, based mainly around 

Hobart in the state’s south-east  

2. An innovative shipbuilding and maritime defence manufacturing cluster based 

primarily in Hobart’s Prince of Wales Bay; and  

3. A cool-climate premium viticulture and winemaking industry spread out across a 

handful of smaller winemaking regions across the state.  

A fair question, however, given the decline in manufacturing employment in the state noted 

above, is: why focus on a sector of the economy already facing stiff, long-term structural 

headwinds? In a similar vein, innovation and automation has meant that despite an 81% 

increase in the value of Tasmanian agricultural production over the past 20 years (from $903 

million to over $1.6 billion, Australian Bureau of Statistics 2020b), employment in that 

sector has likewise declined considerably in relative terms, prompting important questions 

about its value as a regional economic development policy target. The answer to these 

questions is that this thesis draws heavily on theory of territorial knowledge dynamics, 

territorial innovation models, and the roles of knowledge or resource sharing in the 

networks linking actors in knowledge-intensive, tightly agglomerated industry clusters. The 

structure of Tasmania’s economy, and the sectoral breakdown of employment and labour 

productivity within it, support the need for targeted development of industries like those 

studied in this project.  

Structural changes of the type noted above have meant that today, the Tasmanian economy 

is skewed towards industries in which labour productivity is considerably lower than the 

national average. Moreover, these industries are less productive still in Tasmania than their 

counterparts in most other Australian states. Only 8.5% of Tasmanians work in industries 

where labour productivity is higher than the national average. Even fewer (approximately 

7%) work in industries whose labour productivity exceeds the national average for their 

industry (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2020c, 2021). The three cases investigated here, 

while unlikely to reverse their industries’ broader structural challenges, nevertheless 

represent a viable potential future for productive, high-wage, high-skilled, technology-
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intensive manufacturing or primary production in a state that remains reliant on export 

industries to generate wealth. Where native forestry, pulp and paper milling, mining, and 

lower-skilled manufacturing are no longer the employment drivers they once were, a vital 

role remains for niche, innovative manufacturing and premium agricultural production in 

Tasmania’s industrial mix.  

All three industries studied here have previously been flagged for their high growth 

potential and strong prospects for further diversification (notably by West et al. 2012), and 

all are considered possible future economic drivers for the state within government 

(participant interviews 2019, 2020). Moreover, they have already exhibited strong 

innovation- and diversification-led growth in recent years, with each developing a footprint 

in some of the state’s clearest emerging prospects for private sector wealth-generating 

growth. These include, but are not limited to, high-value tourism, accommodation and food 

services, defence contracting, specialised construction applications, and aquaculture. 

Interestingly, however, they also challenge, or at the very least, complicate, the notion of 

effective place-based regional development as recognising and investing in existing sources 

of endogenous advantage. As Chapters 4, 5, and 6 illustrate, rather than capitalising on 

clearly visible endogenous comparative advantage, these three cases can just as easily be 

interpreted as having emerged despite clear comparative disadvantages. Such an 

interpretation, however, only further reinforces the importance of context sensitive, 

institutionally-attuned regional economic policy approaches developed within networks of 

relevant actors and engaging local knowledge bases. 

Another influence that has informed the selection of these cases, as well as the 

identification of several key participants, has been the involvement in this research project 

of the Tasmanian State Government Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPaC). Under a 

partnership agreement between the State Government and the University of Tasmania, the 

Department has provided research funding, fractional work space, and other resources as 

well as making senior public servants available for consultation and interview. The 

department’s involvement has also helped to inform this project’s emphasis on regional 

economic development policy enacted through industry networks, within which the state 

government is a key actor. The ability to address areas of immediate and pressing policy 

concern means that the findings of this research will be well-placed to support and influence 

policy approaches in Tasmania, helping to ensure the research’s usefulness and 

practicability. Such collaborative or partnership-based research projects have already 

proven fruitful in other jurisdictions and other disciplines, offering a valuable vehicle for 
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incorporating academic knowledge and work practices into public administration (and vice 

versa, see Quayle and Kelly 2019, Sullivan 2019). Given the persistence of critiques 

regarding the policy relevance of regional studies research in some corners of this discipline 

(reviewed in Chapter 1), the direct engagement with key policy makers enjoyed by this 

project could offer a model for future partnership-based policy research in regional studies. 

Nevertheless, the cases chosen for this research, as well as the ideas about industrial 

development that inform them, also present a series of normative issues that have yet to be 

addressed sufficiently in extant academic literature.  

Conversations regarding economic support or stimulus in the wake of the COVID-19 

pandemic offer a vital opportunity to reflect on these pressing axiological concerns relating 

to knowledge-intensive development and innovation more broadly. As discussed above, the 

industry networks studied here have been chosen in consultation with partners in 

government in order to maximise this research’s potential impact and provide timely 

support to important and ongoing policy projects. It is undeniable, however, that these 

choices do not merely reflect value-free economic logic. Rather, it is important to recognise 

that they embody inherent, contested political ideas about how societies and economies 

ought to function. To accept that ideas about the cost, benefit, innovation, dynamism, and 

economic or social value of different industrial activities are, at least to an extent, socially-

constructed and inflected by broader discursive and political forces means accepting also 

that they are likely to be influenced by, among other things, gendered, race- and class-

based, or post-colonial structures of power.  

For example, the decline experienced in manufacturing employment in recent times in 

Tasmania has overwhelmingly affected lower-skilled male workers, typically in rural or 

regional areas of the state (Denny 2017, p. 8), and the areas of strong growth that have 

overtaken it (see Figure 1), are predominantly in urban centres and female-dominated 

service, caring, and administration employment categories. As important empirical research 

has shown, the types of structural shifts underway in modern economies are yet to be 

reflected in persistently-gendered ideas about the types of work, and indeed the types of 

workers, that drive growth, innovation, and job creation (Forsberg and Lindgren 2013, p. 

370-371, Hill 2020, Richardson and Denniss 2020, p. 7-10). While these concerns are 

complex and not the primary focus of this research, they are vitally important to the 

discipline and their axiological implications for this thesis and for economic development 

more broadly are discussed at greater length in Chapters 3 and 8. 
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Thesis Structure 

This dissertation is organised into three parts, with the first dedicated to surveying 

theoretical and empirical literature, discussing relevant methodological debates, and 

describing the project’s research design. The first chapter presents a structured survey of 

relevant theoretical literature, focussing on conceptual approaches from economic 

geography and regional studies. The approaches deemed most relevant to the present 

research are drawn from the broader ‘Territorial Innovation Models’ (TIM) and ‘Territorial 

Knowledge Dynamics’ (TKD) stable of theoretical models. This discussion charts the path, 

driven by globalisation, from traditional neoclassical economic models of development via 

Krugman and Porter’s New Economic Geography, through the so-called ‘institutional turn’, 

and arriving finally at the context-sensitive place-based approaches favoured today. This 

chapter focusses on the theoretical fundamentals and conceptual basis of networked 

approaches to development. It argues that while institutionalist approaches to regional 

industry networks have lavished extensive attention on the socio-spatial factors that 

underpin learning, knowledge exchange, and innovation, research dedicated to better 

understanding the governance, structure, and configuration of these networks remains 

underdeveloped.  

The second chapter complements the analysis presented in Chapter 1 by presenting a 

systematic quantitative review of empirical literature, conducted according to the method 

developed by Pickering and Byrne (2014). This method involves assembling a 

comprehensive database of relevant papers compiled from systematic searches of academic 

journals. The resulting list of publications is then reviewed in full text and filtered or sorted 

according to categories including geographical location of research, author location, 

subjects, theoretical perspectives, methods, and findings, among several others. Having 

identified a lack of policy relevance as a common critique of theoretical literature, and 

explanations focussed on governance as a significant gap, the systematic review narrows 

the focus to original empirical research relevant to the governance of regional industry 

networks, as well as the roles and relative influence of the different actors within them. 

Chapter 3 explores epistemological, axiological, and methodological debates in the field 

before outlining the research design and case selection choices made in carrying out the 

project. 

Part two presents the research’s three case studies. Evidence discussed in these three 

chapters is drawn from 35 interviews with a wide range of actors across the three industry 
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networks. These participants include public servants at the state, local, and federal 

government levels, leading business people, civic and non-government actors, high-profile 

influential ‘place leaders’, as well as both national and international regional economic 

development practitioners with experience or expertise specific to Tasmania. Each case 

study chapter first presents a historical overview of its subject industry, from early colonial-

era beginnings to the present day. The value of this type of historical detail in research on 

industrial agglomeration and territorial knowledge dynamics is increasingly reflected in the 

growing popularity of so-called “biographical” methods in regional studies and economic 

geography (see especially Butzin and Widmaier 2016, Pike 2011, Pike et al. 2015, Ibert and 

Müller 2015). Given the focus of this research on the institutional underpinnings of regional 

industry networks, these historical overviews function as “institutional genealogies”, 

illustrating the “lineage of institutions and their inter-relations over time and space”, in 

order to demonstrate how influential past practices or ideas “prefigure and condition … 

emergent structures” (Pike et al. 2015, p. 188). Chapter 4 is dedicated to the Antarctic 

science, services and logistics cluster; five to shipbuilding and diversified maritime 

equipment manufacturing; and six to viticulture and winemaking. Some analysis specific to 

each case is presented in these chapters. However, their primary aim is to provide a rich, in-

depth historical, economic, and institutional overview of each industry network, with more 

thorough comparative analysis taking place in part three. 

Part three presents analysis and discussion of the case studies, applying and extending the 

theoretical perspectives discussed in part one. Chapter 7 describes and compares the 

emergence of the three case study industry networks, interrogating the path dependent 

process of their formation, institutionalisation, and evolution over time. This chapter also 

analyses the unique institutional factors that have been influential within each network, 

furnishing arguments about the roles of those institutions in shaping how networks are 

configured and assessing the relative influence of the different actors they comprise. This 

chapter also discusses the roles played by state actors in the studied networks, proposing 

the concept of metagovernance as the most apt fit for explaining their activities. The 

metagovernance of complex policy networks sees the state coordinating, steering, and 

overseeing governance arrangements rather than simply imposing policy preferences 

through hierarchical structures. Chapter 8 present a novel heuristic typology of regional 

industry networks, extending existing theory with a model that not only aids in the 

identification of different network structures and configurations, but also helps to explain 

how these differences shape the tools available to states charged with metagoverning 
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complex regional policy networks. Finally, it expounds upon some of the normative 

concerns relevant to this literature and the chosen case studies, focussing especially on the 

ways that different network structures and configuration can reproduce gendered power 

relationships within male-dominated industries. 

 

Summary of Conclusions 

This results of this project’s research and analysis furnish conclusions across four thematic 

areas, based on arguments from the two analysis and discussion chapters. The first concerns 

institutions and the institutional foundations of development outcomes in the studied 

industries. This thesis argues that institutional factors play an essential role not only in 

broader economic development trends and pathways but more specifically in shaping the 

formats, configurations, or modes of organisation structuring regional industry networks. 

The evidence presented suggests that this influence is best characterised as a necessary but 

not sufficient factor alongside more determinative fundamental structural conditions. As 

demonstrated by the empirical literature surveyed in Chapter 2, the relationships and 

connections embodied in regional industry networks are important influences conditioning 

regions’ economic development outcomes, innovation performance, and adaptive capacity.  

The important and novel point emphasised here, however, is not simply in comparison 

between the relative determinative power of institutional versus structural development 

influences but in the interactions between them. The argument presented is rather that the 

role played by institutional factors in shaping how regional industry networks operate 

should be understood as one of mediation. The role of place, to give just one example, is 

illustrative in this regard. Place – capturing aspects of location, geography, community 

assets, and physical features of natural or urban landscapes – is an important structural 

influence on development without whose consideration any explanation of economic 

outcomes in these case studies would be incomplete. The concern of this research, though, 

relates in this example to the ways that ideas about place function as an institutional 

influence shaping the interactions of actors, their contrasting modes of organisation into 

networks, and several crucial cultural and normative features of those networks. The idea of 

‘mediation’ therefore refers to the complex and interdependent processes by which 

institutions translate broader historical, economic, political, and structural foundations of 

their industries into shared norms, practices, cultures, and other social regulative influences 

over network interactions.  
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The second conclusion is about the role of the state in governing regional industry networks. 

The first two chapters of this thesis argue that existing literature on territorial innovation 

models, and concepts like regional innovation systems or industrial districts, for example, 

have not yet adequately addressed governance issues. It is argued here that the best 

explanation of the governance of these regional industry networks, and the tools available 

to state actors within them, is to be found in theory on the metagovernance of complex 

policy networks. This approach, in contrast to market or hierarchical governance modes, 

positions the state as one (albeit the most influential) among many actors in dense, 

distributed, heterarchical networks. Policy and strategic aims in such a setting are achieved 

not by fiat or decree but rather through negotiation and deliberation with a broad range of 

stakeholders. The application of concepts from metagovernance literature investigating the 

role of the state in industry networks is more than just descriptive, however. In addition to 

an apt theoretical fit for the dynamics observed in this research, it also draws attention to 

some of the alternative ways in which states can use their resources in shaping regional 

industry networks and improving their effectiveness. Perhaps most importantly, this 

approach highlights the fact that if governments are to manage regional industry networks 

effectively, they must adapt to doing so with an innovative set of alternative tools. 

Especially important are non-financial avenues of influence that leverage the state’s 

leadership and bureaucratic resources in the promotion of accountability, transparency, and 

democracy in regional industry network configurations.  

Third, the thesis argues that greater attention ought to be paid not just to the outcomes or 

positive externalities of socially-embedded regional industry network interaction, but also to 

those networks’ configuration. Comparing and contrasting the organisation of actors in 

networks, their various orientations vis-à-vis partners and collaborators, their relative power 

or influence, and their diverse roles shows that the format or constellation of a network can 

have a strong influence over what that group will be able to achieve. A dimension found to 

be particularly important is the impact of the formality and structure of network actors’ 

relationships. With the aim of assisting policy makers and academics alike discern between 

different types of network structure, and better understand how these differences influence 

the appropriateness of different methods of policy engagement, the thesis advocates 

application of the typology mentioned above. 

Finally, this thesis addresses some important but frequently-overlooked normative 

implications of differently-structured networks, and some of the impacts of ideational or 

discursive factors on economic development priorities more broadly. The first of these 
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issues relates to socioecological interactions and the sustainability of development or 

industrial activity. Particular attention is paid here to debates about climate change and 

social license to operate (SLO) within the regional industry networks examined. The second 

area of normative concern relates to gender. Evidence presented in this thesis aligns closely 

with a small amount of other empirical work on the impacts of informal network 

organisation on inclusion, diversity, and gendered power structures. It is argued that the 

persistence of gendered power imbalances in some modes of industrial network 

configuration are not merely a problem worth addressing for equity reasons (though this 

alone would be sufficient reason), but also a source of cognitive lock-in that stifles 

innovation, resists the entry of new players, and leaves industry networks unreceptive to 

new ideas or practices. 
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Chapter One 

 

Theoretical Literature Review: Territorial Innovation Models, 
Territorial Knowledge Dynamics, and Industry Networks in 

Economic Development 

 

 

 

Introduction and Background: Globalisation and the Transformation of Regional 
Competitive Advantage 

The growth of interest in regional analysis throughout the 1980s and 1990s presents an 

interesting puzzle in the context of that era’s dominant metanarrative of globalisation. Even 

as the march of globalisation was making capital, labour, commodities, and ideas more 

mobile than ever, proponents of the ‘New Regionalism’ in political science, as well as many 

industrial economists and economic geographers, began arguing that agglomeration and co-

location in regional settings had become a key determinant of learning and innovation, and 

thus a primary source of competitive advantage in the knowledge economy. “Despite 

continued predictions of the end of geography”, Richard Florida wrote in 1995, “regions are 

becoming more important modes of economic and technological organisation in this new 

age of global, knowledge-intensive capitalism” (p. 528). Michael Porter, likewise, described a 

“paradox” of globalisation evident in the fact that “the enduring competitive advantages in 

a global economy lie increasingly in local things” (1998, p. 78). Michael Storper argued that 

the “resurgence of regional economies, and of territorial specialisation in an age of 

increasing ease in transportation and communication” had become “the principal dilemma” 

of contemporary economic geography (1995, p. 210). Roberts and Stimson suggested, 

provocatively, that regions had overtaken nation states in their importance to contemporary 

economic analysis, writing, “paradoxically, it is cities and regions, and no longer nations, 

that are the critical drivers of economic development” (Roberts and Stimson 1998, p. 469). 

By the end of the 1990s, it was becoming clear that the much-vaunted end of geography or 

“death of distance” (Cairncross 1997) was not having the predicted effect of diminishing the 

importance of place and proximity to the location of economic activity. Globalisation was, it 

appeared, having the opposite effect. 
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The transformation of regional competitive advantage wrought by globalisation in recent 

decades has decidedly not, however, exerted uniform geographical effects. Where some 

places have managed to capitalise on the growth of knowledge-intensive service industries 

and the increasing importance of learning processes to competitive advantage, others have 

fallen behind. Enrico Moretti has termed this transformation “the great divergence”, 

arguing that while “a handful of cities with the ‘right’ industries and a solid base of human 

capital keep attracting good employers and offering high wages”, regions with limited 

human capital and different industrial bases have been losing ground. While the discourse 

of individual economic inequality is now becoming commonplace, it is less often 

acknowledged that in many developed nations, segregation in incomes and education at the 

regional level is now more extreme than at any time in the past century (Moretti 2013, p. 4, 

Hendrickson, Muro, and Galston 2018). The increased pace of this divergence through the 

1990s and into the 2000s further reinforced the thesis – expressed in concepts such as “the 

learning economy” (Lundvall & Johnson 1994), “the Learning Region” (Florida 1995), and the 

“associational economy” (Cooke & Morgan 1998) – that the competitive potential of regions 

in knowledge-intensive production and service economies depends to a large extent upon 

the ability to spread local tacit knowledge through industry networks, absorb and translate 

commercially-valuable knowledge from other places, and attract or retain skilled workers. 

The question of how governments should manage the transitioning nature of regional 

competitive advantage has been contentious, and prone to unhelpful dichotomous 

characterisations according to the hegemonic economic governance paradigms of the time. 

On one hand, neoliberal approaches could not adequately explain the failure of regional 

economic development and social welfare outcomes to respond in accordance with 

supposed pressures towards dynamic equilibrium. On the other, Keynesian experiments 

with industry subsidy, protectionism, tariff barriers, and decentralisation were being 

dismantled across the developed world. As Kevin Morgan writes, governments were being 

forced to confront the fact that “‘markets’ and ‘hierarchies’ do not exhaust the menu of 

organizational forms for mobilizing resources for innovation and economic development” 

(Morgan 1997, p. 492). From the stalemate of these dualistic debates over the degree of 

government intervention in regional equalisation and industry policy, new explanations 

began to emerge which emphasised the promotion of knowledge spillover and innovation 

through networks and associational paradigms as an explicit regional economic 

development strategy.  

These associational and network perspectives closely align with insights from governance 
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literature on the exercise of state capacity via steering and metagovernance of dense policy 

networks (Bell and Hindmoor 2009, p. 46-54, Stoker 2004, p. 15-17). Cooke & Morgan, for 

example, critique both the state-centric, Keynesian modes of government intervention in 

industrial matters and neoliberal market-oriented approaches, eventually settling on what 

they term a ‘third-way’ solution: “the associational repertoire”. The central concern of this 

‘third way’ explanation is “not the scale of intervention but its mode, not the boundary 

between state and market but the mechanism for effective interaction. In contrast to the 

classical repertoires, which privilege either state or market, the associational repertoire 

seeks instead to empower intermediate institutions which lie between state and market, be 

they groups of firms, trade associations, chambers of commerce, labour unions, [or] civic 

associations” (Cooke & Morgan 1998, p. 22). Cooke and Morgan’s approach represented an 

important step forward, and is summarised in Table 2 below:
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 Principal Functions of the State Exemplar Cases/Systems 

‘The State-

Centred 

Repertoire’ 

According to this first, Keynesian, perspective, the state performs three key 

roles in relation to industry, innovation, and regional economic 

development policy: first, as something akin to a “public entrepreneur”, a 

role associated with high levels of industrial subsidy and nationalisation of 

key industries. Second, the role of “regulator”, entailing macroeconomic 

demand management and the containment of anti-competitive practices. 

Finally, the state acts as “animateur”, sponsoring spatial and sectoral 

programs that promote the competitive position of particular regions, key 

firms, and indeed entire industries. 

“In European terms, France is perhaps the 

best example of a country which has 

consciously sought to use public enterprise as 

an instrument of national innovation policy”, 

and this can be clearly observed in both the 

successes and travails of France’s public 

modernisation of its telecommunications 

network (p. 19-20).  

‘The Neo-

Liberal 

Repertoire’ 

Heavily informed by the economic ideas of Friedrich Hayek, Milton 

Friedman, and others, the neo-liberal repertoire privileges market over 

state “because firms are deemed to be rational, optimising agents with few 

if any informational problems, while the state is perceived as an 

incompetent economic agent because it has low tacit knowledge, few 

specific business skills and a weak capacity for learning-by-doing” (p. 21). 

The introduction of profit or personal utility motivations into such 

governance functions, however, also invites a public choice theory critique 

of vulnerability to regulatory capture or the demands of short-term political 

imperatives.  

The experience of a neo-liberal program of 

deregulation, privatisation, and decentralised 

(market-coordinated) economic planning in 

the United Kingdom under the Thatcher 

government of the 1980s demonstrated that, 

“in practice, the market is far from the only 

mechanism for conveying information, for 

disseminating knowledge, and for nurturing 

the norms of trust and reciprocity which 

underpin successful collaboration” (p. 21-22).  
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‘The 

Associational 

Repertoire’ 

“In the associational repertoire, the key issue is not the scale of intervention 

but its mode, not the boundary between state and market but the 

framework for effective interaction” (p. 22). In contrast to the two “classical 

repertoires”, the associational repertoire is concerned with intermediate 

network actors rather than the simple dichotomy of state and market. As a 

result, the roles of groups of firms, trade associations, chambers of 

commerce, labour unions, and civic associations are emphasised. Crucially, 

this perspective sees the key role of both the state and firms as the creation 

of a climate wherein intermediate organisations, business associations, civic 

actors, and public agencies can fruitfully and collaboratively engage in a 

self-organised process of interactive learning. The distinctive features of this 

model are, first, the devolution of power from remote central governments 

to regional, provincial, or even local authorities whose context-specific 

knowledge and strong relationships permit closer coordination with local 

industry actors, and second, the delegation of certain tasks to business 

associations. Though the authors do not explicitly concede as much, the 

roles and interactions they describe as ‘the associational repertoire’ are 

similar in most respects to the general outlines of a neo-corporatist 

governance model of state coordination with private interest organisations 

(see, for example, Schmitter and Lehmbruch 1979). 

Cooke and Morgan concur with Charles 

Sabel’s (1994) argument that the 

effectiveness of the Japanese state has more 

to do with the mode and quality of public 

intervention than with its scale or frequency. 

They describe Japan’s mode of governance 

working “in and through” developmental 

associations of firms, according to an 

interactive and collaborative process 

characterised by “learning by monitoring” (p. 

23).  

Table 2: Summarising Cooke and Morgan’s comparison of classical vs. ‘third wave’ repertoires of state intervention in innovation/industry and regional 

economic development policy (Source: Cooke and Morgan 1998, p. 18-24) 
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The principal importance of these theoretical developments lay in their ability to respond to 

the rapid and sometimes turbulent process of economic restructuring brought on by 

globalisation. This shifting landscape of regional competitive advantage was driven by a 

series of fundamental changes to industrial organisation throughout the 1980s and 1990s 

which further heightened the importance of the regional economic context. The first major 

change was to the structure of firms themselves; large organisations (particularly older 

Fordist-style manufacturing and heavy industry operations) which previously had performed 

the bulk of their production activities ‘in-house’ began to outsource large portions of design, 

supply, components procurement, and even assembly functions to smaller external players. 

This had the effect of increasing the efficiency of production by encouraging “flexible 

specialisation” (Florida 1995, p. 534, Piore and Sabel 1986, van Dijk 1995, p. 15-16) but also 

of sharing the burdens of capital-raising requirements, labour sourcing, risk management, 

and exposure to external shocks across a wider array of players. The push towards flexible 

specialisation was further driven by the rapid pace of change in consumer demand amid 

increasing competition courtesy of trade liberalisation. Once again, the development of 

networked forms of production and transnational supply networks heightened, rather than 

diminished, the importance of space and proximity to economic activity due to the 

advantages of co-location among linked participants in global supply chains (Simmie 2005, 

p. 799).  

The second change, crucial to emergent theories of the role played by networks in regional 

economic development, was the idea that in a knowledge-based service economy 

“knowledge is the most fundamental resource … and learning the most important process” 

(Lundvall & Johnson 1994, p. 23). The rising value of knowledge and learning relative to 

traditional factors of production (such as land, capital, and labour) could be observed in the 

partial erosion of traditional boundaries between, on the one hand, managers, engineers, 

and designers and on the other, lower-skilled labour and assembly line workers. This 

transition away from Fordist production line models of industry organisation came to 

represent what Florida referred to as “a synthesis of intellectual and physical labour” (1995, 

p. 528) or “innovation-mediated production” (Florida and Kenney 1993, p. 637). Cooke and 

Morgan, likewise, argued that the imperative of “reintegrating conception and execution” 

within the research and development (R&D) departments of large manufacturing firms was 

a seminal step towards increasing the knowledge intensity of manufacturing in the 

developed world (1998, p. 41-42).   
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These twin processes of “externalisation” (Cooke & Morgan 1998, p. 68-69) or “vertical 

disintegration” (Clark 2013) and a growing premium attached to the value of knowledge and 

learning created clear co-location advantages for small and dynamic new players in the 

supply chain. Initially, this advantage and the accompanying instances of industrial 

agglomeration were interpreted by economic geographers as an effect of economies of 

scale. Paul Krugman, for example, argued that manufacturing activities, especially those that 

had developed a significant degree of vertical disintegration, would exhibit “geographical 

concentration … based on the interaction of economies of scale with transportation costs” 

(1991b, p. 484). However, new hypotheses soon emerged which focussed instead on the 

economic value and spatial boundedness of intangible assets like tacit knowledge, social 

capital (Putnam, Leonardi, and Nanetti 1993, Dasgupta and Serageldin 1999), institutional 

thickness (Amin and Thrift 1994, p. 14), and untraded interdependencies (Storper 1997).  

New theoretical accounts such as regional innovation systems (Cooke 2001, Cooke and 

Morgan 1998), clusters (Porter 1998), and learning regions (Florida 1995, Lundvall and 

Johnson 1994) all purported to explain how learning, ideas, innovation, and path-dependent 

development in regional economies could support adaptation – or even act as an ‘antidote’ 

(Gray and Lawrence 2001, Perry 2014, p. 290) – to the changed landscape of regional 

competitive advantage engendered by globalisation. The most important common factor 

among these explanations, and the supposed key to continued regional competitive 

advantage, is “the capacity of regions to support processes of learning and innovation” 

(MacKinnon, Cumbers, and Chapman 2002, p. 294). Explanations of the role played by 

networks in sharing knowledge, pooling resources, or promoting innovation in regional 

economies, and for why these factors are so advantageous, also evolved alongside these 

developments. Earlier explanations of agglomeration advantages, such as reduced 

transaction costs and material linkages among co-located firms, began to be supplemented 

by important research on embeddedness, untraded interdependencies, and other 

institutional determinants of growth (MacKinnon, Cumbers, and Chapman 2002, p. 297).  

As MacKinnon, Cumbers and Chapman argue, these second wave institutionalist or 

evolutionary economic explanations of agglomeration and industrial networks were 

characterised by “a general shift away from input-output relations and material linkages 

towards a broader concern with the social and institutional foundations of growth” (2002, p. 

296). Amin and Thrift likewise noted that the focus of literature on co-location advantages 

was undergoing a shift from “economic reasons for the growth of new industrial 

agglomerations … to ‘social’ and ‘cultural’ [explanations]” (1994, p. 12). The result of these 
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changes was that as networks became more central to ideas about competitive advantage, 

and production more externalised or vertically disintegrated, some regions developed 

specialisation not only in key technical or production processes, but in the very soft 

infrastructure of business activity in specific industry sectors. These explanations thus hinge 

directly on the nexus between place and industry networks in the sense that they recognise 

the importance of “local economic and social networks in maintaining the links and 

importance between innovation and localities” (Simmie 2005, p. 800). At their most basic 

level these theories were responding to a shift, underpinned by globalisation, towards an 

economy in which tacit knowledge, innovation, and institutions had begun to rival other 

factors of production and had thus become critical drivers of productivity and competitive 

advantage. In other words, institutions shaping the incentives and behaviours of economic 

actors are “the major source … of differences in economic growth and prosperity” 

(Acemoglu, Johnson, and Robinson 2005, p. 389). The core aim and function of regions in 

such an economic climate, if they were to remain competitive in the global economy, is to 

“link research and manufacturing activities (innovation and production) in the same place” 

(Clark 2013, p. 6). 

 

Theoretical Models: From External Economies of Scale to Untraded 
Interdependencies 

Some of the earliest accounts of regional economic development that explicitly linked the 

role and quality of local social relations and institutions with changing understandings of 

competitive advantage came from the industrial districts and innovative milieu schools. 

These two complementary but distinctive concepts challenged ‘linear’ models of innovation-

led development by arguing that firms did not innovate in isolation or as a simple response 

to ‘science push and market pull’ forces. Rather, innovation is deemed to be a collaborative, 

iterative, and engaged process in which firms utilise information and inputs from other 

firms, customers, suppliers, and partner organisations from their immediate environment. 

The ‘innovative milieu’ approach, pioneered by the Groupement Europeen des Milieux 

Innovateurs (GREMI), directed attention specifically at how the problems of opportunity 

cost, risk, and uncertainty involved in the “incubation” phase of innovation by small and 

medium sized enterprises (SMEs) was overcome in certain regions by a strong culture of 

collaboration and information sharing (Simmie 2005, p. 793). An innovative milieu can be 

identified, according to Roberto Camagni’s definition, as “a set, or complex network, of 



26 
 

mainly informal social relationships on a limited geographical area, which enhance the local 

innovative capability through synergetic and collective learning processes” (Camagni and 

Capello 1998, p. 71). While several overlapping conceptions have been proposed, the 

common objective “has always been to identify and develop theories regarding the role of 

proximity in relation to distant relationships, carefully identifying what kind of actors 

interact and according to which modalities, with a view to carrying out what kind of project, 

and what kind of territorial processes come into play” (Crevoisier 2014, p. 553).  

Conceptually, the innovative milieu synthesises three theoretical dimensions: these are 

organisational dynamics, technological dynamics, and territorial dynamics (Crevoisier 2004, 

p. 369). The organisational thread accounts for both the firm-level characteristics that 

permit or encourage coordination among actors, and the systems-level characteristics (such 

as the type of sector or industry) that determine the structure of the network. This 

organisational definition of the collective thus not only determines how actors relate to one 

another, but also sets logical boundaries or parameters for the makeup of the collective. 

The technological dynamics described by the innovative milieu concept relate to 

Schumpeterian notions of innovation as quality competition and product differentiation 

leading to ‘creative destruction’. This element of the concept develops a specific focus on 

the transfer of “know-how” and localised tacit knowledge or technical competencies, often 

through the practice of apprenticeship (Moulaert and Sekia 2003, p. 291). Finally, the 

territorial dimension attempts to consolidate the former two into an explanation of why 

innovation in space does not appear uniformly (Crevoisier 2004, p. 371). The novelty of this 

dimension, and the source of its theoretical problems, is its attribution of a level of causal 

power to territory itself. ‘Territory’, according to this perspective, integrates constituent 

firms, institutions and population into an organising metaphor that includes not only 

physical but also social and cognitive proximity. This constructed and relativistic approach to 

proximity and territory allows for a hierarchy of resources based on distance, and suggests 

that actors’ relations with others in their immediate environment can thereby be construed 

as integrated, collective learning rather than merely interactions among individuals 

(Crevoisier 2004, p. 371-373). The innovative milieu concept thus argues that territories can 

possess innovative capabilities not unilaterally created by their constituent firms and 

institutions; in short, “it is the milieu that generate the economic activities”, and not the 

other way around (Crevoisier 2004, p. 373). As  

The industrial districts approach, on the other hand, builds on the work of Alfred Marshall 

(Marshall coined the term ‘industrial districts” in his 1890 Principles of Economics), who 
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famously wrote that  

[w]hen an industry has thus chosen a locality for itself, it is likely to stay there long: so great are 

the advantages which people following the same skilled trade get from near neighbourhood to 

one another. The mysteries of the trade become no mysteries; but are as it were in the air, and 

children learn many of them unconsciously … if one man starts a new idea, it is taken up by 

others and combined with suggestions of their own; and thus it becomes the source of further 

new ideas (Marshall 1961 [1890], p. 198) 

This perspective, which also focusses on flexible specialisation and coordinated activity 

among SMEs, opts for explanations based on externalisation and a well-organised 

distribution of work between small local firms specialised in technical production processes. 

Rather than emphasising the causal power of territory, its adherents contend that 

innovation becomes spatially concentrated because “companies adapt to change and the 

new pressures of demand by deverticalising into smaller but locally networked firms” 

(Simmie 2005, p. 793). The industrial districts thesis thus links local social relations and 

networks (the “industrial atmosphere”) into a broader external economies of scale 

framework alongside skilled labour pools, availability of specialist equipment, and outward 

growth of subsidiary trades with shared supply chains or technical competencies (Hart 2009, 

p. 92).  

 

Learning Regions, Learning in Space 

The learning regions thesis, propounded by Richard Florida in 1995, set out to combine 

associational and network organisational paradigms with economic geography in an 

evolutionary economic framework (see Morgan 1997, p. 491). Learning regions, Florida 

wrote, “function as collectors and repositories of knowledge and ideas and provide an 

underlying environment or infrastructure which facilitates the flow of knowledge, ideas and 

learning. Learning regions are increasingly important sources of innovation and economic 

growth, and are vehicles for globalisation” (1995, p. 528). As opposed to earlier external 

economies of scale explanations, the learning region is heavily oriented towards the analysis 

of institutions or ‘soft infrastructure’ in regions characterised by dense networks organising 

high-technology, knowledge-intensive production. Learning regions are defined by their 

“strong social and institutional endowment”, the presence of which enables a “continuous 

creation and diffusion of new knowledge and high rates of innovation” (Hauser, Tappeiner, 

and Walde 2007, p. 76).  
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The learning region model was an important step forward due to its highly collaborative, 

networked understanding of the institutions underpinning regional economic development. 

Perry argues that this advance is evident in the learning region’s difference of emphasis 

between learning and innovation, stressing collective (rather than individual) knowledge 

gathering and diffusion. An explicit focus on learning, as opposed to innovation, highlights 

“the importance of cumulative and incremental problem solving rather than discrete acts of 

knowledge creation or innovation that are subsequently capitalised upon through changes 

in production. Knowledge generation is significant only as it feeds into a learning process 

and in so far as learning is a continuous process” (Perry 2014, p. 288). 

However, it is also a contentious concept whose conflicting definitions, inconsistent 

application in theoretical and practical contexts, and resistance to empirical substantiation 

has justifiably earned it widespread critique as a “fuzzy” concept, even from its original 

advocates (see, for examples, Asheim 2012, p. 994, Hassink and Klaerding 2012, p. 1058, 

Hauser, Tappeiner, and Walde 2007, p. 76, Healy and Morgan 2012, p. 1054, Markusen 

1999, p. 869, Simmie 2012, p. 429). Moreover, the concept has even been described as so 

idealised and normative that “it is not possible to identify examples of actually existing 

learning regions” (OECD 2001, p. 24). In a similar vein, Martin critiqued the learning regions 

concept as little more than a “vague and impressionistic neologism” (2001, p. 198). In any 

event, however, it remained an important conceptual step forward due to its integration of 

an innovation-led development focus, nuanced treatment of political and sociological 

institutions, and an increasingly concrete focus on the networks of actors through whom 

these ideas are enacted. 

 

Regional Innovation Systems 

The concept of the Regional Innovation System (RIS) was initially intended, in Cooke, Uranga 

and Etxebarria’s original articulation (1997, p. 475-476), as a relatively straightforward 

scaling-down of Lundvall’s National Systems of Innovation (NSI) model (1992). The NSI 

approach, narrowly defined, refers to “the network of institutions in the public and private 

sectors whose activities and interactions initiate, import, modify, and diffuse new 

technologies” (Freeman 1987, p. 1). Lundvall’s broader definition stretches the concept 

further, however, to include “all parts and aspects of the economic structure and 

institutional set-up affecting learning as well as searching and exploring – the production 

system, the marketing system, and the system of finance present themselves as sub-
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systems in which learning takes place” (Lundvall 1992, p. 13). By applying the NSI thesis to a 

regional scale, Cooke, Uranga and Extebarria aimed primarily to address the problem that 

NSI was an unwieldy concept methodologically. They suggested a regional standpoint and 

evolutionary economic perspective as a way to overcome these complexities by providing a 

more clearly-defined scale and scope for analysis. Scholars have since elaborated 

significantly on Cooke’s NSI-based approach, and accounts of the regional innovation system 

have diverged to represent a broad spectrum of ideas.  

Doloreux and Parto capture the essential features when they suggest that to qualify as an 

RIS a region must, at minimum, possess “a set of interacting private and public interests, 

formal institutions, and other organisations that function according to organisational and 

institutional arrangements and relationships conducive to the generation, use, and 

dissemination of knowledge” (2005, p. 134-135). De Marchi and Grandinetti expand this 

basic approach with a more structural focus, adding that “a basic characteristic of RIS is that 

innovation – be it technological or non-technological, radical or incremental – has to be 

seen to be taking place within a system, involving a number of actors and their 

interactions … The whole point in the RIS literature is that the presence and actions of these 

actors and the complex relations between them, when present, create a favourable setting 

for the development of knowledge and innovation, which can then be capitalised upon by 

firms through the development of new products or processes” (2017, p. 235).  

Cooke and Morgan concur: “to the extent that [development agencies, training 

organisations, territorial governance offices] are linked informally and formally with 

universities, research institutions, vocational training agencies, technology transfer 

organisations, and science parks as well as regional firms both large and small, such regions 

approach what may be called a regional innovation system” (1998, p. 70, emphasis in 

original). Moreover, regional innovation systems are “regions which possess the full panoply 

or institutional organisations set in an institutional milieu where systemic linkage and 

interactive communication among the innovation actors is normal” (1998, p. 71).  In general 

terms, where the industrial districts thesis took a ‘bottom-up’ approach, theorising 

predominantly at the level of small- and medium-sized firms, RIS could be said to adopt a 

‘top-down’ approach in the sense that it builds these firm-level concepts outward to take in 

institutional actors at the regional scale within a more structural framework (Healy and 

Morgan 2012, p. 1042, Cooke 2001). 

In summary, this section has presented the most prominent models in theoretical literature 
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addressing the processes and development of networks responsible for promoting learning 

or innovation capacity within regional economies. These models should not be thought of as 

discrete or separate theories however, but rather as complementary, evolving approaches 

to similar phenomena. There is no doubt that this is a messy and fitful evolution, but it is 

best understood as an evolution nonetheless. This stylised progression has proceeded along 

three distinct courses. First, over time, theories have developed from predominantly 

(though not exclusively) firm-oriented conceptions – notable in approaches like clusters or 

industrial districts – to more structural or systemic ones like the regional innovation system. 

Second, theories have progressed from focussing predominantly on ideas about factor 

proportions, economies of scale, and spin-off diversification that defined approaches like 

Krugman’s ‘new economic geography’ to more holistic institutional, cultural, historically-

sensitive conceptions. Third and finally, they have been scaled down from universally-

applicable spatially-blind approaches, via national approaches, to highly context-specific 

regional and local approaches. These developments are closely-linked and reflect the 

importance of recognising path-dependence and local economic and institutional climates. 

Without being overly historically deterministic, these more nuanced interpretations of the 

impact of past practices that condition future trajectories have added very significantly to 

the explanatory power of theory relating to regional networks of industrial actors. These 

institutional factors, meanwhile, have their own rich and diverse bodies of theoretical 

scholarship. This chapter thus now turns to examining the particular institutional 

conceptions and debates most relevant to the theoretical frameworks relevant to this 

project. 

 

Institutional Foundations of Networked Development 

One of the most fundamental questions in regional studies and economic geography 

scholarship concerns the role and effectiveness of institutions in promoting innovative, 

networked commercial activity. From the perspective of endogenous regional development 

strategies, this issue has been central to the task of separating tailored, place-based regional 

approaches from simple replication or implementation of national economic policy 

frameworks. Many authors, following the distinction made by North, recognise both formal 

and informal institutions. Formal institutions, for North, are the explicitly codified ‘rules of 

the game’ (formal laws, property rights, etc.) and informal institutions are the “conventions 

and codes of behaviour” which, often implicitly, structure, constrain, and enable social 
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interaction (North 1990, p. 36, see also Gertler 2010, p. 3). In cases where the structure and 

functioning of formal institutions is fundamentally stable (across similar countries or states 

within a federation, for example), institutionalist and evolutionary economic approaches 

have often ascribed divergent development outcomes to unique regional structures of 

informal institutions. This perspective thus accepts that while informal institutions may 

share common factors across different places, the fact that they are historically contingent, 

culturally transacted and iterative means that they both shape, and are shaped by, their 

contexts. The institutionalist trend in development scholarship has heavily influenced OECD 

research and strategy (Barca, McCann, and Rodríguez-Pose 2012, OECD 2009, 2012, 2014, 

2016) and is gradually entering the mainstream of innovation and development policy 

approaches. Despite the fact that, after decades of neglect, institutions are now widely-

recognised as an important element of place-based development, measuring their impact 

remains contentious and difficult (Rodríguez-Pose 2013). 

One of the earliest empirical approaches to measuring the role of institutions in regional 

development from an explicitly network-oriented perspective developed from Amin and 

Thrift’s concept of ‘institutional thickness’. Institutional thickness refers to a “combination 

of factors including inter-institutional interaction and synergy, collective representation by 

many bodies, a common industrial purpose, and shared cultural norms and values” (Amin 

and Thrift 1994, p. 15). While the institutional thickness perspective itself was short-lived, 

resulting work on institutional “structure and arrangement” (Rodríguez-Pose 2013) and 

institutional “effectiveness” (Beer and Lester 2015) produced valuable empirical and 

quantitative work on how place-specific institutional ecosystems affect firm activity and 

economic development outcomes.  

Beer and Lester, for example, have developed indices at both the local government and RDA 

committee levels in Australia comparing the thickness or “capacity” of institutions with their 

effectiveness, defined as “the translation of institutional potential into development 

outcomes” (2015, p. 223). Importantly, they found no clear relationship between the 

presence and volume (thickness) of institutions and their effectiveness. Secondly, they 

found that where there was a significant divergence between institutional capacity and 

expected economic development outcomes, the gap was largely due to a range of structural 

factors and complex interaction effects, including resource endowments, population and 

demography, and the legacy impacts of past political processes and decisions (2015, p. 223-

225). This research shows that while institutions were clearly important to successful 

economic development, their mere presence is no straightforward guarantee of positive 
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outcomes. Policy efforts must thus carefully leverage local institutional characteristics in 

place-sensitive ways if the presence and capacity of informal institutions are to be 

translated into ‘institutional effectiveness’ and positive economic development outcomes. 

In a similar vein, Fitjar and Rodríguez-Pose have tested empirically the common claim that 

proximity alone is sufficient to support the generation and transfer of knowledge (especially 

tacit knowledge) among firms. They take issue in this work with the argument that co-

location will naturally lead, through chance encounters and social exchange, to the 

formation of partnerships and innovation via Marshall’s evocation, quoted above, of 

‘something in the air’. Marshall’s notion of ‘in the air’ shares a great deal in common with 

some of the less rigorous theoretical approaches to untraded interdependencies or 

intangible assets, such as ‘buzz’, for example (see Arribas-Bel, Kourtit, and Nijkamp 2016). 

While it is often argued in this vein that “co-location of economic actors leads to greater 

face-to-face interaction”, the problem with literature that emphasises chance and casual 

encounters as mechanisms underpinning effective network activity is that the “connection 

between these exchanges and actual innovation and economic activity has not really been 

demonstrated” (Fitjar and Rodríguez-Pose 2017, p. 23). To examine these claims, Fitjar and 

Rodríguez-Pose surveyed firm managers and entrepreneurs from Norwegian firms, 

collecting data on the proportion of their local business partnerships that were formed by 

face-to-face contact and chance social encounters. They found that, contrary to 

explanations emphasising ‘buzz’ and chance encounter, the relationships responsible for the 

bulk of innovation in Norwegian firms “did not emerge from casual encounters, personal 

relationships, or serendipitous events, but were fundamentally purpose-built” (2017 p. 36).  

Fitjar and Rodríguez-Pose’s study is limited, however, by the fact that only formal business 

partnerships were examined. While important, formal business partnerships are not the 

only, or even the most significant, sources of knowledge or other network resources utilised 

by firms in innovation and learning activities. On the contrary, statistics and surveys from 

Australia have shown that the majority of local knowledge employed in successful 

innovation activities actually comes from competitors, customers, universities, and local 

consultants rather than formal business partnership arrangements (Australian Innovation 

Research Centre 2014, Australian Bureau of Statistics 2016b). Similar results can be 

observed in large quantitative studies of innovation in the European Union (Hollanders and 

Es-Sadki 2017). The immediate question arising from enquiries into the value and transfer of 

knowledge through local networks in innovation activities is, how far does this information 

spread? Is it spatially ‘sticky’, as is often argued, and what is the relative value of local, tacit 
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knowledge compared to national or international sources of information? 

These questions have also been addressed in literature on “absorptive capacity” of regions 

and the degree of spatial boundedness of both tacit and codified knowledge. The concept of 

absorptive capacity was developed in part as a critique of Japanese industrial development 

in the latter part of the 20th Century. The argument is similar to those discussed above 

about institutional lock-in, namely that innovation and economic processes that have 

become over-socialised limit receptiveness to outside information or to new ways of doing 

things, creating significant opportunity costs for firms in these closed systems. The 

absorptive capacity thesis thus suggests that a key determinant of regional success is its 

ability to ‘absorb’ and exploit external sources of knowledge. Moreover, the argument 

contends that in addition to openness of outlook, a region’s absorptive capacity is heavily 

determined by structures of prior knowledge. This includes “basic skills or even a shared 

language”, but also “knowledge of the most recent scientific or technological developments 

in a given field. Thus, prior related knowledge confers an ability to recognise the value of 

new information, assimilate it, and apply it to commercial ends” (Cohen and Levinthal 1990, 

p. 129). This means that absorptive capacity, just like institutional effectiveness, place 

leadership, social capital, and informal institutions, is a heavily path-dependent and context-

sensitive regional attribute.  

Enquiries into the role of place leadership have been another important step towards 

resolving these kinds of looming questions in debates about institutions in regional 

networks of industrial actors. As discussed above, some theoretical accounts explicitly argue 

that regions themselves function as a structural causal locus of knowledge spillover and the 

exchange of information and competencies between firms and organisations within the 

region, while others reject this assumption. For instance, the learning regions and 

innovative milieu approaches were overtly structural in their territorialised 

conceptualisation of network functions like knowledge transfer, where regional innovation 

systems approaches focussed their attention rather on the growth of trusting and reciprocal 

network relations at the level or firms, government, universities, and other actors. 

Somewhere in between these views, others within the learning regions lineage have 

maintained an important overriding explanatory focus on the regional framework but 

conceded that “learning is not a regional phenomenon … but a process of social interaction 

between individuals in networks” (Rutten and Boekema 2012, p. 723). Hassink and 

Klaerding, likewise, argue that “not regions but actors learn” (2012, p. 1057).  
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The place leadership approach aims to address these concerns by trying to measure the 

effects of “deliberative actions of key individuals and institutions in shaping the future of 

places” by including leadership as a variable within endogenous growth models (Beer et al. 

2018, p. 1). Place leadership is a valuable complement to other theoretical approaches 

because, instead of a top down, hierarchical perspective on formal policy and business 

leaders, it is fundamentally about the behaviour of actors (be they from the public, private 

and civic spheres) who catalyse the formation of linkages within networks. These actors 

need not hold formal leadership positions in any traditional sense. Rather, they are 

entrepreneurs who facilitate spillover within an associational constellation by forging the 

connections through which network resources travel, and from whence the valuable soft 

infrastructure of effective regional networks can be developed. Thus, place leadership can 

offer valuable insights into the importance of dynamics related to individual agency and 

initiative, whilst still recognising the paramount importance of context in regional analysis 

(Gibney 2014).  

Moreover, this concept encompasses significantly more than just knowledge spillover in 

innovation and learning processes. One of the most valuable facets of the place leadership 

literature is its ability to provide compelling explanations of what motivates network activity 

from a relational perspective that encompasses a multitude of different network dynamics. 

As Horlings et al show, this allows for a conception of economic action in place that 

appropriately integrates network and relational concerns alongside material aspects of 

proximity (2018, p. 248-249). This relational conception of space is strongly reminiscent of 

aspects of Granovetter’s embeddedness thesis. As Horlings et al write, “economic actors are 

not isolated beings who carry out atomistic behavioural scripts, but individual norms, 

preferences, values, tastes, ethics, needs, styles and objectives emerge from and are co-

constituted through the social embedding of economic action and interaction” (2018, p. 

249). This perspective also serves an important function in the integration of the impacts of 

path dependence without resort to overt historical determinism. Rather than being either 

self-interested utility maximisers or unwitting mouthpieces for powerful discursive and 

social forces, it situates actors’ agency in a nuanced framework capable of accommodating a 

wide range of different network characteristics and individual agents’ motivations. By far 

the most common institutional approach to understanding these factors and the broader 

dynamics of regional industrial network approaches, however, is to be found in research on 

social capital. 
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Social Capital: A Hierarchy of Networked forms of Social Organisation 

Social Capital is a broad and contested concept that has time and again proven itself 

complicated to interpret, difficult to describe, and problematic to apply in practical contexts 

(Malecki 2012, Staber 2007). Many attempts have been made to define social capital, with 

most authors conceding that numerous contrary or incongruous accounts stand in some 

level of conflict with their own. Dasgupta and Serageldin, for instance, write: “some authors 

identify social capital with features of social organisation such as trust. Others think of it as 

an aggregate of behavioural norms. Some view it as social networks, and yet others think of 

it as a combination of them all” (Dasgupta and Serageldin 1999, p. x). Moreover, Staber has 

argued that research on social capital in practical regional development contexts has tended 

to be less than rigorous. He argues:  

The literature on clusters creates the impression that many theorists see in social capital a 

catch-all concept for all sorts of social factors presumably relevant for business and 

regional development, ranging from the configuration of interpersonal and 

interorganisational cooperation to the normative framework within which relationships are 

interpreted … social capital theory, as used in the literature on clusters, may be no more 

than a loose collection of plausible statements that are so general that asserting them to 

be true provides little new information (Staber 2007, p. 517). 

As Staber suggests, definitions of social capital range from the extremely broad – Serageldin  

(1996, p. 196) defines it as the “glue that holds societies together” – to the more narrow 

and specific – Stiglitz likens it to the accounting concept of goodwill: “[t]he market value of a 

firm typically exceeds by a considerable amount the value of its physical assets and the 

human capital that is attached to the firm. Accountants call this capital ‘good will,’ but it is, I 

think, closely akin to what many of us think of as social capital” (1999, p. 60). 

Standing somewhere in the middle of these contrasting views is the classic, and widely 

cited, definition from Robert Putnam: “[b]y analogy with notions of physical capital and 

human capital – tools and training that enhance individual productivity – social capital refers 

to features of social organization, such as networks, norms and trust, that facilitate 

coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit. Social capital enhances the benefits of 

investment in physical and human capital and is coming to be seen as a vital ingredient in 

economic development around the world” (Putnam 1993, p. 36).  

The level of disagreement and diversity that exists among theorists of social capital must be 

recognised as an impediment to its meaningful interpretation and application in practical 
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contexts, but this impediment is not insurmountable. On the contrary, social capital remains 

a valuable and important theoretical concept in the social sciences that has much to offer to 

analysis of regional industry networks. For this reason, it may be more productive to think of 

social capital as an umbrella term under which a hierarchy or lineage of more specific, 

practicable concepts can be identified.  

In this section it is suggested that the notion of social capital captures a number of 

subsidiary ideas whose greater specificity, clarity, and precision means they are better-

suited to describing the development and function of networks in regional political and 

economic analysis. The purpose of this section is not to present a novel definition of social 

capital, but rather to identify the most appropriate subsidiary concepts for interpreting the 

role of social capital in regional industry networks. This is achieved by showing how a series 

of more specific, user-friendly ideas can be better characterised as ‘types’ of social capital 

within networks, and by describing the order in which they logically follow one another. The 

phenomena discussed are ordered according to the ‘level’ or ‘scale’ of network relations at 

which they operate, starting with attributes applicable to the level of whole networks or 

groups and finishing with attributes applicable to individual interpersonal relationships. The 

first of these subsidiary concepts – and the closest to the broader definitions of social 

capital to be usefully applied on a regional scale – is Dosi (1988) and Storper’s (1995) theory 

of untraded interdependencies. 

Untraded interdependencies are one of the crucial conceptual underpinnings of the RIS 

framework, enabling theorists to forge a link between firm-level innovation and regional-

level competitive advantage (Storper 1995). The concept describes “technological 

complementarities, synergies, and flow of stimuli and constraints which do not entirely 

correspond to commodity flows” (Dosi 1988, p. 226). A slightly more straightforward 

definition is provided by Henry, Pinch and Russell in their analysis of innovation and 

competition in the British motor sport industry:  

“[…] untraded interdependencies comprise conventions, rules, practices and institutions 

which combine to produce both possible and real 'worlds of production' which present the 

action trajectories for firms within a world of uncertainty. They provide the capacity for firms 

to gain knowledge of, for example, technology and markets which enables them to sustain 

competitive advantage. In addition, however, such interdependencies may be territorialised, 

they may comprise 'local worlds of production' and thus local production complexes may be 

studied as the nexuses of untraded interdependencies” (Henry, Pinch, and Russel 1996, p. 

31).  
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For Storper, the ‘intangible’ assets embodied by the untraded interdependencies concept 

might include “labour markets, policy institutions, and locally- or nationally-derived rules of 

action, customs, understandings, and values” (1995, p. 205).  

The crucial link between untraded interdependencies and territorial scale was first made by 

Storper, who characterised regions as the “nexus of untraded interdependencies” (1995, p. 

191). Storper’s approach was important because it specified the value of untraded 

interdependencies to regional competitive advantage as an inherent property of the 

concept’s place-specificity. He thus captured the novel insight that a convergence of 

regionally-specific technical specialisations or modes of production with place-specific 

cultures, interpersonal networks, and path dependent historical development trajectories 

produced unique economic climates which could be leveraged and capitalised upon in 

development processes. Untraded interdependencies, Storper suggested, generate “region-

specific material and non-material assets in production. These assets are the central form of 

scarcity in contemporary capitalism, with its fantastic capacity for production of 

standardised outputs, essentially because they are not standardised” (1995, p. 192). 

The concept following untraded interdependencies in this regional social capital hierarchy 

scheme is embeddedness, as proposed by Mark Granovetter in 1985. In his work on 

embeddedness, Granovetter demonstrated that many important social functions (such as 

job searching, contracting, procurement of goods in supply chains, and so on) are made 

more efficient, or are “lubricated”, by embeddedness in social networks (1985, see also Dosi 

1988). Embeddedness, like untraded interdependencies, also has a strong association with 

the regional innovation systems and learning regions schools of thought.  

Where untraded interdependencies approaches subsume the majority of interpersonal and 

interfirm relationships into an institutionalist or associational network discourse, the 

embeddedness perspective relates more to interpersonal relations of a social nature, even 

where these relations occur in explicitly economic contexts. The argument, then, is that the 

rationale of Hobbesian individualistic, utility-maximising participants whose principal 

motivation is price under conditions of more or less perfect information is a vastly under-

socialised and overly-atomistic view of economic relations. At the other extreme, however, 

Granovetter critiques deterministic accounts of social or economic relations that assume 

such a high degree of constraint imposed by institutions and the structure of social relations 

that the two spheres become inseparable. His embeddedness argument thus lies 

somewhere in between these two extremes.  
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In a similar vein to the ‘markets and hierarchies’ discourses in governance scholarship, 

Granovetter disputes the argument that economic modernisation had cemented the 

independence of market exchange from other spheres of social life. Neither did he accept, 

however, the “over-socialised” substantivist rejoinder that social relations are submerged in 

economic ones and have become an internalised “epiphenomenon of the market” (1985, p. 

482). Granovetter suggests instead another ‘middle way’ solution, in which “actors do not 

behave or decide as atoms outside a social context” but nor do they “adhere slavishly to a 

script written for them by the particular intersection of social categories that they happen to 

occupy” (p. 487). 

Another important contribution made by embeddedness literature to contemporary 

debates about regional competitive advantage is its ability to convincingly theorise not just 

advantages, but also negative aspects of over-socialised relations in innovation activities. 

These downsides of deeply-embedded social networks (as noted above) are often referred 

to as institutional lock-in, characterised as when region- or firm-level cultural practices 

ossify in a way that limits their receptiveness to new ideas. Grabher takes this idea one step 

further in his metaphor of “the ties that blind” (Grabher 1993b, p. 24), or “the weakness of 

strong ties” (p. 255). Institutional lock-in is said to occur when “collaborators are so deeply 

committed to, or embedded in, a given set of routines that they fail to keep abreast of new 

sources of information, new ways of working, and new learning opportunities” (Cooke & 

Morgan 1998, p. 33). 

At the base of this hierarchy of regionalised approaches to network social capital is Cooke 

and Morgan’s consolidated concept(s) of trust, voice, and loyalty. Their approach further 

distils the social capital perspective on intangible factors of production into three distinct 

interpersonal dynamics whose costs and benefits are translated into clearly-articulated 

impacts on transaction costs and social network organisation. The first category they 

discuss, trust, is a clear example of a highly-beneficial social asset whose presence entails 

obvious benefits to the transaction of economic relations. For Cooke and Morgan, trust is 

defined as “the confidence that parties will work for mutual gain and refrain from 

opportunistic behaviour”, noting its rarefied status as a highly desirable economic asset that 

cannot be bought (1998, p. 30). Indeed, trust in commercial relations operates inversely to 

other commodities typically invested in a market-based exchange: it increases with every 

use and is depleted if not in operation (Powell and Smith-Doerr 1994, p. 385).  

Economic relations with an established and dependable basis in trust between parties 
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confer numerous obvious mutual advantages over low-trust relationships. For one thing, the 

reliability of a partner or co-transactor’s word provides mutual benefit to both parties by 

potentially negating the need to bind one another in costly and time-consuming contractual 

arrangements. A reliable informal agreement can be more efficient, expedient, and 

desirable than a protracted contractual negotiation of terms. Second, while trust between 

parties cannot entirely eliminate risk, it reduces uncertainty by providing a plausible basis 

for assuming that unforeseen circumstances or difficulties will be met with mutual good 

faith and not be exploited by one partner to the other’s detriment. Finally, trust enhances 

both parties’ capacities for learning and informed decision making by enabling exchange of 

richer or “denser” flows of information (Cooke and Morgan 1998, p. 31, Sabel 1993, 1994).  

The second element in the trio, voice, refers to the ability of actors to initiate or negotiate 

changes to unfavourable economic or organisational situations. Cooke and Morgan describe 

voice as a kind of ‘political’ alternative to exit in economic relations. Where classical 

economic models treat exit as the typical market response to undesirable terms in dyadic 

economic relations (bluntly, something either is purchased or is not), the concept of voice 

deals with the “channelling of opinion, criticism or protest” (Cooke & Morgan 1998, p. 32). 

Naturally, the potential for exercising voice in this sense is highly dependent upon the 

viability of exit as an option, and the two are thus inextricably linked rather than being 

alternatives or opposites.  

Nevertheless, the notion is useful due to its emphasis on the fact that exit as an option in 

economic relations can rarely be described as genuinely costless. Moreover, business 

activity centred around exit behaviour prevents the development of long-term relationships 

based on information sharing, trust and interactive learning, which are powerful positive 

externalities and valuable buffers against high transaction costs. Cooke and Morgan rightly 

point out that these relations are impossible to propagate if firms are “constantly switching 

suppliers for the sake of short-term cost savings. [Rather], where learning, innovation, and 

tacit knowledge are important, where technologies and markets are less stable and 

standardised, [voice] has a significant role to play” (1998, p. 32).  

The third part of this concept, loyalty, relates closely to the twin ideas of voice and exit. This 

is because the view that reform or renegotiation are possible down the track makes the 

burden of a short-term cost less prohibitive. In this sense, loyalty can be a rational 

behaviour under certain market conditions because, if time and capital have been invested 

in a project, venture, or partnership, loyalty can act as a barrier to easy exit and thus 



40 
 

prevent deterioration of a circumstance from becoming cumulative or exponential (Cooke 

and Morgan 1998, p. 32). As with embeddedness, however, the concept of loyalty contains 

recognition of the potential for adverse consequences as well as positive externalities. The 

potential for loyalty to engender the significant opportunity cost of institutional lock-in – in 

which individuals, firms, industry clusters, or even whole regions become so tightly 

ingrained within particular production processes, cultures, ideas, or routines that their 

capacity to absorb novel methods or innovations from other places becomes compromised 

– presents genuine challenges. This is a particularly relevant challenge for smaller regional 

economies like Tasmania, in which a relatively limited and stable set of industrial actors 

enjoy considerable power over their networks and significant influence within government. 

Nevertheless, the intangible assets of trust, voice, and loyalty in economic relations should 

be understood as a crucial pillar of a region’s social capital endowment. As Putnam’s 

broader approach rightly highlights, these concepts clearly enhance the functioning of 

tangible assets and investments in human or physical capital (Putnam 1993, p. 36). 

 
Overview Scope/scale applicable 

Untraded 
interdependencies 

In contrast to ‘traded’ or 
quantifiable/factor-proportional 
location and agglomeration 
externalities, such as reduced 
transportation costs, untraded 
interdependencies refer to the 
technological and institutional 
synergies or complementarities 
helping to constitute (real or 
imagined) ‘worlds of production’ 
among like firms and other 
organisations. 

Network- or group-level 
attribute; property of collective 
– rather than individual – 
relations. While often 
institutional or otherwise 
intangible, untraded 
interdependencies are (at least 
theoretically) accessible or 
beneficial to the network at 
large. 

Embeddedness The concept of embeddedness 
interprets a variety of economic or 
industrial interactions within the 
broader social context of relations 
built upon friendship, kinship, 
acquaintance, or other forms of 
personal connection among 
individuals and groups. Dense webs 
or networks of individual 
connection facilitate organisational 

Connects collective or group 
attributes with features of 
individual relationships. In 
other words, a form of social 
capital which ‘embeds’ 
institutional attributes of a 
group within the individual 
relations comprising that 
group, and vice versa. 
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or interfirm relationships as well. 

Trust, voice, & 
loyalty 

Trust, voice, and loyalty are forms 
of social capital constructed by, and 
influencing, interactions between 
familiar parties of long standing. 
They impact upon transaction 
costs, for example, by 
institutionalising informal, mutually 
beneficial expectations in economic 
relations. 

Attributes of individual, 
interpersonal connection. 
Unlike untraded 
interdependencies, for 
example, the benefits of trust, 
voice, and loyalty are captured 
by, and limited to, the specific 
partnerships within which they 
are exercised. 

Table 3: Overview of how a series of more precise concepts fit under the broader umbrella of 'social 

capital' within regional industry networks 

 

Critiques and Gaps  

The family of TIMs, and their associated institutional concepts, offer valuable insights into 

how spatial factors affect innovation and path-dependent regional development. 

Nevertheless, each model also neglects a series of important issues and this limits or 

complicates their applicability in various theoretical and practical contexts. This section of 

the chapter now turns to discussion of five critiques pertaining to some or all of the TIM and 

TKD theories. The aim in raising these issues is to address areas of scholarship where there 

is scope for adjustments to improve the coherence and usability of the TIM approaches in 

this and other research projects. The first problem to be addressed here concerns 

distinction and differentiation of approaches under the TIM umbrella.  

 

“Fuzzy” Conceptualisation and Separation of Concepts 

As Healy and Morgan note, the TIM concepts share a great deal in common and are often 

differentiated from each other either only cosmetically or very marginally. “Whilst there has 

been some discussion of the distinctions to be drawn between these different concepts”, 

they argue, “this is something of an artificial exercise” (2012, p. 1042). Martin, too, has 

suggested that various incarnations of the TIM approach have been compromised by a lack 

of substantive clarity. While related concepts deriving more from business and management 

theory, perhaps most notably Porter’s concept of ‘clusters’ (Porter 1998), have benefited 

from incisive articulation and well-illustrated policy implications, TIM approaches have 
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sustained frequent criticism for “fuzzy conceptualisation” (Martin 2001, p. 197, Markusen 

1999). As a result, most of these models have not always been as relevant and applicable to 

policy debates as they might have been. Moreover, the large area of conceptual territory 

that each TIM shares with all the others has led to such difficulty separating one concept 

from another that even many of the models’ prominent theorists can at times scarcely tell 

them apart. For example, some of the strongest early proponents of the learning regions 

thesis, Roel Rutten and Frans Boekema, have since conceded that even they cannot answer 

the question, “how do we know a learning region when we see one?” (2013, p. 725).  

Another issue arising from their occasionally haphazard definition and conceptualisation is 

that some members of the TIM family lack internal coherence as well as adequate 

differentiation from one another. This is especially true of those approaches that ascribe a 

level of causal power to territory itself, namely the learning regions and the innovative 

milieu schools (Healy and Morgan 2012, p. 1045, MacKinnon, Cumbers, and Chapman 2002, 

p. 297). Some accounts focus their attention specifically on innovation and learning from the 

bottom up, others on broader impacts of spatial proximity and co-location, and some on 

top-down approaches with explicit regional development and economic policy implications. 

While this diversity of applications is not in itself a weakness, and can even be a strength in 

some situations, accounts with different emphases have a tendency to interpret, define, and 

apply the central theoretical underpinnings of their concept in incongruous and 

incompatible ways. Simmie has been a prominent critic of this “lack of conceptual clarity”, 

especially within the learning regions approaches, and identifies two important sources of 

confusion that apply equally to the broader TIM literature: “[t]he first concerns whether it 

should be seen as an analytical concept that could be applied to the analysis of all regional 

or spatial economies or as a specific form of regional/urban policy that is mainly concerned 

with [less-favoured regions]. The second confusion centres on how institutions should be 

identified. Some analysts use institutions in the informal sense of routine habits of thought 

and action while others think of them as formal organizations with responsibilities for 

collaborative action” (Simmie 2012, p. 429).  

 

Scope and Scale, Connection of Concepts to Geography 

The second critique addresses the attention paid by many TIM approaches to scale and 

scope. The idea of the region is central to all TIM approaches, but the type of region being 

analysed is very rarely specified, let alone adequately justified. As has been pointed out 
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elsewhere, this oversight can have significant and often unacknowledged consequences for 

governance of networks and institutions in regional development (Beer, Maude, and 

Pritchard 2003, p. 55, Healy and Morgan 2012, p. 1044, Parr 2014, p. 1927). The learning 

region is again illustrative on this point, as its theorists have tended to place the greatest 

emphasis on the region itself as an organising framework (as opposed to innovation, 

networks, or industry sectors). In Richard Florida’s original articulation, the regions being 

addressed were what Kenichi Ohmae had earlier termed “region states”, representing flows 

of economic activity rather than local political or administrative boundaries, and which may 

not fit within any useful administrative boundary except by “an accident of history” (Ohmae 

1993, p. 78-80). These region states, which might traverse many different national, cultural, 

ethnic, geographical, and linguistic divides, are defined by their economic linkages with the 

global marketplace rather than with their host nation(s). Learning regions, in Florida and 

Ohmae’s “borderless world”, represent a radical conception of economic and political scale 

that defies any actually existing patterns of traditional governance and administration in 

regional policy. The application of a model on Florida’s grand scale as a “new recipe for 

regional development” (as does Larsen 1999) in struggling urban environments outside of 

these booming global city contexts defies policy logic.  

There are a great number of ways that a region can be defined, and as the learning region 

example shows, doing so clearly and from the beginning has drastic implications for whether 

and how the TIM concepts can be translated into policy. Economically useful definitions of a 

region may be based upon, among other thing, 

- areas with a common industrial base or specialisation 

- areas with a common resource endowment or dependency  

- areas with strong functional links to infrastructure like ports, railroads, or airports 

- centres that link a surrounding hinterland or periphery through a convergence of 

labour, trade, or social services (adapted from Beer, Maude, and Pritchard 2003, p. 

55) 

Furthermore, regions might be defined by common cultures, languages, environmental or 

geographical features, or most importantly, political or administrative boundaries (Stilwell 

1992, p. 45-47). There are numerous reasons why specifying the type of region to be 

employed in even a theoretical analysis of socio-spatial influences on networks and regional 

development is essential.  

First and foremost a failure to adequately specify the regional scale being employed in 
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either a theoretical or empirical account significantly affects the degree to which its findings 

can be generalised or applied to other contexts. This is because structures of governance in 

regional policy are so diverse, and the problems afflicting different regions in which they 

function are so place-specific and culturally or historically contingent (see, for example, 

Putnam, Leonardi, and Nanetti 1993), that if explanations are to have practical resonance 

they must convincingly link problems and outcomes to the geographical conditions in which 

they actually occur. A TIM analysis of regional policy in Australia – which has a unique suite 

of regional economic issues and a system defined by several overlapping national, state, and 

local development agencies, three tiers of government, and often poor horizontal or vertical 

coordination between line agencies within each level of administrative bureaucracy (Beer 

2018) – cannot hope to adapt transferable policy lessons from research conducted in 

unitary systems like the UK or more highly-devolved federations like the USA unless these 

crucial differences can be stated upfront and adequately resolved. The TIM literature has 

severely limited its relevance to policy by failing to adequately address these governance 

and implementation implications.  

 

Causation 

The third, and arguably most important, critique concerns issues of causation. Whilst much 

research has been devoted to identifying places that either are, or are not, examples of one 

TIM or other, far less has been written that convincingly explains causation. What actually 

causes these networks to form? What contributions do different actors within the system 

make to their formation, maintenance, or dissolution? Who is in charge and which factors 

have influence within different networks or network configurations? As Simmie argues, 

“one of the problems raised by the innovative milieu thesis is how their highly desirable 

externalities arise in the first instance. Explanations slip all too easily into the argument that 

innovative milieu assist innovative firms while at the same time the presence of innovative 

firms create the innovative milieu that are supposed to be assisting them” (Simmie 2005, p. 

793). Many of the more “top-down”, structural approaches to territorial innovation or 

regional industry networks also do not provide adequate explanation of how these 

ostensibly structural or systemic advantages within a region are accessed by its resident 

firms.  

Analysis of how, when, and why particular nodes in a social network forge connections with 

others will help to overcome these problems, but to date, very little research has credibly 
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dealt with such issues. A growing literature on place leadership has begun to address this 

gap (see especially Beer et al 2018), but still only partially. Further research is required to 

demonstrate, first, the effects of agency and leadership on the formation and operation of 

regional industry networks and, second, how aspects of the system itself can effectively 

promote the emergence of new partnerships and connections between actors. A small 

handful of scholars, however, are beginning to grapple with the challenges of causation and 

change in regional economic development outcomes over time. Michael Storper, for 

instance, has described “explaining the growth and change of regions and cities” as the 

“great remaining challenge” confronting the discipline, insisting that rigorous case study 

analysis rather than large-n comparative studies provides the only viable way forward. 

Despite significant progress in recent years, Storper rightly argues that “we are still far away 

from identifying the causes of such change” (2013, p. 4-5).  

 

Normative Issues, Axiology, Critical Theory 

The fourth critique addresses the concepts’ uneasy relationships with normative concerns. 

Whilst many conceptual accounts tend towards prescriptive models based on ideal types, 

the concepts do not typically manage to deal well with normative issues or critical theory. 

This includes a raft of drivers of regional networks, innovation, and development that do not 

originate from financial or economic motivations. Organisational innovations tailored 

towards advancement of social justice concerns or innovations in the production process 

and supply chain aimed at reducing environmental impact in both the private and public 

sectors are both good examples. However, most regional learning and innovation theories 

have remained firmly rooted in economic conceptions of innovation that are increasingly 

being recognised as too narrow in other fields (Truffer and Coenen 2012, Healy and Morgan 

2012 are both notable exceptions).  

For a perspective regularly critiqued as too normative, this body of theory has actually been 

surprisingly slow to sufficiently incorporate ecological, social justice, or critical theory 

narratives, including concerns related to gender, race, class, and the impacts of colonialism. 

This is an interesting dissonance despite what Healy and Morgan have described as an 

“ecological turn” in its cognate disciplines, incorporating a normative dimension in policy-

relevant research in which “sustainability [is] a new developmental meta-narrative” (2012, 

p. 1048). Some important exceptions, however, include work by Forsberg and Lindgren 

utilising feminist theory to explain compellingly how certain network structures reinforce 
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gendered power dynamics (2013), or the incorporation of “socioecological” factors into 

triple/quadruple helix approaches (see Carayannis and Rakhmatullin 2014, Carayannis et al. 

2018, this critique is discussed at greater length in Chapter 2).  

 

Methodology and Empirical Substantiation 

The fifth and final critique, addressed here briefly, is also a theme of the next chapter. This 

critique concerns both perceived and real evidential and empirical substantiation problems 

associated with the TIM literatures. Many authors (including, but not limited to, Beer et al. 

2018, Healy and Morgan 2012, Martin 2001, Markusen 1999) have reproached the TIM 

literature for conducting primarily case study-based research. The problem with these 

arguments is that one of the few factors that all approaches agree on, and that has been 

well-supported by convincing empirical evidence (Tomaney 2010, Pugalis and Gray 2016, 

Ebbekink and Lagendijk 2013, Barca, McCann, and Rodríguez-Pose 2012) is the fundamental 

important of place and context in the promotion of effective regional networks and 

competitive advantage. Indeed, almost no area of economic or social policy is so contingent 

upon the unique conditions of different places as regional economic development. A 

dissonance at the heart of the more prescriptive variants of models like the learning region 

is that positive regional policy outcomes do not result from the simple application of ‘best 

practice’ from other, more successful, places. For this reason, explicitly Weberian ideal type 

models (such as Toland and Yoong 2012) defy one of the most well-established tenets of 

effective regional policy. An effective system of regional learning will not simply “assist in 

the cheap and cheerful transfer of competences from elsewhere”, as not only are the 

experiences of other places not directly replicable, but attempts to mimic or replicate such 

experiences “only reproduces the lag between where the emulated was when the 

mimicking took place and where it is now” (Cooke and Morgan 1998, p. 68). The application 

of ‘one-size-fits-all’ blueprint regional policy approaches in ways that are not granular and 

sensitive enough to conditions on the ground is counterproductive and may indeed do more 

harm than good (Marsh et al. 2017, Collits 2015, p. 132-133, Coenen 2007, p. 818).  

The problem that this ‘dissonance’ creates for evidence in regional analysis of innovation 

and learning networks is that it can become difficult to separate universally desirable 

attributes from the unique network ecosystems of individual, successful, regions. For this 

reason, in this thesis I argue that both qualitative and quantitative small-n research within 

single case studies is more important than its critics contend. There are two reasons for this. 
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First, quantitative studies of multiple jurisdictions are limited by an ability to assess only one 

or two specific variables at a time, and disregard others, or to measure many variables with 

little prospect of attributing causative power to any in isolation. Most theoretical accounts 

argue that the impacts exerted by socio-spatial dynamics are heavily dependent upon 

factors such as embeddedness and path-dependence, which require close attention to 

complex interaction effects, but large statistical studies cannot adequately reflect this. Such 

dynamics are best captured by detailed and granular case study analysis producing 

independently verifiable causal stories, whose lessons can then be adapted to the demands 

of other contexts (George and Bennett 2005, p. 205-207, Tilly 1997, p. 48).  

The second, but closely related limitation, is that large-n quantitative approaches 

necessarily disregard a wide range of all-important contextual factors. The essence of a 

place-based approach, both to policy and analysis, lies in the recognition that complex 

interactions between systems of government, regulation, history, culture, specific actors, 

social capital, levels of economic development, demography, and myriad other factors mean 

that no two cases will ever be alike. In certain areas of the economic geography and regional 

development literatures, however, small-n case study research is undergoing a strong 

resurgence. Storper et al, for example, strongly extol the benefits of what they have termed 

the “deep dive” methodology, consisting of focussed, granular research in one or a small 

handful of carefully selected case studies (2015, p. 32-33).  

 

Conclusions 

The body of theory discussed in this chapter, while diverse and complex, offers important 

insights into the ingredients and frameworks that underpin place-based, knowledge-

intensive regional economic development in modern economies. It provides valuable 

guidance on the pathways, relationships, and institutions that promote innovation, 

knowledge or resource diffusion, and diversification in regional economies. It has also been 

central to improving understandings of why some places and industries have capitalised on 

changing global economic fortunes while others have been left behind. What it does not do, 

however, is adequately and systematically explain how these desirable dynamics emerge, 

who is responsible for them, how they are governed and managed, and how their various 

formats or configurations confer influence upon different sets of actors. 
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The application of theoretical work from the broad TIM family to these kinds of policy 

questions also has clear normative implications which are likewise not always sufficiently 

dealt with. The process of replacing obsolete industries, or of abandoning traditional supply 

side policy interventions such as industry subsidy and programs of structural adjustment, is 

typically disadvantageous to lower-skilled workers. Communities have a stake in ensuring 

that new development directions represent socially equitable and environmentally 

sustainable paths. Globalisation and its attendant social phenomena (freer migration and 

capital flows, liberalised trade policy, etc.) are now the cornerstone of political arguments 

about social and economic inequality. As Storper has argued, “economic development is not 

that same as growth in output or in population. Rather, it includes a wide array of [social 

and economic] factors and occurs by a process of [combining such things together] in a way 

that leads to improvement in the standard of living over time” (Storper et al. 2015). 

However, much theoretical and empirical literature on innovation- and network-oriented 

regional development approaches fails to properly address these kinds of concerns due to 

inadequate recognition of the fact that development aspirations are in fact guided by 

socially constructed and politically contingent community preferences. The ongoing global 

Covid-19 pandemic is just the most recent, though pressing, reminder of the importance of 

these issues.  

The theory discussed in this chapter cogently argues that regions have diverse and unique 

needs, and that successful regional policy outcomes will reflect place-sensitive policy design 

and implementation. The next step for these arguments, however, is to incorporate 

recognition of how different regions define ‘successful regional policy outcomes’ differently. 

What ‘success’ will look like in regional development policy should not be thought of as 

universal, and naturally cannot be produced by a ‘one-size-fits-all’ economic blueprint. An 

important and often overlooked aspect of cultural, institutional, and path-dependent 

development explanations is that while path dependence and historical factors are 

important, individual regions are not merely slaves to their institutional ecosystems, and 

also that they do not necessarily want to be the same as other places (Collits 2015). 

Explicitly “spatially-blind” regional policy approaches such as those advocated by the World 

Bank (2009, p. 22) obviously overlook such concerns. This chapter has argued that, in a 

more subtle way, so too do those institutionalist explanations whose narrowly economic 

interpretations of innovation, growth or development are not responsive to the varied 

normative and political climates of diverse regions. 
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Chapter Two 

 

Territorial Knowledge Dynamics and Governance of Industry 
Networks: A Systematic Quantitative Review of Empirical Literature 

 

 

 

Introduction 

The previous chapter highlighted the crucial role of networks and institutions in knowledge 

sharing and innovation activities which, in turn, is of paramount importance in the analysis 

of regional economic development. This chapter discusses trends and developments in the 

growing body of research that has attempted to substantiate that claim empirically, and 

thereby formulate practical insights that can be deployed in both policy design and regional 

economic analysis. The aim is to highlight some of the gaps between empirical research, 

policy relevance, and practical impact by focussing on the crucial but under-developed 

theoretical contributions of network governance approaches. To ensure thorough and 

replicable analysis, a Systematic Quantitative Literature Review (SQLR) method is employed. 

This approach involves generating a database of relevant literature from which 

geographical, theoretical, empirical, and longitudinal trends can be observed. 

 

Theory and Method 

The ongoing process of globalisation has not diminished the importance of the region in 

economic development policy and analysis. On the contrary, regional analytical perspectives 

on development are now widely recognised as crucial (Pino and Ortega 2018, Simmie 2012). 

The academic resurgence of interest in the ways that place-based ‘soft’ infrastructure, 

including institutions (Rodríguez-Pose 2013), social capital (Putnam 1993, Putnam, Leonardi, 

and Nanetti 1993, Crescenzi, Gagliardi, and Percoco 2013), social embeddedness 

(Granovetter 1985), institutional thickness (Amin and Thrift 1995, Beer and Lester 2015, 

Zukauskaite, Trippl, and Plechero 2017), or untraded interdependencies (Storper 1997, 

Storper et al. 2015) condition development outcomes and mediate broader economic and 
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social trends has also been influential among policy makers. In the context of these 

knowledge- and network-oriented accounts of regional competitive advantage, innovation 

and information sharing have come to the fore as key determinants of success, to the point 

of rivalling traditional physical factors of production. From this innovation-directed focus on 

‘endogenous’ or ‘place-based’  regional development (Pugalis and Gray 2016, Barca, 

McCann, and Rodríguez-Pose 2012), a large, inter-disciplinary, and very diverse literature 

has emerged, focussing on how networks and institutions facilitate the spread, spillover, 

absorption, commercialisation, and development of commercially-valuable knowledge 

through innovation.  

Learning and innovation – propagated and spread via local networks, and enabled, 

facilitated (or sometimes hindered) by social and cultural institutions – have thus become 

critical targets for economic development policy. However, given the diversity of both 

conceptual and empirical research, can explicit regional development strategies be 

formulated from this body of knowledge and applied in places that are not already 

successfully exhibiting the theorised desirable characteristics? How can ‘less-favoured’ 

(LFR), economically or geographically peripheral, or otherwise underdeveloped regions 

utilise the insights of these diverse and conflicting literatures to bolster the knowledge-

intensity of emergent industries and ferment efficient, networked institutional learning 

environments?  

Empirical and theoretical research on the operation of ‘territorial knowledge dynamics’ 

(TKDs) to date has focussed heavily on the undeniably important networks linking 

knowledge, innovation, and geographical or relational space, but has been less successful at 

addressing the comparatively under-researched governance of these networks. This review 

looks to empirical research on the governance, configuration, and organisation of territorial 

knowledge dynamics, mapping the roles of different actors involved, and comparing 

evidence from the literature regarding their relative influence. It has been conducted 

according to a method developed by Pickering and Byrne, whereby peer-reviewed papers in 

an academic field are searched, screened, categorised, and quantitatively analysed to 

produce a comprehensive and replicable “geographic, scalar, theoretical, and 

methodological” map of existing scholarship (2014, p. 538). 

This approach is well-suited to the topic of the present review for several reasons. First, and 

although only a small amount of it explicitly addresses network governance concerns, a very 

large volume of empirical work has been undertaken in this field over the period surveyed. 
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Moreover, the present review shows this body of scholarship to be highly diverse in its 

geography, analytical foci, theoretical underpinnings, and methodological approaches. This 

combination of quantity and variety makes a traditional ‘narrative’ review not only 

impractical but also limited in its ability to make robust, substantive claims that are 

representative of the current state of the art in regional studies and economic geography 

scholarship. Second, the research explored in this review is highly inter-disciplinary in 

nature. The most valuable research in this topic area represents a wide range of academic 

fields, and the systematic database search method employed by Pickering and Byrne gives 

the strongest possible chance of capturing insights offered by these diverse perspectives 

(see Storper et al. 2015, p. 16-26, for a more detailed overview of some of the relevant 

disciplinary fields and their contributions). Finally, a systematic review into TKD perspectives 

on governing the associational and institutional foundations of regional economic 

development is timely because it contradicts a common and longstanding critique that the 

relevant bodies of theory suffer from “a lack of empirical evidence to support [their] 

assertions” (Healy and Morgan 2012, p. 1045).1 Rather, a key finding of this review is that 

the size, breadth, and diversity of the assembled database suggests that this body of 

theoretical work enjoys a rich and compelling grounding in robust empirical evidence. The 

continued prevalence of critiques alleging the contrary points to a persistent and interesting 

disjuncture between theoretical and applied/empirical work in this diverse field. 

Pickering and Byrne’s systematic quantitative review method reveals trends and gaps in 

scholarship by gathering and screening data from a comprehensive collection of peer-

reviewed academic papers. These papers are sorted into categories such as geographical 

location of research, author location, subjects, theoretical perspectives, methods, findings, 

and various others more specific to the field at hand. Having thus arranged the data, cross-

tabulation or other quantitative analyses are developed to allow for an authoritative and 

comprehensive substantive overview, of available research on the reviewed topic (see 

Figure 2). In the database assembled for this review, articles included were reviewed in full 

text and sorted according to categories covering information about their author and study 

locations, research and policy contexts, methods and data employed, conceptual or 

theoretical perspectives, actors and actor roles studied, research findings, journal impact 

factor and article citations. 

 
1 Further critiques in this vein include, to name only a select few examples, Beer et al. 2018, p. 2, Markusen 
1999, and Martin 2001, p. 198. 
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Finding and Assessing Articles for Inclusion 

The first step in producing this review was to search online databases for peer-reviewed, 

original empirical research on the TKD stable of theories, regional development policy and 

practice, governance, and industry networks or associations (see Table 4 for a list of search 

terms and results). Articles screened for inclusion in the final review dataset were drawn 

from searches of three academic databases:  SCOPUS, Google Scholar, and Web of Science. 

Due to the significant pace of change not only in this discipline over time but in the 

technological, structural and economic organisation of work and society (Martin et al. 2018, 

Dean and Spoehr 2018), not to mention of regional economic agglomerations themselves 

(Wei et al. 2019), this database has been limited to articles published over the past 20 years. 

Although this choice of period is essentially an arbitrary one, it should nevertheless offer an 

appropriate balance between longer-term trends and up-to-date scholarship. Academic 

database searches were conducted between June and August of 2020. 

The review database includes original empirical research conducted within the established 

TKD/TIM theoretical paradigms that investigates how regional industry and knowledge 

networks perform governance functions, how their constituent actors build or exercise 

Figure 2: The process of conducting a Systematic Quantitative Literature Review (Pickering & Byrne 2014, p. 
539) 
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influence within them, and how these functions affect innovation or knowledge exchange 

outcomes. The process for searching, screening, and assessing articles for inclusion was 

conducted according to ‘PRISMA’ statement (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic 

Reviews and Meta-Analyses) protocols, and the final database contained 34 articles 

(PRISMA 2015, see also Table 4 and Figure 3 below). Finally, despite offering the potential 

for a valuable overview of trends and developments within broad, inter-disciplinary bodies 

of scholarship, the Pickering and Byrne systematic quantitative literature review method 

also suffers from some potential limitations. 

Containing the words regional economic development network governance 

Containing at least 

one of the terms 

Place-based; territorial innovation model; territorial knowledge 

dynamics; regional innovation system; learning region; 

innovative milieu; industrial district; territorial economy; path 

dependence; embeddedness; institutional thickness; institutional 

effectiveness; clusters; agglomeration; absorptive capacity 

Databases Searched Google Scholar, Web of Science, Scopus 

Source of Retrieved 

Articles 

Journals No. Included 

1. Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy 

and Society 

2. International Journal of Urban and 

Regional Research 

3. Regional Studies 

4. Transactions of the British Institute of 

Geographers 

5. European Planning Studies 

6. Environment and Planning C: 

Government and Policy 

7. Economic Geography 

8. Others 

4 

 

4 

 

4 

3 

 

3 

3 

 

2 

11 

Date Range 2000-2020 

Table 4: Search terms and journals used to generate review database 

Potential Human Error 

The first possible limitation, while common to all review methodologies and less likely in a 

systematic than a narrative style review, is overlooked or undiscovered material missed 
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through human error. Papers may have been missed either due to the initial search 

parameters and key words used, or during screening and data entry. To mitigate the risk of 

passing over papers during the search phase, a large number of deliberately broad keywords 

and search terms was employed, casting a sufficiently wide net that all or most relevant 

research ought to have be detected. To further improve the robustness of Pickering and 

Byrne’s search method, however, a concept mapping and word frequency analysis was 

undertaken by inputting the full text of the first ten articles included in the final sample into 

the qualitative data analysis software NVivo. Extra keywords and search terms were 

generated by this process which informed a second search of the academic databases. 

Reference lists of articles reviewed included were likewise checked for further relevant 

papers. While human error cannot be ruled out due to the breadth and diversity of the 

literature reviewed, such measures improving the robustness of the search method mean it 

can safely be assumed that the final database remains, if not comprehensive, at the very 

least representative of trends and gaps in the body of literature analysed. 

 

Figure 3: search and screening 'PRISMA' flowchart (PRISMA 2015) 
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English Language Bias 

Due to the author’s monolingualism, only articles in English have been included. It was 

expected, at the outset, that this would lead to a predominance of articles from English-

speaking countries, but this has not been the case. In fact, a majority of articles (55%) 

included in the final database contain one or more case study regions in which English is not 

the predominant first language. Thus, it is suggested that the constraint of English-only 

publications has not significantly impacted upon the diversity and representativeness of the 

sample. Nevertheless, while not a viable option for the present author, it is possible that 

including research in languages other than English would alter this review’s findings. 

 

Review Findings 

Analysis of the database compiled for this review has revealed several significant trends and 

gaps in the empirical literature on the governance of territorial knowledge dynamics. These 

findings can be grouped into three broad themes: methods and data employed; theoretical 

or conceptual trends; and contrasting roles and influence of actors studied. These themes, 

in combination, also offer some insight into broader methodological and epistemological 

issues in this area of research, as well as its related disciplines. Finally, a number of 

particularly valuable individual articles in this database present evidence on the organisation 

of, and operation of power and influence within, TKD governance networks that draw 

attention to noteworthy and under-researched axiological issues. The relative under-

representation of these important critical perspectives and axiological debates, as well as 

methodological and epistemological implications of this review, present important avenues 

for future research and are discussed in the concluding comments. 

 

TKD Governance Literature Benefits from a Wide Range of Methods and Diverse Data 
Sources 

One positive finding of this review is that research on TKD governance enjoys support from 

a broad range of methodological approaches, research designs, and data sources. In spite of 

common critiques over many years alleging the overuse of qualitative methods and 

ideographic or single-outcome studies in this discipline (for example, Beer et al. 2018, p. 2), 

the database compiled shows that this type of research design is merely one (albeit very 

important) approach among many. While qualitative approaches were the most common 



56 
 

(used in 58% of articles), mixed and purely quantitative methods are well-represented in the 

sample. Moreover, within these methodological frameworks, a wide array of methods and 

data sources were employed, ranging from content or discourse/thematic analysis of 

interview data, social network analysis, participatory or embedded/action research, 

bivariate and multivariate regression, policy analysis, large-n regional, national and 

international surveys, and various other statistical modelling methods.  

A second common critique not supported by the evidence gathered here is that case studies 

in existing research over-represent “cherry-picked narratives of both exceptional regions 

and new and emerging technologies rather than the more typical cases of places proceeding 

along a complex and cumulative industrial path … and are [focussed on] the exception 

rather than the rule” (Clark 2013, p. 2). The research compiled here roundly contradicts this 

assertion, representing a wide range of regions from highly successful and economically 

central global cities to underdeveloped, struggling and peripheral rural areas. The industries 

profiled fall upon an equally broad spectrum from cutting edge, innovative ICT, chemical 

and biotech production to traditional artisanal crafts or agricultural industries, and many 

others in between. The emergence of several consistent themes in a body of research 

conducted using such a broad array of disciplinary and methodological perspectives also 

offers the ability to “triangulate” findings,2 and thereby add significant confidence to the 

outcomes of the review process. Importantly, however, this review also found that the 

methods employed and, especially, the actors studied by different researchers, were 

strongly associated with particular findings in papers investigating the value of informal 

personal relationships and social capital. This finding had especial relevance for the question 

of how policy and strategic influence is exerted within TKD governance networks, and which 

actors are best positioned to exercise it.  

The clearest instance of an association between methods or research design and findings 

was in cross-tabulated comparisons of studies which investigated only firms, or firms’ 

relationships with government actors, and studies which investigated a broader range of 

actors. Studies which – regardless of their theoretical positions on the structure or 

composition of their studied governance networks – investigated3 only firms more often 
 

2 Triangulation refers to the use of more than one method or data source as a way of adding nuance, context 
and robustness to research by “[approaching] research questions from different angles, and [exploring] their 
intellectual puzzles in a rounded and multi-faceted way” (Mason 2018, p. 190). 
3 This is to say that if surveys or interviews were conducted, for example, the article’s sample comprised only 
firm representatives/businesspeople and did not include participants from HEIs, civic actors, unions, etc. These 
studies may still have been investigating relationships beyond those with other firms, but without using data 
gathered from those other actors. 
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than not found a decisive role for individuals’ or businesses’ longstanding personal 

relationships and the trust, reciprocity or social capital invested in such relationships 

(notable examples include Ceci and Iubatti 2012, De Propris and Wei 2007, Tomlinson and 

Branston 2018, Dawley 2014). With the introduction of a broader range of actors into a 

study’s sample, however, and especially civic or NGO actors, strategic and policy influence 

exerted through close personal relationships among “place leaders” from within the 

business community was far more likely to be interpreted as a manifestation of economic or 

political power (notable examples include Coulson and Ferrario 2007, De Muro, Monni, and 

Tridico 2011, Hidle and Normann 2013).  

There are several possible explanations for the emergence of this trend but the most likely 

is that firm managers/business people in positions of economic or political power asked to 

self-report on the nature of their relationships are less likely to recognise the value of their 

own power or status than actors without access to such relationships. In TKD governance 

systems structured in such a way that occupation of a position of power is a pre-requisite to 

accessing the kinds of fora or personal relationships wherein influence is exerted, more 

marginal actors who do not enjoy such influence would be justified in reporting that 

economic/market or political power is the attribute most determinative of influence. Many 

of the papers investigating only firm-level actors have done so to ensure the robustness of a 

quantitative method, typically statistical analysis of survey responses. It may be that, while 

still valuable, the ability of such actors to recognise and distinguish between the various, 

complex sources of their network influence in self-reported survey responses is an under-

acknowledged limitation of that research design. 

There are of course counterexamples which buck the trend, but many of these nevertheless 

only reinforce this broader argument. For example, Blay-Palmer and Donald study only firm-

level actors but compare very small start-ups/new market entrants with more established 

SMEs and with still older, large corporate heavyweights in a Toronto processed food 

manufacturing cluster. They find strong support for the outsize importance of market 

power, showing that despite stronger innovation performance the start-up and SME firms 

“[are not viewed as] legitimate actors” in their industry’s TKD governance networks. “The 

mainstream agro-industrial branch plants in the region”, however, “tend to influence policy 

because they are … well-connected to policy makers” (Blay-Palmer and Donald 2006, p. 

393). On the other hand, Bathelt’s study of industrial restructuring of East German chemical 

plants following re-unification interviewed a broad range of firm, government and civic 

actors, finding an essential role for place leadership exercised through close, longstanding 
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interpersonal relationships of trust and reciprocity, and in which investment of social capital 

over a significant period of time had been critical. Almost all the actors identified as 

enjoying these influential relationships, however, were high-level managers and executives 

in the region’s largest and most economically-powerful firms (Bathelt 2013, 1478-1480). The 

loosely neo-corporatist political context of Bathelt’s research further reinforces the role of 

power conceived of in this way. The high-level business representatives in Bathelt’s case 

study hold not only informal political influence or market power but usually also formal 

power enacted through membership of employers’ associations with strong links to 

government and explicit strategic and economic development roles. 

Finally, the presence of large, established firms leveraging their outsize market and political 

power to influence the strategic and policy/political environments in which they operate is 

not in itself a negative TKD governance network attribute. Research conducted in an 

economically-disadvantaged region of Tasmania, for example, found that a predominance of 

very small firms (and a relative lack of very large firms) was responsible for time and 

resource constraints which limited the ability of firm level actors to overcome “structural, 

relational and cognitive connectivity deficits” within their regional TKD governance network 

(Eversole and McCall 2014, p. 255-257). Rather, what may be most important is the 

structure and organisation of these networks, and whether their institutionalisation, culture 

and ‘rules of the game’ are conducive to an equitable and transparent incorporation of 

competing interests and outside voices. Under-represented but valuable critical 

perspectives in this body of empirical research have highlighted how the concentration of 

influence within networks of informal relationships can exclude already marginalised voices. 

Forsberg and Lindgren (2013), for instance, show convincingly how informal interpersonal 

social networks of longstanding business and political leaders can ossify into “clubs” which 

conceal the true location of power centres in regional decision making and reinforce male-

dominated power structures. Clapp et al (2016), on the other hand, show how formalising 

these relationships within networks whose processes and memberships are transparent and 

accountable allows for a plurality of interests, particularly those of previously marginalised 

indigenous peoples in this example, can democratise TKD governance and enhance 

networks’ social capital. 
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Strong Support for State-Centric Governance Conceptualisations 

Theoretical approaches to governance from the mid-1990s and early-2000s, and particularly 

the networked forms most relevant to TKD research, posited the declining primacy, or 

hollowing out, of state capacity in complex social or economic policy arenas. In the broadest 

definition, ‘governance’ in this context entails “the pursuit of collective interests and the 

steering and coordination of society” (Peters and Pierre 2006, p. 209): a task that an 

influential body of political theory argued was no longer a domain within which traditional, 

hierarchical state control was the preeminent ordering principle. Proponents of this 

argument asserted that marketisation, decentralisation, outsourcing, and other governance 

strategies associated with ‘New Public Management’ had reduced government to just one 

actor among many in self-organising, heterarchical policy networks ordered by informal and 

complex horizontal relations rather than top-down control (Rhodes 1994, Salamon 2002). 

Subsequent ‘society-centred’ governance theorists developed this argument to contend 

that the variety of new tools utilised by governments to develop and implement policy 

signalled a shift away from traditional hierarchical bureaucratic organisation with the result 

that government had been “superseded or … marginalised” (Bell and Hindmoor 2009, p. 4).  

The underlying reliance of many TKD theories, especially regional innovation systems, 

learning regions, or industrial districts, on the existence of territorially bounded and 

relatively financially and politically autonomous regional administrative capacity makes 

these debates especially important to research on and innovation- and knowledge-driven 

endogenous or ‘place-based’ development (Freel 2002, p. 650). If endogenous, socially-

embedded institutional assets, or knowledge bases in local production systems are to be 

taken seriously as foundations for regional development policy (Pugalis and Gray 2016, 

Barca, McCann, and Rodríguez-Pose 2012), understanding the actor constellations 

governing these resources is an important task. As a result, the role of regional governments 

in developing agendas, strategies, and ultimately policy responses to regions’ unique, 

contingent, and path-dependent development needs in the face of a proliferation of other 

network actors becomes a crucial question. As Gerry Stoker problematised this issue, in his 

seminal study of the institutional changes associated with local government reform in the 

United Kingdom through the 1980s and ‘90s, 

It may be that elected local authorities are the weakest link in the chain of a new string of 

institutions of local governance and will eventually be asked to exit, or it may be that they 

will discover a new role as the leading organisations taking on the challenge of steering a 

complex set of managerial and democratic processes at the local level (2004, p. 3) 
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Empirical research from the intervening years assembled in this review consistently finds 

strong support for the latter proposition. 

With a small number of exceptions, the original empirical research compiled in this database 

either explicitly or implicitly aligned with state-centric perspectives on the governance of 

territorial knowledge dynamics. Importantly, evidence supporting the continued pre-

eminence of local government within regional TKD governance networks was presented 

from a variety of regions in different parts of the world and with different economic, 

political and social contexts. Gibbs et al, for example, find that “the argument that we have 

seen the demise of local government to become ‘strategic enablers’ and one actor amongst 

many is difficult to reconcile” with their north-eastern English case study. Indeed this 

research even noted "some evidence of centralisation of state power" rather than diffusion 

or 'hollowing out' (2001, p. 115). Likewise Furmankiewicz et al, in a study of three different 

rural Polish regions, argue that “the reality remains that network governance institutions as 

fostered by rural development partnerships often remain as an alternative to, but not a 

replacement of [...] structures of the state, which ... remain largely hierarchical" (2014, p. 

359).  

One notable paper that did not conform to this trend was Clapp et al’s study of institutional 

thickness in the context of changing industrial, ecological, and land rights governance of 

forestry in the Canadian Great Bear Rainforest. The authors found that the process of 

remapping disputed claims, re-evaluating resource allocations and resolving fraught ‘forest 

wars’ in this case had evinced “a shift from government to governance, in which the role of 

the state is diffused and dispersed among multiple stakeholders” (Clapp et al. 2016, p. 255). 

On the whole, however, the roles described for the state within the body of literature 

reviewed here support the conclusion that, far from a gradual retreat or a diffusion of 

responsibilities, regional/provincial or local governments perform an essential 

‘metagovernance’ or steering and coordination role. Metagovernance, or “the government 

of governance” sees the state “overseeing … governance arrangements [by] selecting and 

supporting the key participants; mobilising resources; ensuring that wider systems of 

governance are operating fairly and efficiently; and taking responsibility for democracy and 

accountability issues” (Bell and Hindmoor 2009, p. 11). It does not preclude the involvement 

of a diverse array of actors, associations, community engagement, or marketisation but 

rather describes how public authorities can “govern governance networks without reverting 

too much to traditional forms of command and control”, and thereby “improve the 
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functioning and capacity of relatively self-governing networks to produce governance 

solutions that enhance the production of public value” (Sørensen and Torfing 2017, p. 829).  

 

Roles and Modes of Influence Associated with Various Actors Studied 

With a small number of exceptions, actors studied in the articles forming this review 

database, and the roles ascribed to them, fall broadly within a ‘quadruple helix’ 

conceptualisation of government, firms, universities or other higher education institutions, 

and civic or non-government actors (Carayannis and Rakhmatullin 2014, Miller, McAdam, 

and McAdam 2016). One paper in the final database (Clapp et al. 2016) also adopted a 

‘socioecological’ approach, incorporating the interactions of people, politics and institutions 

with the natural environment and natural resources, in alignment with the extended 

“quintuple helix” framework (Carayannis and Rakhmatullin 2014, p. 236). Given the 

important roles ascribed to territory and physical space within some theoretical traditions in 

economic geography (for example, the 'territorial economy' paradigm of Crevoisier 2014), 

the very small quantity of empirical research devoted to issues of environment, 

conservation, or resource governance may present an important avenue for future research. 

In any case, while most papers studied only two, or sometimes even just one, of these 

actors directly, their collected findings offer the possibility to map, on the basis of empirical 

evidence presented, the roles, interactions, and determinants of influence associated with 

the different players in real-world TKD frameworks. The roles described for different actors 

in articles from the database (summarised in Table 5), as well as the combinations, contexts, 

and theoretical frameworks within which they have been studied, offer some important 

indications of the functions performed by actors in TKD governance networks and the 

factors enabling or limiting their influence. 

As discussed above, the actor which was found to be most influential in setting a 

governance network’s agenda, establishing its membership, marshalling its resources, 

exerting strategic and policy influence, and bearing the lion’s share of responsibility for 

outcomes in the greatest number of studies reviewed here was the state. While 

governments at a variety of spatial or administrative scales have been studied extensively, 

devolved local/provincial authorities were most prominent (see especially Furmankiewicz, 

Macken-Walsh, and Stefańska 2014). One issue identified in respect of the roles of local 

government and regional decision-making authorities was that close to half (14 papers) of 

the studies in the database undertook either an ideographic or comparative study of a 
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relatively small slice of northern and north-eastern England. This means that the somewhat 

unique model of localism and devolution associated with New Labour regional governance 

reforms through the early- to mid-2000s have exerted an outsize influence in empirical 

substantiation of TKD governance concepts. The outsize influence of this context, 

considering its relevance to most governance settings, is borne out in citations as well: 

seven of the ten most highly cited4 articles in the database conducted research in this region 

of the UK. A greater diversity of research from other governance contexts would be valuable 

if only to counterbalance the lopsided influence of these studies and test the relevance of 

their findings in other places. 

The most extensively studied group of actors, and the ones found to exercise the second-

highest degree of network influence behind government authorities, are firms. With the 

exception of a handful of articles focussed on universities, all research in the database 

addressed the relationships of firms with another TKD actor, most prominently with 

government. The firms found to be most influential (whether that influence was the product 

of market power or social capital) were typically those with prominent formal positions 

(“active participants”) in their business associations or peak bodies (Tomlinson and Branston 

2018, Ceci and Iubatti 2012). Beyond relationships with other firms, networked interactions 

between private industry and the next most studied actors – universities – are singled out in 

a several articles as contributing significantly to the innovation performance of individual 

firms as well as sectors or clusters more broadly. This was especially the case in 

economically peripheral regions whose universities were less exposed to competition and 

hierarchy effects. The HEIs in such regions, particularly single-player universities, are 

predictably best-positioned to support innovation and exercise policy and strategic impact 

where they have a demonstrated track record of research strength in their regions’ 

industrial specialisations. 

However, the opportunity costs associated with specialisation were found to be less 

advantageous for technology-oriented universities in regional settings where they face 

competition from other institutions. While universities were studied extensively in this 

database, research on other higher education pathways, such as vocational education, 

apprenticeship, or community/technical colleges was under-represented, particularly in 

light of their proposed importance to the transfer of ‘tacit’ knowledge in certain areas of 

older but highly influential theoretical literature (Moulaert and Sekia 2003, p. 291, 

 
4 According to metrics from Web of Science and Google Scholar. 
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Crevoisier 2004, p. 374). Finally, personal relationships among senior university 

administrators, and between such ‘place leaders’ and government or industry counterparts, 

may be another significant factor determining influence. Evidence presented by Charles, 

Kitagawa and Uyarra (2014, p. 343) suggests that the departure over time of several key 

senior staff members from Universities in Newcastle and Greater Manchester, and their 

replacement with leaders who did not enjoy their predecessor’s close personal 

relationships, was a key factor in diminishing the influence of university actors within their 

regions’ collaborative local economic development partnership initiatives. The actors 

studied least in research compiled for this review were civic actors and NGOs. 

Unsurprisingly, the contributions most concerned with the roles of civic actors were those 

falling broadly within the ‘institutional thickness’ theoretical paradigm (most notably Clapp 

et al. 2016, Coulson and Ferrario 2007, Gibbs et al. 2001, Jones and Clark 2000). While this 

research project does include NGOs and other civic actors, a systematic study focussing 

specifically on these actors would be a valuable agenda for future research.  
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 Universities/Higher Education Civic & NGO Actors Firms States/Governments 
Role in 

network 
“Knowledge brokerage”, or 
“[constructing] shared knowledge 
platforms from diverse and disconnected 
forms of knowledge” is a key role 
(Eversole and McCall 2014, p. 262). 
Typically this is a developmental rather 
than a generative function, and is most 
strongly associated with capacity building 
“third mission” outreach activities of 
single-player universities in peripheral 
regions (Gunasekara 2006, Boucher et al. 
2003, p. 891). Universities also contribute 
valuable “industry relevant research” 
specific to their region’s industrial 
specialisations shared via formal 
partnerships, promoting innovation: 
“novel product and process innovation 
are positively associated with university 
cooperation” (Freel and Harrison 2006, p. 
300, Jauhiainen and Suorsa 2008). 

Unless business associations 
or peak bodies (where these 
are composed only of firm 
representatives) are included 
under this category, which 
they are not in this review, 
the roles of civic actors or 
NGOs are the least studied in 
this database.  

Firms were the actors at the centre of 
nearly all research included in this 
database. A wide range of industries, firm 
types, and modes of interfirm connection 
are studied in the collected research. 
Some papers focussed on unilateral or 
dyadic knowledge-sharing connections 
between individual firms and their key 
partners (Turner 2009), where others 
studied the aggregation of firm interests 
within business associations or industrial 
peak bodies (Tomlinson and Branston 
2018). One novel approach also 
investigated connections between firm 
clusters in different locations (Schüßler, 
Decker, and Lerch 2013). Perhaps the 
most prominent emphasis noted in much 
of this research concerned the impact of 
different organisational or governance 
variables on firms’ innovation 
performance. 

Despite discussions in governance literature of 
diminishing state capacity, articles in the 
database overwhelmingly identified government 
as the key actor in TKD governance networks. 
Functions in which government – usually local 
government (Furmankiewicz et al. 2014) – was 
found in different studies to have had a lead role 
included selecting networks’ memberships and 
establishing their key relationships (Tomlinson 
and Branston 2014), setting networks’ agendas 
(Coulson and Ferrario 2007, p. 608), exerting 
supervision/oversight via the control of finance 
(Furmankeiwicz et al. 2014, Guillaume and 
Doloreux 2011), legislating and implementing 
outcomes of network deliberation (Clapp et al. 
2016), and ultimately shouldering accountability 
for policy/strategic outcomes, whether they had 
control over them or not (Pugalis and Keegan 
2017, p. 70). 

Factors 
determining 
influence in 

networks 

The most influential HEIs are single-player 
universities in peripheral regions, but 
funding/endowment is a key factor in 
determining translation to policy and 
strategic impact (Charles, Kitagawa, and 
Uyarra 2014). In regions with several 
universities, influence is undermined by 
competition and hierarchy effects, and 
these particularly impact younger, 
smaller, or technology-oriented 
institutions (Boucher et al. 2003). 
Characteristics of regions themselves also 
impact heavily on the relative influence of 
regional universities’ roles. Regions’ “size, 
location, and diversity” are strong 
determinants of university engagement 
and influence (Gunasekara 2006, p. 740). 

No research discovered in the 
process of conducting this 
review explicitly addressed 
factors or variables important 
to the influence wielded by 
civic actors or NGOs within 
their regional industry 
networks. As noted above, 
this is an important gap and 
would appear to present a 
valuable avenue for future 
research. 

Studies in which only firm data were 
collected found a strong role for social 
capital, place leadership, and 
interpersonal networks (for example 
Tomlinson and Branston 2018). Research 
investigating broader samples, however, 
was more likely to interpret these 
dynamics of influence as manifestations of 
market or political power (for example 
Coulson and Ferrario 2007). In either case, 
it is important to note that the 
relationships and networks key to 
determining influence were found to be 
different to those associated with strong 
innovation performance (Ceci and Iubatti 
2012), for which internal resources were a 
decisive factor (Freel and Harrison 2006). 

The economic context and the structure of the 
political system within which regional authorities 
operate is a key factor here. Several of the 
studies reviewed investigated TKD governance 
networks in peripheral regions of the United 
Kingdom. In this context, the emergence of a 
devolution and ‘localism’ agenda through the 
1990s and early 2000s was an important enabling 
context for local regional development 
authorities (Tomlinson and Branston 2018) but 
the absence of clear, territorially bounded and 
financially autonomous regional governing 
bodies constrained this influence (Freel 2002) in 
comparison with similar examples from federal 
systems including, for instance, Germany 
(Evenhuis 2017) or Australia (Eversole and McCall 
2014). 

Table 5: Roles ascribed to actors in findings of from the literature review database, presented according to a ‘Quadruple Helix’ framework 
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Conclusions 

This systematic quantitative literature review has assembled and analysed research 

investigating network governance of territorial knowledge dynamics and suggested a 

number of gaps, trends, and areas requiring further research or clarification. An important 

finding of this process has been the identification of trends associated with methodology 

and research design, which merit some further reflection on epistemological issues in this 

discipline at large. In particular, and despite persistent critiques alleging the contrary, the 

evidence presented in this review strongly supports the value of qualitative methods in both 

ideographic and comparative case study research. Such approaches are essential to 

adequately representing the level of nuance and contextual information, as well as the 

influence of culture, history, and path dependence, proposed in theoretical accounts of the 

dynamics being investigated. The finding in this review that different research methods are 

liable to produce subtly different interpretations of the same phenomena in similar 

circumstances – in this example, different participants’ perspectives on the degree to which 

network relationships are structured by market or political power – is also a strong support 

for the constructivist epistemological position in economic geography more broadly. 

Finally, a small but particularly noteworthy handful of articles in the review database 

offered valuable and underrepresented critical perspectives on how the kinds of knowledge-

intensive development pathways lionised in this literature can impact negatively on already 

marginalised voices or communities. First, Forsberg and Lindgren (2013) show convincingly 

that network structures dominated by informal relationships create high barriers to entry 

for outsiders and reinforce or reproduce gendered power relations. Their study of TKD 

governance in rural Sweden is an important and timely reminder that network governance 

strategies based around informal interpersonal relationships and social capital, especially in 

traditionally male-dominated manufacturing and agricultural industries, may target 

efficiency and innovation at the cost of equity, inclusion, and transparency. Second, De 

Muro et al (2011) discuss how examples of knowledge-intensive regional economic 

development in practice, where poorly managed or governed inequitably, can exacerbate 

the marginalisation of already-economically peripheral communities. Finally, Clapp et al 

(2016) offer important evidence demonstrating how in carefully constructed governance 

networks with transparently organised roles and channels for elevating previously under-

represented concerns (in their case, those of indigenous peoples in Canada), outcomes can 

sensitively integrate a wide array of formerly-competing interests. 
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In addition to continued and more extensive engagement with the critical perspectives 

discussed above, this review has identified the roles of civic and non-government actors as a 

gap in the literature, at least relative to the volume of research investigating other actors. 

Also, by far the greatest proportion of research in the review database compiled here, as 

well as in related research, typically studies regions or industrial clusters either in isolation 

or else in comparison with other regions. While this has been a valuable approach adding 

significantly to current understanding, far less research has compared different industrial or 

sectoral agglomerations within the same region. The identification of this methodological 

gap has thus been an important influence over the research design guiding this project, as 

discussed in the next chapter. More of this type of research could contribute to better 

understandings of a key question in this area of economic geography, which is whether such 

networks are best conceived of as territorial or place-based phenomena or according to 

more shifting and contingent relational perspectives. 
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Chapter Three 

 

Methodology and Research Design 

 

 

 

Introduction 

Empirical and conceptual research into place-based economic development, TIMs or TKDs, 

and regional industry networks is beset by a complex array of methodological challenges. 

On one hand, theoretical research has long called for greater attention to be paid to the 

importance of context, location-specific institutional settings, and regional cultural and 

political climates.5 On the other, critics have bemoaned a lack of “rigour and transparency in 

methodology”  (Markusen 1999, p. 879), the absence of a “readily discernible policy 

research agenda” (Martin 2001, p. 191), and the privileging of “abstract and ‘scientific’ 

knowledge over practical and policy-oriented knowledge” (Peck 1999, p. 131). Hoggart, 

moreover, suggested one could even be forgiven for being “far from certain what this 

research field is about” (1996, p. 110). As discussed in Chapter 1, this has at times left the 

research agenda at something of a crossroads, with simultaneous calls for richer, more 

context-sensitive and institutionally-attuned research, but also for more generalisable, 

positivist, statistical, and replicable approaches. 

The most common critique, however, targets the discipline’s struggle to generate a unified 

body of quantitative empirical work that could position individual regional case study 

findings within broader frameworks for benchmarking or comparison against a larger 

population of cases or conceptual thresholds. An overabundance of single-outcome studies 

and small-n, qualitative case study research, it has often been argued, militates against the 

ability for research findings in any individual region to be usefully compared to other, 

especially more peripheral, locations. Furthermore, translating such research into a 

practicable regional policy agenda was for a long time presumed to be out of the question 

(Martin 2001).6 Though the discipline has made significant progress in this regard, some of 
 

5 See Healy & Morgan (2012) and Pike, Rodríguez-Pose & Tomaney (2007) for an overview of these arguments.  
6 Such calls have been a consistent, defining feature of scholarship in this area. A fuller list of critiques taking 
aim at the deficit between regional studies/economic geography research and policy relevance over several 
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the same methodological critiques persist more than a decade on (Healy and Morgan 2012, 

p. 1044-1045). To give one example, Beer et al have argued recently, regarding research on 

the role of place leadership in regional economic development, that “methodological 

innovation is needed to enable scholarship to advance beyond a collection of one-off and 

single-case studies towards replicable comparative research” (2018, p. 2). 

These critiques illustrate, if not always explicitly, a tension inherent in the discipline. The 

methodological problem faced in such research requires recognising the widely-accepted 

centrality of path dependence and unique regional climates in economic development, 

while at the same time supporting theoretical propositions with generalisable or 

probabilistic causal inference derived from reproducible empirical studies. In many respects, 

this problem goes beyond questions about selection of research methods to reflect 

unavoidable complexities regarding the nature of regions, industrial networks, urban and 

rural spaces, and economic agglomerations themselves. As Scott and Storper have 

suggested, it may be that the motivations behind overly-cautious or particularist approaches 

to both empirical and theoretical research in urban and economic geography or regional 

studies can often be found in the “irreducible diversity” and “bewildering degree of 

individuality” of cities and regions themselves (Scott and Storper 2014, p. 11).  

The methodological problem to which this issue gives rise relates not only to identifying 

case studies and adjudicating their ability to be representative or robust, but also to 

reflecting internal variation within those case study industries and regions. Stilwell provided 

a valuable early discussion of this scoping dilemma in his methodological approach to the 

definition of sub-regions in his own case study research (the greater Sydney metropolitan 

area, in this example). The final scoping of regions and sub-regions, he wrote, “must 

ultimately [be] an arbitrary decision reflecting a compromise between the objectives of fine 

classification and tractability: a large number of sub-regions is conducive to detailed 

investigation of spatial patterns, but the array of information may be difficult to use in 

generating generalisations about urban processes” (1980, p. 91).  

Though perhaps especially acute in regional studies and economic/human geography, 

Stilwell’s dilemma of a trade-off between competing aims of “fine classification and 

tractability” are nevertheless widespread in social science comparative or case study 

 
decades includes, but is by no means limited to, Harvey (1974), Stilwell (1980), Berry (1994), Hoggart (1996), 
Peck (1999), Markusen (1999), Massey (2000), Martin (2001), Beer, Maude, and Pritchard (2003), McCann 
(2007), Pike (2007), Pike, Rodríguez-Pose, and Tomaney (2007), Healy and Morgan (2012), Beer et al. (2018), 
MacKinnon and Cumbers (2018). 
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research more generally. Seawright and Gerring, for example, highlight the “inherent 

problem of inference from the sample (of one or several) to a larger population” in case 

study research (Seawright and Gerring 2008, p. 296). Gerring discusses this problem at 

length with reference to ideographic or single-outcome studies, writing that: 

another point to be aware of is that the way in which an outcome is defined is likely to 

determine the extent to which it is comparable to other cases. Specifically, the more 

detailed the outcome, the more it is tailored to the circumstances of a specific country, 

group or individual, the more difficult it will be to make reference to instances outside the 

area of interest. If the case of special interest is defined too idiosyncratically it will no longer 

be a case of anything; that is, it will no longer be comparable (except in the most anodyne 

and unilluminating way) to other cases. Since one’s objective is to explain that outcome, and 

not others, this is not necessarily problematic. However, it does mean that the author will 

be restricted to evidence drawn from that particular case. This is a serious restriction and 

limits the falsifiability of any proposition, since it cannot be tested across other venues 

(2006, p. 712). 

The result of these problems of inference, classification, and generalisability is that the 

empirical findings and research agenda of regional studies have resisted easy translation 

into policy-relevant applications for a diversity of regional settings. 

The difficulty of converting academic research findings into effective policy advice is not a 

new problem and is certainly not limited to regional studies or economic geography. The 

processes, pressures, and incentives of academic knowledge creation will not always 

reproduce the concise, time-sensitive, practical, and political formats required of impactful 

policy advice within government. However, even this is slowly beginning to change as 

deeper engagement and mediation, both formal and informal, begin to breach some of the 

gaps between academia and bureaucracy (Quayle and Kelly 2019). Despite some notable 

progress, however, the above critiques of the regional studies research agenda remain 

broadly relevant, and prominent calls for critical re-examination of the discipline’s policy 

relevance are only recently beginning to be substantively addressed. With the aim of 

helping to progress some of these issues, this chapter turns to reviewing the current state of 

the art in regional studies and economic geography research methods and methodology. 

While noting where progress has been made in recent years, the aim of this chapter is to 

identify remaining gaps and reflect upon the suitability of different approaches to the 

research at hand.  
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The chapter proceeds in three parts. First, the discipline’s dominant ontological and 

epistemological approaches are discussed, including some troubling axiological 

connotations of a research agenda driven by ideas of globalisation, innovation, and the 

‘creative destruction’ wrought by high-tech systems of production. Second, prominent 

research methods drawn from existing literature are reviewed and the beginnings of 

valuable methodological innovation identified from quantitative, qualitative, and mixed-

methods research alike. This section shows how advancements, where they have been 

made, are starting to address the persistent critiques of recent decades. Given the complex 

and inter-disciplinary nature of the study of regional economic development, as well as 

growing recognition of the importance of place, context, culture, and institutions, this 

chapter ultimately advocates for the continued value and importance of qualitative 

methodological approaches. Third, the methodological perspectives and research design to 

be employed in this project are described and discussed. The project’s methods and criteria 

for case selection, its data sources, and the avenues by which relevance and applicability of 

research findings to practical policy contexts will be optimised are also discussed in this 

section. Finally, this section also reviews how the planned research progressed in practice, 

as well as the barriers and opportunities encountered along the way, and lessons learned in 

the process. 

 

Ontology, Epistemology, Axiology 

For many decades, debates regarding the nature of communities and the social, political, or 

institutional units of their composition (such as markets, hierarchies, networks, discourse or 

culture and language, kinship/personal relations, etc.) have been prominent in the regional 

studies literature. Though not always framed in explicitly ontological terms, these questions 

and choices about the social reality under examination have been a mainstay of both 

conceptual and empirical research, underpinning many of the research agenda’s ongoing 

disagreements. In the hybrid and inter-disciplinary subfield of regional industrial networks 

and economic development, the most active area of ontological and epistemological 

contention has often concerned the structure and delineation of regions themselves. Pike, 

for example, traces this debate back to some of the foundational publications in the nascent 

economic geography and regional studies literatures from the early 1900s through the 

1920s (Pike 2007). As with the above discussions of policy relevance and generalisability, 

ongoing disagreement over how to define a region has remained fraught from those early 
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forays right up to the present day (see especially Stilwell 1992, 1980, Beer, Maude, and 

Pritchard 2003, Pike 2007, Healy and Morgan 2012).  

The most prominent cleavage in debates, past and present, about what constitutes a region 

can be interpreted according to the dominant trends in ontology and epistemology in the 

social sciences more broadly. On one hand, positivist studies rooted in the objectivist 

epistemological tradition have tended to focus on large scale (often multi-country), 

comparative quasi-experimental studies of administrative areas. 7 These enquiries have 

often combined extensive panels of longitudinal econometric or demographic data with raw 

measures of network or innovation activity – patent registrations, formal partnerships, or 

industry body membership for example – using regression or factor analyses and other 

statistical approaches. The aim of these inductive models is to identify potential links 

between different variables, and thereby to produce descriptive or probabilistic findings 

that can be generalised to other contexts. Recent or illustrative examples of this approach 

include De Marchi and Grandinetti’s study of regional innovation systems (RISs) in Italy (De 

Marchi and Grandinetti 2017), Beusa et al’s study of the determinants of innovation across 

the European Union (Buesa, Heijs, and Baumert 2010), or Lychagin’s research on R&D 

spending and knowledge spillovers in the United States’ software industry (Lychagin 2016).  

On the other hand, approaches from the constructivist and interpretivist epistemological 

paradigms have typically aimed to produce explanations or rich description of a smaller 

number of cases, or often just one case. These single-outcome studies (Gerring 2006), or 

idiographic case studies, have been the most fertile ground for qualitative research in the 

discipline. Importantly, this body of research has been open to a far more diverse and 

context-specific array of approaches for operationalising concepts like regionality and 

proximity. Especially from the mid- to late-1990s onward, a growing body of work even 

began to jettison the centrality of explicitly ‘spatial’ geographies altogether, pivoting instead 

towards relational or cognitive notions of proximity within regional networks (notable 

examples of this approach include Massey 1994, Bathelt and Glückler 2003, Boggs and 

Rantisi 2003, Capello and Faggian 2005, Fløysand and Jakobsen 2011, Rutten 2017). The 

relational perspective, as Pike writes, “sees geographical entities – such as regions – as 

 
7 ‘Administrative areas’ in the Australian context can denote formal government boundaries (local, state or 
federal), as well as similar official regional classifications such as Regional Development Australia committee 
zones, or particular levels of statisatical data classification (for instance ABS ‘SA2’ regions), to give just a few 
illustrative examples. See especially Beer et al 2003, p. 41-56; Stilwell 1992, p.45-48; 1980, p. 90-93. 
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constituted by spatialized social relations stretched over space and manifest in material, 

discursive and symbolic forms” (Pike 2007, p. 1144). 

Relational perspectives on regionalism reject the hegemony of omnipresent ‘lines on a map’ 

definitions as a “historical accident”, challenging the fundamental idea that regions can 

function as innately unitary or collective actors at all (Lagendijk 2007). Importantly, the 

different categories of place used to delineate regions cannot be applied uniformly across 

space in different parts of the world. This is clearly true of administrative delineations in 

systems comprising different geographies of governance, but it is also applicable to more 

ideational, relational and constructivist approaches. In the Australian context, for example, 

Robyn Eversole has argued that “being regional” is synonymous with being “located outside 

dynamic, growing [metropolitan] centres”. The standard geographical locations and 

functional economic spaces often used to distinguish places from one another are thus 

overlayed with the important shared (sometimes even hegemonic) identity associated 

occupying the cultural space of “regional Australia”. As such, Eversole writes, every 

Australian locality may in fact occupy “two, three or four different regions, each defined 

differently for different purposes” (2015). These increasingly flexible and diverse 

perspectives on the relationships between space, place, proximity, and identity make 

regional studies a natural fit for qualitative, mixed, or pluralistic methodologies. The 

growing prominence of socialised regional categories like relational or cognitive proximity is 

thus closely aligned with the aims and strengths of pluralistic and qualitative research, due 

to its sensitivity to context, culture, politics, and diversity. 

The relationship of constructivist and objectivist epistemological paradigms to ontology 

hinges on their interpretations of the structure and units of complex regional change, and 

on whether such processes can be adequately represented in data or language. In essence, 

the objectivist approach maintains that regional change is driven by material realities that 

are observable – possibly even predictable – and applicable to or and generalizable between 

different contexts. Moreover, the researcher is assumed in this paradigm to be capable of 

extracting themselves from the social context under examination in order to render an 

impartial, objective account of its functioning, largely unaffected by their own interactions 

with it. A constructivist or interpretivist approach, by contrast, assumes that actors 

(including researchers) are deeply embedded within the complex and interdependent layers 

of the systems being studied. These systems, furthermore, are understood as subject to 

constant iteration and reconstruction as a natural consequence of their subjects’ ideas and 

activities within them (Gray 2017, p. 17). As Massey writes, the relationship of this position 
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to ideas of place and space resides in an understanding of places as “things that are made, 

that constantly change, [and] whose character is in part a product of relations with the 

world beyond” (Massey 2015, p. 79, emphasis in original). 

This challenge of grappling with complexity, context, and path-dependence in studies of 

regional economic development is compounded and made even more complex by the 

axiological difficulty of fairly representing economically marginalised or less powerful voices. 

On the whole, the technological innovation, knowledge intensive development, and 

outsourcing of inputs lionised in academic literature have been found to correlate positively 

with employment growth across almost all types of occupations and all routine task 

intensity quartiles (OECD 2015, OECD Directorate for Science 2016). This is equally true in 

manufacturing industries even despite common narratives of decline, offshoring, and 

automated production (ibid). Nevertheless, narratives of regional economic development 

that focus on highly innovative knowledge-intensive industries remain in obvious danger of 

generating academic findings and policy recommendations that ignore, or even further 

exclude, already peripheral voices and places. Globalisation has exacerbated the inter-

regional dimensions of this process of exclusion, aggravating already pressing political and 

social problems associated with sub-national economic disparity. As trade barriers and 

transaction costs have fallen, and protectionism given way to open markets, predominantly 

urban industries like finance, professional services, or information technology have been 

able to capitalise upon innovation and leverage high rents from intellectual property and 

other intangible assets.  

Traditionally rural industries such as manufacturing and agriculture, however, have felt far 

greater pressure from import competition and attendant change in labour markets, placing 

lower-skilled labour and rural industry under heavy strain, particularly in higher-wage labour 

markets (Martin et al. 2018). Scholarship that places a heavy value on the ability of regions 

to attract increasingly mobile and educated human capital from other places – Richard 

Florida’s popular and influential ‘learning regions’ (1995) or ‘creative class’ theses (2002) are 

clear examples – is especially vulnerable to these axiological problems. Florida himself has 

since conceded significant unease with the axiological connotations of some of his ideas and 

their corollary of unequal, segregated, and exclusive urban environments (2017). At an even 

broader level, the political implications of ‘spatial’ thinking have been a central concern in 

Marxist perspectives on economic and human geography. For Marxist theorists, space, 

place, and the delineation of regions are deeply contested political concepts, representing 

(pitched) battles over “who can live where … who can have [access] to resources … how and 
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where to draw boundaries … our relation to the planet, and our rights of settlement, 

enclosure, and movement” (Massey 2015, p. 76). Representing and addressing these 

concerns in research on and regional economic growth and change is a serious challenge. 

Nonetheless, some scholars have grappled with these difficulties in novel and interesting 

ways including, for example, Iskander, Lowe, and Riordan’s study of networks among 

Mexican immigrant worker communities in Philadelphia (2010), or Schnell and Sofer’s work 

on innovation within the peripheral Arabic community in Israel (2003). Likewise, Williams et 

al’s research into the relationship between social capital and entrepreneurialism in Leeds in 

the UK (2017) focusses explicitly on lower socio-economic areas, as does De Muro et al’s 

work on the otherwise dynamic knowledge-based economy in Rome (2011). The authors of 

these studies track the experiences and economic fortunes of peripheral social communities 

that have not had the power or capability to adapt to rapid change in their economic and 

industrial climates. Similarly, Christopherson and Clark study the effects of power 

imbalances within networks, revealing some of the ways that members of these ostensibly 

collegial or benevolent communities leverage their economic and political power to the 

detriment of smaller players (Christopherson and Clark 2007). These studies demonstrate 

that qualitative and pluralistic research, particularly where an interview method is 

employed, are uniquely positioned to meet the discipline’s pressing axiological challenges. A 

sensitive integration of qualitative methods has enabled these researchers to represent 

marginalised communities’ relationships to economic upheaval or the Schumpeterian 

‘creative destruction’ of knowledge-intensive development in a way that purely quantitative 

approaches cannot. 

 

Methodological Innovation in Regional Studies and Economic Geography 

Despite the critiques identified in the first part of this chapter, the study of industrial 

networks, clusters, and regional innovation systems in economic geography and regional 

studies have benefited immensely from the discipline’s long track record of qualitative 

enquiry. Qualitative approaches – including quasi-experimental modalities, phenomenology, 

ethnography, heuristic enquiry, and embedded or participatory/action research – as well as 

discursive or thematic analyses of qualitative data, have contributed a wealth of nuance and 

granularity to explanatory and casual-inferential accounts. This is particularly true in the 

discipline’s large body of idiographic case study research. All of this is not to say, however, 

that arguments admonishing the discipline’s inability to produce a tractable body of 
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quantitative empirical findings with unambiguous policy relevance in a variety of different 

regional contexts can simply be cast aside. On the contrary, many of the critical voices 

discussed above have raised serious and valid methodological concerns that new research 

should address before if it is to add value to the existing regional studies literature. How, 

then, can future research employing qualitative or pluralistic methods balance the 

seemingly contradictory demands of policy relevance – which requires close attention to 

specific political, economic, institutional and governance contexts – and generalisability to 

other places? This is the issue to which this chapter now turns. 

Authors from qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods research backgrounds alike are 

beginning to grapple substantively with exactly this issue in an emerging body of both new 

case studies and probabilistic or comparative quantitative research. From the quantitative 

side of this evolution, for example, De Marchi and Grandinetti (2017) have generated some 

sophisticated methodological refinements in their survey of Italian regional innovation 

systems (RISs). The authors critique the limitations of an overabundance of idiographic case 

study research in dynamic areas which have been a priori identified as an RIS. This common 

practice of case study research focussing on RISs within “one exemplary region at a time”, 

they argue, reveals little about “the extent of their diffusion in a given country and prevents 

us from replicating the analysis in other contexts” (p. 236). De Marchi and Grandinetti’s 

longitudinal factor analysis of Italian Community Innovation Survey data is therefore used to 

develop definitive thresholds which can be applied in benchmarking knowledge intensity, 

agglomeration and spillover activity within other regional (and national) settings, including 

economically-peripheral ones. 

At the same time, qualitative and mixed methods research in this discipline is undergoing a 

similar process of reorientation. Beer et al, for example, use a series of experimental 

vignettes – “presenting participants with carefully constructed and realistic scenarios to 

assess dependent variables including intentions, attitudes, and behaviours” (Aguinis and 

Bradley 2014, p. 352) – to test the responses of select focus groups to different policy 

scenarios. These structured focus group interviews, conducted with a wide array of regional 

development actors from six different countries, were coded into a quantitative data set 

that could be used to examine differing national and regional perceptions, cultural or 

political contingencies, institutional constraints, and likely courses of action across a range 

of hypothetical policy scenarios (Beer et al. 2018, p. 3-6). The quantitative findings 

generated in this study nevertheless receive nuanced and context-sensitive treatment 

arising from extended interviews with participants. Another valuable mixed methods 
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approach can be seen in Ceci and Iubatti (2012), who employ a sophisticated content 

analysis in their comparative study of regional innovation dynamics in the Italian and 

Spanish automotive industries. Another valuable example, again subverting the trend of 

studying innovation dynamics in already-successful contexts, is Isaksen and Trippl’s study of 

industrial path-dependence in economically-peripheral regions (2017). The authors’ focus 

on peripheral regions is important because growth paths in these places are less likely to be 

driven by branching and spin-off diversification, spillover, or vertical disintegration of 

existing industries. Their selection of two contrasting case studies in different countries, 

using in-depth interview data, allows for robust identification of generalisable, 

independently-verifiable influences over new path creation whose findings can be applied in 

other peripheral economic contexts. 

Another pertinent recent effort to overcome problems of inference, scale, and 

representativeness in mixed methods regional research has been the “deep dive” approach 

employed in Storper et al (2015). This approach combines large amounts of quantitative 

data analysis, focussing especially on industry specialisation, demography, and labour force 

attributes, with detailed institutional histories and cultural contextualisation. In this regard, 

the authors straddle an innovative inter-disciplinary divide between aspects of economic 

geography and management or institutional dynamics, highlighting the interplay between 

firm-level economic development and organisational culture as a way to build large, 

detailed regional profiles. Their nuanced approach to data comparison between regions is a 

model strategy for overcoming the scoping and causal explanation problems for which the 

discipline has long been critiqued. As the authors note, practical solutions to these problems 

must balance the use of overly-broad data categories that may “lump together different 

activities and make regions appear more similar than they really are” with very detailed, 

granular data that may “separate activities that are closely-related and miss their clusters” 

(Storper et al. 2015, p. 32).  

As discussed in the previous chapter, these evolving methodology and data analysis 

strategies are contributing to a significantly firmer and more credible basis in empirical 

substantiation for this body of theory. Moreover, a growing number of studies like these are 

beginning to address the above mentioned issues of comparability and robustness of 

findings in settings beyond the unique institutional climates of a small handful of the highly-

innovative success stories, like Silicon Valley (Saxenian 1996), Baden-Württemberg (Cooke 

and Morgan 1993, 1998), or the ‘Third Italy’ (Bagnasco 1977), that were studied by the first 

generation of ‘new economic geography’ scholars. The same developments can be observed 
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in urban/agglomeration economics and spatial studies as scholars move away from more 

globalist approaches like Ohmae’s ‘Region State’ (1990, 1993), Thomas Friedman’s ‘Flat 

World’ (2007), and Richard Florida’s ‘Learning Regions’ (1995), ‘Global Cities’, or ‘Creative 

Class’ theses (2002, 2003, 2017). 

 

Method: Data Sources and Analysis 

Data for this project will be gathered via semi-structured conversational interviews with 

participants drawn from a range of roles across three case study industries, as well as civic 

and government actors. The reason for employing a semi-structured interview method is 

twofold. First, as Ayres writes, the semi-structured interview’s use of “pre-determined but 

open-ended” questions allows the researcher a greater level of control over the topics 

covered in an interview but without limiting participants to a range of fixed responses 

(2008, p. 811). This gives responses the greatest chance of being compared usefully with 

one another while also giving participants space to elaborate in an unrestricted way on their 

specific experiences. Second, the semi-structured interview method allows for the collection 

of a more diverse range of data than either a heavily-structured or completely unstructured 

approach. This allows for the initial collection of a small amount of basic quantitative and 

classifying data (for example, number of years operating in Tasmania; professional 

background; firms size; or basic details about the number and relative value of a 

participant’s knowledge-sharing relationships). Subsequent questions can then elicit 

qualitative responses regarding participants’ experiences of these interactions, and their 

impact on the participant’s own engagement in networks. Combinations of different data 

points can then be used to ‘triangulate’ analysis of how an institutional variable – such as 

social capital, embeddedness, or culture, for example – has influenced a participant’s 

willingness or reluctance to engage cooperatively with their industrial network peers. In this 

way, a semi-structured interview method allows for a context-sensitive interpretation of a 

given network’s structure, organisation, value to individual members, or institutionalisation. 

The reason to adopt a ‘conversational’ semi-structured interview method is to generate an 

environment in which participants can feel “free to participate in extended discussions of 

research topics in a less hierarchical setting” than more heavily-structured approaches 

(Roulston 2008, p. 128). Given that interviews will be conducted with a wide range of 

participants with varying levels of power or influence in their industrial networks, facilitating 
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a free and unencumbered dialogue will be essential to ensuring the trustworthiness, 

validity, and reliability of responses.  

The data collection and analysis conducted in this project will follow an adapted version of 

the ‘innovation biographies’ approach developed by Butzin and Widmaier. Their method 

uses interviews and complementary documentary evidence to “[reconstruct] the biography 

of an innovation process from the first idea until implementation” in order to understand 

“how internal knowledge is related to various sources of external knowledge […] and how 

this evolves over time” (2016, p. 223). Biographical approaches in economic geography have 

been used in other areas of the literature (see Pike 2011, Vinodrai 2006, Isaksen 2018, Pike 

et al. 2015 for examples of a similar approach) but Butzin and Widmaier improve upon 

previous iterations by combining narrative and documentary evidence used with egocentric 

network analyses that can add layers of nuance to interviewees’ perceptions of events, 

increasing their explanatory power. There are numerous advantages to be gained by 

adopting a biographical approach to data collection and analysis in studying the dynamics of 

regional industry networks. First of all, Butzin and Widmaier’s is a method that bypasses 

issues related to scoping and defining of regions by focussing attention instead on the 

“spatiality of knowledge generation itself”, rather than “studying [knowledge generation] 

within pre-defined administrative geographical categories” (p. 223). Second, as the authors 

note, a biographical approach to exploring the role of networks in an innovation activity 

provides space to reflect in detail upon 

“contextual settings and impulses through which the innovative idea arose for the first time; 

how the idea was further developed, the emergence and change of actor constellations over 

time, the question of how this influenced the innovation process, and through which 

channels the actors were able to contact each other, etc.” (p. 227) 

Despite these advantages, however, the authors have conceded that refinement of their 

approach’s policy relevance and practical implications “[need] to be developed as part of 

future research”, which task is taken up in the present iteration of this method.  

In order to improve the practical policy relevance of its findings and analysis, this project 

applies Butzin and Widmaier’s approach to producing historical or biographical accounts of 

networks themselves, rather than to specific innovations. Thus, instead of studying the 

development of a particular product, process, or innovative idea, each case study industry 

examined here will be analysed and presented as a biographical account of the 

development of that case’s particular regional industry network. In this sense, the network 

biography approach is methodologically closely related to forms of detailed narrative 
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process tracing (George and Bennett 2005, p. 210). Process tracing is a method whereby 

explanations for phenomena or theoretical propositions are developed on the basis of 

“relevant, verifiable causal stories resting in differing chains of cause-effect relations whose 

efficacy can be demonstrated independently of those stories” (Tilly 1997, p. 48). Moreover, 

their combination of interviews, documentary evidence, archival research, and policy 

analysis to ‘triangulate’ different data sources into a coherent story is highly suited to 

network analysis. The historical overviews presented in subsequent chapters therefore 

function not just as useful background information but as “institutional genealogies” that 

explain how past ideas, practices, and structures act as “carriers of history”, conditioning 

present-day features of the networks analysed (Pike et al. 2015, p. 190). 

This project’s inquiry into some of the ways that network structures or configurations effect 

their members’ interactions or relative influence within them, as well as condition outcomes 

over time, could have been undertaken using a social network analysis method. Indeed, on 

the surface, such a method would seem not only an adequate but possibly even a natural fit 

for this project. Social network analysis is a structuralist approach to investigation of social 

phenomena that characterises individuals, firms, or small social groupings as nodes and 

then depicts links between them using graphs or other pictorial representations. The 

resulting illustrations demonstrate which actors in the network connect with others, and 

how they do so. It is a valuable tool for revealing the structure of networks as well as 

uncovering more specific information about their participants, such as whether particular 

nodes are central versus peripheral or whether individual nodes in a given network connect 

to a large or small number of others (Marin and Wellman 2011, p. 11-12).  

While social network analysis has been valuable in some similar research (Giuliani 2006, 

Kauffeld-Monz and Fritsch 2013, Furmankiewicz, Macken-Walsh, and Stefańska 2014 are all 

good examples), and may be a valuable avenue for future research related to this project, it 

has not been used in this instance for two reasons. First, a significant number of this 

project’s interviewees are senior public servants whose professional obligations meant that 

their participation was possible only on the condition that their contribution be anonymous 

and their data de-identified. A handful of individuals were prepared to reveal some 

information, such as their department or agency, but most were not in a position to do so. 

Respecting the sensitive nature of these individuals’ contributions in a social network 

analysis would mean that a large number of nodes and connections in the resulting graphs 

could not be identified with sufficient detail. Subsequent analysis could likewise reveal little 

about the nature of these linkages, rendering the task less fruitful than it might otherwise 
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have been. The second reason is that it was deemed important to delve deeply into the 

histories, culture, actor motivations, and institutionalisation of the networks as well as just 

their structural characteristics. A social network analysis approach typically eschews this 

type of rich contextual detail in favour of more tractable, parsimonious classification of 

systems, making it less appropriate to this project’s focus on institutions.  

 

Pluralism and Triangulation 

The pluralistic or ‘triangulated’ data analysis approach advocated by Butzin and Widmaier, 

and adapted here to biographical network analysis, refers to a strategy of utilising a variety 

of different methods, data sources, or modes of analysis to “approach research questions 

from different angles, and … explore their intellectual puzzles in a rounded and multi-

faceted way” (Mason 2018, p. 190). The primary strength of methodological pluralism for 

research in regional studies is that it allows for a rich and diverse representation of the 

interplay between the roles of structure, agency, and context in processes of social change 

(good examples from this field include Pike 2011, Dawley 2014, Lorenzen and Mudambi 

2012). This process of using more than one data source or analytical technique to illuminate 

different aspects of the same overarching research problem thereby gives the researcher 

scope to delve deeply into the granular structure of a complex social or political issue (Gray 

2017, p. 37, Morse 1994, p. 224-225). 

Nevertheless, the ideas of methodological pluralism and triangulation in qualitative or 

mixed methods research also present some problematic implications that require careful 

negotiation. First, different methods in the social sciences are liable to produce different 

results, and this means that even while making the representation of a given phenomenon 

more nuanced and possibly more accurate, slightly incongruent data may militate against 

the emergence of a clear narrative. As a result, generalisation and theory-development 

become more complicated as medial, contingent, or conflicting factors might be observed 

by one method that put its findings at odds with another (Mason 2018, p. 190). Second, the 

notion that a single phenomenon can be ‘measured’ in a comparable way using different 

methods suggests that the phenomenon is stable, knowable, and exists independently of 

the researcher’s enquiry into it. At first glance this may seem incompatible with the 

epistemological position perspective outlined earlier in this chapter. As discussed above, a 

constructivist epistemological paradigm assumes that the way a problem is studied (the 

subjects chosen, the methods employed, the questions asked) will affect what that study is 
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likely to find. This means that from the constructivist standpoint, therefore, triangulation 

should not be used to “corroborate” a data point or interpretation in the positivist sense, 

but rather to reveal different angles, facets, or “levels” of the social phenomenon under 

investigation (Mason 2018, p. 190-191). 

 

Case Selection 

Due to the challenges, discussed above, of scoping and delineating regions capable of 

capturing the highly diverse processes at play in regional knowledge sharing systems, this 

research focusses instead on industry-level networks as its case studies. The advantage of 

studying industrial, as opposed to regional, cases, is that the complex economic, 

demographic, supply/value chain, and social interactions that constitute phenomena like 

agglomeration or cognitive proximity can be studied without the restrictive spatial overlay 

of administrative ‘lines on a map’. To ensure a rigorous and relevant sample, final selection 

decisions were made on the basis of a shortlist comparing potential case industries 

according to a wide range of attributes. In this research, a “most similar” approach to case 

selection (Seawright & Gerring 2008, p. 304) has been deemed the most appropriate, and 

the project will study three cases from the list compiled below. As a rigorous application of 

qualitative or mixed methods in the project necessitates a thorough ‘deep dive’ into a 

relatively small number of cases (3), it stands to reason that maximising the number of cases 

in which the sought phenomena can be observed is likely to be more illuminating than the 

inclusion of contrasting or deviant cases. Therefore, those cases that are appropriate for 

inclusion in this study will demonstrate strong existing institutional network structures, 

combined with strong potential for future spillover/spin-off diversification, vertical 

disintegration, or knowledge intensive employment growth. To optimise the relevance of 

this research to place-based regional development policy in Tasmania, cases chosen also 

need to be, or have demonstrated potential to become, significant drivers of employment 

or economic activity in the state. To ensure the relevance of this project’s findings to policy 

makers, moreover, it was deemed important that the chosen cases also be active targets of 

ongoing development efforts by the research’s partners in state government. 

One notable difficulty in this case selection process was matching the shortlisted cases with 

the methods employed for data gathering. As discussed above, the critical importance of 

nuanced information regarding context, culture and institutions has necessitated the use of 

an in-depth, semi-structured interview method, but this raises challenges for identifying 
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cases and participants with the ability to provide the desired information. Existing research 

on knowledge-sharing, innovation, or industrial networks has identified many different 

geographical scales and organisational levels at which theorised or desirable dynamics can 

be observed. Some authors emphasise the importance of global linkages between groups of 

specialised and highly-knowledge intensive technical workers (for example Chen 2009, p. 

531-34, Fitjar and Huber 2014) – an approach often associated with the ‘absorptive 

capacity’ (Cohen and Levinthal 1990) or ‘global pipelines’ (Bathelt, Malmberg, and Maskell 

2004) perspectives. On the other hand, many authors focus instead on highly-localised 

informal and social networks comprising actors from a wide variety of roles within 

organisations (Dahl and Pedersen 2004, Roper, Love, and Bonner 2017). Also, as discussed 

above, some perspectives aim to separate ideas of proximity from physical space or place 

entirely, in favour of explanations based on cognitive or relational proximity (Rutten 2017).  

Seven potential Tasmanian industrial cases exhibiting the required characteristics for 

inclusion in this study have been identified here, and these form the shortlist (see Table 6 

below for overview). Notable and valuable studies that have been influential in the 

formation of this list include the Australian Innovation Research Centre’s now-defunct 

Tasmanian Innovation Census (Australian Innovation Research Centre 2014) project, and 

West et al’s exhaustive though aging Diversifying Tasmania’s Economy report (West et al. 

2012). Other sources used in compiling the below shortlist of case industries include public 

government reports, Saul Eslake’s Tasmanian Chamber of Commerce and Industry Tasmania 

Reports, other Tasmanian economic ‘grey literature’, and a wide variety of published 

academic literature. Case selection decisions have also been informed by consultation with 

partners from the Tasmanian state service, both in the form of formal project interviews 

and less formal meetings and conversations. 

Cases from this shortlist have been chosen for final study using a process of elimination 

guided by a combination of academic or theoretical filters, methodological requirements, 

and practical considerations. The cases shortlisted for consideration (discussed in greater 

detail in Table 6) were: 

1. Advanced Mining Equipment Manufacturing 

2. Salmonoid aquaculture including associated onshore and deep-sea aquaculture 

3. Viticulture and winemaking 

4. Alkaloid poppies and medicinal opiate production 

5. Antarctic research, tourism, and logistics 

6. Forestry and forest products manufacturing 
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7. Shipbuilding, marine manufacturing, and diversified maritime services 

The first case to be eliminated was the alkaloid poppies and medicinal opiates cluster. While 

this industry has a very high location quotient in Tasmania and is densely agglomerated into 

a small area in the northern midlands, it is dominated by a very small number of large firms, 

which limits the potential for complex networks to emerge. Also, it is an industry whose 

future growth is threatened by serious structural headwinds – Tasmania’s alkaloid poppy 

growers have enjoyed a legal monopoly in Australia since the industry’s inception in the 

1960s, but this support has been removed, with trial opiate production beginning in New 

South Wales and Victoria (Honan 2016). The expansion of the industry into other Australian 

states, coupled with restrictions on demand driven by policy responses to opioid addiction 

in the United States have driven prices down and are beginning to erode Tasmania’s 

longstanding market dominance in this commodity. Finally, from a practical standpoint, this 

industry is governed by highly restrictive regulations governing the publication of 

information about producers’ operations. These sensitivity and legal issues would be likely 

to limit access to interviewees, as well as the industry information those interviewees could 

share.  

Two further cases, aquaculture and forestry, were excluded for reasons of high political 

sensitivity and less intensive knowledge sharing relationships. Aquaculture in particular is 

limited in this regard, as the industry’s main growth sector (salmonoid farming) is 

dominated by two relatively large firms whose relations with one another are poor. 

Additionally, the size of these two dominant players presents a practical limitation given the 

limited scope and resources of this research project, as it makes the actors most closely-

linked to the knowledge-sharing phenomena sought for study harder to identify effectively 

through a purposive sampling process. Many players within the maritime industry have 

diversified into supplying salmonoid and onshore aquaculture operations, however, which 

means that important areas of this industry’s activity are captured in that case.  

Finally, advanced manufacturing of mining equipment in the state’s North-West was 

excluded as it was deemed that the diversity and representativeness of the final case 

selection would be best served by not including two different manufacturing clusters. The 

recent history of offshoring and ongoing structural adjustment following the work of the 

‘Caterpillar Taskforce’ has meant that mining equipment manufacturing is currently 

undergoing profound structural change in Tasmania, which presents high uncertainty and 

serious methodological barriers to investigation in the current climate. Additionally, the 
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marine manufacturing cluster is more tightly agglomerated, more innovative  (Australian 

Innovation Research Centre 2014), and comprises a larger number of small- and medium-

sized enterprises, which assists in the identification of reliably informative interview 

subjects. The case selection process thereby left marine manufacturing, viticulture and 

winemaking, and Antarctic research, tourism, and logistics as the most relevant case studies 

for investigation in this project. 
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Case 

 

 

 

Description 

 

 

 

Network Overview 

Advanced 
Manufacturing – 

Mining 
Equipment 

A combination of large multinational firms and smaller boutique players 
have enjoyed strong export performance as well as being competing 
successfully for significant tender contracts. The primary specialisation 
of Tasmanian advanced manufacturing is a tightly-agglomerated mining 
and defence equipment cluster in and around Burnie and 
Wynyard/Waratah in the state’s North-West.  

While a state-wide advanced manufacturing industry 
association was only established in 2016 under the 
administrative umbrella of the Tasmanian Minerals and 
Energy Council (TMEC), a recent large program of structural 
adjustment has been characterised by close links between 
firms, state government, local councils and civic actors. These 
actors, including the Northern Tasmania Development 
Corporation and the Cradle Coast Authority were closely 
involved in the activities of the Caterpillar Taskforce, which 
was set up to restructure the sector following a major 
employer offshoring its operations to Thailand. 

Aquaculture The growing proportion of seafood in global animal protein 
consumption, high-end consumer demand for premium seafood 
products in South-East Asia, and declining relative catch from wild 
fisheries have driven strong expansion in Tasmanian aquaculture since 
the early-1990s. Marine farming, wild fisheries, onshore aquaculture, 
and secondary/spin-off industries have since become a major economic 
driver for the state, and a very significant employer in economically-
marginalised areas including Macquarie Harbour, Circular Head, and 
parts of the Huon Valley. The two largest firms, Tassal and Huon 
Aquaculture, represent 31% of national aquaculture market 
capitalisation with turnover of $1.2 billion annually, and support some 
2783 FTE positions 

Aquaculture in Tasmania is characterised by close research 
and development collaborations with the UTas Institute of 
Marine and Antarctic Science, the Australian Maritime 
College, and CSIRO. Many of the industry’s sub-sectors also 
benefit from the support, advocacy, and networking functions 
of their own highly-active active industry associations, 
especially the Tasmanian Salmonoid Growers Association 
(TSGA). However, this sector has suffered fraught, contentious 
relations with civil society and non-government actors. Also, 
relations between Salmon producers are characterised by 
secrecy, caution, and intense competition rather than the 
collegial or collaborative informal knowledge-sharing 
networks studied in this project.  
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Alkaloid 
Poppies/Opiates 

Tasmania is the world’s largest producer (accounting for nearly half the 
total global supply) of opiates used in medicinal narcotics and 
analgesics. Narcotic raw materials production in Tasmania is centred 
around Westbury in the Central North and Midlands and is closely 
integrated with the global economy. In 2017, a small number of 
producers were also granted conditional licenses in a trial expansion of 
medicinal cannabinoid production, an important potential growth area. 
The industry contributes approximately $290 million to Tasmanian GSP. 

The industry is dominated by a relatively small number of 
larger players who work closely with the Tasmanian state 
government, the Australian and other national governments, 
as well as prominent international organisations or agencies 
managing the supply and stockpiling of narcotic drugs. An 
issue identified with this industry through the case selection 
process, however, is that publication or dissemination of 
information regarding the production and manufacture of 
alkaloids is tightly restricted by legislation, seriously 
complicating research into this network. 

Forestry & Forest 
Products 

Traditional native forestry, sawmilling, and pulp and paper production 
have historically been staple industries and economic drivers for broad 
swaths of regional Tasmania. Despite decades of decline and fractious 
political contestation, culminating in the now-defunct Forest Peace Deal 
of 2013, novel cross-laminated, architectural, veneered, structural, and 
specialty timber products are revitalising small pockets of the industry. 
Nevertheless, prospects for the re-emergence of a Tasmania forestry 
industry at anything approaching its former scale remain unpromising. 
The industry (including pulp and paper) supports roughly 3000 FTE jobs, 
contributing over $700 million annually to GSP. 

Tasmania’s forestry industry has benefited in recent years 
from fruitful and innovative R&D collaboration. Partnerships 
between industry and the Centre for Sustainable Architecture 
with Wood, the Department of State Growth, Commonwealth 
Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO) and 
others has underpinned the viability of projects like 
Hydrowood in Lake Pieman or growth in production of cross-
laminated prefabricated construction materials in Launceston. 
New directions for the sector include novel historical tourism 
developments such as the Spring Bay Mill project at 
Triabunna. 

Advanced 
Manufacturing – 

Marine  

Tasmania’s shipbuilding and marine manufacturing industry has a long 
and storied history but was thoroughly reshaped in the 1970s by the 
local firm Incat, an innovative producer of fast ferries and other 
aluminium freight and transport vessels. Diversification around Incat’s 
factory in Prince of Wales Bay established a large base of tightly-
agglomerated spillover industries, specialising in liferaft systems, fire 
insulation, radar, sonar and other communications equipment, 

Tasmania’s marine manufacturing sector collaborates 
extensively with the University of Tasmania (especially 
through the Australian Maritime College and the Institute for 
Marine and Antarctic Science) on research and development 
projects. The Tasmanian Maritime Network also works closely 
with the state government in both a research capacity and for 
promotion via the Brand Tasmania initiative. Its industry 
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luxury/commercial fit-outs for vessels, and production of winches, 
ropes, sails, steel, aluminium, clothing, rigging, and various other 
secondary applications. Marine manufacturing in the state has long 
been recognised as one of Tasmania’s, and indeed Australia’s, most 
innovative and dynamic industry clusters (Wickham 2005c).   

association, the Tasmania Maritime Network, has been a 
relatively-loosely organised though important advocate for 
the industry over some three decades. 

Antarctic 
Research, 

Logistics and 
Tourism 

Tasmania’s proximity to the Antarctic has for a long time provided ideal 
conditions for the development of service, supply, and manufacturing 
activities supporting polar research, exploration and, increasingly, 
tourism (Muir, Jabour, and Carlsen 2007, Snyder and Stonehouse 2007). 
These industrial activities were brought under the banner of the 
publicly funded Tasmanian Polar Network in 1999, which now has 60 
member firms supplying and supporting Antarctic expedition from all 
over the world. The Tasmanian Polar Network reports sustaining 755 
FTE positions directly across its member organisations, and contributes 
approximately $200 million annually to GSP. 

Tasmania’s Antarctic research, exploration, and tourism 
industry enjoys deep and longstanding partnerships with 
CSIRO, the Australian Antarctic Division, and the University of 
Tasmania – especially the Institute of Marine and Antarctic 
Science and the Australian Maritime College. Interestingly, it 
also receives very significant financial and coordination 
support from government. It is unique in this shortlist as a 
science, manufacturing, and research cluster whose activities 
are overwhelmingly focussed within the public sector. 

Viticulture & 
Winemaking 

Despite hosting some of Australia’s earliest vineyard plantings, in the 
1840s, the Tasmanian wine industry’s potential has only begun to be 
realised in recent years. Factors including a boom in annual tourist visits 
to the state, high export-led growth driven by a low Australian dollar, 
and even weather factors associated with climate change have elevated 
grape growing, winemaking, and wine tourism into one of the state’s 
top ten economic contributors.  Viticulture and winemaking adds $115 
million to GSP annually and supports approximately 2000 FTE positions, 
roughly equivalent to the state’s meat and dairy sectors. 

Tasmania’s wine industry has become increasingly knowledge-
intensive in recent years. The sector’s peak body, Wine 
Tasmania, collects and disseminates large amounts of highly 
detailed technical data on soil health, pest and disease 
management, biodiversity, water, waste, human capital, and 
market information via its Vinø program, as well as regionally-
tailored vintage reports and investment information. 
Viticulture also enjoys strong collaborative relationships with 
government and the university sector.  

Table 6: Overview of shortlisted case studies 
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Overview of Selected Cases 

Antarctic Research, Logistics, and Tourism  

Southern Tasmania has a long history as a port for Antarctic expeditions, dating back to 

some of the earliest Antarctic and Southern Ocean exploration in the late 18th century. The 

state’s proximity to Antarctica and the Southern Ocean makes it an ideally located ‘Antarctic 

Gateway’ region. Along with a handful of other places at similarly southerly latitudes, 

notably Christchurch, Cape Town, Ushuaia, and Punta Arenas, Hobart has developed a 

diverse and vibrant industry supplying the unique needs of commercial and scientific 

Antarctic expeditions. Alongside logistical and provedoring functions, this cluster includes 

the manufacturing of extreme-weather travel, safety, accommodation, communications, 

and scientific equipment. Hobart has likewise become a regular port for a growing number 

of Antarctic maritime and aviation tourism ventures. Southern Tasmania hosts the 

headquarters of the Australian Antarctic Division, and has been the location of numerous 

meetings and conventions of the major treaty and governance organisations responsible for 

Antarctic international relations and scientific research. For example, the international 

Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources is headquartered in 

central Hobart.  

An interesting and notable feature of this cluster is that, alone among the three cases 

studied in this project, it represents a hybrid structure combining public and private sector 

activities. As discussed in Chapter 4, its highly unusual industry body, the Tasmanian Polar 

Network (TPN), represents this mixture of sectoral activity by incorporating not just private 

firms but also government departments at the federal, state, and local level, international 

organisations, civic or NGO bodies and charitable organisations, and the University of 

Tasmania in what otherwise functions much like a traditional industry association. In 

addition to the industry’s growth potential, highly agglomerated structure, and 

specialisation, it is a valuable case study because little other academic research has 

examined clusters that combine public and private sector activities.  

 

Marine Manufacturing 

The second case study industry to be investigated in this research is advanced 

manufacturing, specifically marine manufacturing and light shipbuilding. The trajectory of 

marine manufacturing in Tasmania is a strong example of spillover dynamics and 
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diversification, with most of the industry having emerged as suppliers to International 

Catamarans (Incat), an innovative producer of high-speed multi-hulled ferries and transport 

vessels. Incat builds some 40% of the world’s large high-speed catamarans, and since 1990 

has continuously held the record for the fastest commercial crossing of the Atlantic Ocean 

by boat (International Catamarans 2020). The process of diversification around Incat’s 

premises in Prince of Wales Bay has seen a large based of densely-agglomerated spillover 

industries emerge, including life raft evacuation systems, radar, sonar and other 

communications equipment, luxury and commercial fit-outs for vessels, as well as 

innovative production or supply of winches, ropes, sails, insulation, steel and aluminium, 

clothing, rigging, and various other secondary industries. Large rivals have also emerged to 

capitalise upon the existing high-tech, niche supply chain, most notably the shipbuilder 

Richardson Devine Marine. The sector has also identified further navigation and high-end 

communications, innovative electronics and fuel systems, and increased maintenance 

activities for new and existing capital equipment (including offshore oil and gas 

infrastructure) as fertile ground for potential future expansion (Office of the Coordinator-

General 2019). Other important diversification pathways that have emerged in recent years 

include specialist safety systems used in naval defence applications and equipment 

manufacturing for Tasmania’s growing aquaculture industry.  

This industry is represented by a longstanding association, the Tasmania Maritime Network, 

which liaises with government and facilitate collaboration and information-sharing 

relationships among its members. Despite these positive attributes, manufacturing in 

Tasmania (especially mining equipment but marine manufacturing as well), does face some 

serious demographic, structural, and skills shortage challenges. As discussed in the 

introduction to this thesis, manufacturing employment in Tasmania has been in long term 

structural decline since at least the mid-1980s. Moreover, a Penesis et al have argued, an 

ageing workforce, lower-than-average rates of STEM training among Tasmanian school-

leavers, graduate undersupply, and a changing industrial landscape present significant 

barriers to the further expansion of advanced manufacturing employment (2017, p. 14-15). 

The Tasmania Maritime Network (2013) has noted these concerns and conceded the 

difficulties that accompany stubborn labour demography and education and training 

challenges in Tasmania.  

Tasmanian marine manufacturing operators collaborate with the University of Tasmania 

(through the Australian Maritime College and the Institute for Marine and Antarctic Science) 

on a number of research and development and training projects. Operators also enjoy close 
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connections to a specialised aluminium welding training college operated by under the 

Commonwealth Technical and Further Education (TAFE) scheme. The Tasmania Maritime 

Network works closely with the state government, receiving technical and administrative 

support through the Department of State Growth and marketing assistance via the ‘Brand 

Tasmania’ initiative. For these reasons, the marine manufacturing industry is likely to prove 

a viable and illustrative case study from within the broader advanced manufacturing sector. 

The Tasmania Maritime Network also maintains a comprehensive directory, which serves as 

a valuable starting point in the process of identifying suitable potential interview 

participants. 

 

Viticulture and Winemaking 

The final case study is Tasmania’s premium cool climate viticulture and winemaking 

industry. Tasmania has a long and vibrant history of viticulture, stretching back to the early 

19th century. A preference among consumers for either beer or fortified wines throughout 

much of that period meant, however, that cool climate winemaking would not emerge as a 

significant industry until the 1980s. Nevertheless, following a slow and difficult re-birth in 

the 1950s, Tasmanian wine has established itself as a distinctive, high-value, premium 

quality product in both Australian and international markets. Bottle prices for Tasmanian 

wine are more than twice the Australian mainland average, with Tasmanian grapes also far 

more valuable, fetching $2977 per tonne compared a national average of $526 (Wine 

Tasmania 2018). Increased tourist visits to the state, temperature increases and changing 

rainfall patterns driven by global warming, and a relatively low Australian dollar have all 

contributed to significant growth and diversification of the industry in recent years. The 

wine industry is now one of Tasmania’s top ten employers. Climate and geological surveys 

of available agricultural land suggest, moreover, that viticulture has considerable space to 

grow, especially as recent investments in an irrigation scheme for the Tasmanian Midlands 

come to fruition (Smart and Wells 2014, Webb et al. 2018). 

Viticulture, wine sales, and wine tourism industries in general are ideally structured for 

research into the economic development impacts of regional industry networks. This is 

because they tend to be dominated by large numbers of small- and medium-sized business 

clustered tightly together into very small subregions whose microclimates, topography, soil 

conditions, and geography necessitate an intense reliance on highly localised knowledge 

bases. Moreover, the industry in Tasmania has become increasingly sophisticated from a 



91 
 

knowledge-intensity perspective in recent years. The sector’s peak body, Wine Tasmania, 

collects and disseminates detailed technical data on vintage, soil health, pest and disease 

management, biodiversity, water, waste, human capital, and market information via its Vinø 

program, as well as regionally tailored harvest reports and investment information. This 

industry association, as well as individual members and producers, collaborate extensively 

with Australian and international counterparts, the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, 

Water and Environment (DPIPWE), the Tasmanian Institute of Agriculture at the University 

of Tasmania, and other research and development partners. 

 

Sample 

Participants for interview were initially selected via a purposive sampling process. In 

contrast to a randomised or probability-based sampling method (Morse 1994, p. 225), a 

purposive method involves the active identification of individuals within a population who 

are likely to either be representative of the entire population, or are in a position to offer 

valuable or informed perspectives on that population. As Weiss writes, this process entails 

identifying people are “uniquely able to be informative because they are an expert in an 

area, or are privileged witnesses” to the phenomena studied (Weiss 1994, p. 17). In the case 

of the present research, this meant using industry knowledge and contacts within 

government to locate participants who were likely to have the greatest engagement with, or 

knowledge of, that industry’s knowledge-sharing and spillover activities. In addition, 

however, a ‘snowball’ sampling practice was employed in cases where chosen interview 

participants indicate other potential interviewees who would have satisfied the criteria for 

inclusion if identified earlier.  

The secondary use of a snowball sampling practice has been judged especially important for 

this project, as the most valuable interview participants are likely to be those deeply 

embedded in the networks and associational architecture of the industries studied. Asking 

participants’ advice on who these people are was therefore not only a reliable way of 

discovering further relevant interviewees, but in this research it also constituted informal 

evidence that those people occupied central or important positions within their networks 

and were thus representative of the phenomena under investigation. One potential 

drawback to the initial use of a purposive sampling method, however, is that reliance an 

ultimately somewhat subjective method for participant selection may limit the replicability 

of the study, as different researchers would be likely to sample a slightly different portion of 
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the study’s target population. Nevertheless, a purposive sampling approach remains the 

most tractable and reliable method in studies, like this one, that are limited by resource 

constraints and are to be conducted within a relatively small and geographically-restricted 

target population (Battaglia 2011, p. 647). 

Every effort was made to construct a sample that contained a roughly equal number of 

interviewees from each case, and from different parts of each case’s industry network. 

Nevertheless, the final breakdown of interviewees contains one or two asymmetries in this 

regard. First, lockdowns of movement and non-essential gatherings associated with the 

COVID-19 pandemic interrupted data gathering for the final case (viticulture and 

winemaking), for which interviews were scheduled from April through July of 2020. A 

number of planned interviews for this case had to be delayed and, due to increased financial 

pressures and time constraints faced by small businesses in particular, some interviews with 

vignerons and viticulturists were not able to be rescheduled. Second, few participants were 

identified from the university and higher education sector in the maritime industry. The 

data gathered from participants who were interviewed suggests that this is likely due to the 

fact that connections between the private and the university sectors are considerably 

weaker in this industry than in the other two case studies (see Chapter 5). 36 interviews 

were conducted in total, and the breakdown of cases and network roles is presented in 

Table 7 below: 

 Maritime Antarctic Viticulture & Wine 
Industry  5 5 4 

Government 5 7 3 
Civic Actors and Place Leaders 2 3 2 

University, Research, Higher Education 0 3 1 
Total 12 15 9 

Table 7: Breakdown of interviewees from the three case studies by industry and role in network. 
Some participants provided data relevant to more than one case study, but have been listed under 

their primary area of industrial specialisation for the purposes of this table. 

All interviews were recorded and transcribed. Once interviews for each case had been 

completed, transcripts were uploaded to QSR NVivo for storage, management, and analysis. 

It was originally intended that a degree of basic quantitative analysis would be undertaken 

using this software package – a comparative assessment of the number and strength of 

different varieties of connection between actors in the different industries, to give one 

example – but for the most part this was abandoned. Interviews were instead coded 
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thematically for qualitative analysis. The reasoning behind this choice was that the 

institutional structures of the networks were deemed too different to make quantitative 

comparison a viable option for answering the types of questions posed by the research. 

Rather, the very reason for focussing on the phenomena investigated in this project is the 

highly context specific, path dependent nature of their effects. It was ultimately decided 

that the types of quantitative analysis which could have been performed on the data 

collected would have been either unilluminating or, worse, even potentially misleading.   
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Chapter Four 

 

Tasmanian Polar Network 

 

 

 

Introduction 

Tasmania’s proximity to Antarctica and the Southern Ocean – or alternatively, its isolation 

and distance from key northern markets – has long been a source of relative disadvantage 

for trade-based industry in a regional economy traditionally dominated by primary 

production. As one interviewee for this project, a leading local shipping and logistics 

supplier and chair of the Tasmanian Polar Network, noted, “Tasmania has few geographic 

advantages: [close proximity to Antarctica] is not seen as a geographic advantage for very 

many industries” (participant interview 2019). Nevertheless, a combination of increasing 

strategic competition for polar resources, the high research and conservation value of the 

Antarctic environment, and the rapidly growing accessibility of the poles to wilderness 

tourism (see Figure 4 below) has driven increasing political and commercial interest in 

Antarctica over recent years (Hall 2015). Given this rapidly changing landscape, Tasmania’s 

proximity to the Antarctic provides ideal conditions for the further development of service, 

supply, and manufacturing activities supporting polar research, exploration and, 

increasingly, tourism (Muir, Jabour, and Carlsen 2007, Snyder and Stonehouse 2007). 

Southern Tasmania is now one of the world’s foremost ‘polar gateway’ locations, hosting a 

densely-agglomerated cluster of logistics, service and light manufacturing firms employing 

more than 1200 people and contributing more than $200 million annually to Gross State 

Product.  

However, given the unique economic, industrial, and technical requirements of supporting a 

growing human presence in one of the planet’s most isolated and extreme wilderness 

environments, very little research has analysed the economics and institutional foundations 

underpinning polar research and tourism in gateway regions. This is noteworthy as the 

industries supplying the diverse needs of Antarctic travel and research are all tightly 

clustered into a handful of very southerly, economically and geographically peripheral 
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places. Among the world’s southern polar gateways are New Zealand’s south island, 

particularly around Christchurch/Lyttleton and Bluff, Ushuaia in Argentina, Cape Town, 

Punta Arenas in Chile, and Southern Tasmania (Hall 2015, p. 266). While a small but valuable 

body of research has been published on polar gateway regions from the disciplines of 

tourism (Bertram, Muir, and Stonehouse 2007, Hall 2000), humanities and cultural studies 

(Green 2011, Leane 2016a, 2016b, Nielsen, Lucas, and Leane 2019), and increasingly 

international relations (Abdel-Motaal 2016, Dodds 2017, Liu 2019), there has to date been 

very little investigation of the industrial clusters that service Antarctic science and tourism, 

or of the institutional foundations and political economy of their development. 

Figure 4: Tourist visits to Antarctica. A large part of the recent sharp increase represents a growing proportion 
of Chinese visitors following the development of a more active Chinese Antarctic program and a highly-
publicised 2014 visit to Tasmania by Chinese President Xi Jinping  (International Association of Antarctic 

Tourism Operators 2020) 

Gaining a deeper understanding of this activity is important for two reasons. First, despite 

decades of research, very few studies have examined the institutions and actor 

constellations of industrial clusters supplying predominantly public sector activity. Rather 

the vast bulk of industrial agglomeration and TKD research has investigated manufacturing, 

biotech, and ICT clusters predominantly supplying the open market in developed European 

and North American urban regions. Notable exceptions with some relevance, however, 

include a small number of studies on medical device or defence industry clusters (see, for 

example, Grillitsch and Rekers 2016, Eraydın and Fingleton 2006), but the interactions of 
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clustered manufacturing, logistics and services firms with their public sector clients, 

especially in less economically-central areas, is underdeveloped. The increasing emphasis 

placed on endogenous development, regional comparative advantage and devolved, place-

based development policy among regional economic development practitioners and 

academics therefore makes understanding the different institutional conditions prevailing in 

these smaller or more peripheral industrial networks especially valuable.  

The Tasmanian Antarctic sector is an ideal case study for investigating these less-well 

understood networks because its activities closely interlink local, state, and federal 

government departments and statutory agencies with higher education and research 

organisations, civic and non-government actors, and the private sector. As such, the diverse 

actor constellations of networks in this industry mean that its agendas, resources, 

governance, and knowledge-sharing or innovation activities encompass an unusually broad 

range of commercial, strategic, political, geopolitical, and cultural domains. In an industry 

that is tightly regulated and comprising a large component of public or state-sponsored 

activity, understanding the influence of network culture, governance and the 

embeddedness of the industry’s institutions is important to the state’s ability not only to 

support sectoral resilience and adaptive capacity in the face of rapid change and political or 

even geopolitical contestation over Antarctic resources. Moreover, in the context of a 

growing emphasis on collaboration, engagement and partnership within the public sector 

(Sullivan 2019, Salignac et al. 2019, Quayle and Kelly 2019), and the centrality of these 

dynamics to Tasmania’s Antarctic Gateway Strategy and the Antarctic 20 Year Action Plan, 

this industry presents an illuminating, timely case study. 

The second reason is that both theoretical and empirical research on industrial networks in 

regional clusters heavily emphasise history and path dependence in their explanations of 

firm interactions and networks. This means that knowledge of how certain institutional 

conditions may enable or even “lock-in” particular development pathways, cultures, norms 

and practices (desirable or otherwise) can be critical to managing and planning for periods 

of transition or disruption (Grabher 1993a, Isaksen and Trippl 2017). This latter point is 

especially important to the present example because the Tasmanian Antarctic sector is 

currently undergoing an expansion of unprecedented scale in its history. The extension of 

the Hobart Airport runway, redevelopment of Australia’s Casey Station in East Antarctica, 

the redevelopment of port facilities at Macquarie Point into an Antarctic science and 

tourism precinct, the building of a paved runway in East Antarctica with the potential to 

provide all-seasons access, the revamp of the Macquarie Island research base and the 
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pending arrival of a new $2 billion dollar icebreaker are all contributing to a significant 

inflow of investment into this sector.  

These developments also herald broader shifts in Australia’s national interests in the 

Antarctic as the international relations of the region reflect a climate of increasing strategic 

competition, placing growing strain on the Antarctic Treaty System (Press 2014, Bray 2016, 

Liu 2019). Ensuring this sector’s organisational frameworks are able to adapt to the 

technological, economic, strategic, and workforce disruptions associated with a paradigm 

shift in the scale of its business will be essential to the continued viability of its current 

institutional arrangements. The adaptive capacity of this industry’s institutions will 

therefore be crucial in defining whether the economic development dividend and associated 

externalities of a scale shift in capital investment in the sector can be captured within, and 

leveraged by, the Tasmanian economy. 

 

Tasmania’s Antarctic Science, Tourism, Shipping and Logistics Sector: History and 
Development of Institutional Architecture 

Tasmania’s geographical proximity to Antarctica has long positioned the island as an ideal 

setting for the service, supply, and support of Antarctic exploration, scientific research, and 

Southern Ocean fishing activities (Snyder and Stonehouse 2007, Kriwoken and Williamson 

1993, Leane 2016b). These industrial activities were brought under the banner of the 

Tasmanian Polar Network (TPN) in 1999, which now has some 80 members supplying and 

supporting Antarctic expeditions from all over the world. The associational architecture of 

Tasmania’s Antarctic sector is shaped primarily by linkages between Antarctic Tasmania, an 

economic and business development team within the Tasmanian Department of State 

Growth, the Tasmanian Antarctic Gateway Advisory Group (TAG), and the TPN. Firms under 

the TPN umbrella primarily supply the Australian Antarctic Division and a number of other 

national Antarctic programs. While this institutional configuration has prevailed for 

approximately the past 20 years, however, Tasmania has a long history as a key port for the 

launch and supply of Antarctic research and exploration expeditions.  

The earliest visits to Tasmania by Antarctic or Southern Ocean expeditions, such as James 

Cook and Tobias Furneaux’s in 1773, predate permanent European Settlement on the island. 

Following the establishment of Hobart Town, port facilities in the River Derwent were 

frequented by whaling and sealing expeditions into the Southern Ocean, among them John 
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Briscoe’s successful circumnavigation of Antarctica in 1831 (Kriwoken and Williamson 1993, 

p. 95). An ever-increasing interest in Antarctic exploration and science during this period 

saw early pioneers including D’Urville, Ross, and Crozier, as well as commercial vessels, 

launch or resupply expeditions from Hobart through the early- to mid-nineteenth century. 

Following a lull in the sealing and whaling trades from the 1850s to the 1880s, expeditions 

via Tasmania continued apace, including Borchgrevnik’s first over-wintering in Antarctica, in 

1899. Roald Amundsen’s successful campaign to reach the South Pole also visited Hobart 

upon its return, from whence he telegraphed his success over Robert F. Scott to the world 

(Bowden 2005, p. 19). By the time of Douglas Mawson’s expeditions over the period of 1911 

and 1931, Hobart had become well and truly established as one of the world’s leading 

Antarctic Ports. It was at this time that foundations of Australia’s and Tasmania’s political 

presence in the Antarctic began to develop its modern, formalised institutional structure, as 

well as its science- and conservation-driven normative orientations. Mawson’s lobbying 

against the excesses of the seal trade was key to the establishment of Macquarie Island (a 

Tasmanian territory, administered by the municipality of Huon) as a wildlife sanctuary in 

1933. His efforts also underpinned the establishment of other governance and research 

structures such as ANARE (the Australian National Antarctic Research Expeditions) in 1947, 

whose permanent stations and expeditions formalised the administration of Australia’s 

Antarctic Territories (Bowden 2005, p. 19). In 1953, Australia formally proclaimed 

sovereignty over parts of the continental shelf and East Antarctica, eventually moving its 

main station from Heard Island to Mawson Station on the Antarctic mainland in 1954. 

Throughout the following years, Hobart continued to be a prominent departure point for 

expeditions to ANARE stations despite the Australian Antarctic Division (AAD) being 

headquartered in Melbourne. Formal recognition of this utility came in 1981 when the 

Division moved its headquarters to Southern Tasmania. The AAD’s move to Kingston, south 

of Hobart, did represent more than simply practical considerations – as one interview 

participant in this project noted, “the move in 1981 was not a pork-barrelling exercise 

exactly, but there were definitely political considerations involved” (participant interview 

2019). In any event, the eventual official recognition of southern Tasmania’s centrality to 

Australia’s Antarctic program spurred “an exponential explosion of Tasmanian Antarctic-

Related institutions and enterprises” (Bowden 2005, participant interview 2019). Among 

these were the Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources 

(CCAMLR) in 1982 and the Institute for Antarctic and Southern Ocean Studies (IASOS) at the 

University of Tasmania in 1988. In a significant watershed, 1988 also saw Hobart host the 
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twentieth meeting of the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research (SCAR). The 

Cooperative Research Centre for Antarctica and the Southern Ocean soon followed in 1991 

and its eventual replacement, the Cooperative Research Centre for Antarctic Climate and 

Ecosystems (ACE-CRC), in 2003. A similar expansion in Tasmania’s logistics, light 

manufacturing, chandlery, provedoring, and other shipping supplies industries occurred 

alongside this rapidly-evolving institutional scientific and research architecture, leading to 

the establishment of the Office of Antarctic Affairs in 1993 and eventually the Tasmanian 

Polar Network in 1999 (Kriwoken and Williamson 1993, Antarctic Tasmania 2019).  

This period also saw the formation of the first iteration of the Tasmanian Antarctic Gateway 

advisory group (TAG). TAG is a high-level advisory committee, meeting four times a year, 

composed of departmental heads, Antarctic program directors, relevant government 

ministers, and prominent industry, science, and cultural leaders. Described by one 

participant as comprising “the great and the good” of the industry in Tasmania (participant 

interview 2019), TAG has no formal standing responsibilities for members (besides its chair) 

but rather convenes to advise the state and federal governments concerning threats, 

opportunities and developments on the industry’s long-term strategic horizon. This panel 

has existed for some time in different forms, though several participants noted its relatively 

diffuse and ineffective nature in its earlier incarnations.8 

While membership of its organisations has changed through the intervening years, the core 

of the sector’s prevailing institutional architecture, including many of its key individual 

members (particularly those from the business community), dates from this late-1980s to 

mid-1990s period. This period also saw the development of several peculiar, even possibly 

unique, features of this network. Most notably, these include the significant and relatively 

swift restructuring of relationships between Australia’s Antarctic program and the 

Tasmanian Antarctic business community through the early-1990s, and the transformation 

of a small, unremarkable, and traditionally-constituted industry association into a diverse 

and politically-influential governance network characterised by formal representation of, 

and direct access to, senior figures from local, state, and federal government as well as 

scientific and research organisations and other civic/non-government actors.  

 
8 TAG was reconstituted in 2017 as a key governance and steering pillar supporting the implementation of the 
state government’s Tasmanian Antarctic Gateway Strategy (Department of State Growth 2017) and the 
federal whole-of-government Australian Antarctic Strategy and 20-Year Action Plan (Commonwealth of 
Australia 2016). 
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Nearly all participants interviewed for this case study said that they had never been a part 

of, and indeed could not think of, another example of an industry network that enjoyed 

such diverse formal membership and close institutional or political relationships. As its chair 

noted in an interview, “I originally joined [the TPN] as a way of making those Antarctic 

connections. [It provides] a good connection to government that gives us a bit of an in to 

the state government [while also] giving them assistance with different bits and pieces […] 

that could be people from Tasports, people from other businesses, people from [Institute of 

Marine and Antarctic Science], one of our executives is actually from DFAT [Department of 

Foreign Affairs and Trade], which is quite unusual obviously to have DFAT on an industry 

group such as ours” (participant interview 2019).  

The development of this close-knit network is in some ways more remarkable in the context 

of what more than one participant involved at the time described as very poor relationships 

between some parts of the sector during the period immediately following TPN’s formation. 

One of these participants, a former senior AAD employee, described the state of its 

relationships with industry in the years after moving to Tasmania, and even into the late-

1990s, as “shithouse. I think that’s the technical term! … When I was appointed in 1998, it 

was very clear to me through interactions that I had with some key people in Tasmania that 

there were very bad relationships between the Antarctic Division and the business 

community. And so one of the things that I wanted to do was open a dialogue both with the 

[state] government but also with the Antarctic business community. I wanted to get that 

relationship on good terms” (participant interview 2019).  

 

‘Antarctic Culture’ and the Social Embeddedness of Antarctic Institutions 

Tasmania’s long history of involvement in Antarctic exploration and industry, as well as its 

relative geographical isolation, have contributed to a strong sense of identity and cultural 

affinity with Antarctica and the Southern Ocean. Sociological studies of ‘polar gateway’ 

regions in general, and Southern Tasmania in particular, have argued convincingly that a 

widespread “Antarctic culture” (Green 2011) in Tasmania is pervasive beyond merely those 

sections of the community formally involved in the logistical, scientific, or regulatory and 

governance activities Tasmania performs in Antarctica and the Southern Ocean. In a recent 

survey conducted by Nielsen et al, for example, 36% of Tasmanians reported attendance of 

a cultural event specifically related to Antarctica; 71.9% agreed to the proposition that 

“people in my city can influence the cultural meanings that shape our relationship to 
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Antarctica”; and 90% supported the contention that it was important for Hobart to “play a 

significant role as a custodian of Antarctica’s future.” “As an Antarctic city”, they argue, 

“Hobart mediates access to Antarctic both physically and in the cultural imaginary” (Nielsen, 

Lucas, and Leane 2019). The notion of access implicit in these conceptualisations of 

Tasmania as a ‘gateway’ place “encompasses but also goes beyond the idea of an entry and 

exit point” to position Tasmania both geographically and ideationally as forming part of a 

“southern rim with an Antarctic centre” (Leane 2016b). The social and cultural 

embeddedness of Tasmania’s Antarctic identity are likely to become even more pronounced 

in coming years following the launch of a biennial Antarctic Festival in 2016 and the 

development of a 9-hectare brownfield urban renewal project around a new Antarctic 

science, arts, and culture precinct at Macquarie Point (Macquarie Point Development 

Corporation 2019; participant interviews 2019). As interviews for this project have shown, 

this history and strong sense of Antarctic identity have also heavily influenced the 

development pathways of Antarctic industry in Hobart and the culture of its institutions, 

especially the Tasmanian Polar Network. 

The TPN’s formal activities, as well as the many independent structured and unstructured 

relationships between its members, place it squarely at the centre of the industry’s 

institutional infrastructure for disseminating knowledge, pooling resources, governing 

internal and external relationships, and managing its sector’s day-to-day needs as well as 

those on its longer-term strategic horizon. As noted above, however, it is a highly atypical 

group in that its membership combines private Tasmanian shipping, logistics and tourism 

businesses with national and international firms; federal, state, and local government 

agencies; statutory authorities; publicly-funded research and training organisations; higher 

education providers; and a range of other civic and non-government actors. Also unusually, 

its secretariat is supported by, and housed within, the Tasmania Department of State 

Growth and in its early years received secretarial support from a full-time equivalent state 

service bureaucrat. Backward and forward industrial linkages are also formally and directly 

integrated within the network by way of membership and representation of customers and 

suppliers. As noted by one founding member,  

Originally [TPN] was set up by commercial operators to try and get leverage off the Antarctic 

business and get more business for Tassie, but it’s become a bit unique because we’ve now 

got commercial operators, science organisations, education organisations and tourism-type 

operators all in one group. So we’ve actually got something quite unique where the 

commercial operators, which set it up originally, actually have people like the AAD and 
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CSIRO and IMAS and IMOS as members of the TPN as well […] its quite unusual in that 

regard: usually a lot of industry groups don’t have their customers, competitors, regulators, 

and so on as a part of that group (participant interview 2019). 

These members conduct regular meetings and the TPN board also has a number of formal 

responsibilities including the maintenance of a directory of members’ business services, 

representation of the group at trade missions and international high-level meetings like 

COMNAP (Council of Managers of National Antarctic Programs). 

A clear theme emerging from interviews conducted for this project, however, was the 

equally high value placed by participants on the network’s informal activities, which can be 

grouped into three broad categories. These are lobbying and advocacy, facilitation of 

resource pooling or information sharing to assist tender contract coordination, and acting as 

a high-level point of contact for both commercial and national Antarctic projects. In the first 

of these informal activities, lobbying and advocacy, the group functions as a loose and 

flexible network drawing on the resources and engagement of different actors as needed. 

An example offered in project interviews centred around a coordinated campaign to 

redevelop the Australian Antarctic Division’s Macquarie Island Research Station after its 

imminent closure was announced in 2016. TPN responded with an orchestrated lobbying 

campaign that provided information and material support allowing members to quickly and 

easily register opposition through news media, parliamentary submissions, and direct 

contact with members of Parliament. One member involved in this campaign, from the 

Hobart City Council, characterised the TPN’s role in this debate by saying that the TPN “is a 

good source of information for us, which made it easy to be involved in the discussion about 

how important it was for that [facility] to be maintained. We were writing support letters 

and getting involved in ways like that” (participant interview 2019). The TPN’s production 

and distribution of reports and data on the sector was another valuable source of informal 

material for this participant’s advocacy:  

the TPN also commissions research on the value and contributions of the sector. That’s 

really really important to us and we use it a lot. So when we’re justifying spending $10,000 

for that [Antarctic Expeditioners Reception], for example, then the elected members will 

want to know why the sector is important, and so while it’s hard to quantify the value 

culturally it’s easy to just say ‘well the TPN commissioned this piece of research that says the 

sector is worth x amount to the economy, and this is why we need to be supporting it’. So 

that sort of data is one of the key things [that we rely on] (participant interview 2019). 



104 
 

Moreover, the unusual combination of members present in the TPN gives otherwise 

apolitical actors a strong advocacy vehicle for elevating politically-sensitive concerns on the 

agenda without having to take public ownership over those campaigns themselves. As 

another interview participant noted, 

The Antarctic division as a government agency can’t really go back to [the federal Department 

of Environment and Energy], and hassle and push and press sensitive issues and so on: there’s 

some things the AAD just can’t say basically. Whereas the TPN, as an industry group, has 

enough distance that it can say those things. So a lot of lobbying gets done, and that could be 

things like getting the original Airlink up, retaining science funding, retaining Hobart as 

Australia’s gateway to the Antarctic. We had a bit of pressure early on from Albany wanting to 

take on that [gateway role] and so that’s where the TPN really can have quite a strong role. 

TPN can advocate for different things in the Antarctic sector, and also lobby when we see 

threats to the industry and the Antarctic community in Hobart, where the AAD can’t do that 

itself (participant interview 2019). 

The second core TPN function, comprising elements of both formal and informal 

organisation, is facilitation and coordination. Two separate activities fall under this broader 

function. The first is enabling access, sometimes at the local, state, or federal government 

administrative level, but also at high-level political and international meetings and events. 

This facilitation enables smaller member firms with a commercial interest in the Antarctic to 

participate in functions, events, conventions, and discussions ranging from local receptions 

or networking events to COMNAP or SCAR-level international meetings and conferences. 

Numerous participants noted that, as a direct result of the TPN’s level of access to 

government, its members are typically the only commercial operators present at these high-

profile international events and thus can access an unparalleled forum for the advancement 

of Tasmania’s and Australia’s position in Antarctic affairs relative to other gateway regions.  

The second facilitation and coordination activity undertaken, typically at a more informal 

level, is support for members to tender collectively for large contracts. Given the size of 

most TPN member businesses, and considering that Antarctic business typically represents 

around 5-20% of most members’ overall activities, this function was seen by many 

participants as essential to the sector’s viability in Tasmania. Moreover, this activity was 

typically reported to be highly informal and unstructured, very rarely relying upon signed 

agreements or formal delegation. In an example described by one member,  

[T]here was a recent project with the Koreans, supplying tractors, trailers and accommodation 

units, and there was half a dozen different TPN members that collaborated to put all that 
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together, and did it all very informally. It definitely isn’t strict sort of ‘contracts for this, 

contracts for that’. It’s just ‘hey you do that and I’ll do this bit, and then we can get someone 

else to do another part’, and that works very well. It’s based on a very high level of trust, and a 

high level of understanding of each other’s businesses (participant interview 2019).  

Similar arrangements also extend beyond tender contracting partnerships to include what 

an interviewee from Antarctic Tasmania described as “horse trading” or “quid pro quo” 

arrangements, in which member businesses and even national Antarctic programs regularly 

exchange cargo space, flights on planes, use of station infrastructure, and other resources 

with “no money, or very little money, ever changing hands” (participant interview 2019).  

The third major area of activity is TPN’s increasingly important role as a high-level ‘one-stop-

shop’ or single point of contact for national Antarctic programs requiring support or making 

enquiries regarding member firms’ services. While the network maintains a membership 

directory for this purpose, its highly-integrated representative character and its ready access 

to government has increasingly driven national Antarctic programs, particularly emerging 

Chinese and South Korean programs, to seek to resolve supplier or contract issues through 

the TPN rather than through direct contact with individual firms (participant interview 

2019). Once again, TPN’s close relationship with government confers upon it an aura of 

authority for national programs or multinational businesses seeking high-level access. While 

one member of the TPN executive expressed concern in an interview that he did not believe 

this was a role the network ought to be playing, interviewees in government desired its 

continuation or even expansion. In this sense, it is another area in which the agendas of 

different network members evince a cleavage between the activities of advancing 

commercial activity, science and conservation activity, and geopolitical contestation over 

access to Antarctica in a climate of increasing national interest competition over polar 

resources. 

A strong theme emerging consistently across interviews was a sense among participants 

that cooperative tender contracting, facilitation of high-level access, and intensive resource 

and information sharing was enabled by trust developed through close and longstanding 

relationships. Also, while these activities and exchanges typically occurred between TPN 

members, the organisations’ executive only tended to be formally involved where access to 

government or representation at international meetings was concerned. Otherwise, the 

dense network of relations between members extend as a web in multiple directions rather 

than as a ‘hub and spoke’ arrangement with the TPN executive at its centre. Similarly 
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important to participants was a common interpretation of colleagues’ motivations as being 

driven, like their own, by a passion for the Antarctic rather than a strict profit motive.  

As one interviewee described it, the culture of operators in the sector is driven by “an 

interest in the Antarctic, or even I’d describe it as a passion for the Antarctic, rather than a 

drop dead ‘this is for my business’ sort of attitude”. Another noted that in many network 

firms, “the principals of those firms usually have a personal connection to Antarctica, and 

that give them a strong sense of purpose” (participant interviews 2019, 2020). Others linked 

this ‘passion’ element to the practice and culture of Antarctic science: “… yes they run a 

business that obviously has to turn a profit, but most of them have a personal passion for 

Antarctica as well […] for many the starting point is not strictly an economic one. Many of 

the scientists, they of course have a real passion for whatever they’re working on, but they 

probably from a cultural point of view transfer some of that passion to the businesses they 

work with as well” (participant interview 2019). 

Participants expressed three distinct, though related, interpretations of the source of 

relations of trust and collegial work practices in the sector. The first related to scale and 

expediency. In order to compete against larger national and international firms with 

significantly greater capacity, working closely together and even tendering for contracts 

together was recognised by a number of participants unavoidable in a market as small as 

Tasmania. One interviewee characterised this mindset as  

very much an ‘I win you win’ sort of understanding. A major ship visit to Hobart, for example, 

it’s not going to be well supported if the contracted agent knows about it but they keep it to 

themselves. You need the agent, the provedore, the waste contractor, the port, the fuel 

supplier, and so on, you need these people to be aware. And the more you can get lined up 

early on, the better it’s going to work for us as well as for the customer (participant interview 

2019).  

Second, a former director of the Australian Antarctic Division suggested that a very high 

level of collaboration and coordination was essential for Tasmania’s relatively small firms to 

have sufficient capacity to engage competitively in the tendering process: “when 

government contracts go out every bastard, all the big companies, just flick up their daily 

procurement contract search and put in a tender, so [smaller Tasmanian businesses] have to 

be smart and cohesive about the way they enter the competitive tender process because 

otherwise they won’t have the capacity to compete” (participant interview 2019). Other 
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participants, however, emphasised the role of longstanding social relationships as a key 

factor in the development of trust among firms and other organisations.  

As described by one interviewee, for example, this second source of trust and reciprocity in 

industry relationships represents “perhaps a uniquely Tasmanian thing; in a small 

community, the heads or leadership of all these organisations, we all know each other very 

well. We go to the same events, the same functions, every time government house holds a 

welcome for so-and-so, it’s always the same people there.” This participant added that “we 

all go to the same places and events and there’s connections really on a social level as well 

as a professional level that are just much more concentrated here than they are in a place 

like Canberra or Melbourne or elsewhere” (participant interview 2019). Another, 

commenting on the role of trust and reciprocity in enabling the free exchange of 

information and resources, echoed similar sentiments about the unique potential for 

collaboration within small, tight-knit sectoral communities:  

…you get a very consistent level of quality across the final product that gets delivered. And 

again, that is something that is formed I think from close relationships and from the premise 

that everyone will do their own bit to deliver a good product together. And that just wouldn’t 

be achievable in places where there’s a bigger community and there are more commercial 

pressures and that social aspect doesn’t work as well (participant interview 2019). 

This collegiality, built as it is upon close and consistent social contact between leaders from 

the public and private sectors and civic actors, would likely be a feature of many smaller 

industrial communities in less-central economies. Indeed, whether or not their perception 

of their industry’s cultural difference was accurate is not directly relevant; the important 

point is the influence of that belief over their organisation, culture, and institutionalised 

practices. A strong theme in interviews was that participants belief in the uniqueness of 

their situation – or, alternatively, their belief that it would not obtain in other places – 

underpinned widespread commitment to its maintenance. This idea, linked in several 

interviews not merely to the size of the Tasmanian business community but also to its 

relative peripherality and isolation as an island, was a feature observed across all three case 

studies.  

The third interpretation of this network’s collegial and trusting culture related to the 

rigours, isolation, and danger of working in Antarctica. As one participant observed, “[the 

contributions of private firms, scientists and public agencies to] running the base in 

Antarctica is extremely collaborative. There really isn’t a delineation between science and 

service provision … [Antarctica is so isolated that] really you might as well be on the moon:  
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when you’re in one of the world’s most extreme environments, safety and reliance on each 

other is just so critical” (participant interview 2019). Tasmania’s honorary Antarctic 

Ambassador, former Governor Sir Guy Green, has written that in Antarctica, “… in the 

howling wilderness, people learn to suppress conflict if they can, and to look constructively 

for common ground … an environment of such forced intimacy can make the politics or 

personalities of your companions irritating and unbearable. The physical, mental and social 

dimensions of living become dangerously seamless in small, isolated communities of people 

outside nature.” Several participants expressed the idea that a version of this mentality, 

developed from long periods in the extreme Antarctic environment, also impacted network 

members’ approaches at home.  

 

Network Social Capital 

These three interpretations of the institutional foundations underpinning collegial, 

reciprocal, cooperative network arrangements in the industry are in close accord with social 

capital theory related to trust, voice, and loyalty reviewed in Chapter 1. First, and as already 

noted above, members’ widely-expressed confidence in the reliability of partners to work 

cooperatively in the absence of contracts or binding commitments reflect firm and 

longstanding relationships of trust. The ability of these relationships to endure robust 

disagreement, debate, and negotiation is evidence of the second element, voice, and this 

was observed in several participant interviews. One member of the network, whose role 

related to the redevelopment of Hobart’s Macquarie Point into an Antarctic Science Precinct 

under the Hobart City Deal, recalled an example of one such episode: 

when the [first development master plan] came out and [the other TPN members] saw that 

stage three had carved out a large section of the port for multi-million-dollar apartments they 

were concerned. Very concerned actually. But it’s a hallmark of the strength of the 

relationship that we have managed to work through those concerns and not only still be a 

member but to work hand in glove with them to come up with solutions to address their 

concerns (participant interview 2019) 

Regarding loyalty, the third element, evidence from participants was more mixed. On one 

hand, all private sector interviewees reported enjoying stable, longstanding social and 

professional relationships with other firms, with government, or with research partners. On 

the other, however, the relatively limited size of the network and the very highly specialised 

nature of each actor’s roles within it mean it is unlikely that alternative partners are 



109 
 

available. In any case, whether by choice or by necessity, this aspect of the network’s 

structure did generate concern among a handful of members and government 

representatives over the potential risks of institutional lock-in. These participants’ concerns 

are discussed in more detail in the next section below. 

Data from several interviews also supports an institutionalist interpretation of many key 

industrial relationships as being deeply embedded in, and mediated by, social interactions 

and social networks. The frequent recourse of almost all participants – private, public, and 

civic sector actors alike – to descriptions of their collective interests rooted in longstanding 

personal relationships or social interaction suggests a network lubricated considerably by 

the embeddedness of industrial activities in deep social ties. In summary, passion for 

scientific research and conservation, as well as the isolation and danger of working in 

Antarctica, were cited by many participants as crucial factors galvanising such bonds. Finally, 

this industry cluster enjoys a series of positive location externalities associated with less 

tangible untraded interdependencies. Notable among these broader network externalities 

are the incorporation of backward and forward linkages within the cluster’s associational 

architecture, and the presence of a strong, supportive ‘Antarctic culture’ within the 

Tasmanian community at large. 

In Chapter 1, it was argued that these features constitute three important facets of network 

social capital, and that their presence is evidence of an industry network whose social 

capital endowment is strong and of considerable value to a wide range of actors. This is 

important because existing quantitative research has clearly linked the presence and 

strength of these dimensions of network social capital not only to valuable industrial 

externalities, but also to increased influence in broader regional development policy and 

strategy issues. Tomlinson and Branston, for example, find a strong association between 

measures of regional social capital like those observed here and the ability of network 

actors to “shape opinion and influence decision making”, and to “influence local industry 

issues and initiatives” (Tomlinson and Branston 2018, p. 1419). The effect of features like 

network social capital attributes on regional economic development governance remains, as 

Chapter 2 noted, an under-developed area of regional industry network research. The 

dynamics observed in this case study add nuance to existing understanding of these effects 

and accord closely with findings from research like Tomlinson and Branston’s. Examples like 

the Macquarie Point port precinct redevelopment, the input of key private sector industry 

players into state and federal strategic planning documents, or the involvement of the TPN 

in Antarctic governance IOs and NGOs are clear manifestations of the depth of this 
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influence. Moreover, they offer valuable insight into the dynamics or mechanisms through 

which a network attribute like social capital supports the emergence and exercise of that 

influence.  

 

Risks and Emerging Challenges 

While most participants expressed a version of the above story regarding the role of trust 

and social embeddedness in the sector, some also recognised an associated element of risk 

and a potential for institutional lock-in. For example, a participant from the Australian 

Antarctic Division expressed concern that “a shift now towards more tech and rebuilding 

brings in, say, the construction sector, and that means people who aren’t really part of the 

Antarctic community at the moment. So those linkages are strong and stable, but I don’t 

think they’re that dynamic” (participant interview 2019). A theme evident across several 

interviews was an element of concern that rapid change in the sector would mean the 

introduction of a large number of new players, especially large international firms, whose 

highly integrated structures may not seamlessly adapt to the sector’s current cultural and 

institutional arrangements.9 For example, some participants expressed a measure of this 

concern in relation to the market entrance and recent TPN membership of Serco, a large 

multinational service provision company contracted to operate and maintain the AAD’s new 

icebreaker, Nuyina. In the words of one such interviewee, 

I have noticed that there’s a definite shift in the TPN with the building of the Nuyina, and how 

that’s impacted on the TPN membership. So Serco is very involved now, and seems to be 

throwing their money around quite a lot to, you know, because they want to be seen to being 

central to the Antarctic space here. So that’s considered to be good for the state by the TPN, 

because of the investment in the gateway […] The difference between Serco and P&O is that 

when the new boat was commissioned, it was commissioned for a 30-year period of time. So 

their contract is for the building and the running of that vessel. They know that they have a 

30-year contract with the government for maintenance and operation as well. It’s not just 

around the voyages and taking it each year and paying that amount of money each year. With 

this it’s like, they are responsible for 30 years and that allows them to think on that 30-year 

scale. They also have a lot of other interests as you know, which I think they probably try and 

leverage (participant interview 2019). 

 
9 This issue was also frequently raised in interviews for the viticulture and winemaking industry network case 
study (Chapter 6). 
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It is important to note that this anxiety was not shared by all participating members, and 

was disputed by others. It nevertheless became apparent throughout the course of this 

project’s interviews that rapidly increasing economic activity in this sector, and its growing 

exposure to Antarctic geopolitics, represent a broader and important point of cultural and 

ideational cleavage in the network. 

 

Conclusions 

Tasmania’s Antarctic shipping, logistics, manufacturing, and services industry cluster exhibits 

a number of interesting and atypical features. In addition to a foundation of strong and 

deeply embedded social relationships, the network’s associational architecture is unusually 

integrated. Virtually all key players in the sector, from government, international 

organisations, national or regional NGOs and civic other actors, university and higher 

education and research players, the local business community, and influential place leaders, 

are members of the same structured and formal association. This body (TPN), which 

emerged as a traditional industry organisation for networking and representation of the 

interests of private sector operators, has steadily grown into a diverse and valuable vehicle 

for advocacy, representation, negotiation and deliberation, strategic and policy agenda-

setting, and broader oversight and governance in addition to its standard industry 

association functions. This highly unusual network configuration, along with other 

developmental features of the cluster and its relations with the Tasmanian public, can be 

explained with reference to several important institutional features from its early as well as 

more recent history.  

The first of these institutional features is the hybrid influences exerted upon the network by 

the tight integration of Antarctic science and conservation. Participants from private 

industry, government, and the scientific community alike consistently linked the collegiality 

and cohesiveness of their industry’s associational architecture to the practices and culture 

of science. This influence has deep historical roots and has also contributed significantly to 

the place occupied by Antarctica in the cultural imaginary of the Tasmanian community at 

large. The second, similar in some ways, is the influence of the unique institutions, practices, 

and culture of Antarctic governance itself over the Tasmanian industry’s network. Operating 

in Antarctica, described by one participant as “a whole continent governed by agreements 

and international cooperation”, has instilled a preference for approaches to network 

deliberation characterised by visibility and transparency. Indeed, many organisations with 
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important roles in the international structures of Antarctic governance are members of the 

TPN. It is important to note, of course, that this situation confers considerable commercial 

advantage as well. A significant portion of TPN commercial operators’ contracts are with the 

national Antarctic programs of other nations. Their unusual access to, and visibility within, 

the governance architecture within which those nations’ Antarctic programs operate was 

recognised by many interview participants as an important source of business opportunity. 

The third is the institutional influence of place, referring not only to Tasmania or Antarctica 

specifically, but also to the impact of deeply-held ideas about geography, distance, isolation, 

or peripherality on the industry network’s organisational culture. While often under-

represented in academic literature, ideas about place, and the influence of these ideas on 

actors’ interactions, can act as important influences on the development and configuration 

of regional industry networks. However, this impact should not be thought of as discrete or 

distinct from other institutional factors. Rather, as described by knowledge production 

models like the quadruple/quintuple helix, these influences are tightly interconnected and 

heavily interdependent (Carayannis et al. 2018, p. 151-152).  

These features have shaped this regional industry network’s role and development in crucial 

ways, conditioning its ability to perform a number of important functions. For instance, the 

TPN facilitates coordination among actors without strong relationships outside of it. The 

clearest instance of this effect was on relationships between private sector actors and the 

university. These are essential to the industry not only because of the benefits they bring to 

innovation and academic knowledge diffusion as discussed in Chapter 2 (see especially 

Eversole and McCall 2014, Freel and Harrison 2006), but also because the University of 

Tasmania is an important actor in Antarctic science. Taken together, the depth and strength 

of interpersonal and interorganisational linkages within this cluster constitute a strong and 

valuable social capital endowment as argued above. More importantly, and as seen by 

applying the social capital framework outlined in Chapter 1, it is an endowment 

institutionalised by deeply socially embedded interpersonal and interorganisational ties. The 

positive externality and network- or context-specificity of these ties is reinforced by 

comparison with the case study developed in the next chapter. Turning now to the broader 

maritime and shipbuilding industry, in which a number of the same actors are involved, this 

thesis’s arguments about the configuration of network activity (expounded upon in 

Chapters 8 and 9) are supported by the observation that very different institutional 

conditions obtain. 
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Chapter Five 

 

Tasmanian Shipbuilding, Naval Defence, and Diversified Marine 
Manufacturing 

 

 

 

Introduction 

As a remote and southerly island state, Tasmania has long relied on a robust local shipping 

and shipbuilding industry to facilitate trade and maintain connections with mainland 

Australia and the rest of the world. While a major driver of innovation and growth in this 

industry over recent decades has been the design and construction of aluminium high-speed 

catamarans, a noteworthy specialisation of the cluster today is in the production of 

innovative safety equipment, including life raft evacuation systems, fire insulation, training 

simulators, radio antennas, and various other products. Other players, including large rival 

shipbuilders like Richardson Devine Marine, have also subsequently entered the Tasmanian 

market to capitalise upon this niche, diversified supply chain. This chapter will provide a 

historical overview of this important industry’s development, highlighting periods and 

events that have driven its growth and shaped the present-day structure of relationships 

within its industrial network. In so doing, it describes how the industry’s modern-day 

networks, associational architecture, and governance frameworks are configured, as well as 

explaining some of the complex interactions between them. Analysis of elements of the 

cluster’s organisation is also undertaken here, with deeper comparative analysis and 

theoretical implications presented in Chapters 7 and 8. 

The evolution of the network and its key organisational features is presented as a 

contingent, path-dependent process reflecting structural and historical factors alongside 

deeply-socially embedded cultural and institutional ones. The cluster’s main private sector 

players’ interactions with one another, their industry associations, government, civic actors, 

and the research and training sector have adapted to changes in their market structures and 

relationships over time. It is argued, however, that this network’s informality and reliance 

on longstanding social ties, trust, and reciprocity poses considerable challenges for 
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governance, inclusion, and access within this industry cluster. The predominance of 

interpersonal connections over formal, structured relationships has allowed older 

constellations of power or influence to ossify, at the cost of diversity, transparency, and 

receptiveness of the network to new entrants, practices, or ideas. 

 

Early History of Shipbuilding in Tasmania 

While the colonial development of the industry, centred around shipping links to the 

Australian mainland, dates from the beginning of the 19th century, it is important at the 

outside to note that boatbuilding in what is now Tasmania did not begin with European 

settlement. French explorers and other early European visitors to the island noted the rich 

maritime culture and boatbuilding expertise of its Palawa indigenous peoples (National 

Museum of Australia 2020). An abiding spiritual connection to, and heavy day-to-day 

reliance upon, the resources of inland waterways, beaches, estuaries and islands feature 

heavily in the historical record and dreaming stories of these first Tasmanians (Cameron 

2006). The extensive presence of middens, quarries, cultural artefacts and evidence of burnt 

vegetation attest to thousands of years of Aboriginal visitation to some of the state’s most 

remote and inaccessible offshore islands, indicating a depth of navigational and seafaring 

knowledge that was remarkable to early Dutch and English visitors (Tasmanian Parks and 

Wildlife Service 2002). In the journals of George Augustus Robinson, for example, he recalls 

of an aboriginal man from Bruny Island he had come to know that “he possesses a first rate 

characteristical [sic] skill in nautical affairs and is esteemed a superior navigator. He has 

made … voyages extending a long way up the Huon river and is a perfect adept in 

constructing catamarans” (Plomley 1966, p. 84). Following European settlement, however, 

the growing pace of intra- and interstate commerce saw a diverse industry emerge to supply 

the needs of trade, travel, exploration, and defence.  

Beginning with the construction of Van Diemen’s Land’s first major seagoing vessel in 1813, 

shipbuilding steadily grew into one of the colony’s major strengths, with government and 

private shipyards opening in Hobart, Launceston, Macquarie Harbour, Devonport, and on 

the Huon River. The island’s geographical separation from the other Australian colonies, as 

well as its deep natural harbours and inland river systems, abundant suitable timbers, and 

access to sheltered launching sites, provided a clear rationale for developing local 

shipbuilding capability. So too the colony’s other early industrial specialisations: whaling, 

sealing and commercial fishing activities, agricultural exports, and a burgeoning timber 
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industry all necessitated regular and reliable shipping links between Tasmania’s major ports, 

and between these ports and the mainland. One unusual feature of Tasmania’s nascent 

shipbuilding industry, however, was the very high level of state involvement compared with 

the other colonies. In addition to government ownership of numerous shipyards, docks, 

sheds, and other facilities in Tasmania, convict labour at the penal settlements of Port 

Arthur and Sarah Island was exploited extensively from the industry’s very early days until 

some years after the official closure of the Port Arthur Dockyard in 1848 (Nash 2003, 83-4). 

Alongside a burgeoning private industry, these yards established Van Diemen’s Land as a 

shipbuilding powerhouse by the mid-eighteenth century.  

Convict shipyards built many new commercial and government vessels, maintained the 

government fleet, and repaired and serviced visiting British ships. Moreover, they trained a 

large and able workforce which became available to a growing private sector upon the 

eventual expiration of convicts’ sentences. Amid widespread unemployment during the 

depression of the 1840s, activities at the Port Arthur convict shipyard were gradually wound 

down (the Sarah Island yard having closed in 1833) in order to support private sector 

shipbuilders employing free men rather than convict labour (Nash 2003, 95). Competition 

from booming Victorian yards during the Gold Rush prolonged and exacerbated the 

depression’s impact on Tasmanian shipbuilding. Furthermore, following a brief recovery 

through the late 1860s, the absence of a sufficiently-developed local metals industry 

prevented Tasmania from capitalising on the growth of iron shipbuilding around the turn of 

the century, reducing the local industry to a rump until late in the inter-war period (Broxam 

2005). Notwithstanding such downturns, and in addition to boom-and-bust cycles driven by 

the two World Wars, shipbuilding had re-emerged as a diverse industry and significant 

employer by the 1950s.  

Over the following decade, however, and especially through the mid-1960s, the extensive 

network of ferry services which had operated in the Derwent River for almost a century 

began to be phased out. Increasing rates of private car ownership combined with the 

construction of the Hobart Bridge in 1943, and of the much larger Tasman Bridge in 1960, 

rendered the existing network of small to mid-size commercial passenger vessels largely 

obsolete, along with the local manufacturing sector that built and maintained them. The gap 

this created in the Southern Tasmanian shipbuilding industry, coupled with the now-heavy 

reliance on the new Tasman Bridge to connect Hobart’s two halves, would nevertheless 

provide fertile ground for the development of an innovative new light shipbuilding cluster 

producing high-speed aluminium catamarans. While the firm at the centre of this transition, 
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a ferry company founded by local shipbuilder Robert Clifford, had begun constructing ferries 

in 1972, the catalyst for its emergence as a nationally and internationally competitive 

exporter arrived in the form of the Tasman Bridge Disaster in 1975 (Wickham 2005a, p. 84-

86, participant interviews 2019; 2020). Notably, the emergence of Tasmania’s marine 

manufacturing cluster around Clifford’s firm was also an unambiguous example of the often-

decisive role of historical accident in the beginning of the typical or stylised ‘cluster life 

cycle’ (Isaksen 2018, p. 247-248, Menzel and Fornahl 2010, p. 209, see also Krugman 1991a, 

p. 61-63). 

 

Birth of Incat: The Tasman Bridge Disaster and Growth of Tasmania’s Marine 
Manufacturing and Shipbuilding Cluster 

Clifford, a Tasmanian-born entrepreneur, founded the Clifford Ferry Company in 1972 and 

began plying commercial passenger routes around the River Derwent later that year, 

primarily for tourists. He commissioned a second, larger ferry in 1973 for the same service, 

running both vessels profitably for two years. While Clifford’s early boat-building efforts for 

the ferry service, as well as earlier vessels used in his father’s crayfishing operation, brought 

modest success, his business was to change overnight following the 1975 Tasman Bridge 

Disaster. On the 5th of January of that year, the 7274-ton ore carrier Lake Illawarra struck 

one of the Derwent Bridge pylons causing an 80-metre span to collapse into the river, killing 

five motorists and seven of the ship’s crew. With the nearest alternative crossing a 50-

kilometre round trip upriver, Clifford gained an almost instant monopoly over transport links 

between central Hobart and the Eastern Shore. While other operators would soon step into 

the breach, including Sydney Harbour ferries sailed across Bass Strait and operated by the 

state government, by June of that year an estimated 25,500 people were crossing the river 

by ferry every day (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2000). Clifford quickly built two further 

ferries (the Martin Cash and Lawrence Kavanagh, named after eighteenth-century 

bushrangers who had escaped the penal settlement at Port Arthur) and hired a larger 

British-built ‘fast ferry’ to build his company’s capacity. Between these 5 vessels, Clifford’s 

ferry company transported approximately 9 million passengers during the three years 

required to repair the bridge (Wickham 2005a). By the time the bridge had re-opened, 

relieving the immediate demand for trans-Derwent ferry transportation, Clifford and naval 

architect Phil Hercus had designed and built their first high-speed ferry (the 18-metre 

catamaran Jeremiah Ryan) and founded International Catamarans Tasmania.  
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Over the following 4-5 years, Clifford and Hercus refined their design and moved towards 

construction of, first, steel and aluminium hulls and then eventually their first all-aluminium 

ship (the Fitzroy) in 1980. As demand for Incat’s product grew in Australian and 

international markets, and its operations grew larger and more sophisticated, it quickly 

became impractical for many of its key components to be manufactured in-house. In 

response to this need, a diverse array of highly-specialised firms emerged as suppliers to 

Incat, and would later diversify their clients to become prominent international export 

businesses in their own right. Two key themes relevant to this period in the development of 

Tasmania’s light shipbuilding cluster emerged in this course of interviews conducted for this 

project.  

First, there was broad agreement among both private sector actors and public servants 

involved at the time regarding the pivotal importance played by Incat in the establishment 

of businesses in its Tasmanian supply chain. In some cases this even extended to Clifford 

personally, sometimes in partnership with members of the Tasmanian Development Board, 

actively recruiting members of the existing maritime industry in Battery Point, helping them 

to establish businesses neighbouring his own shipyards in Prince of Wales Bay, and 

procuring international experts to assist in their product design and certification (participant 

interview, 2019). Incat’s influence over the specialisation of the sector in large part 

represented the innovative design of its product and the resulting need for niche expertise 

in its supply chain, but equally it was enabled by the significant market power it enjoyed 

within what was then an effective monopsony.  

A number of the cluster’s most successful international exporters, including Liferaft Systems 

Australia and CBG Insulation, developed their flagship products purely for Incat and spent 

many years with Incat as their sole customer (participant interviews 2019; 2020). Likewise, 

specialist training facilities such as the College of Aluminium Training emerged to train and 

upskill workers under the federal government’s Technical and Further Education (TAFE) 

scheme at a purpose-built site one street away from the new Incat shipyard, explicitly to 

address Incat’s unique demands (Wickham 2005a). A partnership arrangement with the 

University of Tasmania also enabled many TAFE graduates and Incat employees to 

undertake specialised postgraduate courses within the school of engineering (participant 

interviews 2019; 2020). 

A second clear theme was the active and deliberate ‘market pull’ exerted by Incat in the 

R&D and innovation processes of its suppliers throughout this period. The concepts of 
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‘market pull’ and ‘technology push’ refer to product development pathways wherein the 

impetus for innovation comes, in the case of market pull, from an expressed need in 

another part of the marketplace. Alternatively, in the case of technology push, products are 

developed to occupy a market niche not yet clearly in existence (see, for examples, 

Horbach, Rammer, and Rennings 2012, Ronde and Hussler 2005). Incat’s influence on the 

Tasmanian light shipbuilding cluster was described by all relevant participants as an 

unambiguous example of the former. For example, one past chair of the Tasmania Maritime 

Network (TMN), described how the unique demands of building large ship hulls in 

aluminium required diesel engine technology and fire insulation systems that were simply 

not available at the time. This participant recalled that  

“diesel propulsion technology simply couldn’t keep up with Incat. As the boats got bigger 

and needed more horsepower [the engines available at the time] cracked their blocks 

because the aluminium hulls flex so much … so Incat was leading marine jet engine 

technology in those days. It was pulling these huge international engine manufacturers up 

the hill all on its own” (Robert Miley interview, 2020).  

This and other participants noted similar ‘market pull’ dynamics in other areas of the Incat 

supply chain, particularly regarding safety equipment. Faced with the high cost of importing 

international safety systems satisfying the required levels of International Maritime 

Organisation certification, Clifford would assist in developing (or simply demand) a product 

to the desired specifications from a local provider. In the case of high-tech fire insulation for 

his ships, for example, Clifford,  

[approached a local building insulation manufacturer] and said, ‘I’ll buy your fire rated lining 

provided it’s Lloyd’s of London approved for maritime’. And they said, ‘well hold on it’ll cost 

us half a million dollars just to have it tested!’ and he’d say, ‘that’s not my problem. You 

either want the order or you don’t’ (participant interview 2020). 

In similar ways, and for several different inputs to its production process, Incat’s unique 

requirements drove product development in its supply chain, created a high level of 

pressure to innovate, and helped to build significant niche expertise within the local sector. 

Moreover, several of the products and manufacturing processes developed for Incat by local 

suppliers would later find diverse, high-value export markets of their own.  

The emergence of Incat’s highly-specialised supply chain and the birth or arrival of 

competing firms in Tasmania during this time accord closely with the progression of 

technological innovation, vertical disintegration, and spin-off diversification propounded by 

TIM and TKD regional development theories. One interesting element of this case study that 
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remains underrepresented in most approaches, however, concerns the highly-impactful role 

of place leadership both in driving the process of the cluster’s development, and in 

capturing or embedding agglomeration and location externalities in Tasmania. The 

increasing academic attention paid to place leadership over the past decade has contributed 

considerably to improved understanding of structure-agency debates in regional economic 

development scholarship by highlighting how “deliberative actions of key individuals and 

institutions [shape] the future of places” (Beer et al. 2018, p. 171).  

Existing empirical and conceptual scholarship has contributed to greater understanding of 

the individuals and institutions who exercise place leadership in different situations 

(Horlings, Roep, and Wellbrock 2018, Nicholds et al. 2017), and fleshed out the different 

areas of regional economic development and governance within which these actors are 

most impactful (Ayres 2019, Beer et al. 2018). However, little research has yet considered 

the impact – decisive in this example – of place leadership exercised in early, formative 

stages of the cluster lifecycle as a driver of industrial agglomeration in its own right (as 

opposed to of governance outcomes, institutions, or intangible assets for example). 

Clifford’s role in marshalling resources, procuring design and manufacturing expertise from 

other places, driving innovation, and pushing for new firms or industry and training 

organisations to be clustered into the Prince of Wales Bay precinct should be understood as 

a highly impactful and deliberate example of place leadership. This role has not been 

without complex implications or consequences, though; as with many path dependent 

development processes, this initial work structuring the cluster has had ongoing 

implications for potential institutional lock-ins. 

The connections among businesses within the Incat supply chain during this period reflected 

close interpersonal relationships, including in many cases historical or family relationships, 

between the principals of firms in the cluster. Almost all participants interviewed expressed 

the importance of longstanding, deeply socially-embedded personal, intergenerational, or 

familial bonds between businesses in the sector, and emphasised the influence of these 

relationships over the development of both their cluster of firms and of the industry more 

widely in Tasmania. These relationships were not limited to the business community either. 

Deep social and even family ties connect not only many private sector players and business 

owners but also civic actors, public servants, and members of the maritime research 

community from the University of Tasmania, the Australian Maritime College, the above-

mentioned TAFE college, and the CSIRO (participant interviews, 2019; 2020).  
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One participant interviewed noted, of many prominent business people in the industry, that 

“they all grew up [nearby to one another], they all went to [the same school] they drink at 

[the same pub]”, and added that a number have spent time working in or for each others’ 

businesses at different times (participant interview 2020). Another described how “they’ve 

known each a long time, they all grew up sailing together, and they developed strong 

relationships and have informally helped each other, through word of mouth and 

networking, to get into the market” (participant interview 2019). Close, socially-embedded 

relationships were thus a critical source of social capital and institutional location externality 

shaping the configuration of the industry network. As the next sections show, however, 

these same connections that were so important to the formation and establishment of the 

cluster also engendered considerable risks of institutional lock-in for the network’s 

associational architecture. 

 

Rapid Growth of Incat and Consolidation of Specialised Supply Chain at Prince of 
Wales Bay 

By the late 1980s and early ‘90s, with the market for high-speed aluminium ferries growing 

strongly internationally and in Australia, the cluster had become a large network of 

complementary businesses in a vertically disintegrated but highly-collaborative supply 

chain. Though some pre-dated Incat by many years, major innovative firms working in the 

Incat supply chain at this time included CBG (Colbeck and Gunton, a manufacturer of fire 

insulation), Liferaft Systems Australia, APCO Engineering (formerly a fitter and turner which 

now produced castings and other machined components for shipbuilding), Riley Industrial 

and Marine (a hydraulics manufacturing firm), Muir Engineering (which produces winches, 

windlasses, anchoring systems and related maritime equipment), and Taylor Brothers 

(engineering and vessel fit-outs), among numerous others. Moreover, several similar or 

competing aluminium shipbuilders also began making commercial ferries and other ships in 

Tasmania, with a number also benefiting immensely from the local supplier cluster at Prince 

of Wales Bay. These included Richardson Devine Marine, FC Management, and North-West 

Bay Ships. Incat’s major competitor Austal, based in Henderson, Western Australia, likewise 

operated a shipyard in Margate during this time. 

Crucially, this period also saw a marked shift in the state government’s approach to 

supporting and promoting the cluster. Whereas in the initial introductory, “developmental” 

stage of the cluster’s lifecycle (Wickham 2005b; Menzel & Fornahl 2010, p. 206) shipbuilding 
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in Hobart had received relatively little government support or attention, from the end of the 

1980s onwards successive governments of all political stripes became significantly more 

involved. This took the form not only of increased financial assistance for firms to attend 

government-sponsored trade missions or exhibitions, but also state government lobbying 

and advocacy for federal support and even direct involvement in private sector sales or 

contract negotiations. State premiers during this period, Michael Field in particular, would 

afford prestige and profile to commercial discussions by accompanying potential customers 

on tours of the Incat factory, or joining Clifford and an interested party for a meal at 

restaurant (Wickham 2005b, p. 6-9).  

Interviews for this project attested to the value of this support and facilitation role from 

high-level government figures. For instance, one former TMN member active in the industry 

at this time noted that the “access, facilitation and visibility” afforded by the involvement of 

the Premier or a senior Minister in such discussions was invaluable. “If someone’s going to 

sign a big contract, or negotiate a deal,” this participant explained, “the Premier doesn’t 

have to be involved in the nitty gritty … but that high-level government support and 

representation opens up a lot of opportunities and helps with influence” (participant 

interview 2019). Another reason offered by participants for the success and impact of 

political endorsement like that provided by successive governments during this period was 

that many of the cluster’s emerging markets were dominated by either partially or fully 

state-owned shipbuilding enterprises. Enjoying the backing of government at a high level 

therefore became critical to overcoming the visibility deficit and perceived sovereign risk 

associated with an emerging and relatively unknown group of manufacturers (participant 

interviews 2020). Members also perceived political access and facilitation as a distinct and 

ongoing advantage of their relatively economically peripheral location that was not enjoyed 

by competitors. “One really strong thing we have going for us in Tasmania”, said one such 

member, “is that we have good access to the politicians. I can pick up the phone right now 

and call the premier or a minister or anyone and they’ll answer it. And that's a huge 

advantage we have over someone in Melbourne, Sydney, Adelaide, or Perth, for example” 

(participant interview 2019). 

 

Sink or Swim: Incat Enters Receivership and Suppliers Forced to Diversify 

By the mid-1990s, light shipbuilding and marine manufacturing in Tasmania had grown into 

one of the state’s most significant export industries. Following Incat’s highly-publicised 
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campaign to win the Hales Trophy,10 there was strong demand for larger high-speed wave 

piercing cargo vessels as well as ferries, and the firm filled eight orders for ships worth over 

$100 million within three years of the successful crossing. During Incat’s peak years, from 

1996-98, the cluster as a whole was generating turnover in excess of $400 million annually, 

Incat was generating 25% of the state’s manufacturing export earnings, and its 1000+ 

employees were building approximately 40% of the world’s high-speed passenger ferries 

(Wickham 2005b). Despite this success, however, Incat encountered cashflow problems 

related to a string of unsold vessels early in 2001 and went into receivership later that year. 

It would not build a new ship until 2004. This meant that within a very short time not only 

Incat but its entire local supply chain found themselves in a precarious financial position, 

with immediate and severe consequences for employment and output across the sector. For 

three years the firm’s cash flow was reduced to royalties from military contracts, the lease 

of a vessel (the HMAS Jervis Bay) to the Australian Defence Force, and a $30 million 

government bailout. 

One leading local business owner described how “for many years Incat was our only 

customer, and when Incat went into administration in 2000, our sole customer was going 

down the drain. We managed to get out which is great … but the business had to grow its 

customer base. A lot of marketing went into reaching out to a broader shipbuilding market, 

[securing] new clients, and growing into a more export-oriented business.” This experience 

was shared by most private sector operators interviewed, who were forced to seek broader 

markets for their highly specialised products and services as work from Incat dried up. Their 

challenge was compounded by a simultaneous push from Incat to bring several elements of 

its supply chain back in-house. To reduce costs and retain staff Incat attempted a leaner and 

more vertically integrated model of production, though this was soon abandoned as it was 

unable to reproduce the quality available within its existing supply network (participant 

interview 2019).  

By the time Incat received its next major order – The Cat, a 98-metre wave piercing vessel 

for the Canadian Bay Ferries Company – the industry in Tasmania, and especially the 

Maritime Defence Precinct at Prince of Wales Bay, had substantially changed. A number of 

firms that had started life as suppliers to Incat, and had shared Incat as their sole customer 

for a number of years, now supplied a wide variety of national and international customers. 

Where the Southern Tasmanian shipbuilding cluster had started life essentially a 
 

10 The Hales Trophy (officially the North Atlantic Blue Riband Challenge Trophy) is an award recognising the 
fastest crossing of the Atlantic Ocean by a commercial passenger vessel. 
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monopsony, within just a few years a number of its most successful firms had diversified to 

the extent that Incat was their only remaining shared customer among a wide range of 

international shipyards and defence contracting primes. These changes had two clear 

impacts on the cluster’s structure, institutions, and associational architecture. 

First, it undermined the extent to which local businesses were able to access many of the 

material benefits of highly-agglomerated production. Firms which had formerly engaged in 

close relationships as complementary members of a vertically-disintegrated supply chain 

whose final product was being assembled only streets away now had few or no projects in 

common. A number of businesses that had started as spin-off suppliers of a product to Incat 

reported no longer enjoying any material advantage associated with their location, and 

some reported a distinct disadvantage. Rather than transporting their product “over the 

road” these businesses were now exporting to Europe, North America, or Western Australia 

at significant expense (participant interviews). While the region still benefited from a skilled 

local labour pool, many of the traditional factor-proportional explanations of clustered 

business activity, which emphasise scale externalities and reduced transport costs (see 

especially Krugman 1991b, Porter 1998, 2000), no longer applied.  

Second, core firms’ decreasing financial reliance on Incat changed the structure of 

relationships that had predominated within the cluster for many years, leading some 

networks of firm or interpersonal connections to become more diffuse, and others more 

tightknit. The changing structure of relationships within this fraternity had important 

impacts on the sector’s institutions and culture. Where the broader maritime community’s 

former institutional constellation had been dominated by its largest player, the emergent 

need to collectively gain access to, and visibility in, different markets fomented a profusion 

of new and valuable connections both across Tasmania’s maritime community and beyond 

it. These two transitions also changed, and were assisted by, the sector’s then-relatively 

new industry association, the Tasmania Maritime Network (TMN). In the words of one 

member, with Incat in receivership, “the supply chain was suddenly left without this highly 

productive main player next-door. Luckily though, in the meantime, [we] had all gotten 

together under the auspices of the maritime network … and gotten out there and built up 

other clients, representing the sector at the trade shows, conferences and exhibitions 

internationally” (participant interview 2019).  

In the above-mentioned context of declining material advantage associated with their 

location, several participants’ formerly-invaluable scale externalities were gradually 
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replaced with more cultural or relational ones. For a number of interviewees, the rationale 

behind establishing firms in Tasmania, and specifically in Prince of Wales Bay, was 

inextricably linked to the needs of their main (or indeed only) customer, Incat. As Incat’s 

value to supplier businesses dwindled through the early-2000s, and in many cases was 

eclipsed by Incat’s national and international competitors, their motivations for remaining in 

Tasmania shifted to explanations emphasising its less tangible assets, notably the state’s 

“maritime culture”, individuals’ “personal relationships”, their collective “roots and history” 

with one another, and a shared desire to “keep business in Tasmania” (participant 

interviews 2019; 2020). The Tasmanian maritime community’s growing reliance on social 

capital and untraded interdependencies (Storper 1997) to weather this bruising transition 

towards a diversified export orientation continue to be embodied in the institutions and 

culture of its most prominent industry association, the Tasmania Maritime Network. 

 

The Emergence of TMN: Changing Role of Institutions and Associational 
Architecture 

The TMN was formed in 1998 by a small core of business people from the sector to network, 

identify new market opportunities, and build the national and international profile of 

Tasmania’s shipbuilding industry. While it does have a stable formal membership, it is not 

an incorporated entity and is run on a volunteer basis by a core executive drawn from the 

membership with part-time secretarial support from a state government bureaucrat. 

Described variously by some of its original members as “discussions over coffee”, an 

“informal networking group”, and a “pretty unstructured sort of lunch club”, the association 

began life to organise relatively casual meetings primarily among Hobart-based suppliers to 

Incat. Several of these participants recalled the idea to start the network as having emerged 

from a series of chance meetings in airports. Having met serendipitously en route to 

meetings or trade shows, they decided to establish a schedule of planned get-togethers 

over drinks or a meal to share ideas and information about the industry and their own 

business ventures. One of these original members was a trades teacher at the TAFE 

aluminium college and arranged for future meetings to be hosted on the local campus at 

Prince of Wales Bay. Within a year or two of meeting four times a year, the group was 

approached by members of the Tasmanian Development Board with the offer of part-time 

executive assistance and funding to support group members’ attendance at conferences 

and trade shows.  
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Participants noted that while the organisation’s early years served a useful networking 

function and hosted enjoyable social gatherings, TMN came into its own during the period 

of Incat’s downturn and administration. Members now relied heavily on the market 

leverage afforded by each other’s contacts as well as the sector’s collective cache and 

reputation to rapidly re-orient their businesses towards national and international export 

markets. Current TMN chair Jeff Hawkins described local operators’ thinking at the time: 

We knew that if we came together, we would have a lot more strength than if we were 

trying to go it alone. If we presented to the market, and trade shows and exhibitions and so 

on, just as individual companies, we wouldn't be as powerful. We needed to show what 

Tasmania had to offer basically (participant interview, 2020). 

Almost all members and government representatives involved in the TMN’s activities during 

this period believed it had provided valuable support throughout the Incat supply chain’s 

transition into new markets. A small number of firms (notably CBG/Moonraker, Liferaft 

Systems Australia, Muir Engineering, and Taylor Brothers among other) diversified 

successfully into prominent international exporters servicing a wide range of commercial 

and defence shipbuilding firms around the world. Several others who didn’t realise the same 

level of international export success nonetheless found strong demand for their products 

within the domestic Australian shipbuilding industry, especially from Austal (Incat’s main 

competitor) and the Australian Shipbuilding Corporation in Adelaide. 

The assistance and value TMN was able to provide to member businesses during this period 

can be grouped into two main areas of activity. The first was to provide a vehicle for 

facilitating lobbying and advocacy, and here the TMN provided a unified point of contact or 

channel for communications between the sector and government. Rather than individual 

businesses making representations to government on their own, TMN could invite officials 

to meetings or events and raise concerns as a collective. “We [were able to] speak to them 

as one voice … as the whole maritime industry”, as Hawkins describes this role, meaning 

that “they can then go back and say, ‘this is what the maritime industry have told us they 

need’” (participant interview, 2020). Second, the network’s executive and broader 

membership alike tried to build the profile and reputation for the group by representing the 

sector at trade shows, exhibitions and conferences nationally and internationally. A strong 

theme across many interviews for this project was a feeling among members that the 

capacity of the Tasmanian maritime and shipbuilding sector is not well-understood at a 

national (let alone international) level. Several participants expressed sentiments to the 

effect that their southerly, peripheral location was a challenge not only to practical 
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elements of their business activities but also to broader consciousness of their products and 

services, particularly in Europe and North America. In the words of one participant, by way 

of example, “we are at the bottom of the world here. You know, I've got clients in the US 

who have no idea where Tasmania even is … we're just a small speck, you know, in the 

overall scheme of things” (participant interview 2019). In many cases, however, the idea 

that their location presented an obstacle was equally discussed as a motivating factor 

interpreted by participants as a rich vein of personal and collective identity. “We feel really 

strongly about keeping our money in Tasmania, employing Tasmanians and doing what we 

can for Tasmania”, noted one participant. Another added that “we do have the same culture 

and we all have this sense of being a Tasmanian company that started from nothing […] but 

that's the history of this place; [to succeed here] the product that we export has to be the 

best of its kind in the world” (participant interviews 2019, 2020). 

Against the backdrop of its formal functions, the TMN also provided members a forum to 

engage in networking discussions and share information. Some members suggested that 

while this originally arose in response to the necessity of finding customers to replace lost 

business from Incat’s financial downturn, it gradually became institutionalised into an 

unwritten expectation. Several participants described an important element of their 

contribution to the TMN as trying to “represent” or “spruik” the state and their fellow 

members in meetings, trade missions and exhibitions, with an expectation that others 

would be doing the same for them. Over time, this expectation has developed into a sense 

of obligation that many participants feel strongly: “when we go overseas and see 

opportunities for other members, we put them in touch and we promote each other. And I 

think that's been a key strength of this network because we all benefit from building an 

identity and a brand for the group” (participant interview 2020).11 Many also suggested that 

as a result of this strong, collegial culture within the network, it had become a forum in 

which members could engage in robust, and sometimes heated, disagreement in the 

knowledge that their close personal relationships would endure (participant interviews 

2019, 2020). Over the coming decade, diversification would continue for many local 

producers but while it started with Incat’s financial downturn in 2001, its progress through 

 
11 It should be noted that while this was certainly the majority view among the group interviewed it was not 
universally held. A different member, for example, responded that “business is business. How they [the TMN] 
think they can get in the middle and help bring everybody together is just beyond me. There’s a lot at stake 
here and it’s a […] dog-eat-dog world” (participant interview 2020).  
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the mid- to late-2000s was driven by Tasmania’s emerging aquaculture and defence 

industries. 

 

Aquaculture and Defence: Avenues for Growth and Continued Diversification of 
Maritime Industry 

While forms of salmonoid aquaculture have been undertaken in Tasmania since the 1860s 

(Harrison 2006), crossover between fish farming and the maritime industry did not become 

widespread until the advent of large-scale marine salmon farming in the 1990s. The industry 

was developed as a joint venture between the state government, a Norwegian aquaculture 

firm, and a handful of smaller local operators, but the entry of larger private sector players 

in the early-2000s saw output nearly treble between 2003 and 2013 (Australian Senate 

Standing Committee on Environment and Communications 2015, DPIPWE 2019). Salmon 

farming is now the state’s largest primary industry, directly employing an estimated 1600 

Tasmanians and generating $726 million gross revenue in 2016-17 (DPIPWE 2018, p. 6-7). As 

offshore salmon farming rapidly expanded, a number of existing maritime firms developed 

significant supply and service capabilities to accommodate its growth, notably Taylor 

Brothers and the PFG plastics manufacturing group. 

Alongside growth into the aquaculture space many local marine manufacturers have 

developed significant defence capabilities, with several Tasmanian firms contracted to 

provide products or services across almost all Australian naval platforms as well as to a 

variety of other nations’ navies. Much of this growth followed the Australian Federal 

Government’s push, under former Defence Minister Christopher Pyne, to invest $89 billion 

over 40 years in significantly increasing Australian naval shipbuilding capability (Department 

of Defence 2016, p. 113-115). Liferaft Systems Australia, FioMarine, Castings Australia, CBG 

Systems, Taylor Brothers Engineering, PFG, Richardson Devine Manufacturing, Pivot Marine, 

Direct Edge, and several others provide safety equipment, engineering, maintenance, 

training and consultancy services to navies and defence subcontracting primes around the 

world (Department of State Growth 2019, 2020, participant interviews 2020). The increasing 

value of defence work to the Tasmanian marine manufacturing sector has also prompted 

governance changes and increased state support. Almost all interviewees for this case study 

emphasised the value of the state government’s Defence Advocate, Retired Rear Admiral 

Steve Gilmore, to navigating the rigors of defence contracts and building the Tasmanian 
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industry’s profile among federal Department of Defence decision makers (participant 

interviews 2019, 2020). 

Most interviewees believed that continued future growth of the Tasmanian maritime 

industry would follow one or both of these pathways, but many also expressed reservations 

about the capacity of both government and the industry’s associational architecture to 

accommodate the growing pace of growth and diversification. Participants concerns can 

broadly be grouped into four areas: social license issues, industry governance issues, 

bureaucratic/administrative issues, and cultural or institutional issues.  

First, regarding social license issues, some in the industry voiced concern that expansion into 

defence and especially into aquaculture require careful management to avoid reputational 

damage and appropriately manage sensitive marine ecosystems. Issues around the social 

license to operate (SLO) of salmonoid farmers in Tasmania, especially in sensitive waterway 

environments like Macquarie Harbour, have been well-documented elsewhere and have 

contributed to fraught, ongoing political contestation over the industry’s future 

sustainability (Murphy-Gregory 2018, Leith, Ogier, and Haward 2014). One participant 

interviewed for this project whose marine manufacturing business has diversified into a 

variety of salmonoid aquaculture services, expressed a desire for governance, transparency 

and sustainability reforms to address emergent social license issues in the sector. “With 

intense industrial aquaculture … and with climate change and the kelp forests and all that”, 

this participant stressed, “there needs to be absolute clarity about how it is managed, 

governed, and overseen to ensure that it’s sustainable socially, environmentally and 

economically. Otherwise we’ll wake up one day and say ‘uh-oh, it’s gone and we forgot to 

look’” (participant interview 2020).  

While the political valence of marine manufacturing and shipbuilding in Tasmania tends 

currently to be either nil or quite positive, some of its other areas of expansion now and into 

the future carry significant social license risks as well. For example, social license issues have 

thus far held back lucrative expansion into the service and maintenance of offshore oil and 

gas infrastructure in the River Derwent (participant interview 2020). Likewise, while the 

sector’s present defence work is almost exclusively focussed on safety and training, 

community concern at the prospect of an increased military-industrial footprint in 

Tasmania’s marine manufacturing sector has been a consideration for government over a 

number of years (participant interview, 2019). 
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The second area of concern raised by participants is the capacity of their associational 

architecture to serve and represent an increasingly diverse industry. These debates are best 

captured in recent discussions among the TMN executive and broader membership 

regarding potential incorporation. Several participants expressed concern that their industry 

association and peak body was “neither here nor there”, “needing to step up its 

professionalism” or “lacking a bit of direction” (participant interviews 2019; 2020). For 

some, the solution to a feeling that the TMN had become somewhat directionless is to 

become an incorporated entity with professional staff and seek increased government 

funding. Others, however, prefer its current structure and relatively diffuse, informal 

networking functions. In either case, there was broad agreement around the idea that the 

organisation was “at a fork in the road … and not achieving as much as it used to” 

(participant interview 2020). Third, many private sector players and public officials 

interviewed for this project suggested that existing arrangements for governing, regulating, 

and supporting the industry – primarily within the departments of State Growth and Primary 

Industries, Parks, Water and Environment (DPIPWE) – no longer adequately reflect the 

diverse structure of the industry they administer. 

Finally, a long succession of structural changes within Tasmania’s maritime community have 

generated much discussion and introspection regarding its culture and the future of its 

institutions. Among a wide range of opinions and interpretations on this subject, some 

consistent themes recurred. First, some participants noted how significant cultural change 

was accompanying the beginning of a “changing of the guard” among leaders in their 

sector’s business community. As well as seeing an opportunity for change and renewal, 

several participants were nevertheless circumspect on the question of what proportions of 

the cluster’s cultural value comprised the cache of specific businesses, the reputation of the 

collective, or the relationships of key individuals. In the words of one interviewee, 

these people, like Bob Clifford, they’ve been in the business more than 40 years … Mike 

Grainger, he’s been in it so long too, [John Muir] has just sold his business on, the Taylor 

Brothers are in their 60s or 70s, and you know so much of the brand and reputation of the 

network has been built around them personally, and their names … A lot of it is driven by the 

personalities in the business and if you want to maintain this brand of quality, what is going 

to happen in not too long when all those people retire? 

A second prominent issue was participants’ attitudes towards whether the cluster, its 

identity, output, and culture, set it apart from competitors or marked it as “unique”. On one 

hand, several interviewees echoed versions of the idea that “we all make up this brand of 



130 
 

doing things really, really well, without any fuss, by being Tasmanians” (participant 

interview 2019). Others perceived this attitude as not only mistaken but also a dangerous 

source of complacency: “I think that we’ve got to be very careful. There’s a desperation 

sometimes to think that we’re unique or we’re different. I’m sure there are some unique 

aspects, but we tend fall into the trap of thinking that what we do here can’t or doesn’t 

happen anywhere else. We drum up in our minds things that supposedly make us special, 

and this is a fatal mistake” (participant interview 2020). 

 

Present-day Governance and Organisation: Associational Architecture and 
Structure of Governance Network 

Over the past two decades, Tasmania’s marine manufacturing sector has grown from a 

small, complementary chain of niche suppliers of one very innovative producer into a 

diversified maritime industry with significant footprints in shipbuilding at a variety of scales, 

safety equipment, aquaculture, engineering and fit-out, tourism, logistics, provedoring and 

resupply, consultancy, and defence. Despite a complex network of overlapping connections 

within the private sector, however, its governance network remains dominated by a 

relatively ad hoc, patchwork assemblage of competing vested interests. In the words of one 

participant, the sector’s governance suffers from “a dearth of independence”, as 

“predominantly it’s [structured by] vested interests. It's always been about protecting – and 

by the way I'm not suggesting that that is a bad thing – but people are in their own corners 

protecting their own particular use of the different resources” (participant interview 2020).  

Different areas of the industry, despite their overlap, are represented by discrete and largely 

uncoordinated associations. The industry’s most prominent representative groups – TMN, 

the Tasmanian chapter of the Australian Industry and Defence Network (AIDN-Tas), the 

Tasmanian Minerals, Manufacturing and Energy Council (TMEC), and the Tasmanian Polar 

Network (TPN) – currently do not share significant resources or coordinate their activities in 

any meaningful way. This is despite very significant overlap in their memberships; most 

private sector participants interviewed for this research are members of all four, and some 

others besides. Preliminary discussions are underway within the TMN to begin hosting 

occasional shared meetings with the other organisations, possibly with a view to eventual 

amalgamation with one or two others, but time constraints have thus far meant slow 

progress (participant interview 2020). This issue of coordination has hampered the ability of 
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firms who may have interests in different parts of the sector to enjoy the benefits of a 

simple, aggregated interface with government.  

On the government side, too, surprisingly little coordination is evident between the teams 

and agencies responsible for different areas of the sector. In a similar way to the industry 

bodies, divisions within state government bureaucracies have been established over time to 

govern or administer industrial activities that may have been discrete in the past, but are 

now thoroughly connected. In this sense, the structure of the industry’s administrative and 

governance framework is a product of path dependence which sectoral diversification has 

rendered problematic. Interviewees from both the private and public sectors agreed upon 

the problems caused by the disjointedness of government agencies with which many 

engaged on a daily basis. A number of firms whose principals were interviewed for this 

research began life as providers of one specific product or service, but have diversified to 

the extent that within one supply chain, they may be governed by three, four or even five 

different strategic documents, several government portfolios, and several ministers all 

within the same government department.  

Moreover, the governance frameworks to which they are subject are not coordinated in a 

way that is able to overcome these gaps and inconsistencies. Commenting upon the lack of 

a coherent and coordinated strategic approach to the maritime industry, one participant 

suggested that “they need to somehow get a whole-of-government approach to the 

resource. Develop an overarching strategic plan, communicate it broadly, and then let 

individual sectors be agile as they like while putting what they do though the filter of that 

overarching strategy. If I was to suggest one change, it would be that the government has, 

not even a separate department, but at least a division within a department, that functions 

as something like a ‘Maritime Division’” (participant interview 2020).  

On the government side, this concern was echoed by senior bureaucrats: “this is my 

personal view, but in a maritime state, in a maritime nation, just about everything we do is 

directly or indirectly connected to the sea. There would be great benefit in the 

establishment of something like a ‘Maritime Tasmania’ agency. We’ve got infrastructure 

Tasmania, Tourism Tasmania … for too long this vital vital sector has been divided up into 

other areas which means that the coordination is not as free-flowing as it could and should 

be, and that is a problem. Or at the very least, it’s a missed opportunity” (participant 

interview 2020). Efforts to begin remedying this gap have begun in the form of steering 

committees such as the Defence Industry Advisory Committee and the Joint Defence 
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Industry Steering Committee, which combine members of the government, industry, and 

university, but only in the area of defence. The lack of an overarching strategic framework 

for the maritime industry more broadly remains a significant gap in its governance 

apparatus and almost all participants agreed that this lack of coordination was an ongoing 

problem.  

 

Conclusions 

The development of Tasmania’s shipbuilding and maritime equipment manufacturing 

cluster in Prince of Wales Bay strongly exemplifies the type of high-technology, knowledge-

intensive development pathways lionised in TIM and TKD literature. Its emergence as an 

international leader in the production of aluminium catamarans closely followed a vaunted 

progression from highly innovative production via vertical disintegration to equally 

innovative niche secondary and spin-off diversification. The cluster’s growth embodied 

prominent ideas about the roles played by agglomeration or industrial clustering, intangible 

assets, institutions, and untraded interdependencies in the development of cooperative and 

closely-coordinated knowledge sharing networks built on relations of trust, voice, and 

loyalty. In turn, as Incat’s specialised supply chain grew, these interpersonal connections 

provided the foundation for a series of more concrete location externalities such as reduced 

transportation costs, a skilled and mobile local labour poor, and access to specialised 

research and training facilities. These valuable location externalities eventually attracted 

some of the cluster’s national and international competitors to Tasmania and spurred the 

growth of further innovative homegrown shipbuilders. 

However, the history of this case study also contains lessons about the process by which 

these structures can ossify into institutional lock-ins which stifle new market entrants, resist 

organisational change, and reproduce inflexible associational and power structures. 

Moreover, it challenges influential ideas from academic literature about the importance of 

identifying latent endogenous advantage in economic development. Rather, a compelling 

interpretation of this innovative cluster’s emergence is that historical contingency reversed 

the course of a waning industry by subverting competitive disadvantage just long enough 

for the positive location externalities associated with agglomeration to take root. In other 

words, as a result of a tragic accident, a passenger vessel construction industry facing long-

term structural decline was suddenly enabled to flourish in a location nearly as distant from 

the markets (Europe and North America) in which its product would find their greatest 
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success as it could possibly have been. The emergence of this case study therefore provides 

important empirical support for theories of industrial clustering, such as Menzel and 

Fornahl’s (2010) or Isaksen’s (2018), that emphasise the role of chance events, serendipity, 

or historical accident in the process of industrial path creation. 

Another area of theory to which observations from this case contribute concerns the varied 

suitability of different institutions or associational structures over time. In contrast to the 

case explored in the previous chapter, the Tasmanian maritime industry’s social capital 

endowment is relatively one-dimensional, dominated as it is by informal, interpersonal 

connections. These dense, longstanding, informal relations were important, even decisive, 

in its emergence during the cluster’s early years. The experience of this industry over time 

demonstrates, however, that the institutions and forms of social capital beneficial to an 

emerging cluster are not necessarily optimal for a more established or developed 

configuration of the same industry as it grows and changes. The failure of the institutions in 

this case study to be sufficiently dynamic has therefore led to a situation in which the 

industry’s associational architecture has not evolved to match the present-day structure of 

the industry. As mentioned above, and discussed in greater depth in Chapter 8, this has led 

to the reproduction of gendered power constellations and entrenched a state of 

institutional lock-in with pronounced impacts on diversity of the sector’s modern-day 

associational architecture. In addition to making this regional industry network less diverse 

and less accessible to new entrants, existing research on institutional lock-in would suggest 

that this network’s structure may also be stifling innovation (Evenhuis 2017), restricting the 

absorption of new ideas (Crespo, Suire, and Vicente 2014), and limiting adaptive capacity 

(Rodríguez-Pose 2013).  
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Chapter Six 

 

Viticulture and Winemaking 

 

 

 

Introduction 

Despite hosting some of the earliest vineyard plantings in Australia, the Tasmanian wine 

industry’s potential has only begun to be realised in recent years. Factors including a boom 

in tourist visits to the state, increasing export-led growth driven by a low Australian dollar, 

changing consumer preferences, and a warming climate have elevated viticulture, 

winemaking, and wine tourism into one of the state’s top ten economic contributors. The 

industry adds some $115 million to gross state product per year and supports approximately 

2000 FTE positions, similar in scale to the meat or dairy sectors (Wine Tasmania 2019). This 

is equivalent to approximately 10% of total employment across agriculture, forestry, and 

fisheries in Tasmania. Relative to the rest of the country, Tasmanian wine is a high-value, 

premium product. Average bottle values nationally and internationally are more than 

double that of mainland wine, and at $2977 per tonne Tasmanian grapes are also 

considerably more valuable than the national average of $609 (Wine Tasmania 2019). 

Nevertheless, the sector is also under-developed relative to the rest of the country. As of 

2020, Tasmanian wine grape plantings account for just over 2000 hectares, which is less 

than 1% of the agricultural land area estimated to be suitable for viticulture (Smart and 

Wells 2014, p. i). This figure is not only very low by absolute national levels, but also as a 

proportion of the arable land suitable for wine grapes. West et al’s analysis of the industry 

estimates that if it were to produce the same volume of grapes relative to the state’s 

population as the mainland average, its share of full-time employment could replace almost 

70% of the jobs shed by the forestry sector in recent decades (2012). 

This chapter will survey the history of the industry – from colonial beginnings to the present 

day – and identify the crucial factors that have influenced the development of its present-

day institutions and associational architecture. The chapter proceeds in three section. First, 

an overview of the industry’s development is presented to highlight important historical, 
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cultural and market features that have combined to differentiate it from its mainland 

counterparts. This section demonstrates the extent to which historical contingency and path 

dependence have shaped the growth of Tasmanian viticulture and winemaking, as well as 

the shifting constellation of relationships that have predominated within its various formal 

and informal associations over time. Second, evidence from interviews and archival research 

is analysed to present a detailed analysis of the industry’s modern-day organisation, 

governance, and territorial knowledge dynamics. Finally, the impacts of factors including 

continued climate change, corporatisation, production and scale changes, and technological 

disruption inform a discussion of the industry’s future prospects. It is argued that a 

combination of Tasmania’s politics, geology, human geography, climate, and culture have 

heavily shaped the development of winemaking in the state over the past 50 years, as well 

as influencing the organisations and structure of its regional industry network. Though some 

theoretical analysis specific to the network at hand is presented in each section, as with the 

other cases, more thorough comparative treatment is reserved for Chapters 7 and 8. 

The empirical portion of the chapter, using evidence from interviews and archival research, 

will identify several important themes concerning the impact of the sector’s history on the 

structure and organisation of its associational architecture as well as key features of its 

institutions. First, it will show that the foundation, design, and focus of the sector’s industry 

association, the Vineyards Association of Tasmania (VAT, now Wine Tasmania), was heavily 

influenced by the collective need of early winemakers to overcome challenges associated 

with a lack of government support. Second, it is argued that Tasmania’s wine sector is highly 

distinctive when compared with those of the mainland Australian states. This difference is 

clear in the considerable difference in price between Tasmanian wine and grapes and the 

Australian average. However, the divergence between lower quality mass-produced wines 

geared toward export markets and premium quality, single vineyard wines highly expressive 

of very specific regionalities and place attributes has had important implications for the 

Tasmanian sector’s culture, its attitudes towards regulation and competition, and its 

cognitive and relational networks. It has also produced a distinctive (relative to mainland 

Australia) market structure dominated by small independent growers and single vineyard 

winemakers. The final theme relates to drivers of institutional change in Tasmania’s wine 

sector, and the path dependent, cumulative impact of these changes over time on its 

trajectory. In this sense, the approach deployed serves equally as an “institutional 

genealogy … [illustrating the] lineage of institutions and their inter-relations over time and 
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space”, and demonstrating how influential past practices or ideas “prefigure and 

condition … emergent structures” (Pike et al. 2015, p. 188). 

 

Early History of Viticulture and Winemaking in Tasmania 

Despite the relative youth of its present-day commercial wine industry, Tasmania has a long 

and storied history of viticulture and winemaking, dating back to some of the earliest 

European exploration of the island. Prior even to European settlement in Van Diemen’s 

Land, vines brought from the Cape of Good Hope aboard the HMS Bounty were planted by 

William Bligh at Adventure Bay, on Bruny Island, in 1788 – just months after the first planted 

on the mainland at Sydney Cove (Laing 2005, p. 386). Bligh’s belief in the suitability of Van 

Diemen’s Land’s climate and geology to viticulture was shared by Matthew Flinders and 

George Bass. During their circumnavigation of Van Diemen’s Land in 1798, Bass noted that 

land adjacent to Prince of Wales Cove (incidentally the present-day site of the vineyard 

Moorilla) possessed a “clayey … stiff, close soil” that was “adapted to the growth of grape 

vines” (Moorilla 2020, Walker 2014, p. 16). 

The exact date that vines were reintroduced to Van Diemen’s Land is unclear, though it is 

likely to have been soon after the official establishment of the colony in 1803. Material 

brought again from the Dutch Cape Colony directly and grown at Governor Sorrell’s 

Government Gardens (now the Hobart Botanical Gardens), or an 1824 visit by the explorer 

Gregory Blaxland, himself a pioneer viticulturalist and winemaker in NSW, are the two most 

likely sources (Walker 2014, p. 18-19). In either case, by 1827, 200 gallons of wine made “in 

imitation of Champagne” in New Town by Bartholomew Broughton was advertised for sale 

in the Colonial Times, and even this first attempt received promising reviews (Beeston 2001, 

p. 13, Johnson 1989, p. 344). Broughton’s untimely death in 1828 ended this first 

experiment in Tasmanian winemaking, though another vineyard had been planted in the 

meantime by Dr. James Murdoch at Risdon Vale. In addition to Broughton’s Prospect Farm, 

which continued producing sparkling wine under new owner Captain Charles Swanston, and 

Murdoch’s, several others were established throughout the latter part of the 1820s and into 

the 1830s. George Gunning’s in the Coal River Valley (the first in that region), a short-lived 

attempt in Launceston by William Effingham Lawrence, and another more successful 

northern vineyard planted by John Smith at Marchington are the most prominent examples. 
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Throughout the 1830s and ‘40s this growth continued apace, and cuttings taken from 

Tasmania during this period by John Barton Hack and James Henty almost certainly also 

supplied the first vineyards planted in South Australia and Victoria respectively (Beeston 

2001, p. 38-40). By the middle of the 19th century Tasmania’s population and wealth had 

grown considerably, and a number of further successful vineyards had been established that 

ably demonstrated the suitability of Tasmanian soils and climate; viticulture was also 

booming in the south-eastern mainland colonies (even Queensland had a significant wine 

industry by this time). With these things in mind, the near-total disappearance of a 

Tasmanian wine industry during the second half of the 19th century presents at first a 

puzzling question. Walker suggests that Tasmanian winemaking in this period fell victim to a 

mismatch between the varietals that could ripen in cooler climates and the prevailing taste 

for either fortified wines or, at the very least, table wine styles comprising warmer-climate 

grapes that ripened with a higher sugar content (Walker 2014, p. 41-42). Indeed, the only 

significant Tasmanian winemaking experiment during these years was an extremely 

ambitious project undertaken by Diego Bernacchi on Maria Island in the 1880s and ‘90s 

(Rimon 2005). However, this attempt succumbed to failures in site selection and the 1890s 

depression (Beeston 2001, p. 137), leaving Tasmania with no commercial vineyards by the 

end of the 19th century. 

 

Re-birth of Tasmanian Viticulture in the mid-20th Century 

The collapse of Bernacchi’s vineyard on Maria island, though due more to failures in 

planning rather than genuine climatic unsuitability, nevertheless dissuaded any remaining 

commercial interest in viticulture for the next 50 to 60 years. For the first half of the 20th 

century, growing and producing wine in Tasmania had become the exclusive preserve of 

backyard amateurs. Vibrant and growing European migrant communities, mostly Italian but 

also Greek and French, continued making wine in the absence of a commercial industry 

using both home-grown grapes and fruit imported from South Australia during this period. 

Given the scale and nature of these operations, records are scarce about methods and 

varieties employed by these backyard migrant vignerons, and attempts by the then-

Department of Agriculture to survey them were routinely frustrated – likely as the vines 

were probably imported illegally (Walker 2012, p. 102). Given the preference of Anglo Celtic 

Australians for beer and fortified wines at the time (see Figure 5) it is unsurprising that the 

rebirth of the Tasmanian table wine industry was instead driven by French and Italian 
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migrants who recognised the similarity of its climate to premier cooler-climate wine regions 

in their former home countries. 

The first of this modern generation of Tasmanian vineyards was planted near Lilydale in the 

state’s north, by Jean and Cecile Miguet in 1956. Jean Miguet, from the department of Tarn, 

came to Tasmania as an employee of a French engineering firm contracted by the Hydro-

Electric Commission. When the project was completed, the Miguets stayed on in Tasmania 

and Jean set about finding a site to develop a small vineyard and winery. The property, 

which they named La Provence, was planted primarily with cuttings gifted by other amateur 

migrant winemakers in and around Launceston (Walker 2014, p. 54-55, Roberts and Baglin 

1969, p. 138). The second was planted in 1958 by Italian migrant Claudio Alcorso in 

Berriedale, in Hobart’s northern suburbs: unbeknownst to Alcorso, on almost exactly the 

site remarked upon by Bass and Flinders in 1798 for its suitability to viticulture (Alcorso 

1993, p. 154-155). Alcorso was a wealthy, politically active Roman businessperson and 

philanthropist who founded the Sheridan textiles company. He initially planted riesling vines 

sent from South Australia by his friend David Wynn, who subsequently also supplied 

cabernet sauvignon cuttings. 

Despite the support of prominent mainland vignerons and the CSIRO, an important point of 

commonality in Miguet and Alcorso’s experiences, and one shared by many subsequent 

Tasmanian wine makers, was the firm, explicit discouragement they received from the 

state’s Department of Agriculture. Alcorso described being “dismissed and even ridiculed” 

by the department in early meetings during which he was advised to instead plant an apple 

or pear orchard (Alcorso 1993, p. 157). Another vigneron who had worked at Moorilla in 

later years recalled conversations with Alcorso in which he described being “laughed at” by 

the then-secretary of the Department of Agriculture for suggesting that the variety pinot 

noir would perform well in Tasmania; “everyone was telling him he was stupid, that it would 

never work”, this interviewee recollected (participant interview 2020). In his retirement 

letter for the Vineyards Association of Tasmania newsletter, Alcorso joked that “… at the 

time [Jean and I] planted our first vines, it was not only our friends who thought we were 

mad, so did people who should have known better: the officers of the department of 

agriculture. When I went to talk to talk to the minister of agriculture suggesting that the 

industry had potential for the state and should be encouraged, he rubbished my arguments” 

(Alcorso correspondence, VAT archives).  
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Miguet, likewise, was discouraged in his efforts to establish a vineyard and cellar door in 

Lalla, though he was producing viable commercial quantities of apparently fine quality wine 

(participant interviews 2020). Early efforts to expand his plantings to include better 

performing and more suitable varieties using imported cuttings from mainland vineyards 

and specialist nurseries were met with enthusiasm by interstate correspondents but 

frustrated by the Department of Agriculture (Roberts and Baglin 1969, p. 140). Despite 

significant advocacy on behalf of the nascent industry he was not granted a liquor license 

after almost 20 years’ spent trying to obtain one, and in 1975 returned to France terminally 

ill where he died the following year (Walker 2014, p. 54, participant interviews 2020). 

Miguet and Alcorso’s early experiences with the Department of Agriculture clearly illustrate 

the centrality of the state in either facilitating and nurturing budding innovation or, as in this 

case, stifling it due to the presence of persistent cognitive and cultural lock-ins. Perhaps 

more importantly though, they demonstrate the role of path dependence and historical 

contingency in the establishment of critical institutional and cultural features of emerging 

industrial clusters. According to Isaksen, the institutional foundations of clusters’ collective 

identity, rooted in shared norms, values and common experience, are crucial factors in 

“[shaping] the capacities and behaviour of economic actors” (2018, p. 245). These 

institutions, by “[preserving] social practices and routines” act as “carriers of history” that 

inform future actors’ approaches to collective action and embed recourse to particular 

understandings, interpretations, or “framings”, of common problems (Sotarauta 2017, p. 

587). In the case of Tasmanian commercial viticulture, the frustration of industry pioneers 

by an indifferent government was a crucial factor in establishing not only the institutional 

but also the organisational foundations of a highly cooperative approach to resource and 

information sharing as the industry’s next generation emerged. Having little or no historical 

experience to inform their efforts, and no official support, first and second generation 

Tasmanian commercial viticulturists developed not just formal organisations but also an 

array of informal institutions predicated on the unwritten expectation of mutual 

collaboration.  

Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, as more prospective viticulturists and winemakers were 

planting vineyards in the state, the industry continued to chafe against a Department of 

Agriculture whose policy remained that Tasmania was too cold to grow wine grapes. One 

interviewee who had begun planting in the state’s north in 1974 described how “[the 

department’s attitude] was that Tasmania was too cold for viticulture, and that position had 

been adopted by the government of the day. So when I popped up, they were actually still 
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actively discouraging the wine industry” (participant interview 2020). Another, who had 

sought advice and cutting material for a vineyard in the upper Derwent Valley, was told by 

the department that “the best thing [he] would be able grow there was lucerne” 

(participant interview 2020). A consistent theme in interviews with vignerons about this 

period was that official indifference to the development of a Tasmanian wine industry was 

overcome by the development of close and highly supportive ties among producers: an 

interpretation that closely mirrors academic research into the impact of institutions on 

industrial organisation. Although Alcorso and Miguet did not know each other initially, 

almost all subsequent vineyards and wineries over the following two decades enjoyed 

enthusiastic support from a tightknit, collegial, and highly organised group of their peers. 

Unable to access sound advice, information, vines, or equipment from their Department of 

Agriculture, early period winemakers interviewed for this project almost uniformly reported 

having established their vineyards using gifted cutting material, made their wines with 

borrowed equipment, and selected property, sites, varietals, and clones on the basis of 

advice provided freely by other winemakers. As one recalled, “we stuck together pretty 

closely in those days because we were all trying to work out what to do. And we would 

compare results and approaches very freely and frequently” (participant interview 2020). 

 

Licensing Reform, Appellation Control, and the Vineyards Association of Tasmania: 
Increasing Political and Network Organisation of the Viticulture Industry 

In addition to resistance from the Department of Agriculture, two other factors drove an 

emerging consensus among these winemakers that improving the political and regulatory 

climate in which they were operating required a more organised vehicle for advocacy, 

lobbying and representation. The first of these was the issue of amending the state’s 

Licensing Act 1932 to enable winemakers not only to sell their products to distributors and 

bottle shops but to license their premises for cellar door sales as well. Alcorso in particular 

had been an active proponent of liquor licensing reform for a number of years and in 1973, 

the state government commissioned an inquiry into the issue. In response, Alcorso and a 

number of other winemakers met in Launceston to establish a steering committee and 

organisation, the Winegrowers Association of Tasmania, to coordinate their submissions 

and evidence. The association’s first meeting was held one week later at Alcorso’s house at 

Moorilla, resolving to incorporate their new body and open its membership to any vigneron 

in the state with more than .25 hectares under cultivation (Walker 2012, p. 112). Both 
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Alcorso and Miguet appeared before the committee on behalf of the Winegrowers 

Association, arguing for the introduction of a cellar door license under which producers 

could sell directly to the public. Though Miguet would not live to receive a license, their 

proposals were accepted almost wholesale by the committee. The Commission of Inquiry 

report, issued the following year, recommended sweeping changes be enshrined in a new 

Licensing Act 1976, bringing Tasmania’s liquor laws largely into line with the other 

winemaking states or, in some areas, more liberal (Parliament of Tasmania 1974). 

The second driver animating the new Winegrower’s Association was a perceived need 

among the state’s winemakers to protect the emerging brand distinction and terroir of 

Tasmanian wine by advocating for appellation of origin and quality control legislation. 

Appellation control is the most stringent legal framework for the regulation of place 

attributes in agricultural products as it not only requires that a product be physically 

produced within a specific region, typically from local ingredients, but also involves a 

qualitative assessment of a product’s representativeness of style, quality, method, or 

flavour attributes considered unique to, or distinctive of, that geographical location. As 

Waye and Stern define the concept, “[a]ppellations of origin refer to the region or locality 

where the wine is made such that its quality and characteristics are due exclusively or 

essentially to that geographical environment including both natural and human factors. 

Well-known appellations of origin include Barolo, Chianti, Bordeaux, and Champagne.” In 

stark contrast to a standard geographical indication, appellation further requires that a wine 

(or any agricultural product) demonstrate ‘typicality’, or a “degree of causality between the 

wine’s characteristics and its geographical origin” (2017, p. 460-461).  

In this sense an appellation of origin provides a level of legal protection to the more 

ephemeral and subjective concept of Terroir. The French notion of Terroir, as translated and 

defined by Harvey et al, incorporates not only “the land where a wine is grown, [including] 

soil qualities, water supply, drainage, aspect, angle of slope, and microclimate” but also 

several less tangible “mystique” aspects including the cultural impacts of “identity, ancestry, 

authenticity and tradition” on both wine and winemaker alike (Harvey, Frost, and White 

2014, p. 39-42). This was an important project because it set the Tasmanian industry firmly 

apart from its mainland counterparts. The appellation approach proposed, which would 

eventually become the first such scheme in the country, was a considerably more stringent 

framework than contemporary federal labelling legislation and also far more rigorous than 

any other Australian states’ alcohol regulations required then or at any time since. 

Interestingly, and appropriately considering the holistic place-attribution and authenticity 
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focus of the appellation approach, the catalyst for these discussions was the activities of a 

fellow member of the wine industry.  

Max Reynolds, owner of a vineyard in the Huon Valley, had been importing large quantities 

of inexpensive South Australia wine and on-selling it under his own label. At the time, there 

was no federal or state legislation in place to require that wine sold from a vineyard or 

bearing that vineyard’s label had actually been produced there or by that winemaker. While 

Reynolds’ practices were viewed by his colleagues as deliberately misleading (participant 

interviews 2020), the practice of importing grapes, juice, or even finished wine from other 

vineyards and blending or on-selling it without disclosure was not particularly uncommon in 

Australia during this period. As one interviewee for this research noted, “the Australian 

approach has tended to focus on the winemaker, who draws grapes from anywhere and 

then puts their own stamp on it. The European thing, on the other hand, is to recognize that 

the origin of the grapes is really important in determining the taste of the wine” (participant 

interview 2020). In contrast to the mainland industry, Tasmania’s new generation vignerons 

set about selecting varieties best suited to their weather, soils and exposure and producing 

relatively expensive wine on a small scale in the hope that public tastes would adapt 

(Beeston 2001, p. 240). A strong theme that characterised interviews with early pioneers of 

the industry, and one which remains important among their successors, was the expression 

of a desire to ensure that Tasmanian wine faithfully reflected the state’s unique climate, 

landscape and geology. “One common feature of the early industry”, one participant 

explained, “was that we all wanted to make wine in Tasmania, from Tasmanian grapes. That 

may seem like a fairly simple objective, but it's actually not the way Australia did things in its 

wine industry in those days” (participant interview 2020). 

Having succeeded in its push to reform liquor licensing provisions, the producers’ newly 

minted industry association (whose name had been changed to the Vineyards Association of 

Tasmania) turned its attention to ensuring that wine sold as Tasmanian contained 100% 

Tasmanian grapes. The VAT’s initial desire had been for appellation control to be included in 

the reformed licensing act and they did manage to secure a provision ensuring that at least 

80% of the grapes used in wine sold under a Tasmanian producer’s license were to be 

Tasmanian, with at least 50% grown on that licensee’s property. However, VAT producers 

were adamant that no less than a 100% standard would be adequate (participant interviews 

2020). In addition, the VAT proposed to include a quality certification similar to the French 
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AOC or German VDP systems as part of their desired appellation control scheme.12 While 

the efforts of key individuals – particularly Alcorso and John Thorp, a Department of 

Agriculture horticultural officer with a family background in winemaking – proved 

instrumental in the campaign for appellation control, this significant and pioneering change 

in Tasmania’s viticultural governance regime would have been impossible without the 

organised and sustained advocacy of the VAT.  

As an interim measure, the VAT entered discussions with heads of the departments of 

Agriculture, Planning and Development, Health, and Labour and Industry to develop and 

trial scheme whereby 100% Tasmanian-grown wines could apply for a ‘Tasmanian 

Certificate of Origin’ (Walker 2012, p. 127). That a group of producers as small as Tasmania’s 

wine industry was in 1979 convinced the government of the day to commit the bureaucratic 

resources required to administer a program like the Certificate of Origin, let alone the 

significantly more complex appellation control legislation being proposed, is an impressive 

feat considering that no similar scheme existed (or has existed since) in another Australian 

state. It was also the culmination of a fundamental change in attitude for a government and 

public sector whose attitude to winemaking in Tasmania only a few years prior had been not 

merely neutral or unsupportive but actively opposed. Perhaps most importantly, however, 

this period illustrates the resolve of emerging Tasmanian winemakers to build an approach 

and brand in stark contrast to their mainland counterparts. Forgoing the advantages of 

importing and blending mainland grapes in favour of a longer-term strategy focussed on 

smaller scale, demand-driven premium production at a very high average bottle price was 

emphasised consistently in interviews for this research as an important and widely-shared 

vision among members. The resulting push for a certification scheme, followed eventually 

by full appellation, is rightly recognised by Walker as a crucial moment for the industry 

(2012, p. 124, participant interviews 2020). 

By the early 1980s, the VAT had prepared a proposal for a two-tiered appellation control 

regime designed to be compatible with, and facilitate membership of Tasmanian producers 

 
12 The VDP (Verband Deutsche Prädikatsweingüter) is the national representative body of top recognised 
winemakers in each of the 13 official wine regions recognised under the 1971 German Wine Law. In addition to 
designating wines as characteristic or noteworthy examples of distinctive regional styles and varietals, it ranks 
vineyards according two a four-tier quality scale. The French AOC (appellation d'origine contrôlée) system, 
which includes not just wine but a variety of other agricultural products with strong links to particular regions, 
is overseen by a government bureau rather than a national civic body like the VDP. Not only does it rank wines 
according to a quality scale and ensure adherence to strict stylistic features, methods, and production 
processes, but even mandates label design characteristics and font sizes for wines of different quality or 
stylistic classifications. 
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in, the International Organisation of Vine and Wine (OIV), based in France. Under the 

proposed scheme, an expanded program of assessment and compliance for vintage coupled 

with blind tasting by an independent panel would ensure that all wine labelled as Tasmanian 

contained 100% Tasmanian grapes and had been produced in a style representative of 

Tasmania’s cool climate and other place attributes, or terroir. On the basis of this process 

wines would be sorted into those which satisfied the criteria for appellation, and a further 

small handful of outstanding examples meriting distinction of a wine exceptionale 

classification, designated by a separate gold label. Draft legislation was presented to Cabinet 

in 1983 but was not approved due to concerns over implementation of the wine 

exceptionale component. 

Undeterred, the VAT re-drafted its proposal without the quality control requirement. Their 

cause was aided significantly by a long-overdue investigation of Reynolds by the Licensing 

Board of Tasmania. The Board found that Reynolds’ wines not only failed to meet the 

legislated standard – at least 80% Tasmanian grapes with 50% or more grown on site – but 

likely contained no Tasmanian grapes whatever. The embarrassment and reputational 

damage caused to the licensing scheme by this episode was harnessed by VAT members to 

agitate for a more rigorous approach than the state government had yet been prepared to 

consider (participant interviews 2020). With the quality-based wine exceptionale provisions 

finally abandoned, Cabinet approved the new draft legislation in 1985 with the first 

certificates to be issues the following year. Several interviewees emphasised the importance 

of the appellation scheme as a culmination of their efforts to pioneer a product far more 

representative of place attributes than had been the norm in Australia at that time. In the 

words of one such participant, “[the appellation scheme] was very important for the 

marketing of our wine. We now had the first ever controlled naming legislation in Australia, 

and it gave us a unique foundation to protect the 100 per cent Tasmanian wine concept” 

(winemaker interview 2020).  

The third major reform project on the VAT agenda, an ongoing effort described in an 

interview for this project as “the battle we’ve never won”, is the push for a volumetric 

alcohol taxation regime to replace the current value-based methodology. The industry 

nationally and in Tasmania had benefited immensely up to this point from the absence of a 

sales tax on wine. This was a significant competitive advantage for winemakers, as beer and 

spirits producers had been subject to varying rates and regimes of excise taxation since at 

least 1902 (Manton 2014, p. 197-198). This changed in 1984 with the introduction of a 

Wholesale Sales Tax (WST) on wine at a rate of 10%, doubling to 20% two years later 
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(Osmond and Anderson 1998, p. 12). The steady progress of trade liberalisation, while 

largely beneficial for the larger and more established Australian wine regions that were 

becoming significant exporters, represented another blow for the younger and less-

developed Tasmanian industry. The push to reduce tariff barriers in agricultural industries 

through the ‘Uruguay Round’ of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), 

starting in 1986, meant that Tasmanian wine now faced stiff competition not only from 

mainland Australian wine, but from cheaper imports that had previously been subject to 

high import tariffs (Faith 2002, p. 151).  

This change was an especial impost on winemakers as, prior to 1970, Australian wine 

exports were vanishingly small relative to the traditional powerhouses of France, Italy, and 

Spain (Meloni and Swinnen 2018, p. 1569). Moreover, until the mid-1980s, wine had been 

subject to very high levels of tariff protection globally. This meant that while the Uruguay 

round of GATT negotiations had little overall impact on prices of some agricultural products, 

global wine prices were one of the most heavily affected of all commodities, fluctuating on 

average by as much as 15% (Valdés 1987, p. 578). Trade liberalisation and a new tax regime 

therefore represented a significant blow to the Tasmanian industry in particular, composed 

as it was of smaller single vineyard wineries operating on thin margins but lacking the scale 

to benefit from increased access to expanding export markets; indeed even today, only 5% 

of wine produced in Tasmania is exported (Wine Tasmania 2019). Importantly, this period 

marked the beginning of a long succession of policy changes (culminating in the 29% Wine 

Equalisation Tax) which significantly increased the overall tax burden on the premium end of 

the market relative to very low-cost mass produced cask wines (Richardson and Denniss 

2011, Wittwer and Anderson 2002). Furthermore, in the face of already stiff headwinds, 

Australia was on track to end the decade in recession. With interest rates firmly in the 

double digits (Reserve Bank of Australia 2020) the financial burden of establishing new 

vineyards – a highly-capital intensive exercise at the best of times – was fast becoming 

prohibitive. 

 

Evolving Tastes, Growth in Number and Scale of Wineries 

Despite a difficult market and regulatory climate, the industry experienced slow but steady 

growth in both the number and scale of vineyards as well as the volume of wine produced in 

the state into the 1990s. At the same time, Tasmanian winemakers were beginning to 



146 
 

benefit from a marked shift in consumer preferences away from beer and fortified wines 

towards a variety of table wine styles. 

As shown in Figure 5 below, the proportion of wine in Australians’ overall annual alcohol 

consumption has been steadily increasing for at least the past 50-60 years. While beer 

consumption has fallen precipitously from its peak in 1974, wine consumption has almost 

trebled over the same period. This trend reflects a broader ‘Europeanisation’ of Australians’ 

previously more Anglo Celtic culinary tastes starting in the 1960s and early-1970s, 

particularly evident in the booming popularity of dry red blended table wines (Osmond and 

Anderson 1998, p. 10-12, Beeston 2001, p. 200-228). Much the same change can be 

observed throughout this period in the marked shift from tea to coffee drinking: in 1960, 

Australians consumed more than three times as much tea as coffee while in 2012, coffee 

had become the beverage of choice by a margin of some 32% (Australian Bureau of 

Statistics 1961, 2016a).  

More specifically, and importantly for Tasmania, this trend has also been pronounced in the 

types of wine produced and consumed in Australia over time. In 1950, 86% of Australian 

wine sold globally was fortified whereas today that figure is as low as 2%, having been 

replaced by lighter, predominantly French and Italian, table wine styles through the 1970s 

(Wine Australia 2017). This gradual but dramatic shift in the preferences of Australian 

consumers away from the fortified wines grown in warmer climates and historically 

Figure 5: Per Capita Apparent Consumption of Alcohol in Australia (Australian Bureau of Statistics 
2019) 
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preferred by the English palette, such as sherry, Tawny (Port), Muscat, and Tokay, has been 

extremely important to the Tasmanian industry. 

As the industry’s size and strength continued to develop, however, early signs of significant 

cultural change were accompanying the entrance of new market players. One early casualty 

of this change was the Appellation scheme that had been so important to establishing the 

region’s early brand distinction. Despite initial enthusiasm, applications for appellation had 

rapidly declined through the early- to mid-1990s. While this process began with cultural and 

ideational changes that accompanied a flurry of new market entrants in the late-1980s and 

early ‘90s, the demise of appellation was also assisted by new Federal protections 

introduced as amendments to the Australian Wine and Brandy Corporation Act 1980 (now 

the Australian Grape and Wine Authority Act 2013). First, in 1989, the legislation established 

a ‘Label Integrity Program’ (LIP), to prevent deceptive or misleading claims regarding a 

wine’s origin, style, variety, or vintage. In 1993, the legislation was updated again to protect 

a specified array of Australian ‘Geographical Indications’ (GIs) (Stern 2016, p. 245). The LIP 

did not stipulate the 100% origin requirement that Tasmanian growers had originally sought 

(rather it required that at least 85% of grapes used in a wine be grown within the claimed 

GI) but it nevertheless provided a significant level of protection without the high costs 

associated with appellation certification. As a result of the new LIP protections, combined 

with the high cost and burdensome administrative procedures of the Tasmanian scheme, 

Appellation of Origin “gradually died of natural causes” by 1997 (participant interview 

2020). In the final year of the system, a VAT discussion paper on the Appellation scheme 

noted that where in the first few years of its operation around 60% of wineries in the state 

had submitted Appellation applications, only 5% had done so in 1996. This same document 

also noted that, despite their best efforts, the scheme had not generated a significantly 

increased “level of consumer awareness” and that most of its protections (including 

prohibitions on the use of concentrate and the production of ‘Tasmanian’ wine outside the 

state using Tasmanian grapes) had been included in the LIP legislation anyway (VAT Archives 

1996, p. 3-7). 

 

Expansion, Corporatisation, and Institutional Change 

The 2000s saw a rapid expansion of the Tasmanian wine industry driven both by a significant 

increase in the number and size of homegrown vineyard operations, and a large, rapid influx 

of interstate and international investment. Three key developments mark this period as a 
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significant turning point for the industry. First, between 2000 and 2009 the land area under 

wine grape cultivation in the state more than trebled and, adjusting for seasonal variation, 

wine grape production more than doubled (see Figure 6). As many as 100 new vineyard 

developments, ranging in size from smaller than one hectare to more than 70, were planted 

during the decade, amounting to tens of millions of dollars’ of new investment in the sector 

(Walker 2014).  

Second, while the industry had already attracted some important interstate and foreign 

interest, the coming decade would see a rapid rise in investment from leading Australian 

and global wine corporations. Major players including Brown Brothers, Fosters, Treasury 

Wine Estates, Kreglinger, Shaw and Smith, BRL Hardy/Accolade Wines, Yalumba, and various 

others made significant investments during this period. This large inflow of capital into an 

industry that had formerly been dominated by relatively small producers represented a 

significant scale shift for the industry, allowing for the development of a more prominent 

export presence and greater diversification into wine tourism ventures. Finally, amid 

deteriorating relationships with some of the industry’s largest players (particularly 

Kreglinger and Gunns Limited, see Walker 2012, p. 214-217) and a consensus feeling among 

its members that it was “no longer up to the task” the VAT elected in 2006 to reform as 

Wine Industry Tasmania (now Wine Tasmania), with a greater focus on marketing expertise 

Figure 6: Winegrape production and hectares under cultivation in Tasmania (Kemp, Kerslake, and 
Nesbitt 2014, Wine Tasmania 2020) 
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and a full-time executive officer (participant interviews). Additionally, the reformed 

association was to have a broader focus on winemakers, wine tourism, and other 

diversification pathways to address a feeling among members that the former VAT 

conferred too much influence on viticulturists, as well as having an inbuilt bias towards 

larger vineyards (participant interviews 2020). 

The market context in which these changes were occurring is also important, and further 

reinforced the divergent development trajectories of the Tasmanian and mainland 

Australian wine industries. Since at least the mid-1980s, mainland Australian wine producers 

had been enjoying access to lucrative and rapidly expanding export markets and by 2004 

more than 60% (by volume) of wine produced in Australia was exported (ABS 2005). As 

export conditions deteriorated and the Australian dollar rose to unprecedented highs 

throughout the decade, however – reaching over $1.08 US in 2008 – the country entered a 

severe and prolonged “wine glut” (Richardson and Denniss 2011). Where the export value of 

Australian wine had been at an already-low $4.27 per litre in 2003-04, it fell below $2.70 per 

litre by the end of the decade (ABS 2010). In South Australia in 2010, some 1,250 hectares of 

established vines were either pulled up or simply abandoned – only slightly less than the 

entire bearing area of Tasmanian vineyards that same year (ABC News 2010).  

This protracted market downturn was so extensive that by 2015, 85% of Australian 

vineyards were estimated to be unprofitable, with up to 92% in the country’s three largest 

warm climate regions operating at a loss. In Tasmania, by stark contrast, only 1% of 

vineyards were unprofitable in that year (Australian Competition and Consumer Commission 

2019, p. 48-50). The fact that the Tasmanian wine industry enjoyed the most intensive 

period of growth it had yet seen during a generational downturn in the industry nationally 

was experienced as a significant vindication of cool climate Australian viticulture by many 

winemakers interviewed for this project (participant interviews 2020). Moreover, it served 

as a salient lesson to the industry’s associational architecture that continues to inform a 

deeply-held preference for cautious, demand-led growth. 

This approach has guided the industry’s strategic responses to a series of development 

opportunities over the years and more recently has presented a curious reversal of the early 

history of Tasmanian commercial viticulture. By this point in the industry’s history, the state 

government’s attitude to its development had long come full circle. Having initially struggled 

against government indifference, however, the experience of the 2000s and the mainland 

wine glut now led Wine Tasmania and its members to view a succession of attempts to 
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intensively develop its scale with scepticism. First, in 2010, then-Premier David Bartlett had 

proposed large-scale irrigation investment to turn Tasmania into “the nation’s food bowl” 

(Denholm 2010). While the eventual South East Irrigation Scheme would provide significant 

value to winemakers and lead to important new vineyard developments (participant 

interviews 2020), the initial response of Wine Tasmania was concern at the prospect of 

large-scale lower quality producers entering the market (Walker 2012, p. 226). 

In 2012, a report commissioned by the Federal Department of Infrastructure and Regional 

Development recommended an expanded program of support for the sector targeting R&D 

initiatives, place-based marketing, expanded wine tourism, targeted investment attraction, 

and the formation of a specific development authority to disburse upwards of $33 million of 

development assistance (West et al. 2012, p. 20; 382-84). Again in 2014, with funding from 

the Tasmanian Forests Intergovernmental Agreement package, consultants Richard Smart 

and Reuben Wells produced a significant research report concluding that Tasmania’s 

climate, availability of affordable agricultural land, and abundant water resources presented 

opportunities for development on a far more intensive scale than had yet taken place, 

regularly using the example of Marlborough in New Zealand as an example (Smart and Wells 

2014, p. 128-131).  

The reaction of Wine Tasmania to this newfound enthusiasm for intensive, broadacre, 

supply-side development of the industry, like most of the individual winemakers 

interviewed for this research, has been consistently sceptical. Responding specifically to the 

development proposals outlined in the West et al. report, Diversifying Tasmania’s Economy, 

the association argued that 

Wine Tasmania would be concerned if a group independent of the wine sector, potentially 

with conflicting interests or unfamiliar with the commercial reality of marketing premium 

brands, was tasked with growing the sector, as this supply focus would inevitably continue. 

This may result in short term employment increases, but is likely to damage the sector, 

resulting in job losses and impacting on regional communities in the long term (Wine 

Tasmania 2012, p. 4) 

Individual winemakers concurred with this approach and were especially wary of 

comparisons to New Zealand offered in development proposals from this period. The 

example of vineyard development in Marlborough, in particular, was viewed by most 

participants interviewed in this research not as a model to be emulated but a serious risk to 

their industry’s market position and brand associations (participant interviews 2020). 
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The Future of Tasmanian Wine: Global Warming, Institutional Change, and the 
Contested Idea of Innovation in Winemaking 

The analysis of interviews for this case study, in combination with archival research, 

generated clear patterns and themes in relation to some issues and significant, telling 

disagreement over others. One of the more significant themes, as discussed above, related 

to participants ideas about potential development trajectories for their region and the 

entrance of larger corporate players into the Tasmanian market. While cautious approaches 

to development and the rejection of a potential development approach focussed on 

broadacre, irrigated, lower-quality production was universally rejected, opinions on the role 

to be played by larger corporate or agro-industrial wine companies (referred to by almost all 

participants as “the big boys”) were more diverse. On one hand, some participants believed 

that the increasing presence of larger corporate players in the Tasmania wine industry was 

having, on balance, a positive overall impact.  Due to the export orientation and cheaper 

price point of the resulting wines, these interviewees felt that they did not pose a particular 

risk to the competitiveness of smaller, premium, cellar door operations which are 

prominent in Tasmania. On the contrary, by building the scale required to sell more 

affordable Tasmanian wines into international markets, this group of winemakers suggested 

that “the big boys” were, in fact, 

[p]utting the emphasis on Tasmania, [creating] awareness of the region … and really the rest 

of us benefit from that awareness. They take Tasmanian wine to shows and trade events and 

so on, and people start raving about these wines and okay, yes, they're the cheaper end of the 

market because there are a lot of them machine harvested, they’re not so selective with fruit 

and all that, but it still gets people interested and then when those people do actually come 

down to Tasmania they discover that there’s all these smaller amazing boutique wineries 

producing really high quality wine, so it eventually does bring that value to all of us 

(winemaker interview 2020) 

In addition, participants described how interstate and international investment in the 

Tasmanian wine industry had brought with it significant managerial, technical, and 

viticultural expertise from which the sector at large had benefited. These interviewees 

suggested that the resources, experience and knowledge of larger firms buying into the 

state’s industry contributed to lifting the professionalism of the many smaller, often family 

owned, winemakers who had entered the industry without viticultural or oenological 

training. In many cases this has proven a valuable asset due to the large proportion of the 
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earlier generation of modern Tasmanian vignerons who developed their vineyards as a 

retirement or amateur project, or to diversify an existing agricultural business, but who 

lacked any formal winemaking expertise (Walker 2014, winemaker interviews 2020). 

On the other hand, however, these same characteristics were seen by other participants as 

limiting the incentive of large corporate winemakers to collaborate and contribute to the 

sector’s associational architecture in the same way as smaller players. By way of example, 

another winemaker described how 

[the industry has] become less collegiate now compared to in the early days when everyone 

was really at the frontier I guess. We stuck together pretty closely in those days because we 

were all trying to work out what to do. And we would compare results and approaches very 

freely and frequently. With the arrival of interstate interests, and the bigger players, often 

they’ll report back to their office through their own structures without so much talking to the 

locals. But there are still groups, like our neighbourhood drinks here, where [the smaller 

winemakers] will all gather together in small groups to compare what we're doing (winemaker 

interview 2020) 

This relationship between firm size and reliance on local partnerships and linkages is to be 

expected and has been demonstrated in elsewhere in the empirical literature. Eraydin and 

Fingleton, for example, find “an important relationship between firm size and local-linkage 

and global-linkage densities; the density of local networks decreases with increasing firm 

size, whereas the density of global networks increases with firm size” (2006, p. 1171). 

Other areas of common concern among winemakers, though, showed strong agreement. 

Chief among these concerns is the effect of global warming on both the future viability of 

today’s premium wine regions and on the accelerated pace of learning confronting new 

vignerons in a future characterised by an uncertain and unstable climate. “Of course, the 

future is brighter here than most places because we are starting from the cool end of the 

spectrum and getting warmer”, noted one winemaker, they conceded that 

We'll have to change varieties eventually, and do things differently in the fullness of time. But 

we're lucky to be at the cooler end of the spectrum. But all that change presents huge 

challenges in gathering knowledge. And this is where… well the European and even the family 

companies in Australia that have acquired knowledge over several generations, that seems to 

be a key success factor. So there’s got to be a way of accelerating that knowledge acquisition 

for small players in Tasmania who are coming in cold from other regions. So we need to be 

able to speed up that process not just because new players need to find their feet but also 

because the future is much less certain, so that intergenerational model of learning about 
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weather and climate and varieties and so on is not really practical anymore in the context of 

quite a volatile climate (winemaker interview 2020) 

Another area of agreement among interviews, supported by strong and consistent evidence 

from archival research, was the high level of importance conferred by Tasmanian vignerons 

on faithfully place-representative winemaking and high quality at the expense of scale. 

Perhaps the strongest evidence of this trend is the fact that today the average bottle price 

of Tasmanian wine remains over $22, which is roughly three times more valuable by volume 

than wine from the mainland states. Despite a brand and marketing strategy focussed 

heavily on premium regions, niche producers, high quality family-owned wineries, the 

mainland Australian industry is in fact driven by very cheap wine (Richardson and Denniss 

2011). 93% of mainland wine sales are for bottles worth less than $15, while no Tasmanian 

wine presently retails in this <$15 price bracket (Wine Tasmania 2019). This quite extreme 

distinction between the market segments occupied by most Tasmanian wines relative to 

their mainland counterparts was emphasised across all interviews for this case study as a 

critically important advantage to be preserved. Where some investigations of the sector’s 

development potential (most notably West et al. 2012) have advised strong expansion and 

the courting of interstate and international investment in large scale, high volume 

production, most winemakers interviewed for this project preferred a more cautious 

approach aiming to preserve the price premium associated with Tasmania’s brand. In the 

words of one interviewee, “Tasmania’s premium brand is our most valuable asset and 

frankly I’d be happy to see a sector where we didn’t have anything under $30 a bottle” 

(winemaker interview 2020).  

The final theme emerging from interviews and archival research concerned the relationships 

relied upon by winemakers for innovation, and the complex, contested status of innovative 

agricultural or oenological practice in an industry heavily shaped by history and tradition. 

While Tasmanian winemakers interviewed for this research certainly see their industry as 

being dominated by highly innovative producers on the whole, and certainly more so than 

many of their European cool climate counterparts, most commented upon the idea that 

theirs is also a very traditional industry. “There’s definitely a romantic sense, not just in the 

mind of the public but among many growers too, that you've got to have low yields and be 

really struggling to make great wine, and that’s nonsense really” noted one participant, 

adding that such a mindset has led to the rejection of scientific or technically innovative 

approaches among many in the industry (participant interview 2020). Importantly, the 

relationships considered by many producers to be most important in driving technical and 
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stylistic innovation or problem-solving in their industry were structured more by climate 

than by proximity per se. This meant that while winemakers’ most important partners were 

neighbouring viticulturists or vignerons inhabiting a similar microclimate to their own, the 

next most important relationships were with colleagues in at comparable latitudes in the 

northern hemisphere or from other premium cool climate regions around the world. “We’ve 

got very strong connections particularly to the French industry”, noted one participant, 

adding that  

…often one way these relationships develop is that we have students from other regions come 

in to do the vintage, and we've got strong connections with many of the research bodies in 

Europe as well. With modern media and communications we can pretty easily stay connected 

with a large number of those people doing similar things to us, in similar regions, but in a 

different country. Someone will go to work in France and work for one of those people. And 

I've been I've been to, you know, lunches in Bordeaux where all the people around the table 

have worked in Tasmania! It’s meant that I use and have been exposed to quite a lot of French 

technology and methods, and I’ve been able to apply that in the course of my own vineyard 

development (participant interview 2020) 

In this sense, despite the paramount importance of very specific physical place attributes, 

this industry is one in which relational or cognitive proximity has become almost as 

important to structuring innovation relationships as physical space (see Lagendijk 2007). 

 

Conclusions 

The history, organisation, structure, and associational architecture of Tasmania’s wine 

industry illustrate several of the key roles played by institutional factors in the operation 

and configuration of regional industry networks. These path dependent effects can largely 

be organised into two key theme areas. First, the culture and organisation of the network 

were influenced profoundly by the lack of government support it received during the 

industry’s emergence from a long hiatus. Many members interviewed directly linked the 

collegiality, cohesiveness, and ready sharing of information and resources that characterise 

their network’s culture to the challenges faced by a previous generation re-establishing 

commercial viticulture in the face of persistent state government discouragement. Second, 

a need to emphasise market differentiation for cool climate winemaking led participants 

toward models of organisation, governance, and production much more akin to their 

European counterparts than to their contemporary Australian mainland winemakers. This 
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also reflected the prominence of European migrants in the industry’s early days, who played 

key roles in pushing for the kinds of shared or cooperative winemaking facilities, close-knit 

regional groupings, highly-place expressive single vineyard production, and strict appellation 

control that were the norm in their former home countries. 

The effect of these two institutional factors has been the emergence of a highly-organised, 

formal associational architecture composed of discrete but connected smaller regional 

groupings. While the industry association Wine Tasmania prominently represents the state 

as a whole, and while Tasmania is recognised as a single Geographical Indication (GI) under 

national label integrity legislation, it is more accurate to view the associational architecture 

of the Tasmanian wine industry as a quasi-federal structure. Compared with the two 

previous case studies, this industry network combines several discrete and distinctive place-

based groupings of actors within a larger industry body, which in turn connects via close 

partnerships to national and international bodies. Relationships between local actors and 

government, higher education and training organisations, and civic or non-government 

actors are likewise close, cooperative, and formal but structured by partnerships between 

discrete organisations (as opposed to by a single unifying body like the Tasmanian Polar 

Network). In the next chapter, these comparisons are explored in depth and their 

implications for governance, economic development, and various network attributes are 

analysed.   



156 
 

 

 

 

 
Part Three 

 
Analysis, Discussion, and Conclusions  



157 
 

Chapter Seven 

 

Emergence and Development of Networks, Role of Institutional 
Factors, and Metagovernance of Complex Policy Networks 

 

 

 

Introduction 

Empirical and theoretical scholarship has long argued that the integration of firms, 

government, higher education, civic actors, and place leaders within institutionalised and 

socially embedded industrial networks is an important aid to successful regional economic 

development. As discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, the existence and effective functioning of 

these networks are of significant benefit to a regional economy or industry’s ability to 

innovate and share knowledge or expertise (Storper et al. 2015, Pino and Ortega 2018), 

influence strategic or policy frameworks governing regional development issues (Tomlinson 

and Branston 2018, Hidle and Normann 2013), oversee allocation of or access to industrial 

resources (Clapp et al. 2016), and build (or constrain) industries’ and regions’ resilience and 

adaptive capacity (Isaksen 2018, Evenhuis 2017). In the context of a regional economic 

development policy paradigm increasingly focussed on place-based (as opposed to 

"spatially-blind", see Barca, McCann, and Rodríguez-Pose 2012, Pugalis and Gray 2016) 

strategies targeting existing, endogenous development assets, the roles played by these 

regional industrial networks is coming to the fore in both academic and policy agendas.  

Despite broad agreement around their value, however, importance questions surrounding 

the formation, institutionalisation, path dependence, and governance of effective industrial 

networks remain subject to ongoing debate. There is a clear consensus that effective 

industrial networks facilitate innovation and growth in regional economies, but less clarity 

around their emergence and development, the effects of different actor configurations, and 

the most appropriate role for government in establishing and promoting them. Moreover, 

systematic engagement of this literature with normative concerns, gender and feminist 

theory in particular, remains a significant gap in existing approaches. Addressing these 
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questions is essential to the task of translating conceptual insight from theoretical 

approaches into practicable, relevant regional economic development policy strategies. 

Existing theoretical work in the disciplines of regional studies and economy geography has 

proposed several different network attributes or dynamics linked to development outcomes 

for industries and regional economies. On one hand, some scholars emphasise institutional 

factors such as social capital and the importance of industry networks’ embeddedness in 

dense webs of social relationships promoting trust, reciprocity and the free exchange of 

information or ideas (Crescenzi, Gagliardi, and Percoco 2013, Lorenzen 2007). On the other, 

a significant body of work has suggested the market or political power of different member 

organisations as the key attributes influencing structural, innovation, competitiveness, and 

adaptive capacity outcomes for the network (Coulson and Ferrario 2007, Hidle and 

Normann 2013). Others still have suggested either physical (Porter 1998, Krugman 1991b), 

relational (Crescenzi, Gagliardi, and Percoco 2013, Amin and Roberts 2008), or cognitive 

(Gaspar 2018, Rutten and Boekema 2013) proximity of network members as the attributes 

most conducive to spreading knowledge, fostering innovation, and addressing collective 

development challenges.  

Moreover, an equally broad array of actors has been suggested as the key agents creating or 

enabling these desirable network attributes and their resulting influence over regional 

economic development pathways. For example, some scholars have focussed their 

attention on the roles and contributions of influential individual place leaders in building 

relationships within networks or wielding influence over their policy and strategic decision 

making (Beer et al. 2018, Bathelt 2013, Nicholds et al. 2017). Others have emphasised the 

importance of connections between the private sector and universities and other higher 

education and research organisations, especially in smaller regions (such as Tasmania) 

whose single-player universities are less exposed to competition and hierarchy effects 

(Boucher, Conway, and Van Der Meer 2003, Charles, Kitagawa, and Uyarra 2014, 

Gunasekara 2006). Perhaps most prominent are approaches focussed on the roles played by 

business associations, industry peak bodies, or other sectoral representative organisations 

(Tomlinson and Branston 2018). Finally, as discussed in Chapter 2, a significant body of 

research has underscored the importance of an active role played by states and the public 

sector in setting networks’ agendas, recruiting or organising their participants, providing 

financial support for their activities, and ultimately bearing responsibility for delivering on 

the outcomes of networks’ deliberations (Clapp et al. 2016, Furmankiewicz, Macken-Walsh, 

and Stefańska 2014, Pugalis and Keegan 2017). 
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What these approaches share is a concern (albeit not always explicit) with how different 

elements of the configuration of industrial networks – their structure, organisation, and the 

constellations of actor relations within them – shape the development paths of industries 

and regional economies. However, the wide range of explanations on offer purporting to 

explain these aspects of industrial networks and their effects signals significant and 

persistent disagreement over the question of how particular network structures arise, which 

actors, processes and institutions are important in their development, and the impacts of 

different network configurations or actor constellations on regional development paths. 

Often this is due to the fact that many of the concepts used to explore industry networks or 

territorial knowledge dynamics within regional economies focus their attention on a limited 

number of specific actors or network attributes at the expense of broader and more holistic 

structural conceptions. There are certainly exceptions, notably Cooke and Morgan’s 

‘associational economy’ (Cooke and Morgan 1998) or the widening series of ‘helical’ models 

(triple: Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff 2000, quadruple: Miller, McAdam, and McAdam 2016, 

and quintuple: Carayannis and Rakhmatullin 2014), but as this project’s literature review 

demonstrated, these approaches are yet to be fully and systematically examined in 

empirical literature.  

In an effort to redress this imbalance, and build upon existing theory, this project set out to 

answer three primary research questions: 

1. How have cultural, historical, and institutional factors shaped economic 

development in key Tasmanian industry agglomerations? 

2. How do the configurations and associational architecture of these agglomerations’ 

industrial networks influence economic development and governance outcomes? 

3. How can government(s) contribute more effectively to the task of building adaptive 

capacity, optimising organisation, and promoting innovation within regional industry 

networks? 

In answer to these questions, the following two chapters compare the three case studies 

presented in part two to better understand the roles played by different institutional 

foundations, the influence wielded by states and other actors, and the effects of different 

network structures on development outcomes over time. These cases vary significantly in 

their institutions, associational architectures, and governance. In the following sections, and 

in the next chapter, these distinctive features are contrasted to ascertain the impact on 

institutional and development outcomes of the different types of network configuration 
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observed, as well as the different ordering principles structuring the complex constellations 

of relationships predominant in each industry. These range from highly-organised network 

configurations within which all relevant actors and organisations are connected and 

provided with explicit roles and responsibilities to more diffuse, flexible, informal 

configurations dominated by social capital in the form of longstanding interpersonal ties, 

trust, and reciprocity. The aim of this analysis is to explain, for the empirical examples 

described in the previous three chapters, how different network structures have grown 

from features of their respective industries’ historical and institutional foundations. While 

structural and market conditions have undoubtedly played essential roles in determining 

core elements of the structures observed, it is argued here that institutional factors should 

be considered at least as important in fully explaining their development and variation. 

This chapter proceeds in two sections. The first section compares the networks’ emergence, 

institutionalisation, and evolution. The aim of this discussion is to analyse the development 

of the cases’ distinctive features and assess the impacts history and culture, social 

embeddedness, and individuals’ place leadership on their structure and institutionalisation. 

Evidence from each industry furnishes analysis of the roles played by institutions, as 

bottom-up “carriers of history” (Sotarauta 2017), in both shaping and responding to the 

complex agency of network actors. The development of different networks’ institutions via 

processes of ‘layering, conversion and recombination’ (Pike et al. 2015, p. 188), provides 

insight into these industries’ adaptive capacity and, by extension, the ability of their 

contrasting associational architectures to mediate and respond to broader economic, social, 

and political climates. 

As well as having implications for the theoretical understanding of how regional industry 

networks form, develop, and change, however, the different constellations of relationships 

ordering these networks affects the roles played by actors within them. Most obviously, the 

structure of industry networks has an impact on engagement from government and the 

public sector, but there are equally important implications for civic and NGO actors, higher 

education institutions, and research organisations. In the second part of this chapter, 

therefore, the role of states and other actors (with a particular focus on the Tasmanian state 

government) is analysed and compared across the three networks. It will be argued that the 

best description of their activities is found in literature on metagovernance (‘the governance 

of governance’) of complex policy networks. This approach, in contrast to hierarchical or 

market governance frameworks, sees government steering and managing heterarchical 

policy networks comprising a wide range of public, private, civic, and non-government 
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actors. The metagovernance approach is an apt theoretical fit for the networks studied in 

this project and contributes to a fuller understanding of how innovative government 

interventions can improve their functioning. 

 

Structure and Organisation 

The case study industry networks described in the previous three chapters are organised 

and governed very differently. Most obviously, they vary in their composition – they 

comprise different sets of actors whose roles vary and whose relations to each other are 

structured by differing degrees of formality. Also, they are characterised by different 

constellations of power and influence over their sectors’ policy and strategic decision 

making. Importantly, they relate in different orientations and structures to an essentially 

stable, shared set of public and civic regional economic development policy actors. The task 

of demonstrating and comparing the effects of these factors on sectoral development 

outcomes, innovation, and territorial knowledge dynamics is often complicated by the 

absence of the latter condition. A large proportion of the empirical literature investigating 

TKDs and governance in industrial networks is either ideographic or compares industrial 

networks from different political and economic contexts. While this project’s systematic 

quantitative literature review challenged critiques about methodological biases and 

insufficient empirical evidence, it is nevertheless true that comparative analysis of different 

industrial networks within a single governance context remains an underrepresented 

research design. This first section, therefore, compares the structure, emergence, and 

institutionalisation of the three Tasmanian industrial networks with the aim of better 

understanding these factors within a common and relatively stable political and economic 

climate. The considerable differences observed in the configuration of these three industrial 

networks, it is argued, are due in large part to institutional factors. They also illustrate 

important pathways via which institutions impact economic development more broadly. 

 

Network Structure, Configuration of Actors 

Structural influences on regional economic development – access to resources and markets, 

labour laws or trade policy settings, investment in physical capital or infrastructure, and so 

on – are clearly central to any convincing explanation of whether or not a particular 

economic activity will emerge and thrive in a given location. Moreover, their impact is 
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direct. The structures through which actors relate to one another, their willingness to share 

information or pool resources, their influence in strategic or policy debates, and their 

embeddedness in social structures exert a powerful but indirect influence over development 

outcomes, and it is these factors that are influenced by institutions. As was argued in 

Chapters 1 and 2, such intangible assets form a vital part of the location externalities 

available to firms in agglomerated industrial settings. Available literature offers a number of 

explanations as to how these types of institutions emerge, as well as how they grow and 

change, that have relevance to these case studies.  

Central to the challenge of explaining the development and evolution of these types of 

informal institutions is their appearance of stability and longevity in spite of continual, 

though subtle, growth and change via constant reiteration. The most valuable and relevant 

explanations for the study of regional economic development are therefore those which can 

accommodate this constant process of incremental evolution alongside institutions’ 

seeming permanence. One such approach to the constant yet relatively seamless evolution 

of institutional impacts on regional economic development over time is the idea of 

“layering, conversion, and recombination” advocated by Streeck and Thelen (2005), van der 

Heijden (2011), and Pike et al (2015). This set of concepts is an apt explanation for the 

institutional dynamics observed in this project’s case studies. 

The first of these concepts, layering, refers to “gradual institutional transformation through 

a process in which new elements are attached to existing institutions and so gradually 

change their status and structure” (van der Heijden 2011, p. 9). Via an incremental process, 

and not necessarily due to any particular agency or intent from the individual actors 

involved, either existing institutions can accrete new and different ‘layers’ of meaning or 

newer institutions can join existing arrangements. Conversion, the second concept in the 

trilogy, describes the “reorientation of institutional form and/or function through addition 

of new or modification of existing rules, procedures and practices” (Pike et al. 2015, p. 188). 

Finally, institutions can change via recombination, whereby the “re-amalgamation of 

existing and/or new resources and properties [produces] new institutions and/or roles, 

functions and practices” (Pike et al. 2015, p. 188). To the ‘layering, conversion and 

recombination’ approach, subsequent authors have also added discussion of the ways in 

which institutional arrangements can dissolve or erode. Evenhuis, for example, discussed 

the possibilities of institutional ‘drift’ (“loss of relevance of [existing] arrangements”), 

‘displacement’ (functions of one institutional feature being “supplanted” by another), and 

‘dismantling’ (the “disappearance of [institutional] arrangements” due to deliberate 
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abolition) (Evenhuis 2017, p. 516). The case industries studied in this project, and the 

institutional foundations of their networks, provide evidence relevant to several of these 

processes. 

The varying configurations of the investigated networks clearly illustrate effects of layering, 

conversion, and recombination in the development of institutional arrangements. The 

associational architecture structuring interactions and relations between actors in these 

industrial agglomerations exhibit a spectrum of configurations ranging from highly-

integrated, centralised, and formal organisations within which all relevant players have clear 

roles and defined responsibilities (such as the Tasmanian Polar Network) to loosely-

coordinated, informal networks dominated by longstanding interpersonal ties (like the 

maritime industry). While existing research has established that the organisational linkages 

between firms in localised production systems, government, higher education actors, and 

non-government players are a critical influence on both sectoral and regional economic 

development outcomes (Tomlinson and Branston 2018, p. 1419-1421), comparative 

assessments of different types or configurations are scarce. This section addresses this gap 

in the literature by comparing the organisation of sectoral linkages in each of the project’s 

three case studies. At the most structured, formalised end of this spectrum is the highly-

organised network of organisations, individual relationships, and public agencies fostering 

and governing collaboration within Southern Tasmania’s Antarctic science, logistics and 

shipping cluster.   

Interactions between businesses, government, civic actors, and the scientific community in 

this sector are structured predominantly by three tightly-linked organisations: the 

Tasmanian Polar Network (TPN), the Tasmanian Antarctic Gateway Advisory Group (TAG), 

and Antarctic Tasmania, an office within the Tasmanian Department of State Growth. The 

connections between these bodies are overlayed by a second set of high-level strategic 

relationships between influential place leaders operating both within and without the 

network’s organisations. In addition to business and public sector leaders, these also 

comprise important civic, NGO, and higher education players. Finally, a layer of informal 

peripheral groupings operates beneath and between the sector’s official bodies, embedding 

the formal work of sectoral organisations within dense, tightknit social structures and 

fermenting cultural and intellectual exchange, trust, and reciprocity. At the centre of this 

network’s associational architecture is the TPN, an organisation exhibiting several unusual 

features. First, while it began as a relatively typical industry association intended to 

“network … and leverage Antarctic business for the commercial operators” (participant 
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interview 2020) it quickly developed a broader, more public-facing, and even civic character. 

While its original membership included local firms in need of a forum for collaboration on 

shared commercial projects and a vehicle for identifying economic opportunities, the 

commercial operators were soon joined by the University of Tasmania, the Australian 

Antarctic Division, Hobart City Council, the Tasmanian Ports Corporation, CSIRO, the 

Tasmanian state government, and the Commonwealth Department of Foreign Affairs and 

Trade among various other public, non-government, higher education, and civic 

organisations. The integration of virtually all major entities concerned Tasmania’s role in 

supplying, regulating, governing, and promoting commercial and scientific activity in 

Antarctica has made the TPN not only a more powerful advocate for Antarctic issues but 

also a far more effective vehicle for representing its private sector members commercial 

interests.  

The second industrial network on this spectrum of organisational structure or formality is 

that governing collaboration, innovation and knowledge exchange in the viticulture and 

winemaking sector. While close and often highly-structured relationships do exist among 

most relevant players in this sector, with clear formal linkages between private sector 

players, government, higher education, and civic actors, these interests are represented 

discretely rather than integrated into a single organisation like the TPN. The primary 

organisation representing private sector players in this industry is Wine Tasmania, an 

incorporated industry association with paid staff and an independent board of directors. 

Over 95% of Tasmanian wine growers and producers are members of Wine Tasmania, which 

provides marketing and technical support to individual members and strategic planning for 

the industry at large, as well as lobbying and advocacy to state and local government on a 

wide range of issues. This body is also a member of Wine Australia, a confederation of 

smaller state and regional associations representing the Australian industry at the federal 

level. Beneath these associations are a series of smaller informal groups operating at the 

levels of sub-regions or local microclimates. These smaller groupings coordinate the sharing 

of equipment, expertise, and information among nearby vineyards and wineries and also 

perform an important ‘benchmarking’ function for producers who place a high value on very 

specific place attributes or expressions of regionality in wine. These groups typically meet 

several times a year on a casual basis to conduct comparative tastings of various wines local 

to their small regional area alongside other Tasmanian, Australian and international 

products. While the whole state of Tasmania is recognised as a single geographical 

indication under the Commonwealth Label Integrity Program, producers interviewed for this 
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project emphasised a wide range of styles or terroirs unique to very small pockets of the 

state.  

Participants from all of Tasmania’s sub-regional wine producing areas stressed the 

importance of these smaller benchmarking groups to their focus on representing key 

features of their regions’ unique stylistic, varietal, and production characteristics 

(participant interviews 2020). Until the reformation of the former Vineyards Association of 

Tasmania into Wine Tasmania in 2006, these smaller regional groups also curated and 

coordinated visitor experiences through the promotion of several regional ‘Wine Routes’ – 

sequential roadmaps of vineyards, wineries and restaurants linking producers within a short 

distance of one another which facilitate group tours or direct individual visitors to a range of 

local businesses. Wine Tasmania, in addition to its connection to the Wine Australia group, 

is enmeshed in the state government’s tourism and visitor economy governance 

architecture via its relationships with Brand Tasmania, the Tourism Industry Council, 

Tourism Tasmania and the Premier’s Visitor Economy Advisory Council. Both Wine Tasmania 

and individual producers have R&D, technical, and agribusiness support relationships with 

DPIPWE13 and the University of Tasmania Institute of Agriculture (TIA), through which a 

variety of agricultural, oenological and market research projects are conducted.  

The least formally structured network configuration of the three cases studied here is that 

connecting the various actors comprising Tasmania’s shipbuilding and maritime industry 

cluster. Ties within the private sector in this industry are typically informal or very loosely 

structured, and few of the businesspeople interviewed reported strong or organised 

relationships with either universities and higher education and training organisation or 

civic/NGO bodies. Many had strong relationships within government, typically with elected 

representatives rather than public servants, though most reported that these too were 

almost exclusively of an informal nature, typically longstanding personal relationships built 

upon social capital invested over many years. Many within the private sector also placed a 

very high value on social ties as well as generational or family connections. Most are 

members of their sector’s industry association – the Tasmania Maritime Network – but this 

too is a relatively informal, unincorporated entity focussed primarily on networking and 

social events, described by some members as more akin to “a sort of unstructured lunch 

club” than bodies like the TPN or Wine Tasmania. 

 
13 The Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment. 
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The considerable differences observed in the configuration of these three industrial 

networks are due in large part to institutional factors. They also illustrate important 

pathways via which institutions impact economic development more broadly, particular 

processes of layering, conversion, and recombination. One element that is not adequately 

addressed by this approach, however, is how networks and their institutional foundations 

emerge in the first place, and it is to this question that the chapter now turns.  

 

Emergence of Industrial Networks 

While the present-day structures of the three case study networks are very different, their 

formation and early experiences share some important commonalities. First, all three of 

their industry associations, the TPN, TMN, and VAT (now Wine Tasmania), were established 

relatively organically on the basis of existing informal relationships and were prompted 

more by happenstance than deliberate forethought or planning. In the case of the maritime 

and polar networks, the impetus for establishing an association was described by 

participants as having followed a series of chance meetings. These private sector members, 

who may have been aware of each other’s business activities but had not previously 

considered a need for any formal association, recollected the decision to coordinate their 

activities arising more closely from seeing one another either at or on route to conferences, 

exhibitions or trade events of mutual interest. Furthermore, in the case of the polar 

network, prior to these encounters, many had not considered themselves part of an 

‘Antarctic sector’ or ‘industry’ at all, rather viewing their activities as either isolated 

endeavours or an extension of other parts of their businesses (participant interviews 2019, 

2020). In this sense, for both networks, these chance or serendipitous encounters were not 

only key to establishing their industry associations but to generating the ideas of collective 

identity, mutual understanding, and sense of shared purpose that underlie the very 

existence of an industrial cluster. As Isaksen notes, building upon Malmberg and Power’s 

definition (2006), a cluster requires not merely a geographical concentration of similar, 

related economic activity but also “[linkages] of local collaboration and competition” and 

“[recognition by actors] that they are part of a cluster and have developed some kind of 

mutual understanding” of their place and purpose within it (Isaksen 2018, p. 245). In all 

cases discussed here but particularly that of the Tasmanian Antarctic sector cluster, these 

crucial factors relating to common identity and purpose were either established, or very 

considerably developed, by their nascent industry associations. 
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In the case of Tasmanian viticulture and winemaking, while the resulting association was 

more formal than either the TMN or TPN, its inception was likewise prompted by historical 

contingency and built upon a network of firmly established informal relationships. As noted 

in Chapter 6, members of this network were prompted to organise officially by the need to 

influence Tasmanian liquor licensing regulation, not only for their own commercial benefit 

but also as a means to regulate the activities of a fellow producer perceived as a threat to 

their vision of an industry centred around high-quality, place-representative production. 

Many of the relationships and activities that were formalised within this association, 

however, had already existed for over a decade and had been essential to the industry’s 

development in the face of a largely indifferent state government. 

The second theme highlighted by the early experience of these cases is the critical role 

played by government in catalysing the formation of further connections between private 

industry, public officials, and education and training organisations. Interview participants 

from government and the private sector in the Antarctic and maritime industries identified 

both bureaucratic and political channels through which this crucial public sector influence 

was exerted. For the TMN and the TPN, bureaucratic outreach not only established hitherto 

non-existent relationships with key public sector agencies, but also crucially with higher 

education, training, and research organisations. Participants from the maritime industry 

network recalled that the attendance of two public servants from the Tasmanian 

Development Board at the initial meetings cemented the network’s relationships with the 

local Technical and Further Education (TAFE) college, which would later become a pivotal 

resource addressing the industry’s complex and specialised skills needs. In the case of the 

Antarctic sector, a senior public servant recalled that relationships between the university, 

the Australian Antarctic Division, and the private sector at the time of TPN’s establishment 

were “in very poor shape”. This interviewee added,  

it was clear to me through interactions that I had with some key people in Tasmania that there 

were very bad relationships between the Antarctic Division and the business community. And 

so one of the things that I wanted to do was open a dialogue both with the [state] government 

but also with the Antarctic business community and the university. I needed to get that 

relationship on good terms (participant interview 2019) 

Following these initial connections, government representatives created avenues to 

formalise such cross-network relationships within steering committees, working groups, or 

advisory bodies with the capacity to help centralise strategic and developmental 

competencies for the sectors at large. For the Antarctic sector this progressed quickly, with 
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the formation of TAG to oversee Commonwealth Antarctic policy and the integration of 

state, federal, non-governmental, and academic representation into the TPN. By contrast, in 

the viticulture and winemaking sector, the absence of this same public assistance delayed 

the formation of strong network linkages beyond the private sector, further underscoring 

the importance of an active government role in building broad and effective industrial 

networks.  

The third commonality in these networks’ early formation was that institutional factors 

were the most significant determinant of the emerging structure of network relationships. 

This influence is clearest in the contrasting levels of cooperation evident in the character 

and organisation of the networks’ divergent associational architecture. As Hoffmann et al 

note, literature on cooperation within industrial networks has typically treated relations of 

competition as a “constraining [influence] … whereby competition drives out cooperation, 

and vice versa” (Hoffmann et al. 2018, p. 3040). This assumption is shared by a large portion 

of the literature on localised production systems, which suggests that the most cooperative 

formations are typically not between direct competitors but rather those in which “vertically 

disintegrated production” necessitates a high degree of cooperation in the production of 

components that must ultimately be compatible within a product assembled or 

manufactured further down the supply chain (see Clark 2013, p. 10-14).  

According to this logic, the Tasmanian shipbuilding and broader maritime industry, 

emerging as it has from a diversification of complementary suppliers to a single innovative 

catamaran manufacturer, would have the greatest incentive to form a highly structured and 

collaborative network. An industry like viticulture and winemaking, on the other hand, 

would have the weakest such incentive given that all members are producing highly similar 

products in direct competition with one another. This potential for competitive pressures to 

overwhelm cooperative network relations would presumably only be heightened by the fact 

that even today, only a very small proportion of Tasmanian wine is exported. This means 

that most producers are confined to a relatively small market dominated by very similar 

products. Importantly, these competitive dynamics are clearly visible in other similar case 

studies drawn from the literature.  

In the most directly relevant viticulture and winemaking example – of the emergence of a 

cool-climate wine industry over a similar period in the south of England – a very different set 

of associations and organisational dynamics predominate. In his study of the southern 

English wine industry, Turner found that where cooperation or collaborative linkages do 
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exist, they are typically informal and bounded within small geographical areas. Moreover, 

he observed that many of the regions’ producers were “more interested in the development 

of their own brands than engaging in marketing practices associated with English wine in 

general” which intuitively accords with assumptions about the constraining role of direct 

market competition on cooperative structures (Turner 2009, p. 710). Likewise, in his study 

of an innovative Norwegian boat-building cluster dominated, like Tasmania’s, by a single 

and highly specialised market-leading manufacturer, Isaksen observes close and highly-

structured interfirm relationships as well as significant public involvement and a highly 

collaborative industry association (Isaksen 2018, p. 247-249). That Tasmania’s maritime and 

winemaking clusters display, if anything, the exact opposite associational architectures to 

those expected by extant literature on competition and cooperation within industrial 

networks generally, not to mention within comparable industries in other places, can be 

explained only with reference to the roles played by historical and institutional factors and 

place leadership in their development. 

The influence of institutional factors over the networks, organisations, and individual actors 

that function as the connective tissue of industries and regional economies has been dealt 

with in several different ways in existing academic literature. The classic definition of 

institutions, from North, describes them as the “rules of the game in a society or […] the 

humanly-devised constraints that shape human interaction”. They can be either formal or 

informal, and can be created or evolve over time, or both (North 1990, p. 3-4). In some 

articulations, these sets of formal rules, evolved constraints, and other social regulative 

influences on actors’ behaviour are of relatively little importance compared with regions’ 

structural and economic foundations, governance, or education and industrial relations 

policy settings. In others, however, effects related to institutions are so fundamental as to 

outweigh these conditions and even traditional factor endowments like location, capital, 

land, labour, technology, or human resource attributes (for a review of these arguments see 

Chapter 1 and also Rodríguez-Pose 2013, p. 1035-1037). Evidence from this project’s case 

study industry networks aligns with a version of the latter view. In other words, while they 

are certainly far from the only critical factor, networks’ institutional foundations in the 

studied industries are central to any complete understanding of their development. Even so, 

institutionalist explanations of industrial networks or regional economic development are 

difficult to generalise, with complicated and sometimes uncertain consequences for policy. 

The process by which institutions emerge, the particular norms and practices that come to 

be ‘institutionalised’, and the adaptability (or sclerosis) of a network’s institutional 
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environment have important implications for government, to which subject the chapter 

now turns. 

 

Role of the State: Steering Industrial Networks 

As discussed above, government support and intervention played a critical, formative role in 

establishing – or, in the case of viticulture and winemaking, limiting – the membership of 

the three industrial networks studied in this project. The importance of this role is 

supported by other examples from the literature (for example Tomlinson and Branston 

2014). However, as discussed in Chapter 2, governments at all levels also have vital roles to 

play in several other aspects of the governance of effective industrial networks. Existing 

empirical studies have demonstrated the importance of government in setting the agendas 

and strategic frameworks within which industrial associations and organisations operate 

(Coulson and Ferrario 2007, p. 608), using the provision of public resources to steer, 

supervise, or oversee deliberation within industrial networks (Furmankiewicz, Macken-

Walsh, and Stefańska 2014, p. 354-356, Guillaume and Doloreux 2011), legislating or 

implementing networks’ strategic and policy priorities (Clapp et al. 2016), and ultimately 

bearing responsibility for the outcomes of networks’ deliberative processes (Pugalis and 

Keegan 2017, p. 70). Given the breadth of actors involved in these networks, however, and 

the significant complexity involved in governing such a diverse range of processes, the 

challenge of steering such networks has been likened to “herding cats” (Rhodes 2007, p. 

1255).  

Considering the extent of this public role in the formation, development, operation, and 

impact of industrial networks, the chapter now introduces the concept of metagovernance 

and outlines its relevance to the three industrial networks studied. Applying and extending 

concepts from the metagovernance literature in research on industrial networks is a timely 

and novel contribution that offers an alternative lens through which to interpret and explain 

their functions. More importantly, though, it is valuable because it links a literature 

frequently criticised14 for lacking policy relevance and applicability to an established 

framework for understanding the role of states in policy networks and a concrete, 

empirically supported repertoire of the steering and coordination strategies available to 

them. 

 
14 See Chapters 1 and 3 for an overview of and response to these critiques. 
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Metagoverning Industrial Networks 

Networks like those studied here, which bring together political, bureaucratic, business, 

academic, civic, and non-government interests in the collective pursuit of the policy and 

strategic aims of their sectors and regional economies, have been characterised as a clear 

departure from traditional hierarchical or market governance frameworks. Rather, 

networked approaches to complex policy issues have been framed as a replacement of, or 

alternative to, both top-down, authoritative imposition of policy aims enacted through rules 

and regulations and reliance on outsourcing, commercialisation, or resource allocation via 

markets (Bell and Hindmoor 2009, p. 16-17). Instead, in network governance paradigms, 

desired policy outcomes are enacted through a “non-hierarchical mode of coordination 

[based on] negotiated interaction between a plurality of public, semi-public and private 

actors” (Sørensen and Torfing 2007, p. 4). In essence, these arguments assert that a growing 

number of decision-making functions and domains of collective action in society are being 

governed by processes of bargaining or negotiation within horizontal or heterarchical 

groups of actors. 

Understandably, the growing prominence of policy networks has brought the role, extent, 

and capacity of states or state power into increasing academic contention. On one hand, it 

has been argued that governing through networks rather than command-and-control, 

hierarchical enactment of policy aims represents an erosion, diffusion, or “hollowing out” of 

state power. According to these sceptics, bargaining or collaboration within heterarchical 

networks of actors united by their shared interest in a given area of public policy has 

“reduced the ability of [states] to act effectively” (Rhodes 2007, p. 1248, see also Salamon 

2002, Bell and Hindmoor 2009, p. 3-5). On the other, “state-centric” governance theorists 

assert that while governments have indeed opted to embrace a broader array of 

governance strategies than has previously been the case, including network governance 

strategies, this change does not signal a decline in state capacity. Rather, where 

governments have chosen alternative governance strategies, these theorists emphasise that 

“the state remains the pivotal player in establishing and operating governance strategies 

and partnerships” (Bell and Hindmoor 2009, p. 2-3). In other words, while networks may 

indeed be ‘horizontal’ or heterarchical, this does not mean that all participants have equal 

power or influence. Rather, for the state-centric perspective, the dynamics of power or 

influence within networks are far more likely to be asymmetrical, with state or public actors 

pre-eminent. 
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These debates have played out in a small handful of studies of industrial networks, with 

mixed results. Furmankiewicz et al, for example, have argued that networked approaches to 

the steering of industrial and regional development in three rural Polish regions showed no 

evidence of a decentred or reduced role for government, emphasising that the networks 

and partnerships investigated “remain as an alternative to, but not a replacement of 

[hierarchical] structures of the state” (Furmankiewicz, Macken-Walsh, and Stefańska 2014, 

p. 359). Some studies, albeit in very different political contexts to this project’s research, 

have outlined even more involved roles for state actors in industrial networks where top 

down, command-and-control regional economic development enacted through networks 

remains alive and well. Bathelt’s investigation of an East German chemical manufacturing 

network during reunification and Mah and Hills’s case study of a wind energy network in the 

Chinese province of Xinjiang identify strong ongoing roles for the hierarchical exercise of 

state power in the development of industrial networks and regional economies (Bathelt 

2013, Mah and Hills 2014). Clapp et al, however, found the opposite in their study of an 

industrial network overseeing forestry in the Canadian Great Bear Rainforest, identifying “a 

shift from government to governance, in which the role of the state is diffused and 

dispersed among multiple stakeholders” (Clapp et al. 2016, p. 255). While the 

aforementioned are valuable examples, however, they are firmly in the minority and it 

remains the case that governance issues have tended to be either overlooked or addressed 

only peripherally in studies of industrial networks and local production systems (Tomlinson 

and Branston 2018, p. 1411). In any event, the focus here is not necessarily on calculating 

power or influence payoffs to state or non-state actors as a result of the implementation of 

metagovernance arrangements, but rather to better understand the relationships and 

dynamics that facilitate the networks themselves, and draw some lessons for governments 

concerning industrial network support.  

Stepping back briefly from such debates, however, it is important to first consider whether 

the industrial networks studied in this project can actually be considered true policy or 

governance networks at all, and which features mark them as such. Rhodes’s broad 

definition offers a useful starting point, referring to “sets of formal and informal institutional 

linkages between governmental and other actors structured around shared interests in 

public policy making and implementation” (2007, p. 1244). A more comprehensive and 

specific definition, from Sørensen and Torfing, outlines five key features: (1) a more or less 

stable, horizontal group of “interdependent but operationally autonomous” actors who; (2) 

interact mostly via negotiation which; (3) occurs within a shared “regulative, normative, 



173 
 

cognitive, and imaginary” framework; (4) is “self-regulating within limits set by external 

agencies”, and which; (5) “contributes to the production of public purpose” (2007, p. 9).  

The three networks studied here, as discussed above, vary significantly in the formality of 

their organisation, but all clearly comprise sets of autonomous actors in stable relations to 

one another, meeting Sørensen and Torfing’s first criterion. While the structure of their 

relationships varies, each network combines state actors; industry associations in some 

form; university, TAFE, or other higher education and research actors; civic or non-

government organisations; and influential ‘place leaders’ – prominent individuals who 

represent or advocate for causes relevant to the industry. These actors are linked by stable 

formal and informal connections at a variety of levels, including longstanding personal 

relationships, research partnerships, working groups or committees, and advisory or policy 

making bodies, among others. Regarding Sørensen and Torfing’s second point, as well as 

Rhodes’s definition, while the fora are diverse and the modes of institutional linkage 

occasionally informal, members of the networks regularly advance goals via negotiation 

with other members (though not only negotiation – collaboration, partnership, and 

competition also structure interactions). Similarly, with the common goal of developing or 

advancing issues relevant to their industries and, by extension, their broader regional 

economy, they operate within a shared framework and contribute to the production of 

public purpose as described in criteria three and five. Finally, their activities are carried out 

to varying degrees of autonomy but all fall under the guidance of strategic plans or policy 

documents at either the federal or state government level and thus meet criterion four. The 

satisfaction of these five criteria marks these groupings of industrial actors as policy or 

governance networks but, in contrast to society-centred network governance perspectives, 

this does not mean that the role of the state as an actor within them has been dispersed, 

‘hollowed out’, or marginalised. The key issue to determine is therefore the form and 

substance of its role, in particular the steering, coordination, and oversight, or 

‘metagovernance’, strategies enhancing the effectiveness of the networks and their 

deliberations.  

Metagovernance, or the “governance of governance”, sees the state forgo traditional 

hierarchical policy implementation in favour of a broader leadership, management, and 

coordination role. As Bell and Hindmoor note, key elements of this role include “overseeing, 

steering, and coordinating governance arrangements; selecting and supporting key 

participants; mobilising resources, ensuring that wider systems of governance are operating 

fairly and efficiently; and taking responsibility for democracy and accountability issues” 
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(2009, p. 11). It is a perspective on the emergence of network governance strategies that 

recognises the myriad ways in which public policy making is evolving, but nevertheless holds 

that the state’s power to define networks’ boundaries and membership, supervise and steer 

their deliberations, and enact outcomes gives it an outsize influence relative to fellow 

network participants. The appearance and exercise of this influence, moreover, can take a 

number of forms. Sørensen and Torfing, for instance, distinguish between “hands-off” 

metagovernance, exercised at arms-length through budgetary, legislative, or bureaucratic 

instruments, and “hands-on” metagovernance relying on close contact, relationship 

building, trust, and reciprocity among network members (2017, p. 830). Ayres adds to this 

distinction the sub-category of ‘soft’ metagovernance. While still within the ‘hands-on’ 

mode, Ayres’s soft metagovernance approach is characterised by “a form of relational 

leadership exercised through face-to-face contact [and] exerting influence through 

collaborative endeavour”. In place of bureaucratic authority, this approach leans more 

heavily on the use of “social contracts and relationships to pursue network objectives” 

(Ayres 2019, p. 279-281). The soft metagovernance approach outlined by Ayres is an apt 

description for the roles played by state actors observed in this project’s three industrial 

network case studies.  

Bell and Hindmoor propose six principal roles played by states as metagoverners of policy 

networks, and this section now turns to examining the relevance of each to the industrial 

case studies presented in previous chapters. The first two of these roles, ‘steering’ and 

‘effectiveness’, were both observed through the state’s government’s collaborative strategic 

planning process, conducted in consultation with each network’s industry association. 

‘Steering’ in this instance refers to “overall strategic management, goal setting, 

coordination, and control of specific governance arrangements”, and ‘effectiveness’ involves 

monitoring and oversight to ensure that strategic objectives come to fruition and goals are 

ultimately met (Bell and Hindmoor 2009, p. 47-48). The steering component of the state’s 

strategic planning process in the industrial networks studied here was present in all three 

case studies. This role consisted of the production of industry-specific strategic planning 

documents in conjunction with individual private and non-government sector network 

members, industry bodies, the University of Tasmania, and eminent place leaders. In each 

case, these documents produced specific market, employment, and growth goals for their 

industries and also enumerated roles and responsibilities for network members to play in 

meeting them. 
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In addition to collaborative strategic planning, important steering roles were observed in 

ways that extend Bell and Hindmoor’s definition. The first of these is the crucial and 

formative task of either recruiting and convening actors within the network or, at the very 

least, demarcating the boundaries of its membership. State actors in the observed 

networks, either by actively recruiting participants to working groups, committees, or 

official bodies, or else by recognising or including them in official materials, meetings, trade 

missions, or other events, were responsible for setting boundaries of inclusion and exclusion 

for the networks, and conferring status upon members in the process. Governments did not 

play a role in determining the memberships of specific organisations, like industry 

associations for example, but rather were instrumental in determining which organisations 

would be influential players in the broader network. Evidence presented in chapter five 

regarding the state government’s investment in relationships with TMN relative to other 

industry bodies, such as AIDN-Tas, is a good example of this role. Importantly, the ability of 

state actors to determine networks’ memberships also further strengthens the argument 

that they enjoy an asymmetrical share of power within governance networks.  

Second, state actors played a highly influential path creation role within the observed 

networks. The subtle difference between this path creation function and steering as 

described by Bell and Hindmoor is that where they treat ‘steering’ functions as primarily a 

process of limiting, directing, or restricting certain network activities in order to determine a 

desired pathway, an equally-important function observed in these cases was the 

deployment of regulatory tools to create an enabling, facilitating or otherwise amenable 

environment for industrial network development. The gradual evolution of liquor licensing 

and appellation legislation governing viticulture and winemaking (while delayed) 

demonstrates the process by which government enabled a development pathway desired 

by industry rather than prescribing its own preference. The industry’s eventual pushback 

against government attempts to develop the sector in line with a more intensive, supply-

driven strategy also highlights the ongoing process of negotiation inherent in 

metagovernance steering. 

Bell and Hindmoor’s effectiveness role, comprising implementation and monitoring of plans, 

strategies, and policy approaches, varied significantly from network to network. This was 

not because participants believed government could not carry out such a role, but rather 

because in some cases they did not believe it was taken seriously enough. In the maritime 

industry network, for instance, a number of interviewees suggested that steering work 

conducted through strategic planning had fallen by the wayside due to insufficient long-
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term commitment to the devised goals and outcomes, and some connected this to political 

considerations. One interviewee, for example, recalled of the maritime industry’s current 

strategic plan that “I’d hate to think about the number of strategic plans I've seen for the 

maritime industry … I remember talking to [the then-Minister for Innovation, Science and 

Technology], and I remember saying, ‘don't just let this sit in your top drawer and be 

forgotten, [Minister]’. Because politicians make all this noise about ‘look what we've got! 

We've got a strategic plan moving forward! We're committed, we're committed, we're 

committed’, but then often it just disappears” (participant interview 2019). In other sectors, 

though, this role was performed by separate independent bodies convened by government 

specifically for the purpose of overseeing, implementing, and reporting on strategic plans, 

such as the Tasmanian Antarctic Gateway Advisory Group in the Antarctic sector cluster. 

Bell and Hindmoor’s third network metagovernance role is resourcing, including not only 

financial resources but also “leadership and authority … in-depth policy expertise, 

information, or the capacity to promulgate laws or shape rules or norms” (2009, p. 49). In all 

three industrial network case studies, this was described by participants as a crucial role. 

The resources provided included direct financial support, for instance grant funding, though 

many participants described other forms as significantly more valuable. Both the maritime 

and Antarctic sectors’ industry associations receive secretarial support from a state service 

bureaucrat, as well as access to significant policy expertise through Antarctic Tasmania and 

the Maritime Division, housed within the Department of State Growth. Within the 

viticulture and winemaking sector, on the other hand, participants highlighted the value of a 

collaborative research project undertaken with spatial sciences experts from DPIPWE to 

produce a state-wide map of areas with suitable geology, weather, and frost risk for 

commercial viticulture. The value of leadership and authority resources provided by 

government was observed in all three cases. In the Antarctic and maritime cases in 

particular, participants expressed the importance of high-level political or bureaucratic 

support in dealings with either other governments or large state-owned enterprises. In the 

words of one interviewee, many of the national Antarctic programs, navies, defence forces, 

or large defence contracting firms network members supply “are very keen on dealing with 

a single point of contact ... a one point of contact with a pretty high level of government 

backing, and so that’s where we use state growth or state government to come in and then 

support us [in those conversations]” (participant interview 2019). 

The fourth role relates to “ensuring compliance with democratic practices and norms” in 

order to maintain equity and legitimacy in decision making (Bell and Hindmoor 2009, p. 49-
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51). Of the six key metagovernance roles described by Bell and Hindmoor, this was the least 

prominent in the three case studies investigated. Where the promotion of democratic 

norms and practices was observed however, it appeared dependent upon the degree of 

formality and organisation of the networks. In other words, it was most prominent in the 

most highly-structured network, that governing the Antarctic sector, present but less 

prominent in the viticulture and winemaking network, and essentially absent in the 

maritime network, the least structured. 

The closely-related fifth and sixth roles see government establishing clear lines of 

accountability and transparency, and taking responsibility for input and output legitimacy 

such that “governance arrangements are seen as fair in terms of processes and outcomes, 

have popular support, and are regarded as legitimate” (2009, p. 51-54). This role has been 

perhaps the most contentious of the six. This is because scholars inclined to view network 

governance as eroding or diffusing state power argue that governments’ adoption of such 

strategies is often a way of escaping or offloading responsibility for ensuring accountability 

and legitimacy, rather than enhancing them. This has meant that the implications of 

metagovernance for democratic accountability and legitimacy remains a contested area of 

the literature (Gjaltema, Biesbroek, and Termeer 2019, p. 16). Not unexpectedly therefore, 

and as in the case of the ‘effectiveness’ role, this was an area in which the industrial case 

studies offered mixed evidence.  

To give one example, some participants from both the public and private sectors in the 

maritime industry network viewed the state government’s desire for the TMN to 

incorporate and professionalise as a way of shedding responsibility for the assessment and 

evaluation of grant funding. Rather than assess, fund, administer, and evaluate grants itself, 

these members believed that government wished to see the responsibility for disbursing 

public funding for activities like subsidised attendance at exhibitions, trade shows, and 

conferences, as well as various other supported activities undertaken by individual business, 

transferred to the industry association. On the other hand, however, a number of public 

servant participants viewed issues surrounding the maritime industry’s social license to 

operate (SLO) in contentious areas of salmonoid aquaculture, defence, and servicing of oil 

and gas infrastructure as a core part of their accountability and legitimacy responsibilities. 

Moreover, managing these issues was more often dealt with via conversations, dialogue, 

and negotiation with network members than by enactment of regulation, which was viewed 

as a last resort (participant interviews 2019, 2020). While the presence of counterexamples 

indicates that ensuring accountability and legitimacy in industrial networks is complex and 
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often fraught, the evidence observed in this study aligns most closely with Ayres’ soft, 

hands-on metagovernance conception as well as with observations from other empirical 

literature regarding governments’ ultimate responsibility for outcomes in industrial 

networks (Ayres 2019, Pugalis and Keegan 2017). 

In summary, the theoretical approach best suited to describing and analysing the state’s 

role in steering and coordinating industrial networks is metagovernance. The application of 

the metagovernance framework to this body of research is important because, to date, 

available literature has not adequately described the role played by states in establishing, 

developing, and effectively managing industrial networks like the ones studied here. More 

specifically, given the preference observed in these case studies for highly-engaged and 

hands-on negotiation, relationship-building, and trust and reciprocity between government 

and other network members, the particular mode predominant in this instance is best 

described as soft metagovernance (Ayres 2019). Accordingly, this section has applied and 

elaborated upon several roles played by state actors drawn from the literature that are 

supported with evidence from, but not limited in their relevance to, the three industrial 

networks studied in this project. These roles include the six described by Bell and Hindmoor 

– steering, effectiveness, resourcing, democracy, accountability, and legitimacy – in addition 

to a formative and boundary-setting role for networks’ memberships and a path creation 

role. However, as the previous chapter made clear, regional industry networks vary widely, 

change dramatically over time, and exhibit a broad spectrum of roles for state 

metagovernors. Understanding the implications of factors like network structure, actor 

constellations, and historical or institutional foundations is a critical pre-requisite to 

effective metagovernance. 

 

Conclusions 

The emergence, modes of coordination, and configuration of the three industry networks 

studied here point to a strong role for institutional influences over development outcomes. 

Importantly, they also shed light on the process by which this influence is exerted. In 

contrast to approaches that aim to observe and measure the direct influence of various 

kinds of institutions on economic development outcomes and then compare these 

structural economic or other endogenous factors (for example Rodríguez-Pose 2013), the 

cases investigated here suggest an indirect – though no less important – influence. While 

structural factors are typically decisive over whether or not a particular industry will be able 
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to emerge and succeed in a specific place, institutional factors determine how that industry 

will be organised and configured. As the literature reviewed in chapters 1 and 2 illustrates, 

the structure and embeddedness of relationships among industrial actors shape how 

industry networks share information and resources, advocate and exert influence over 

policy processes, and innovate or absorb information from other places. These crucial 

externalities are heavily influenced by institutional factors like social capital, culture and 

social embeddedness, and the strength of informal, interpersonal relationships among 

members. Moreover, the cases studied here also demonstrate that this is not always a 

positive influence; a preponderance of deeply-embedded and longstanding social 

relationships within Tasmania’s maritime industry, for example, has emerged as a source of 

restrictive institutional lock-in for that network.  

The second part of this chapter considered how these various configurations influence the 

governance of regional industry networks, with a particular focus on state actors. This 

analysis continues in the first part of the next chapter, but it has been argued here that the 

most appropriate conceptual framework for interpreting the roles played by the state in 

regional industry networks comes from literature on metagovernance. This approach, while 

recognising the importance of a diverse, heterarchical assemblage of actors in the policy 

process, nevertheless positions government at the centre of such networks and outlines a 

series of their key governance responsibilities. In the next chapter, insights from this chapter 

are applied to developing a typology of regional industry networks to aid in the 

identification of different configurations and help to understand how these differences 

shape their operation and governance. It also considers how the configuration or 

organisation of industrial activity, as well as the focus of policy interest upon it, gives rise to 

a series of important and as yet under-explored axiological and normative questions. 
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Chapter 8 

 

Implications for Governance: Typology of Regional Industry 
Networks, Normative and Axiological Considerations 

 

 

 

Introduction 

Developing themes from the previous chapter, this chapter argues that the metagovernance 

roles employed by, and the tools available to, policy makers, are heavily dependent on 

organisational and structural attributes of the networks in question. In other words, 

different network configurations or alternative constellations of actors play an important 

role in determining the steering, coordination, and oversight strategies available to 

governments. This is an important and timely contribution because while the implications of 

structure or configuration have been considered in network governance and 

metagovernance literature, these concepts have not yet been applied to network analysis of 

TKDs and TIMs in regional studies. With an eye to improving understanding of these 

impacts, therefore, the chapter proposes a heuristic typology outlining different models of 

regional industry network configuration. This typology, based on evidence both from this 

project and from the broader empirical literature, outlines three different regional industry 

network models and explains the tools and modes of influence available to state 

metagovernors responsible for steering and overseeing them. The aim of these models is 

not only to improve existing theoretical understandings of industry networks but also to 

provide a framework within which state actors can recognise different formations and adapt 

tools and policy responses accordingly. It therefore offers practical and policy-relevant 

lessons for governments seeking to facilitate and enhance regional industry networks. 

In the second section, the chapter turns to a discussion of often-overlooked axiological and 

critical issues relevant to this discipline. The study of innovative, knowledge intensive 

development, or of dynamics of influence within networks, is confronted by a series of 

normative concerns and critical theory issues that are not always dealt with satisfactorily in 

academic research or policy development. Choices about the costs and benefits of different 
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development pathways contain implicit predispositions towards the relative value not only 

of certain types or work, but also of particular social structures and the economic 

contributions of different individuals or groups. As discussed in chapter one, these 

normative implications of different network structures, as well as of models or ideas about 

desirable industrial activity, require deeper interrogation.  

 

Heuristic Typology of Regional Industry Networks 

Based on the above analysis of metagoverning complex policy networks, combined with 

evidence regarding the structure, configuration, and institutionalisation of the networks 

presented in the previous chapter, this section now turns to developing a typology of 

regional industry networks. The proposed categories – integral, pluricentric, and diffuse 

industrial networks – have been developed with reference to the three case studies 

investigated in this research as well as relevant theoretical work and other cases from the 

existing empirical literature reviewed in chapter two. They also integrate and build upon 

existing theory, contributing categories for one specific kind of network (the regional 

industry network) to broader debates about classification of complex policy networks in 

other domains. In addition to describing the structure or configuration of different industrial 

networks, the typology offers insight into the roles and relative influence of the different 

actors within them and thereby helps to clarify the modes and tools of public intervention 

or metagovernance best suited to different network arrangements. This approach 

represents a novel and important insight because, as the models below explain, the 

metagovernance roles and tools applicable in one network configuration will not necessarily 

be suitable in another. Rather, the structure of relationships and constellation of actors 

present within a given industrial network will determine, to a significant extent, the modes 

of intervention most practicable in each different situation. The ability to identify and 

discern different types of regional industry networks is therefore a logical prerequisite to 

designing suitable policy, strategic, steering, and oversight responses. 

Attempting to order or position complex policy networks along spectra including the depth 

of their integration, the format of members’ partnerships, and the presence or absence of 

different actors is by no means a new endeavour. Atkinson and Coleman, for instance, 

consider attributes including the “patterns of interaction among various actors, the content 

of those interactions, and the structures that channel communication” as well as “who 

participates and who wields power” to try and clarify the distinction between policy 
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networks and policy communities (Coleman and Atkinson 1992, p. 159-172). Rhodes and 

Marsh incorporate similar network characteristics into their typology distinguishing policy 

communities from issue networks as sub-categories under the broader policy network 

umbrella. Elaborating upon a prior effort by Rhodes (1988), these authors considered 

characteristics including networks’ membership, level of integration and frequency of 

interaction, access to and distribution of network resources, and the balance of power 

among members (Rhodes and Marsh 1992, p. 186-188). Subsequent models have largely 

followed this approach and analysed similar network attributes. Kriesi, Adam, and Jochum, 

for example, base their models on “the distribution of power and the predominant type of 

interaction in the network” (2006, p. 357), and Jung, though primarily drawing together 

models offered up by other authors, discusses similar network features in his typology 

(2010, p. 354-359). 

The challenge faced by all of these approaches is the bewildering diversity of the structures 

they attempt to classify. The proffered models, types, or definitions must often, in order to 

capture the wide array of variation observed in empirical examples, become so broad and 

general as to limit their usefulness. Börzel, for example, describes this challenge as 

“[organising] a Babylonian variety of different understandings and applications of the policy 

network concept” (2006, p. 254). As a result of this lack of definitional clarity, it has been 

argued that “two different authors [using] the same term may mean two completely 

different things or, vice versa, that two authors using different terms may actually refer to 

the same thing” (Jung 2010, p. 352). For this reason, the less ambitious approach proposed 

here is limited to distinguishing between different models of just one policy network 

domain – the regional industry network – rather than policy networks generally. As 

discussed in Chapter 1, this application of a new institutionalist approach focussed 

specifically on regional industry networks builds upon existing models like Cooke and 

Morgan’s associational economy (1998). 

Comparing these existing approaches, and with an eye to applying them to the more specific 

network context examined in this project, it is clear that four themes warrant consideration 

when classifying regional industry networks:  

1. Membership: which actors and organisations are represented, and how stable is the 

network’s membership? 

2. Power: how is power and the capacity to influence network deliberation, 

negotiation, and strategic or policy outcomes distributed among members? Is the 
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network relatively horizontal/heterarchical or is there a clear hierarchy among 

actors? 

3. Integration: how are relationships among members organised? Are network 

connections formal, stable, and highly-structured or are they informal and dynamic? 

4. Institutions: how do institutions, conventions, or informal ‘rules of the game’ 

influence actors’ modes of coordination and interaction? 

 Based on these elements, three categories of regional industry network are proposed, and 

their implications for network configuration and actor roles are described in Table 8 below. 

 Configuration Institutionalisation State Role Other Actors 
Integral Most formal 

configuration. Relevant 
actors combined within 
a shared, tightknit 
associational 
framework that 
facilitates relatively 
equal access for a 
broad range of actors 
to network deliberation 
and negotiation 

Interactions structured 
by deeply 
institutionalised 
expectations and 
formal ‘rules of the 
game’. Interaction 
heavily influenced by 
public/civic 
organisational cultures 

Mode of 
organisation and 
interaction 
compatible with 
intensive state 
interaction – 
involved, active, 
and hands-on 
metagovernance 
role 

Strong role for a 
wide range of 
actors. 
Structured and 
democratic 
associational 
architecture 
allows high 
NGO, HEI, civic, 
and place 
leadership 
influence and 
engagement 

Pluricentric Relevant actors 
represented by 
discrete, though 
formal, organisations or 
associations. These 
organisations interact 
with one another 
through both 
structured formal 
partnerships and more 
informal arrangements 

Mixed/hybrid: high-
level structured 
interorganisational 
relations overlay dense, 
socially-embedded 
interpersonal network 

Less centralised 
structure lends 
itself to a state 
role focussed on 
facilitating 
negotiation and 
mediation 
between 
network 
organisations 

Strong role for 
external actors 
but engagement 
on a bilateral or 
partnership 
basis rather 
than full 
integration 
within network 
more broadly 

Diffuse Least formal structure. 
Individual organisations 
interact predominantly 
via interpersonal ties 
and informal 
connections. In many 
cases the organisations 
themselves are likely to 

Institutionalisation built 
upon informal/ 
interpersonal 
relationships, trust and 
reciprocity, 
longstanding social ties. 
Mode of coordination 
driven primarily by 

Loose structure, 
predominance of 
informal 
relationships not 
conducive to 
intensive state 
interaction – 
weakest 

Weakest 
engagement 
from actors 
other than firms 
and 
government. 
Informal, 
interpersonal 
networks limit 
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 Integral Industry Networks 

The first category discernible from the evidence presented both in this project and in other 

empirical literature is the integral industrial network, in which all relevant industrial actors 

operate within a common associational framework, interacting chiefly via formal 

connections. The predominance of formal linkages between actors in integral networks 

makes for a highly structured configuration wherein actors’ interactions are more likely to 

be regulated by rules or explicit expectations than informal norms. The modes of 

coordination most prominent in such a structured and institutionalised type of network lend 

themselves to an active, involved, and centralised state metagovernance presence. 

Moreover, the broad and formal membership attributes of an integral industry network 

make it more likely to reflect the kinds of democratic, representative, transparent 

institutions that lend themselves to close collaboration with the public sector actor. While 

the specific players within particular empirical examples will vary, the defining feature is 

that all or most of these actors are brought together within a common associational 

structure that mediates their interactions, acts as a network-wide forum for knowledge or 

resource sharing, and facilitates collective problem-solving and negotiation. This 

associational structure does not necessarily require a discrete body or organisation, but 

simply to facilitate multilateral network connections as opposed to a web of bilateral links 

between individual organisations. The actors involved might typically include industry or 

employer associations, peak/representative advocacy bodies, government agencies, civic or 

NGO organisations, and unions, among various others. The integral network model is the 

formation with the least explicit grounding in existing theory of the three proposed here, 

though its focus on structured, formal and highly-inclusive governance is somewhat 

reflected in the influence of the older neo-corporatist intermediation paradigm over 

theories like Cooke and Morgan’s ‘associational economy’ (1998).  

The associational architecture structuring interactions within Tasmania’s Antarctic shipping, 

logistics, science, and tourism cluster is a good example of an integral industry network. As 

discussed above, public, private, civic, and non-government actors are formally and tightly 

integrated within not only the Tasmanian Polar Network but several overlapping, connected 

be relatively informal 
and loosely structured 

firm/private sector 
cultural influences 

metagovernance 
role 

access and 
influence 

Table 8: characteristics of integral, pluricentric, and diffuse regional industry networks 
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organisations and associations. These links facilitate a wide-ranging exchange of network 

resources including financial support; scientific knowledge and industry information; 

authority and leadership; policy, technical and strategic expertise, and sharing of equipment 

and facilities. Moreover, the institutionalisation of this network has been heavily influenced 

by public or civic organisational cultures. Several private sector members of this network 

described in interviews how their approach to network relationships had been shaped by 

the collaborative, partnership-based practice of Antarctic science and the cooperative, 

consensus driven processes of Antarctic governance. For many members of Tasmania’s 

Antarctic industry, therefore, involvement in both activities has been a powerful force 

shaping attitudes toward, and expectations of, negotiation and deliberation within their 

industry network. 

An organisational model in which all relevant players have a seat at the table, partnerships 

between key actors are stable and formalised, and a long process of institutionalisation has 

embedded collaborative and relatively democratic approaches to negotiation, conflict 

resolution, and resource sharing naturally has implications for how state actors operate 

within integral networks. A strong theme in interviews with public sector actors involved in 

the Antarctic sector network was that these attributes made the task of engaging with this 

industry network considerably simpler as well as more fruitful than the others studied. 

Several interviewees expressed practical reasons for this; the job of liaising with industry 

representatives is more straightforward when all of these actors share a forum and 

cultivating effective relationships with government (or other network members) is viewed 

as a core task for all relevant actors. Likewise, the provision of financial or other support was 

described in interviews as considerably more straightforward in industrial settings 

structured by formal organisations and partnerships within which accountability, 

transparency, and legitimacy of decision making can be more easily overseen. Comparison 

with the maritime industry is illuminating on this point: both public and private sector 

interviewees active within that industry network described how effective communication 

with government suffered at times from “a need to turn up the volume a bit in terms of 

professionalism” (participant interviews 2019).  

It is also important to note that structural factors play a significant role in the organisation 

of this network. Tasmania’s Antarctic industry may comprise a diverse and significant array 

of private businesses but the activity being carried out is primarily publicly funded scientific 

research (though Antarctic tourism is also an important and growing market). However, 

evidence from interviews as well as comparison with the organisational attributes of 
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networks in other ‘Antarctic gateway’ regions competing to provide an essentially identical 

service clearly demonstrates that structural factors alone are not sufficient to explain the 

configuration of Tasmania’s Antarctic network. A strong theme among interviewees whose 

business or scientific activities took them regularly to competing ‘gateways’ in New Zealand, 

Argentina, and South Africa, as well as comparable ‘Arctic gateways’ in the northern 

hemisphere, was that no other ports exhibited a similar level of connection, collaboration, 

and organisation in its industrial network. The fact that the TPN is the only private industry 

body represented at conferences or meetings of Antarctic international governance 

organisations, such as CCAMLR or SCAR, attests to this important point of difference. A 

majority of participants expressed variations on the idea that these marked differences in 

the associational architecture and integration of Hobart’s Antarctic industry were 

underwritten by cultural factors embedded throughout a long history of Antarctic 

expeditions and in which the broader community had also invested heavily.  

 

Pluricentric Industry Networks 

The second model in this proposed typology is the pluricentric industry network. As the 

name suggests, this category refers to network structures characterised by multiple, 

interlinking organisations and associations as opposed to the more centralised integral 

formation described above. Rather, in a pluricentric network, actors are represented by 

independent, discrete organisations or collectives which negotiate, collaborate, and 

otherwise interact with one another via a series of mostly bilateral relationships. The actors 

represented, however, largely mirror those present in the first model. While its exercise is 

less centralised than in the integral formation, state actors nevertheless retain a strong 

metagovernance role within pluricentric networks. The difference is that this role is enacted 

through a diversity of channels or fora representing only a partial cross-section of the 

network’s membership. The role remains strong, however, as a result of the formality and 

organisation of these channels. This likewise means that other actors reliant on formal and 

structured partnerships engage easily in pluricentric networks, particularly universities and 

other higher education or research organisations.  

The theoretical foundations of the pluricentric network model can be found in examples 

from the TIM and TKD literature that emphasise the importance of structured 

interorganisational ties over informal or social networks. Specifically, these include models 

like the regional innovation system (RIS) and the triple, quadruple, or quintuple helix 
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models. While very valuable, however, the focus of these approaches in empirical literature 

has overwhelmingly been on measuring innovation and development outcomes rather than 

development of governance strategies per se. This has meant that despite significant 

analytical and explanatory power they have been less successful at outlining practicable and 

broadly relevant strategies with which actors (states in particular) can influence outcomes 

of network collaboration. 

Tasmania’s viticulture and winemaking sector offers a good illustration of the pluricentric 

network configuration. Like the Antarctic sector, commercial viticulturists and winemakers 

in Tasmania are represented by an incorporated industry association but, unlike the 

Tasmanian Polar Network or the TAG advisory group, do not have a single common forum 

within which all relevant industrial actors are represented. Instead, both individual 

members and organisations with varying degrees of formality connect through numerous 

direct bilateral partnerships. The organisation of these relationships combines formal and 

highly-structured interorganisational connections at one level complemented by less formal 

and deeply socially-embedded interpersonal networks. While not as involved or centralised 

as in the Antarctic sector example, government and higher education and research actors 

are closely connected with the private sector in this network. In concert with both individual 

producers and Wine Tasmania, government contributes to the provision of technical, 

marketing, agribusiness, research, and training support activities. Many individual 

producers, as well as small regional groups of producers, and the state-wide industry 

association engage in numerous and wide-ranging formal research partnerships with the 

University of Tasmania and many also maintain strong training links with national or 

international partner vineyards and wineries. Not all network activity is formalised, 

however. Among the most valuable network resources for many private sector participants 

interviewed were informal and social ‘benchmarking’ groups who gather regularly for 

comparative tastings that help to inform individual producers’ pricing decisions and 

reinforce the unique stylistic, varietal, and ‘terroir’ characteristics associated with the state’s 

different wine regions.  

 

Diffuse Industry Networks 

The final category, diffuse industry networks, are characterised by a predominance of 

informal or interpersonal relationships enacted through a decentralised governance and 

resource-sharing architecture. The structure of this type of network reflects a shifting, 
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flexible constellation of connections between individuals and relatively unstructured 

organisations or associations as opposed to established, formal connections. As a result of 

this configuration, actors reliant on long-term stable and formal partnerships – particularly 

universities and other higher educations and research organisations – are typically less 

prominent and less influential. The diffuse network configuration exhibits the weakest 

metagovernance role of the three models. The theoretical background of the diffuse 

network is the firm-centric social or informal network orientation evident in perspectives 

like clusters, industrial districts, and Krugman’s ‘new economic geography’. These 

approaches, while incorporating a wide range of government, civic, and NGO actors 

alongside firms, have typically focussed on spillover, knowledge sharing, and scale 

externalities associated with physical co-location or industrial agglomeration. As a result, 

empirical literature from these paradigms has investigated connections between firms more 

extensively than those of other network actors. The diffuse industry network category aligns 

closely with these models’ emphasis on informality, social embeddedness, and a mode of 

organisations rooted in longstanding interpersonal connections. 

Tasmania’s shipbuilding, naval defence, and broader maritime industry network is an 

example of the diffuse model. Private industry players in this network do have 

representation through industry bodies or business associations, but the format of these 

groups is typically relatively informal. For example, the most prominent of these groups, the 

Tasmania Maritime Network (TMN), is an unincorporated and volunteer-run organisation 

whose primary utility was described by members as hosting social or networking events 

(participant interviews 2019, 2020). Where other groups exist, such as the Tasmanian 

chapter of the Australian Industry and Defence Network (AIDN-Tas), they are likewise 

relatively informal. In place of the inter-organisational linkages prominent in the other two 

case study industry networks, members of the Tasmanian maritime industry relate to one 

another primarily by longstanding, socially-embedded interpersonal ties.  

This sector also exhibited a clearer cleavage than the other case studies between the 

cultures and institutions of public and private sector network activity. Where both the 

Antarctic and viticulture/winemaking networks evinced a strong sense of shared purpose 

between different network actors, and a developed understanding of one another’s 

complimentary roles and contributions, several private sector actors in the maritime sector 

expressed a level of scepticism regarding the contributions of government to their network. 

This lack of understanding between some (though certainly not all) private sector actors and 
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government compounds the challenges posed by already-thin institutional linkages within a 

diffuse network as seen in the maritime sector. 

As a result of this network’s decentralised configuration, and the relatively disjointed mode 

of its institutional connections, the role of civic actors and universities or research and 

higher education institutions is likewise limited in this network compared with its peers.15 

Moreover, as chapter five explained, the lack of organisation between different areas or 

specialisations within the private sector is mirrored within government. The teams, 

agencies, and divisions within the Department of State Growth and DPIPWE whose 

responsibilities involve engaging with this sector lack a formal mechanism for coordination, 

leading some participants from the public sector to emphasise the need for a separate 

maritime division that could coordinate their currently disparate efforts. These public sector 

interviewees also noted the relative difficulty of engaging effectively with Tasmania’s 

maritime sector relative to other industrial areas, emphasising in particular its decentralised 

and somewhat casual industry association as a key factor. 

 

Normative Concerns and Critical Theory 

One of the more significant deficiencies in literature relevant to this project identified in 

chapter one was the often-uneasy relationship between theories of innovative, knowledge 

intensive, network driven development and a variety of normative concerns. The integration 

of insights from feminist and critical theory approaches to the distribution of power in 

industry networks is high on that list. The critical and axiological issues most relevant to the 

cases and theory presented in this thesis can be grouped into two categories. The first area 

of normative concern has received the more thorough (though hardly exhaustive) treatment 

in existing scholarship of the two discussed here. This area relates to ‘socioecological’ issues, 

or the interactions between industrial networks and the natural environment (Healy and 

Morgan 2012). These issues are addressed in the context of more recent theoretical 

refinements to “helical” models of industrial network activity (see Carayannis et al. 2018). 

The second part relates to issues of gender, and the impacts of gendered structures of 

power on equity, access, transparency, and accountability within regional industry 

networks. Issues of class and race are equally important and similarly underrepresented in 

 
15 The aluminium welding college operated by TasTAFE is one important exception. This institution, established 
expressly to meet the highly-specialised labour force needs of the emerging industry, retains strong links with 
a number of local businesses in order to operate training and apprenticeship programs. 
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this literature, though some notable efforts have been made (see Chapter 3 for discussion 

and examples). The evidence gathered in this project, however, related most strongly to 

socioecological and gender diversity issues. For this reason, these latter concerns are the 

focus of this chapter but race and class issues remain important avenues for further 

research. 

  

Environment, Sustainability, and Socioecological Perspectives on Development 

The first major area in which normative concerns are underrepresented in TIM and TKD 

literature relates to the incorporation of environmental or ecological issues in network 

theories of regional economic development. While this area has received greater academic 

attention than gender or feminist approaches, important questions nonetheless remain. 

Healy and Morgan, writing in 2012, argued that concern with “the nature of growth [in 

addition to] the rate of growth” was underlining the emergence of “sustainability as a new 

developmental meta-narrative” (p. 1048, emphasis in original). These authors suggested 

that evidence of an emerging ecological turn, driven primarily by climate change, could be 

seen in the embrace of a broader array of developmental priorities related to conservation, 

ecological sustainability, and reducing the carbon intensity of modern economies. In the 

years since this so-called ecological turn in TIM and TKD research, some other theoretical 

perspectives have likewise taken up an array of socioecological concerns. The approach with 

the greatest relevance to regional industry networks of the kind studied here is the most 

recent iteration of the various ‘helical’ models of network interaction in regional economic 

development and the broader social and environmental implications of such development. 

The first of these models, the triple helix, emerged in the mid-1990s and dealt with the 

complementary roles played by states, firms, and universities or higher education and 

research institutions in knowledge production and innovation processes. While the focus of 

these approaches has since become more explicitly regional or place-based, it was initially 

proposed as a complement to theoretical work on national systems of innovation (NSI). Its 

first iteration aimed to explain how processes of knowledge generation, technological 

change, and research and development had become distributed across the increasingly 

institutionally-interdependent domains of universities, governments, and firms rather than 

being the province of any one sphere in isolation (Leydesdorff and Etzkowitz 1996). The 

fourth strand – community or civil society, media, and culture – was added to the mix by 

Carayannis and Campbell to make a quadruple helix (2009). Finally, in recent years, these 
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four domains have been expanded once again to take account of “socioecological 

interactions” of industry, government, universities, and communities with the natural 

environment (Carayannis and Rakhmatullin 2014, see also Figure 7 below).  

While the family of helical theories deals primarily with innovation and knowledge 

production systems, they nevertheless offer some useful perspectives on the types of 

governance and institutional questions posed by this thesis. Moreover, the most recent 

version’s incorporation of broader environmental interactions with these processes 

represent a valuable contribution to conversations about sustainability and socioecological 

interactions within regional industry networks. This project’s case study industries offer 

interesting insights into the complex incorporation of competing development values 

relating to sustainability and conservation. Moreover, and as outlined in the Quintuple Helix 

approach, they are also all examples of how unique natural environmental features can 

become inseparably intertwined within each case’s industrial development pathway. One 

facet of these issues that remains under-represented in existing theory concerns the ways 

that ecological sustainability values and environmental interaction vary widely between 

industrial contexts and are often also subject to conflicting interpretation within those 

contexts. The introduction of socioecological concerns into the broader suite of values 

associated with economic development shines light on some contested, multi-faceted 

aspects of industrial activity and its networked organisation.  

Figure 7: Diagram representing 'Quintuple Helix' interaction between government, firms, academia, society, 
and the natural environment in knowledge production (Rosenlund 2017, p. 29). 
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The industrial networks investigated in this project offer several examples of these complex 

interactions and normative contests. The first, and clearest, way in which socioecological 

factors have influenced, and indeed continue to shape, development pathways in this 

project’s case studies concerns the impacts of global climate change. Of this research’s case 

studies, temperature increases associated with atmospheric carbon pollution have had the 

greatest effect on the Antarctic and viticulture and winemaking industries. However, as 

suggested above, these influences are complex and conflicted. Many participants from 

Tasmania’s viticulture and winemaking industries noted in interviews that changing patterns 

of rainfall, rising temperatures, and especially more frequent and severe bushfire events do 

pose significant challenges to which their industry needed to quickly adapt. However, most 

also believed that climate change had significantly benefited their industry, with earlier fruit 

ripening and lower frost risk the main advantages.  

Warmer autumn and summer temperatures have also enabled viticulturists to grow an 

increasing diversity of varietals and clones while simultaneously improving upon the quality 

of existing mainstays. One participant suggested, for example, that  

a lot of the first generation of Tassie winemakers had to make Cabernet Sauvignon because 

that’s what the public wanted to drink. But in all honesty, there is just no way Tasmanian 

Cabernet from the 1970s could have been any good. And yet nowadays, we produce 

excellent Cabernet and even Shiraz, and we largely have global warming to thank for that 

(participant interview 2020). 

Another noted, in this vein, that 

The future is brighter here than for most regions because we're starting off at the cooler end 

of the spectrum. So we've got room to move. We'll have to change varieties eventually, and 

do things differently in the fullness of time, but we're lucky to be starting at the cooler end of 

the spectrum and getting warmer actually (participant interview 2019). 

These examples mirror a strong theme that emerged consistently among interviews from 

this industry that while growing wine grapes had been a significant challenge initially due to 

the state’s marginal climate, warming temperatures had thus far been a positive for the 

industry. In the Antarctic industry cluster, however, climate change is clearly an existential 

threat not merely to the industry but to the highly sensitive wilderness environment around 

which it is built. Much of that industry’s work has also been shaped by the task of measuring 

and studying the impacts of climate change globally, interconnecting the dynamic processes 

of industrial development and climate change in ways very similar to the pathways 

described by the Quintuple Helix theoretical approach. 
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The second area in which socioecological value conflicts have emerged in this thesis’s case 

study industries relates to issues of sustainability and conservation, and specifically to their 

implications for industries’ social license to operate (SLO). This issue was clearest in the 

maritime and wine industry case studies. As discussed in chapter 5, SLO issues in the 

maritime cluster primarily concerned the industry’s diversification into more contested 

naval defence and aquaculture applications. Social license issues presented a dilemma for a 

number of participants interviewed from this network, as many believed their industry’s 

political valence had formerly been mostly positive overall with innovative light shipbuilding 

in particular regularly held up as a success story for innovative Tasmanian manufacturing in 

a broader context of sectoral decline (participants interviews 2019, 2020). Expansion and 

diversification into fin-fish aquaculture brought a number of maritime firms into an industry 

facing significant SLO challenges following highly-publicised media and political scrutiny 

(Cullen-Knox et al. 2019). These issues were also contested within the network, however. 

Some members interviewed expressed deep anxiety over potential environmental impacts 

associated with the increasing pace of industrial activity in sensitive marine environments, 

while others rejected such concerns entirely (participant interviews 2019, 2020).  

Finally, and in addition to the practical impacts outlined above, features of Tasmania’s 

natural environment, climate, geology, and geography exert a significant ideational 

influence over the industries and network structures explored in this research. The clearest 

area of thematic agreement between case studies in this regard related to participants’ 

ideas about the impact of Tasmania’s geography and issues associated with its being an 

island. Many interviewees, across all case industries, expressed versions of the idea that 

their very southerly and remote island location was a key driver of collaboration, trust, and 

reciprocity in their networks. In other words, a shared feeling of relative isolation or 

peripherality was interpreted by participants as putting a premium value on unity and 

cohesion. This interpretation was strongest among members of the Antarctic industry 

cluster, most of whom had spent significant periods of time working at Australian Antarctic 

research stations where isolation and distance are particularly acute.  

 

Gender and Gendered Power Structures in Regional Industry Networks 

Issues of gender and the impacts of gendered structures of power have emerged as 

important themes at several levels of this project. For a start, in federal, state, and local 

government alike, the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic has spurred an important debate about 
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the broader impacts on society of how economic development, stimulus, support, or 

structural adjustment policy programs are targeted. More specifically, the context of the 

pandemic has led to a broader re-examination of the economic value and job creation 

potential of government support across different industries. Job losses arising from 

economic shutdowns associated with COVID-19 have disproportionately impacted lower-

paid casual and insecure work. These impacts have been particularly acute in the tourism, 

arts, culture and recreation, and accommodation and food services sectors (Amour et al. 

2020). Women are overrepresented in these industries and in temporary or casual 

categories of employment, leading to a disproportionately severe impact on female 

workers. The immediate effects of the pandemic in Australia saw employment among 

women contract by 7.4% between February and May compared with 5.6% for men, with a 

similar gender disparity in the participation rate (down 3.5% for women and 2.7% for men, 

see Hill 2020, p. 2, Australian Bureau of Statistics 2020a). In addition to these direct impacts, 

the increase in caring responsibilities and unpaid domestic labour associated with 

restrictions like the closure of schools have likewise fallen disproportionately upon women 

(Wenham, Smith, and Morgan 2020). In spite of the gender disparity evident in the 

pandemic’s impacts, however, economic policy responses to it at the federal, state, and 

local levels around the country have been critiqued for focussing their attention on 

industries that disproportionately employ men (Hill 2020, Richardson and Denniss 2020, 

Albanese 2020).  

Whether or not such critiques are fair or accurate is not the focus of this thesis. The relevant 

point is rather that they have initiated a conversation about how gendered power structures 

shape societal perceptions of the dynamism, value, wealth creation, and employment 

potential of different types of work, and different types of workers. The questions raised in 

this debate are of vital importance to the design of policy supports, like those discussed in 

this thesis, that target innovative or knowledge-intensive regional economic development 

enacted through regional industry networks. For the cases studied in this thesis, analysis 

through the lens of gender and gendered impacts of power or discourse can be applied in 

three ways: first, to the composition and distribution of power in regional industry 

networks; second, to the relative perception of different industries’ contributions to society; 

and third, to the broader aims and purpose of economic development. 

Concerning this first point, ideas about gendered power structures and discourse shed light 

on important questions about how industrial network activity is organised. This thesis has 

argued that the different ways in which networks are configured has implications for the 
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relative power of different actors operating within them. It has also argued that power 

structures and actor configurations in these networks are deeply institutionalised and 

therefore relatively slow to evolve, meaning that the power of privileged actors can become 

subject to institutional lock-in. These impacts have clear gender dimensions. The types of 

relational structures lionised in some areas of TIM and TKD literature, especially those 

organised by informal and interpersonal relationships, can have the unfavourable effect of 

marginalising or even excluding actors not already embedded or powerful within those 

networks. Research on regional innovation systems and economic development in Sweden, 

for example, has found that networks organised primarily by informal structures of 

longstanding interpersonal relationships can ossify into ‘clubs’ that entrench power 

disparities, limit access, and exclude already peripheral or marginalised voices. In their case 

study, an older manufacturing and heavy industry cluster, these authors found that informal 

structures like personal social relationships, family relationships, and place-bound social 

capital were having the adverse effect of limiting network access and influence to actors 

who already enjoyed positions of power within them (Forsberg and Lindgren 2013, p. 375-

376). Due to the nature and history of the industrial setting they investigated, the actors 

found to enjoy this stubbornly entrenched power within informal industry networks were 

overwhelmingly male. This means that while networks are frequently portrayed as an 

organisational model that can open the floor to diverse participants or encourage new 

ideas, Forsberg and Lindgren’s research instead encountered informal networks acting as 

barriers that “[reproduced] traditional power structures and male dominance” (2013, p. 

368).  

The organisational dynamics described by Forsberg and Lindgren were also observed in this 

project, most obviously in the maritime industry case study. Gender disparity in Tasmania’s 

maritime manufacturing and shipbuilding cluster presented initially as a methodological and 

sampling problem; few women were identified in the initial process of constructing a 

purposive sample of interviewees, especially from the private sector. The patterns of 

referral following interviews with private sector participants supported an interpretation of 

this network’s informal organisational structures as being male dominated or, to adopt 

Forsberg and Lindgren’s term, “homosocial” (2013, p. 374). As discussed in chapter three, a 

‘snowball’ sampling method was used following the initial purposive identification of 

interviewees. This means that each participant was asked to suggest other interviewees 

who that respondent believed were important or influential members of their network 

whose involvement would add value to the project. These suggestions were recorded and 
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used not only for contacting additional participants but also as an informal tool for making 

assessments of different actors’ centrality within the groups studied. In other words, an 

individual suggested by all participants interviewed was deemed likely to be a central, 

influential actor within that network. While the viticulture and winemaking network yielded 

near-parity in the gender of suggested interviewees, and Antarctic industry interviewee 

referrals were majority male but not very far behind, maritime cluster participants 

suggested female interviewees at a rate only slightly higher than one-in-ten (see Figure 8 ). 

The perspectives offered by female participants in the maritime industry network largely 

reinforce the picture painted by the above data from the sampling process. For instance, 

one of these interviewees noted of the often-gendered contexts in which many of their 

network interactions took place that 

…it’s also very male – it’s always been very male but that masculine culture feels very 

strong these days. That’s something I notice at meetings and in discussions. It’s always been 

male dominated because it’s a male-dominated industry, and I don’t know that the 

numbers have really changed, but the culture does now feel a bit more like a boys’ club 

(participant interview 2019).  

The experiences of this participant and others, combined with the gender make-up both of 

the industry at large and of its prominent leaders, accord with arguments like those made 

by Forsberg and Lindgren about the potential adverse consequences of networks organised 

predominantly around informal relationships. The structure of Tasmania’s maritime industry 

network, as discussed at greater length in the next chapter, makes it a strong example of 

these impacts. Members of this group are typically not bound together by highly structured 

formal partnerships or broad, representative organisations. Rather, they are connected by 

longstanding and deeply socially embedded interpersonal connections. While these 

Figure 8: Breakdown by case and sex of individuals suggested or referred by interviewees in the snowball 
sampling process. As discussed above, only 12% of referrals from interviews with members of the maritime 

industry network recommended female participants. 10-15 individuals were interviewed per case study (a small 
number provided data for two cases) with most recommending between three and six further participants. 
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relationships have undeniably facilitated trust and reciprocity among individual members, 

and have enabled unencumbered sharing of information and resources as predicted by TIM 

and TKD theories of informal and social network relations, they are not without 

consequences in this example. In other words, the predominance of these relationships 

within an industry that has been historically male-dominated, and which still employs 

mostly men, constitute a form of social capital that has created high barriers to entry for 

marginalised or peripheral network actors.  

The persistent influence of these types of gendered power structures is not only important 

for the configuration of regional industry networks. The second important role of gender 

discussed here concerns the ways in which these ideas also have broader implications for 

regional economic development policy and industry support or stimulus programs. 

Perceptions about the relative value and contribution of different parts of economies are 

socially constructed and have historically reflected broader social biases towards male-

dominated industries. The result of these implicit, gendered predispositions towards 

‘productive’ industries such as manufacturing, agriculture, or construction is that their 

status as choice targets for economic development support or stimulus may not always 

reflect their relative economic multiplier effects or prospects for employment generation 

(Richardson and Denniss 2020, p. 7-10). Forsberg and Lindgren argue, in this vein, that 

the economy has a gendered bias in which (male-dominated) productive businesses are 

understood as innovative [and] vibrant, whereas the part of the economy that has 

historically been female dominated, such as reproductive and health care activities, tends to 

be seen as less profitable and more economically burdensome … Furthermore [in opaque or 

inaccessible male-dominated informal networks] it is more difficult to discover the implicit, 

gendered assumptions that are guiding policies and plans (2013, p. 379). 

At the very least, research and policy responses to regional economic disparity or industrial 

support should be aware of the potentially distorting impacts of gendered structures of 

power both between and within different sectors of modern economies in order not to 

unwittingly reproduce or perpetuate them. 

Finally, discursive and normative factors associated with gender impact broader societal 

ideas about the purpose and value of economic development, and of different sectors of 

economies. Other research has investigated this issue in relation to Antarctic industry in 

Tasmania, and this project’s interviews add further weight to existing evidence. The primary 

argument here is that friction between economic exploitation and environmental 

conservation or sustainability inherent in Antarctic industry has a distinctly gendered 
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dimension. Survey research conducted in ‘Antarctic gateway’ cities, including Hobart, by 

Salazar et al as part of the Antarctic Cities Project investigated the values men and women 

associated with their regions’ connections to Antarctica and the Southern Ocean. These 

authors reported that female respondents were considerably more likely to feel “fairly/very 

responsible for Antarctica’s future” than male respondents (61.9% compared with 49.9%), 

and also to believe that Antarctica was “fairly/very important to their city’s identity” (75.6% 

compared with 66.8%). Moreover, in answer to questions about the impact of their city’s 

role as an ‘Antarctic gateway’, female respondents overwhelmingly offered explanations 

related to conservation (“it drives us to take care of the environment”), where male 

respondents instead favoured economic motivations, such as “it generates more jobs” or “it 

attracts more tourists” (Salazar et al. 2020).  

As discussed briefly in chapter 4, similar tensions were observed in some interviews for this 

thesis. Alongside economic and sustainability concerns, however, participants noted 

geopolitical contestation over Antarctic resources and territory as a third, emerging source 

of dissonance in perceptions about the values of Antarctic industry. Numerous participants 

linked these normative concerns to ideas about gender. The CEO of one organisation active 

in the Tasmanian Polar Network, for example, characterised some of the industry’s 

investment priorities and the geopolitical implications of elements of its strategic planning 

in explicitly gendered terms: 

It’s defence and boats and that sort of thing rather than science and conservation. I don’t 

know. Maybe that’s just from me being a bit on the outside and maybe when I was more 

involved I didn’t feel like that, but it’s interesting nonetheless. I think that I would say that 

about the AAD too – there’s been a really masculine emphasis and change because of 

differences in policy recently (participant interview 2019). 

Another reason these concerns are especially relevant to the context of Antarctica, both 

industrially and ideationally, is that the continent has itself been a highly masculinised space 

throughout much of the history of human interactions with it. Antarctica’s extreme, 

dangerous, wilderness environment has contributed historically to the development of 

‘heroic’ or frontier-type attitudes to its exploration that were long deployed as justifications 

to exclude female visitors. No woman set foot inside an Australian Antarctic station until the 

early-1960s, for example, and widespread resistance to the idea of women becoming 

normal or regular members of expeditionary parties persisted long after that time. 

Green has described Antarctica as “the twentieth century’s prime site for boys’ own 

adventures”, from which polar explorers emerged as “icons of manliness” (2011, p. 360). 
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The slow process of opening this previously highly-gendered space to more diverse 

participation was challenged at every stage: 

There was resistance to women visiting Antarctica, and then there was resistance to women 

wintering, and then there was resistance to women getting beyond the coastline and 

working in the interior. The last male bastion was continually rebuilt and defended. The 

media reported the arrival of women on the ice as ‘invasions’ and ‘incursions’ (Green 2011, 

p. 360-361). 

Arguments presented earlier in this chapter about path dependence and the ways in which 

industries’ institutional inheritances subtly shape emergent ideas and practices would 

suggest that this historical context is important to understanding the ways that gender still 

matters in this project’s case studies. Interviews conducted in the course of this research, 

including those quoted from above, suggest that at least some participants in these 

industries feel strongly that these historical legacies do indeed continue to impact upon 

interactions within their present-day networks. 

 

Conclusions 

Literature on the family of territorial innovation models and theory of territorial knowledge 

dynamics, as argued in chapter one, has generally under-represented normative concerns, 

critical theory, and the axiological implications of knowledge-intensive development. This 

gap is to the scholarship’s disadvantage, as closer to attention to this literature’s normative 

issues generates not just criticism but concrete strategies for improving the transparency, 

accountability, democracy, and overall effectiveness of crucial regional industry network 

functions. Importantly, more thorough incorporation of questions about power, gender, or 

sustainability add to existing understandings of concepts like lock-in, embeddedness, 

adaptive capacity, and the roles played within networks by social capital. If the desirability 

of dense, collaborative industry networks stems from their capacity for incorporating novel 

ideas or brining diverse perspectives to bear on policy or strategic issues, it follows that 

deeper interrogation of their normative issues is crucial to ensuring that they are able to do 

so. The concerns discussed here – regarding impacts of gendered network power structures, 

incorporation of marginalised or peripheral voices, and issues related to networks’ 

socioecological interactions – lead to several such insights. 

The first area of normative concern relevant to this project is the relationships of industries 

and industrial networks with various environmental factors. Place, not just as a context for 
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industrial activity but more fundamentally as an idea, has been comparable to institutional 

factors as a force shaping the agency of individuals and the path dependence of groups of 

actors. The impacts of place and institutions are in this sense more than just discrete or 

even complementary effects, but rather should be seen as inseparably connected and 

interdependent influences that cannot meaningfully be considered in isolation. Given the 

strong ideational (let alone structural) influence of place on development and the 

configuration of industrial networks, it is argued here that greater attention needs to be 

paid to the kinds of socioecological interactions outlined by theories like the quintuple helix 

approach. The context of a rapidly changing climate makes these concerns all the more 

pressing. As argued here though, the effects of this type of change are complex, diverse, and 

contested.  

The second issue is the under-researched gender implications of different ways in which 

industry networks are organised and configured. Existing research has shown that networks 

organised around personal relationships and informal social ties can have the adverse 

impact of perpetuating gendered structures of power, especially in already male-dominated 

industries (Forsberg and Lindgren 2013). The case studies investigated for this research 

provide further strong support for those findings. Tasmania’s maritime industry network, in 

particular, is a striking example of the gendered impacts that informal network 

configuration can have in male-dominated industries. The heavy reliance upon close and 

longstanding interpersonal ties structuring interaction in this industry reproduces and 

embeds a distribution of network power and influence that has created high barriers to 

entry for sidelined or marginalised voices. 

This example also sheds light on existing theories concerning network intangible assets and 

the impacts (both positive and potentially limiting) of social capital. Concepts like lock-in 

have provided valuable insight into how certain structures or attributes can make networks 

more or less responsive to innovation and change. Grabher, an early theorist of the concept 

of lock-in, wrote specifically about the ways in which networks organised around deep social 

connections, trust, and reciprocity can have this impact, describing an associated resistance 

to novel contributions as the “weakness of strong ties” or “the ties that blind”. Grabher 

argued that “personal ties of long standing” were liable to ossify into a kind of “groupthink”, 

perpetuated by continual social reinforcement within tightknit groups of actors and 

resulting ultimately in “cognitive lock-in” (Grabher 1993b, p. 262-263). This process can 

eventually trap individual actors or industries into a closed loop, impregnable to adaptation, 

innovation, or new entrants, to the ultimate detriment both of that particular group or 
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network and of regional economies at large. Numerous efforts at empirical substantiation 

have applied this concept to other practical examples of industry networks dominated by 

dense social ties, finding significant impacts of cognitive, technological, or systemic lock-in 

on regional resilience (Crespo, Suire, and Vicente 2014), path creation/dependence (Dawley 

2014, Evenhuis 2017), and innovation performance (Padula 2008, Crescenzi, Gagliardi, and 

Percoco 2013). To date, however, this research has concentrated almost exclusively on 

factors associated with knowledge production, such as how strong social ties within closed 

groups can be “associated with the exchange of redundant knowledge” (ibid 2013, p. 923) 

or “[weaken] the ability of clusters to combine market exploitation and absorption of fresh 

and new ideas” (Crespo, Suire, and Vicente 2014, p. 216). 

While the focus of academic attention has been on how it can limit innovation or stifle 

technological change, lock-in as a constraining form of social capital is equally applicable to 

explaining how gendered power relationships can become entrenched in networks. 

Applying the concept of lock-in to the configuration and constellation of regional industry 

networks through a feminist theoretical lens is certainly illustrative in this case. Moreover, 

the institutionalisation of a network structure that privileges certain voices over others on 

the basis of historical male dominance is likely to entrench the other negative consequences 

of cognitive lock-in too. In other words, if the effect of gendered cognitive lock-in is to 

exclude a diverse array and voices or resist broader social changes, it stands to reason that 

the same network structure would constrain innovation in other areas of its operation. For 

these reasons, it is argued here that the ossification of groups organised predominantly by 

informal social relations into structures that reproduce gendered power imbalances in 

industry networks should be understood not merely as a separate but rather as an 

additional consequence of cognitive lock-in. In addition to this theoretical contribution, 

conceiving of gendered power relations in socially-embedded networks as a form of lock-in 

has obvious governance implications in this example.  

The previous chapter identified the use of non-financial leadership or expertise resources 

targeting improvements in the accountability, access, and transparency of industry 

networks as the least active metagovernance role observed in the case study networks. 

Existing research has indicated that this type of governance role can increase the 

accessibility of networks to formerly-excluded voices, improving democracy and 

accountability outcomes. Clapp et al, for example, have argued convincingly that even in 

industry relationships fraught with disagreement and long-term conflict, state actors are 

uniquely positioned to promote network negotiation, deliberation, and resource sharing 
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structures that enhance the visibility and power of formerly-peripheral interests (2016). 

Transparent, formal structures within which the conferring of power follows clear and 

accountable democratic pathways should, according to this perspective, improve issues 

associated with representation and accessibility for actors without longstanding, informal 

network power. If the value of regional industry networks lies in their capacity to bridge 

different actor domains, spur innovation, and represent diverse perspectives on common 

industrial issues, addressing accessibility and democracy deficits such as those associated 

with gender and power in this research’s maritime case study can only enhance their 

effectiveness. The state has disproportionate power to influence these organisational 

structures in ways that promote equality of access and representation but, at least in the 

cases investigated for this research, does not always utilise this important metagovernance 

role effectively. 
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Conclusions 

 

 

 

Economic development policy supporting high quality institutional infrastructure, leveraging 

location externalities, and facilitating effective resource and knowledge exchange is vital to 

the future of specialised high-wage industry clusters in rural and regional Australia. Ongoing 

industrial restructuring, globalisation, and other economic changes have made these types 

of intangible assets more valuable than ever as traditional manufacturing, primary 

industries, and agricultural employment in these regions continues to decline. The challenge 

is particularly acute in Tasmania, whose formerly dominant manufacturing and forestry 

sectors have steadily been superseded by various service industries, administration, and 

healthcare and social assistance. This transition has several important implications for 

economic development in the state.  

First of all, as the ongoing COVID-19 crisis has illustrated, an increasing dependence on 

sectors of the economy that are particularly vulnerable to exogenous shocks or cyclical 

downturns carries high risks. Not only are tourism, accommodation, arts and recreation, and 

other service industries often among the first to feel the effects of economic shocks, they 

also disproportionately employ seasonal, casual, or contract labour, which magnifies the 

impacts of any downturn. Second, the changing face of Tasmanian employment has 

exacerbated spatial or regional disparities. Where mining, agriculture, forestry, and pulp and 

paper milling supported large numbers of high-paying jobs in rural and regional areas of the 

state, today’s growth industries are concentrated in Tasmania’s urban centres. Third, the 

state’s ongoing economic transition, combined with its changing demography, have 

increased the proportion of public sector activity in Tasmania’s economic mix (Denny 2017). 

Tasmania’s highly decentralised population and ageing demographic profile have placed 

significant pressure on essential service provision and contributed to the continued 

expansion of its public sector relative to private industry. 

Managing this transition poses serious challenges not just for government but for all 

involved, including universities and the broader higher education and research sector, civic 

or non-government actors, place leaders, communities, and industries themselves. It 

requires these actors to think differently about what forms policy intervention or support 
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ought to take, and what they should aim to achieve. Even more importantly, it requires the 

use of a novel repertoire of governance tools and the deployment of different resources to 

achieve the desired outcomes. Finally, it requires targeting niche, innovative, wealth-

generating, traded industries that benefit disproportionately from agglomeration or location 

externalities and have the potential to support more private sector employment in rural and 

regional parts of Tasmania. 

With these things in mind, this project set out to investigate the institutional foundations of 

the networks structuring three key Tasmanian industries; study the impacts of how those 

industry networks are organised; and clarify the role of government in their development 

and management. Using data from interviews with key public, private, and civic sector 

actors, it has presented three in-depth case studies of industries whose further growth and 

diversification may provide a viable model for future networked, innovative regional 

economic development in Tasmania. The research and analysis undertaken has generated 

findings across four key theme areas, providing novel and timely insights into the 

institutionalisation, development, management, and oversight of these regional industry 

networks. This short concluding chapter summarises the project’s findings and highlights 

their implications for theory and governance. Prior to outlining this thesis’s contributions, 

however, the chapter begins with a brief overview of some of the key theoretical 

developments that have provided context for the present research. 

The body of theory that informed this project has developed considerably over recent 

decades, and it was argued early in this thesis that its evolution has proceeded along three 

key pathways. The first of these concerns the scope at which TKD and TIM theoretical work 

in regional studies has been applied, as well as the actors receiving the greatest attention. 

Having been dominated for a long period by firm-centric models measuring attributes like 

innovation performance or patent citations, attention has shifted markedly towards 

networked, structural or systemic conceptions incorporating wide, diverse webs of actors. 

The second trend has been a progression from ideas about factors proportions, economies 

of scale, and spin-off diversification towards more holistic and institutional conceptions of 

the factors driving regional economic development.  

Where earlier literature had focussed on trying to highlight the economic value of 

agglomeration to individual firms in the context of contemporary understandings of regional 

economic disparity, scholars soon recognised that agglomeration and industrial clustering 

also created intangible assets, untraded interdependencies, and other more institutional 
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location externalities. This recognition itself developed, eventually, into more compelling 

explanations of the forces driving industrial co-location. The third key trend is a progression 

of scale. Scholarship has gradually evolved from emphasising more or less universal 

explanations of economic development (such as the neo-liberal ‘Washington Consensus’), to 

national or multi-country approaches (national systems of innovation, for example), to 

regional and local approaches (like clusters, RIS, learning regions, and so on).  

The logical progression of these three trends – and the focus of this research – has been 

towards context sensitive, place-based explanations of the development of institutional or 

intangible location externalities, especially in less economically central places. This approach 

raises several obvious questions that have guided recent research, including this project. For 

instance, who are the actors in these networks, and how are relationships between 

members structured? Who, if anyone, should be in charge of governing or managing them? 

Also, how do they form and how do they change over time? These important issues 

regarding industrial networks’ membership or composition, governance, evolution, 

institutionalisation, and change over time are the subject of this project’s concluding 

remarks. The research’s key findings and their implications for theory and governance are 

presented below, grouped according to the three research questions outlined in the thesis’s 

introductory chapter. Finally, this conclusion’s closing comments offer a brief commentary 

on normative and axiological issues relevant to both this project and its broader research 

agenda. 

 

Research question 1: How have cultural, historical, and institutional factors shaped economic 

development in key Tasmanian industry agglomerations? 

This project has explored the processes and pathways via which institutional factors 

influence development outcomes. The question of how networks’ institutional attributes, 

especially informal or sociological institutions, impact outcomes is a challenging one, as 

these institutions simultaneously shape and respond to the agency of their constituent 

actors. As Sotarauta has observed, these types of institutional effects are complex as “actors 

act on them without being blind followers, but not being fully autonomous actors either” 

(2017, p. 589). Reflecting this complexity, this thesis has argued that institutional factors 

should be understood as secondary, though crucial, impacts on regional economic 

development outcomes. In contrast to research aiming to identify direct impacts of a 

region’s “institutional environment” and compare these against structural factors, the cases 



206 
 

studied here point to a more complicated process involving regions’ “institutional 

arrangements” (Rodríguez-Pose 2013). Rather than trying to explain outcomes with 

reference to the mere presence or absence of specific institutions, this approach focusses 

on ways that certain institutional factors can “represent barriers to the efficacy of other 

factors influencing economic development” (Rodríguez-Pose 2013, p. 1034). This 

understanding of the impacts of institutional factors is particularly valuable for its ability to 

explain how similar institutional environments in different places may be associated with 

quite different outcomes.  

The clearest influence observed in the three case studies was not on development 

outcomes directly, but rather on the organisation and culture of industrial networks. In turn, 

however, and as discussed in chapters 1 and 2, existing literature clearly links many of these 

organisational and relational factors with a range of important subsequent impacts upon 

innovation, knowledge and resource sharing, governance, and influence over policy and 

strategic planning, among other things. The impact of institutional factors observed here 

cam therefore be understood as one of mediation, wherein actors’ ideas, relationships, 

culture, and experiences influence network structures and vice versa. For this reason, the 

organisation, constellations of actor influence, and configuration of regional industry 

networks should be considered an important and impactful feature of a regions’ 

institutional arrangements. In this research’s case studies, evidence also supported the 

interpretation of these mediation impacts as being highly path dependent, with actors’ 

choices and the associational structures through which they are enacted being continually 

shaped and re-shaped by influential past practices. 

In the cases studied for this project, several such institutional development influences were 

observed. As discussed in Chapter 7, evidence from these cases largely reinforces the 

‘layering, conversion, and recombination’ approach to the development of institutional 

features advocated by theorists such as Pike (2015) and Evenhuis (2017). The most 

significant institutional impacts on organisational characteristics of the industry networks 

observed in this project were strongly-rooted in the industries’ histories. The first concerns 

the legacies of early cultural features of these networks’ industry and business associations. 

The influence of the culture of Antarctic science and conservation over private sector actors’ 

attitudes to collaboration in the TPN is a good example of this effect, as is the impact of 

early migrant winemakers on attitudes to place representativeness and governance in that 

industry. This latter example also offers insight into the path-dependent processes by which 

these institutions evolve and become embodied within networks’ structures and social 
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capital. The industry’s troubled early interactions with government led members towards a 

highly-organised, independent associational structure and a culture sceptical of outside 

intervention that positioned later generations to view full-throated government support for 

the industry’s further development with caution.  

  

Research question 2: How do the configurations and associational architecture of these 

agglomerations’ industrial networks influence economic development and governance 

outcomes? 

The way that networks are organised has several important implications for how they 

operate. Specifically, a regional industry network’s configuration is a key factor in 

determining actors’ access to several important institutional or intangible location 

externalities. In the case study industries investigated for this thesis, a spectrum of different 

configurations was observed. These range from highly organised, structured networks 

wherein actors are connected by formal linkages or partnerships to deeply socially 

embedded interpersonal networks built on longstanding, informal connections between 

actors. These features of a network’s associational architecture are key pillars of its social 

capital endowment and are a powerful force shaping the ways that actors share 

information, pool resources, advocate or lobby on behalf of their industries, and participate 

in strategic planning and policy development.  

Based this project’s case studies, the evidence suggests that more highly organised network 

structures translate to greater influence for individual members over policy, strategy, and 

development outcomes for their industries. The case of the Tasmanian Polar Network 

illustrates this point, and accords with other recent research into the importance of network 

structure in determining members’ influence over industry issues and initiatives, 

identification with a shared sense of strategic purpose, and access to valuable untraded 

interdependencies (Tomlinson and Branston 2018).  

A regional industry network’s configuration and institutionalisation also influence their 

receptiveness to new entrants and ideas. In other words, they are a significant factor in 

determining the vulnerability of networks to institutional or cognitive lock-in. This effect was 

especially pronounced in relation to networks’ gender diversity and inclusiveness. The 

project’s case studies reinforce the findings of a small body of existing work (notably 

Forsberg and Lindgren 2013, Clapp et al. 2016) arguing that networks whose membership is 
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diverse, formally-structured, transparent, and accountable are more effective at 

incorporating new market entrants and different ideas.  

On the other hand, networks dominated by longstanding informal or social connections can 

be in danger of ossifying into ‘club-like’ structures that resist change. Clusters in rural or 

regional areas are particularly vulnerable to this dynamic due to the smaller and more 

insular nature of industrial networks and communities in such places. Moreover, it is a 

particular problem in industries that have historically predominantly employed males, 

because the actor constellations that become entrenched in such networks are far more 

likely to be male-dominated and to reproduce gendered power structures. As discussed in 

the previous chapter, this issue is clear in comparison between the maritime industry cluster 

and the two other case studies. The former, structured predominantly by deeply-embedded 

social and interpersonal relationships, exhibited a high degree of gender asymmetry in its 

leadership.  

This imbalance was observed not only in the membership of the cluster’s organisations and 

the management of its firms, but more tellingly in members’ perceptions of which actors 

had influence or power as leaders within its broader network (see figure 9, previous 

chapter). Moreover, it was an aspect of the network’s organisation that was commented 

upon by numerous members. In the other two cases, by contrast, a large number of women 

occupied leading roles within networks organised to a greater degree of formality. This is 

not to say that a dense and vibrant network of social relationships was lacking in these 

examples, but rather that it was complemented by an overlay of stable, formal partnerships 

between accountable and transparently-structured organisations. This type of configuration 

clearly creates challenges for inclusion, transparency, and access, but it has ramifications for 

other network functions too. Most importantly, it creates a risk of institutional lock-in, and 

other research suggests that equity or gender diversity outcomes are unlikely to be the only 

consequence of such a problem. On the contrary, institutional or cognitive lock-in like that 

observed in this case study has been shown to also impact negatively upon innovation 

performance, resilience and adaptive capacity, and the absorption of ideas or information 

from other places (Crespo, Suire, and Vicente 2014, Evenhuis 2017, Rodríguez-Pose 2013). 

This issue is important because it highlights a troubling normative and theoretical tension in 

existing understandings of industry networks. This is because, on one hand, this thesis and 

other literature have argued that intangible assets like trust, voice, loyalty, reciprocity, 

untraded interdependencies, and the embeddedness of industrial actors within webs of 
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interpersonal relationships constitute a vitally important part of a regional industry 

network’s social capital endowment. These attributes lubricate the flow of important 

industrial and market information, enable the ready sharing of resources, galvanise 

collective action, foster a shared sense of group cohesion or identity, and lower transaction 

costs. On the other hand, the cases studied in this research show how these factors can also 

heighten the risk of institutional and cognitive lock-ins. Tasmania’s maritime industry clearly 

illustrates these challenges. While that cluster’s problems may merely be a case of ‘too 

much of a good thing’, it demonstrates unambiguously the inherent tensions involved in 

governing these network dynamics. Responding to these challenges, in answer to the next 

and final question guiding this research, requires state actors to embrace an innovative 

array of different roles and tools. 

 

Research question 3: How can government(s) contribute more effectively to the task of 

building adaptive capacity, optimising organisation, and promoting innovation within 

regional industry networks? 

As was argued in Chapter 7, the most appropriate way to understand the role of the state in 

the regional industry networks studied here is the conceptual framework of 

metagovernance, or the ‘governance of governance’. In place of hierarchical or market 

models, this approach positions government as one actor among many in distributed and 

heterarchical network governance arrangements. However, contrary to scholarship linking 

changing governance paradigms to a ‘hollowing out’, dispersal, or erosion of state capacity 

(Rhodes 2007, Clapp et al. 2016), the cases studied here affirm government’s pre-eminent 

role in the types of networks examined. Rather, evidence presented here accords closely 

with the state-centric relational approach of authors like Bell and Hindmoor (2009) and 

suggests, like Furmankiewicz et al (2014), that governments retain central responsibility for 

a broad range of network functions. This approach also draws attention to the wide 

repertoire of tools available to state metagovernors in charge of managing complex 

governance networks, highlighting some innovative roles that are under-utilised in this 

project’s case study industries.  

This finding has clear implications for policy makers involved in the governance not just of 

the three industries studied here, but of regional industry networks more broadly. 

Governments must be responsive to the fact that the influence of institutional factors on 

industry networks makes them diverse, elastic, and difficult structures to manage, and thus 
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a challenge to the organization of bureaucratic or administrative intervention. As discussed 

above, a central argument made by this thesis concerns the impacts of industrial network 

configuration on a range of different policy, strategy, social capital, development, and 

innovation outcomes. However, the data collected also point to a lack of government 

involvement in leading or influencing key features of network organisation. The ability of 

state actors to employ (non-financial) leadership and bureaucratic resources with the aim of 

increasing transparency, accountability, and formal linkages between organisations within 

industry networks remains under-utilised as a strategy for minimising risks of cognitive and 

institutional lock-in. It has also been shown elsewhere to be an effective strategy for 

enhancing the representation and influence of previously peripheral or marginalised actors 

(Clapp et al. 2016), suggesting that it ought to occupy a more central role in industrial 

network metagovernance.  

A further issue identified in this project is the need for government to be dynamic and 

flexible in response to changes in the organisation of industrial networks. The argument 

above that government must be proactive in using leadership or administrative resources to 

influence network configurations in ways that optimise their effectiveness applies equally to 

the organisation of the public sector. If governments are to play a leading metagovernance 

role within regional industry networks, they too must structure intervention and 

management approaches in ways that reflect and respond to the networks being governed. 

The problems associated with this issue was clearest in the case of the maritime industry 

network, wherein public and private sector participants alike lamented coordination and 

cohesion challenges baked into the structure of public agencies, divisions, teams, and 

strategic planning frameworks responsible for overseeing the industry. The shift to adopting 

a metagovernance role, and performing it effectively, therefore relies upon governments 

being able to organise intervention through structures that are more responsive to the 

network actor constellations with which they are engaging. With an eye to improving 

existing understandings of the governance implications of these issues, this thesis has also 

contributed the typology outlined in chapter 8, which incorporates empirical evidence from 

this research alongside extant theoretical approaches from policy network literature. 

Analysis of the empirical evidence used in the development of the typology would appear to 

suggest that diffuse configurations are the least effective mode of network organisation and 

while that may be true in this project’s case studies, it is not necessarily universally so. 

Extant literature provides other case study examples of networks organised predominantly 

by informal relationships that function perfectly well (for example Fu, Diez, and Schiller 
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2013) and, alternatively, of highly organised networks prone to over-regulation or sclerosis 

(for example Clapp et al. 2016, p. 256). The presence of counter-examples like these does 

not show that network configuration is unimportant, but on the contrary highlights the 

complexity and context-sensitivity of interactions between regions’ or industries’ 

institutional environments and their institutional arrangements (Rodríguez-Pose 2013). In 

any case, where problems associated with network configuration are observed, this 

research’s findings show that government can – and should – play a key role in leading 

organisational change and improving network coordination. The findings of this research 

stress the importance of governments’ use of their formidable non-financial resources 

(leadership, administrative and bureaucratic expertise) in pursuit of these outcomes. 

 

Normative and Axiological Issues, Future Research Directions 

Regional economic development – whether pursued through industrial support, stimulus, 

subsidy, grants, structural adjustment, or institutional interventions – confronts policy 

makers and communities with fraught choices between competing values. The approaches 

adopted and values privileged therefore cannot be considered in isolation from their effects 

upon the individuals, groups, ideas, and spaces or places that stand to lose or gain under 

different regimes. While the impacts of industrial network configuration on gender diversity 

and inclusion have already been discussed here, they are only two of several important 

normative or axiological concerns that remain under-represented in literature on clustered 

or knowledge- and technology-intensive development. Other important considerations 

include the impacts of economic development choices on spatial economic disparity and 

urban or regional segregation, potential marginalisation of less educated or lower skilled 

workers, and the values and identities of communities themselves. Different visions of 

economic development also have consequences for the environmental and ecological 

sustainability of cities and regions. This thesis’s final comments briefly discuss these issues 

and advocate their centrality to avenues for future research. 

The concern in this list that has been most thoroughly addressed in existing literature is that 

relating to the impacts of different development approaches on spatial or regional 

economic divergence. A related issue, however, and one rarely addressed in research, is the 

impact of different development pathways on segregation or divergence within 

communities. While a handful of notable studies have explored these issues (see especially 

De Muro, Monni, and Tridico 2011, Iskander, Lowe, and Riordan 2010, Williams, Huggins, 
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and Thompson 2017), the models of economic development lionised in TIM and TKD 

literature rest upon contested and sometimes problematic assumptions about the 

desirability of different types of work (and workers) in modern economies.  

Policy choices that commit scarce resources to the development of knowledge-based 

economies (KBE), or to the attraction of innovative firms, workers, or capital from other 

places, may be pursuing development visions within which elements of their communities’ 

existing human capital can no longer play a meaningful role. This is a challenge for which 

careful, sensitive labour market structural adjustment responses must be planned in order 

to mitigate the potential for losing skilled labour to other places or limiting opportunities for 

older, less educated, or less skilled workers (see Beer 2015, p. 28). Finally, TIM and TKD 

research would do well to further consider the ways that economic and social changes 

associated with knowledge- and technology-intensive economic development pathways can 

threaten the very identities and shared sense of purpose that bind smaller rural or regional 

communities together.  

This project’s case studies have also highlighted the contested and complex issues 

surrounding the impacts of different development trajectories on ecological sustainability 

and the environment. This thesis has addressed such concerns primarily through the lens of 

governance and social license issues. In the context of this project’s case studies, these 

include the effects of climate change on viticulture, the impacts of industry and tourist 

visitation on the Antarctic wilderness, and the expansion of maritime industry activity into 

contested and sensitive marine ecosystems. While such issues highlight important cultural 

and institutional challenges faced by these regional industry networks, a broader 

consideration of environmental issues in TIM and TKD scholarship is warranted in future 

research. Despite some authors heralding the imminence of an ‘ecological turn’ in this 

scholarship some time ago (Healy and Morgan 2012), such a change has not yet clearly 

materialised in mainstream TIM and TKD research. Some theoretical approaches – notably 

the quintuple helix theory – have begun addressing socioecological interactions and 

interdependencies in economic development, but more widespread and systematic 

treatment of such issues through a critical theory lens would be a valuable contribution to 

this research agenda. 

In summary, the changing landscape of regional employment and the rise of the knowledge 

economy poses considerable challenges for regional economic development policy makers. 

Developing the workforce and intangible assets required to thrive in such an economic 
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climate requires that governments begin to move beyond grant- or subsidy-based support 

for industrial restructuring to also embrace a more innovative array of interventions 

targeting human capital, networks, and institutions. This thesis has argued that 

governments must adopt a flexible, context-sensitive metagovernance approach that walks 

the fine line between supporting formal structures and organisations while also leveraging 

more informal personal and social networks within industries. This transition represents a 

daunting shift, however, and whether governments will be able to support and sustain 

flexible, effective regional industry networks capable of driving innovation and prosperity 

outside major population centres remains to be seen.  
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