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Introduction

Introduction:

Innovation, tourism and tourism research

The cultural, social and economic importance ofghenomenon of tourism increased rapidly
during the second half of the ®@entury (Holden 2000; Weaver and Oppermann 2000) a
tourism has become a significant expression of muacdivity (Salah 1992) and one in which
more and more individuals engage in more or legslagly. As an economic activity tourism
is typically argued to be the largest and the &sggowing ‘industry’ in the world (e.g.
Madeley 1996; Salah 1992; Weaver and Oppermann)2080ugh the economic benefits of
tourism have been questioned (e.g. Britton 199Kadé 1979; Young 1973; Ascher 1985)
and though its status as the largest ‘industrythim world is debatable (Lundtorp 1997) and
mainly a status it has achieved through the clainsourism organizations (e.g. WTTC
1993), the tourism academic society and the use rarmise of multiplicator models
(MacFarlane 1995), it is generally acknowledged tbarism can play an important role in a
nation’s economy (Burkart and Medlik 1990). Apambrh the quantitative development of
tourism, for this study it is more interesting ththe business of tourism is argued to be
undergoing significant changes. It has, for exampden argued that globalization of tourists’
and of tourism firms’ activities (Wahab and Coo@é01b; Buhalis 2001), the application of
new information technologies (e.g. Sheldon 1994rPb993; Werthner 1998; Buhalis 1997)
and, not least, the development of new tourist aelmand attitudes (Urry 1990; Poon 1993;
Buhalis 2001; Claval 1995; loannides and Debbad@8)lfiave posed, and will continue to
pose for years to come, new demands on, and bmg possibilities for, tourism firms,
creating needs and opportunities for innovating rewrism ‘products’ (Buhalis 2001;
Haywood 1998; Williams and Shaw 1998; Poon 1993).

Despite the cultural, social and economic important tourism and despite the needs and
possibilities for innovation in tourism firms, suchnovations have been subject to only

limited research (Hjalager 1997a). Several reasoag be given for this. First, tourism
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research is generally a relatively recent researclly (Weaver and Oppermann 2000) and,
while the first serious scientific textbook on tsun was published in 1942 (Hunziker 1942 -
cited in Burkart and Medlik 1990), it was only metbeginning of the seventies that academic
research seriously entered the field of tourismal®4992) and today tourism research is still
blamed for not being a strong and well acknowledgsearch area (Weaver and Oppermann
2000). The tourism sector has furthermore beenepard as an€asy, ‘laid back (Poon
1993: 292) and low technology sector (e.g. Hjala2@02) not needing much attention in
subjects such as innovation. Additionally, diffite$ in defining a tourism industry and
distinguishing it from other economic sectors (8e4983; Smith 1998; Leiper 1990b;
Debbage and Daniels 1998: 25; Wahab and Coopera2@0id, not least, the difficulties in
defining a tourism ‘product’ (Smith 1994) and of asering innovations of such a product,
which can often not be measured in number of patéBthvervsministeriet 1995), pose
difficulties for research on innovations in tourisnEconomic tourism research has
furthermore focused on aspects in which traditioe@dnomic theory seemingly could be
applied to the phenomena of tourism (Pearce 1992} and has typically focused on
estimating the importance of tourism in terms ofaficial and employment benefits while
ignoring the harder to grasp aspects of tourisnthSau unidirectional flow of contributions
from economics to tourism analysis (Gray 1982) aawt capture and explain the
particularities of tourism, and ‘specialisms’ suah tourism economics hinder more holistic
approaches:Tourism is not merely a consumer/production phemmme an economic fdct
(Sessa 1984: 285). This means that e.g. the ifagoreship between the ’industry’, the
consumer and the destination traditionally has bgaored (Sinclair and Stabler 1991: 4).
Such an interrelationship is however essential. ‘Praduct’ of tourism is not a physical good
like a washing machine but rather a hard to conze experience (Burns and Holden
1995: 70). The role of the destination for the elsger of this ‘tourism experience’ is essential
(Swarbrooke 2001; Cooper et al. 1993; Hughes 1888)so is the role of the consumer due
to an apparent co-presence of production and cgptsamof the tourism experience (Smith
1994; Sessa 1983; Swarbrooke 2001; Lehtinen andinesh1991; Crang 1997). Though
innovation in tourism firms has recently gained lawy growing consideration from
researchers, most of this research has ignoreéxiséence of a tourism experience, it has
focused excessively on the development and apilicatf information technologies in
tourism firms (e.g. Sheldon 1997; Werthner 1998ih&is 1997, 1998) and has thus mainly
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focused on innovations related to management, mageand distribution. Innovations of
tourism experiences have, on the other hand, redewery little focus, perhaps as a
consequence of the hard to conceptualize chara€téwurism experiences. Such tourism
experience innovations are, however, essentiadhashanging demands and preferences of

tourists induce new or changed demands for sucerexes.

The relatively few studies on innovations in toarieave indicated a high diversity of tourism
firms’ innovativeness between countries (Pérez ldaddes 2001). On the one hand, some
tourist destinations, regions and even countrie®e manewed, improved and diversified their
offer, e.g. a number of Spanish destinations (Bayos-Sola and Bueno 2001; Pérez and
Llaudes 2001). On the other hand, e.g. Danishdoufirms are claimed to be non innovative
(Jensen et al. 2001) just as is the case of touirens of the British Coastal Resorts (Shaw
and Williams 1998). This is argued to be the restilthe general small size of the tourism
firms in those destinations and larger tourism é$r@re generally claimed to be more
innovative than smaller tourism firms (e.g. Jenseal. 2001; Hjalager 2002). Innovations in
tourism have, in this way, straightforwardly bedmiroed related to the size of tourism firms.
A generally hypothesized firm size-innovation caxént dating back to Schumpeter’s (1947)
statement that innovation is the stronghold ofddiigns has been taken for granted as valid
also in tourism. Such a relation is at the gentraél debatable (Shan et al 1994: 387).
Moreover, certain studies on innovations in tourisave contradicted the relation between
size and innovativeness and have identified higimpvative small tourism firms (Ateljevic
and Doorne 2000) thus questioning the validityhe&f hypothesis also in the case of tourism
firms. More importantly, such a focus on size ig®rthe more complex processes of
innovations and the factors determining them. Inegal, there has been little analytical
tourism research providing explanations for proessgheir causes and effects (Sinclair and
Stabler 1991: 4). However, innovations are generattknowledged to be the result of
complex processes (Fischer 1999; Asheim and Co886)Tather than ‘simple’ outcomes of
the personal creativity of entrepreneurs (Schump&®61) or of R&D carried through in
large firms (Schumpeter 1947).

Such processes of innovations are in the innovatiework theories argued to occur in

networks between firms rather than within firmsg(eHakansson 1987c; Biemans 1992;
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Easton 1992b; Ahuja 2000; Gulati 1998). Such intiomanetworks may consist of a variety
of relations, formal and informal, among differéimns. They are considered a more stable
organisational form than market relations but mftegible than the internal organization
(Todtling 1995: 175). They are therefore typicakferred to as ‘something’ in between the
market and the hierarchy (e.g. Kippers 2002: 3XZaHsson and Snehota 2000: 80-81).
Processes of innovations supported by, and takexgepn, such innovation networks consist
e.g. of information transfer (Dyer and Singh 19685), learning (Fischer 1999: 14) and the
coordination of production and product developmetivities (Holmen et al. 2004,
Hakansson and Snehota 2000). Interaction in neswisrkherefore argued to provide firms
with information, learning and other resources aered necessary to innovate, and
networks are, thus, argued to be a central detamhifor the innovativeness of firms.
However, while innovation networks may provide imgpat innovation benefits, different
industries may be characterised by dissimilar ngteiahat provide innovation benefits to
varying degrees (Rowley et al. 2000; Ahuja 20009.t8urism firms can be observed to be
interconnected through a variety of relations dtutitg networks supporting the production
of tourism experiences (Baerenholdt et el. 2004mblay 1998; Framke 1996), the arguments
on the importance of innovation networks becomerasting in the analysis of innovations in
tourism firms. Innovation networks have in a glabad world furthermore been argued to be
highly localized within localities (e.g. Camagnidafapello 2000; Amin and Thrift 1992;
Storper 1995; Coe and Townsend; Maskell and Malaghni®99; Amin and Williamson
1999). Such local networks are typically arguedeocost effective (Camagni and Capello
2000: 119; Lawson and Lorenz 1999: 306) and tdhbentost advantageous networks when it
comes to information transfer and learning mecmasiéMaskell and Malamberg 1999; Coe
and Townsend 1998). At the same time, global nd¢svare argued to complement the local
networks and to provide additional external infotima and learning benefits (Capello 1999:
359; Oinas and Malecki 1999: 10). The result isomlgination of local and non-local
networks which is argued to help firms stay innamea{Oinas and Malecki 1999; Asheim and
Cooke 1999; Amin and Thrift 1992; Castells 1996hwdver, different industries may be
characterised by different geographical organisatiaf such networks that consequently may
provide dissimilar innovation benefits (Oinas 20@0nin and Thrift 1992). In the case of
tourism, the geographical characteristics of nekwopecome interesting as networks of

tourism firms may exist locally within tourist desitions where tourism firms are
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agglomerated (e.g. Milne and Ateljevic 2001; Hj&a@000; Tremblay 1998; Framke and
Baerenholdt 2000) at the same time as the netwak$ighly non-local, international and
even global in their nature (Tremblay 1998). Thiavoeks of tourism firms could, as such, be
examples of networks incorporating the benefittooél and global networks and they could
be hypothesized to be of central importance foowations in tourism firms. The spatial
character of tourism makes it the 'natural milieigeographers (Stabler 1991: 15) and this is
expressed in the geographically organized innomatietworks of tourism firms. Tourism
firms’ networks have, however, not been an aspettterest in tourism research, neither for
economists nor for geographers. Though the netvemrkcept is often used by tourism
professionals and by tourism researchers, it istljnased as an easy going ’'buzz-word’
(Lynch 2000) and the networks of tourism firms héagely been taken seriously in relation
to innovations in tourism. Therefore, the geograghicharacteristics and the innovation
benefits of networks of tourism firms are not wadicumented. This thesis seeks to address

the importance of such innovation networks for watmns of tourism experiences.

Research question

The above observations have lead to a delimitatibrthe research subject. The role of
tourism experience innovations and the possibleérakemnole of geographically organised
innovation networks for such innovations have beephasized and it has been argued that
an understanding of these aspects has not yet émteahlished. This thesis addresses these

aspects and its research problem is therefore fatedias follows:

What is the role of geographically organised innmra networks for

tourism experience innovations?

Derived from the above discussions and for the @eepof answering this research question,
four sub-questions will be dealt with more or lessparately throughout the thesis. As
indicated in the above, the ‘product’ of tourismyntee perceived as an experience rather than
as a physical product. As further indicated, thecept of the tourism experience has received
very little focus in tourism literature and so hagensequently the concept of tourism
experience innovations and possible types of sumtouations. The first sub-question

therefore centres the attention on how these camcegy be perceived so as to also provide a
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conceptual basis for answering the main researebtigun:

Sub-question 1: How can the innovation concept tderstood in relation

to the product of tourism perceived as an expee@nc

It has, in the above introduction, superficiallyehandicated that the ‘business of tourism’ is
undergoing certain changes which call for innovation tourism firms. The second sub-
guestion deals more specifically with the imporgamdé such innovations in tourism firms
when considered as tourism experience innovatibdgferent typologies so as to also further

indicate the importance of understanding how sanobvations come into being:

Sub-question 2: What is the importance of such igaurexperience

innovations?

While sub-questions one and two seek to establisliralerstanding of the character and
importance of tourism experience innovations, tieowing sub-questions deal specifically
with the importance of innovation networks for suchovations. As has been indicated in the
introductory discussion, innovation networks maywve firms with different important
innovation benefits depending on industry specdiw@aracteristics and depending on the
geographical organisation of innovation networksufism research has barely taken this into
consideration. The third sub-question will centre attention on these aspects aiming to gain
an understanding of the geographical charactesisticd the innovation benefits of tourism
firms’ innovation networks. The particular charaisécs and benefits of tourism firms’
innovation networks when seen in the light of tharacteristics of tourism experiences and

tourism experience innovations are thus addressed:

Sub-question 3: What are the geographical and ifumait characteristics of

tourism firms’ innovation networks?

While sub-question three will focus on the chamasties and the innovation benefits of
tourism firms’ innovation networks, the last sulkegtion will bring together the

considerations of all of the former sub-questionsl aelate them to the overall research
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question. The last sub-question therefore questibmsnfluence of geographically organised
innovation networks in tourism considering the clocs&r and importance of tourism
experience innovations, the characteristics anefiterof tourism firms’ innovation networks
and the relation between tourism experience innowstand the tourism firms’ innovation

networks:

Sub-question 4: How do such geographically orgahilseovation networks

influence innovations of tourism experiences?

The research problem and its sub-questions willliseussed through the analysis of a case
study of tourism experience innovations in the prog of Malaga, Spain. The choice of
method and its methodological grounds, details anglications are dealt with in the
following chapter.

Outline of the thesis

Chapter one will discuss the methodological apgroat the thesis. The reasons for the

choice of method, its details and its implicatiovit be outlined and discussed.

Chapter two will seek to approach an understandirtge ‘product’ of tourism. This product,

the tourism experience, will be defined and dekaitThe conceptualisation of the tourism
experience further serves to conceptualise touesqperience innovations as well as to
discuss such innovations’ contemporary charactesisind relevance, which will also be done

in chapter two.

Chapter three will discuss theoretically innovatmetworks and, in particular, information
and production structures of the networks and theirefits as well as their limits in relation
to innovative activities. Subsequently, by combgnigeneral tourism theory, wearing the
‘network glasses’, with the information and prodost innovation network theory, the
innovation networks will be seen in the light oktparticularities of tourism firms and of

tourism experiences.

Chapter four will introduce the geographical aspeat the information and production
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innovation networks. Agglomerations will be conseti the setting for local networks. The
generally hypothesised benefits of local and naallcmetworks will be considered and
reconsidered critically. As in the former chaptdmse geographically organised networks
will consequently be seen in the light of the martarities of tourism firms and of tourism

experiences.

Chapter five will present the empirical study i tight of the theoretical discussions of the
former chapters. It will eventually introduce ardanal set of new considerations on the

innovativeness of tourism firms in an exploratiasHion.

Finally, the concluding chapter will bring to a séothe thesis concluding on the theoretical as

well as the empirical issues.




Chapter 1: Methodological Issues

Chapter 1

Methodological Issues

The following chapter will discuss the methodol@jissues of the thesis and will describe
the research design understood as the logic th&s lthe data to be collected and the
conclusions to be drawn to the initial questiongha# study (Yin R.K. 1994: 18). Tourism
research has been blamed for lacking the tenétpoftl science’ and particularly qualitative
tourism researchers have often failed to explaiw lamd why their methods are sound
(Decrop 1999: 157; Riley and Love 2000). While satdtements may not count in particular
for tourism research, but for other research aesawell, the following seeks to provide a
sound explanation of the research method appli¢kisnthesis. The research method is based
on a qualitative case-study approach which combinesctive and deductive thinking and
where theory is a mean for understanding the obserather than the observed is the mean
for creating or testing theory. As argued in théofeing, considering the research area,
subject and question, this seems to provide a coeneapproach for analysing the research

guestion.

The research subject and the choice of method

In tourism research, anthropologists and sociotediave been turning to qualitative methods
of investigation whereas this has less been the fmastourism researchers from economy,
geography or marketing (Decrop 1999: 157) whereitipsn has been the dominant
paradigm (Riley and Love 2000: 180). Statisticalthds may be argued to have been
prevailing because the ‘tourism industry is abaenegating dollars’ and qualitative research
may be perceived to be less able to translatenidsniys into practices that affect the bottom
line (Riley and Love 2000: 182). However, becauk¢he complexity of tourism and the
blurred boundaries between tourism and its contbgte may also be good reasons to turn to
qualitative methods in such economic and geographm&search areas of tourism (Decrop

1999). What approach to apply does, however, departtie specific phenomena of interest.
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In the case of the subjects of interest here -viation and innovation networks - they have
generally been analysed applying both statistindl gualitative methods of analysis of which
both may be claimed to have advantages as welhdis.| Whereas quantitative analysis of
innovations and innovation processes may help tawdrconclusions of statistical
representativity, in order to be statistically eg@ntative such studies can only deal with a
few dimensions of innovation processes. Proceskésnovations can nonetheless not be
operationalised through an accessible variable wr ab clear functional relationship
(DeBresson 1996: 8-9, 14). On the other hand, dribeoforces of qualitative research is
exactly its ability to encompass a variety of valeés and their interactions. Qualitative
research - and case studies in particular - cathi;n way best account for the multi-
dimensionality of complex phenomena such as inmewatctivities (DeBresson 1996: 8). In
the case of research on innovation networks botantipative and qualitative research,
including case studies, has been applied. Agaatjsstal methods may be argued to be
capable of establishing statistically representationclusions but must inevitably focus on a
few dimensions of the networks, whereas qualitateégearch, and particularly the case study
method perhaps, can provide more holistic integbi@ts of the networks. Qualitative
methods, and the case study in particular, mahéudbe argued to be suitable for the study of
innovation networks as it allows to study a conterapy phenomenon that is difficult to
separate from its context but must necessarilytbdiesd within it (Halinen and Térnroos
2004: 2).

However, which method would be the best suited nah be determined at a general
‘tourism’, ‘innovation’ and/or ‘network’ level bumust be considered in relation to the
research question as the choice of research pragimot set in advance but will depend on
the specific research situation and its contextn@dre and Lincoln 1998: 3). The research
question of this thesis does not focus on estabtisihequency or incidence relationships, e.g.
a correlation between network size and innovatisen€he purpose of this study is instead to
seek answers to questions lomw andwhy networks influence the innovativeness of tourism
firms and to focus on the processes of innovationorder to answer such questions case
study research is thought to be the preferred relsestrategy (e.g. Yin 1994: 1). The research
qguestions must additionally be analysed in a copteary real life context under conditions

where there is no control over events and wherebthendaries between phenomena and
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context are not clear-cut, which substantiatesréfevance of applying a case study method
(Yin 1994: 1) as it constructs cases ounhafurally occurring social situations (Hammersley
and Gomm 2000: 2-3). This does not mean that atine statistically oriented methods
could not provide information on additional or teld research questions and could not -
combined with the case study method - provide #@ebts of methodological triangulation
(Denzin 1970: 472; Zelditch 1970: 499-500). Addiadly, compared to such methods, the
weakness of the case study is the impossibilitgrefiting statistically representative results.
The case study method has, however, been chodba asly method applied here. This has -
given the time and other resources available -igealvthe possibility of going into depth

with the case study instead of more superficigllylging different methods.

Choice of case study method and the role of theory

The choice of applying a case study method ledwesdsearcher not only with one possible
research strategy but with a variety of possileditiin a first instance, a division can e.g. be
drawn betweerexploratory descriptiveand explanatorycase studies (Yin 1993: 5). This
differentiation is more or less closely relatedhe purpose of the case study which may be to
provide descriptionto test theoryor to generate theoryEisenhardt 1989). As an alternative
to these purposes, emphasis could be placed gutpese oluinderstanding the phenomenon
observedn the studied cases. In that sense, the goaltisorgenerate or to test theory by the
means of a case study but to understand the casdbebmeans of a theory. Though
boundaries are blurred between these categorigsrpbses, the aim of this study is to seek to
explain which causes (innovations networks) prodwbech effects (innovations) and the
approach is therefore basically one of an explapatase study. While such explanatory case
studies may be related to both the generating latesting of theory, in this study the role of
theory should first and foremost be seen as a méamderstanding the observed. As the
distinctions between such purposes are blurred sttegegy applied here will additionally
possess descriptive and explorative elements. Atsdime time, to provide a theoretical
construct that helps understand a phenomenon lodisgrved is also to generate a theory as
well as to test it. The approach does, howevere lzaveffect on the character of the research

strategy applied and influence how the case stadeselated to the theory.

It is often argued that the case study method sacés must consist of a research strategy in
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which the hypotheses of a previously developed rtheme compared with the empirical
results of a case study which confirms or rejeloéstheoretical propositions (Yin 1994: 31).
Only the selection and construction of a conscitesretical framework make it possible to
state the assumptions necessary for conductingstadees (Andersen 1997: 30) as they help
defining the research design, the data collectma, identifying relevant field contacts (Yin
1994: 27). In the case of research on networksit be argued that, due to the complexity of
such networks, the number of actors involved arddifferent possible types, purposes and
outcomes of relations between the actors, the rgseashould set limitations concerning the
objective and scope of research, e.g. what aspétte network to study in the first place, on
which dimensions and levels. It may therefore lgpiad that a theoretical framework guiding
the case study is the only way to handle the coxitplef the network as it limits and
identifies the theoretical dimensions to be analy$talinen and Tornroos 2004). The pitfalls
of such a mainly deductive and theory testing chisdy are nevertheless argued to be that the
development of a theorg priori causes ‘theoretical sensitivity’ to be lost becatise
commitment to a preconceived theory makes the relseablind to other interpretations and
defensive toward empirical evidence that contradics theory (Glaser and Strauss 1967: 46).
A pre-developed theoretical template may therefmes and limit the findings (Eisenhardt
1999: 536). Instead it is argued that exploratiasecstudies must form hypotheses and a
‘grounded theory’ (Glaser and Strauss 1967). Daikeation should start without any
preconceived opinions about the studied phenomedahe researcher should not be aware
of any answers to identified problems or even baravof any interesting questions before
starting the collection of data. In such a pureutitve approach, the case studies are ‘a-
theoretical’ as they are analysed in a ‘theoretieguum’ and are not guided by hypothesized
generalizations (Lijphardt 1971: 691). However, bsyire inductive and hermeneutic case
studies have been deemed an illusion (Hernes 1&¥3)l studies will at least implicitly be
based on a model of interpretation.. “any analysis of a single case is guided by atlsame
vague theoretical notions and some anecdotal kragdeof other caséqLijphardt 1971:
691). In all phases of the research act the relsealis furthermore guided by knowledge,
norms, rules, habits, the belonging to a speciésearch community etc. that reduce
objectivity, lead him/her in certain directionseidifying specific aspects of a case while
ignoring others and thus bias research. Thereaarsuch, no objective observations (Denzin
and Lincoln 1998: 23) and data is always socialpnstructed (Andersen 1997: 29).

12



Chapter 1: Methodological Issues

Furthermore, one must necessarily have some kimbixdn about what aspects of a chosen
case to focus on as it is impossible to study thg. Chernobyl accident ‘just like that’
(Andersen 1997: 65). Finally, by collecting datailehrejecting prior knowledge, the
researcher risks wasting energy and efforts orscedering the already known and theorized
and the originality of the research may this waydse (Alvesson and Skdldberg 1994: 72).

Both pure deductive and inductive case study ammesm are thus seen to have their
limitations. They may, however, be argued to beppseful for different research subjects.
Depending on the research area, case studies ileidgoy a previously developed theory are
primarily and most suitable in new research argas agesearch areas for which existing
theory seems inadequate, while deductive approaahesmore useful in later stages of
knowledge building (Eisenhardt 1989: 549). Howevermost cases, the solution will not
simply be either deduction and ‘theory first’ oduction and ‘case studies first’. Instead. *
the closing of the gap between data and theory lmagin at either or both ends (data or
theory) and may often iterate between them ... Riditerence to purely deductive or purely
inductive strategies seems unnecessarily stulgfyfbangley 1999: 694). It is precisely the
data-richness of case studies that makes it peswbéxploit in advantageous manners such
an interplay. The combination of inductive thougétsl deductive testing of theoretical ideas
should therefore be a central aspect of the casly shethod (Andersen 1997: 73, 134). Such
a research process, which has been referred tbcagtave, alternates between theory and
data, elaborating both successively in the lighthef knowledge that both bring (Alvesson
and Skoldberg 1994: 42). In such a process, theareler will jump into’ an existing
research trajectory, developing further and/olingstxisting theories or parts of them, rather
than initiating a completely new line of researResearchers do not.* start with a tabula
rasa, as if social science begins with us. Rathersgek to place ourselves in a wider
community of social scientists by taking the flaexisting theory as points of departure
(Burawoy 1991: 7).

Such an approach may be argued useful when anglymiovations and innovation networks
which belong to a group of dynamic phenomena ocgsses where time and change are
important (Langley 1999): networks are dynamic amdr-changing (Halinen and Térnroos

2004: 2) and an innovation is not something th&issomething that becomes. In studies of
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such dynamic phenomenon, cause-effect relationssaen to be complex rather than
straightforward. Whereas case studies typicallg tak a starting point the identification and
analysis of a few variables - dependent and inddg®n- and the causal relationships
between them, this study belongs to a type whetsatavariables are not independent,
making their independent contributions to an oveoalicome (Becker 1992: 206, 208).
Causes are, on the contrary, only effective whexy tbperate in concert’ (Ragin 1987: 208).
An explanation of such cases consists of more cexnipterpretations of causal links, which
are difficult to measure, and it implies completenmpretations of causal links beyond the
scope of a single hypothesis (Yin 1981b: 107). ptmpose is then not (simply) to test theory
or to test hypotheses but to build theoretical axations about complex links. In such cases
where outcomes are the results of processes imgpleomplex causal links, research can
selectively take concepts from different theordtictaditions and adapt them to the data
and/or take ideas from the data and attach thetinetoheoretical perspective:.: we should
not have to be shy about mobilising both induc{deta-driven) approaches and deductive
(theory-driven) approaches iteratively or simultansly as inspiration guides ‘ugLangley
1999: 708).

The focus on dynamic phenomena with complex catfeeteelations therefore directs the
research strategy towards a case study method velpiphies both inductive and deductive
approaches iteratively. The theoretical state ef idsearch area additionally indicates that
such an approach is purposeful. Networks and infeva are not completely new research
areas and more or less well developed theoriesaievpl) these phenomena exist. On the
other hand, as described initially, innovation aarism is a less developed theoretical area.
Additionally, networks have rarely been analyzeturism research and even less have they
been related to innovations. In this study, innmrahetwork theories were not expected to be
directly applicable to provide explanations of imative activities in tourism firms without
being adapted to the specific characteristics ef ghenomenon of tourism and of tourism
firms. This study can, as such, be seen as onejuhgis into the research trajectory of
innovation and innovation network theory but disefdcus towards the particular setting of
tourism firms. This means that flaws of existingdhes were taken as points of departure and
that a theoretical template was formulated befoee dase study was carried through. This

theoretical template was developed by the inspinatif aspects dealt with by the industrial
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network and the social network research traditiaaswell as from considerations on the
geographical characteristics of innovation netwotkg&en from general agglomeration
literature. These flaws of theory were selectedhfroand combined with - considerations on
the economic characteristics of tourism and ofigmarfirms. As such, the theory building is
one of theoretical triangulation involving the usfeseveral different theoretical perspectives
in the analysis of the same set of data (Denzin1972; Zelditch 1970: 499-500). This
selection was inspired (or biased) by my prior waskwell as by work done in my nearest
surroundings at the Center for Service Studiestb@d ourism Research Centre of Denmark,
both based in the University of Roskilde (e.g. Bsaoddt et al. 2004; Jensen 2001; Jensen et
al. 2001; 2002; Framke og Beerenholdt 2000; Framid Sgrensen 2003; Sgrensen 2001,
2002). However, as the purpose of the theory ham lte provide an explanation of the
observed rather than the observed being a meastadheory, the initial theoretical template
was constructed as an open-ended one, withouhgtatly clear and specific hypotheses.
Additionally, the carrying through of the case studas done bearing in mind other
theoretical aspects - including rival theoriesoutjh these were not explicitly formulated in
the original theoretical template. As a consequeand as will be described later, the theory
was further developed during the analysis of treecdudy so as to provide an understanding
of the complex relations that the data indicateus process can best be described as one of
combined induction and deduction, as data inspiheddevelopment of theory which was
constantly ‘tested’ with the data. Focus was, havemainly fixed on innovation networks
and on innovation network theory. The case studytbarefore not be considered a purely
explorative one. It did, nonetheless, have exphgaelements, and considerations on
alternative explanations are included in the fipait of the case analysis. As the theory is
considered a tool for understanding the observed, lzecause of the complexity of the
phenomenon being observed, the theory as presented following chapters, stays an open

ended one and not one that states clear hypotheses.

Case selection

The observation of the position of the theory ia tase study method and of the method as an
inductive/deductive one is important as it influesche choice and analysis of cases. In the
‘multiple-case design’ - in contrast to the ‘singlgse design’ - conclusions are drawn from a

group of cases. Such a design is appropriate wiesame phenomenon is thought to exist in
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a variety of situations (Yin 1981b: 100-101). Whmaaltiple cases are chosen carefully, they
can be used for the purpose of generalization. mroon problem to all studies seeking
generalization is how to control unwanted variatidrypically, only experimental and
statistical methods have been claimed to be eWedb achieve such control. As the depth
and the detail of case study data limit the numbkrcases and thus their statistical
representativity, the problem of generalizing frarase studies becomes related to the
establishment of an acceptable relation betw&mdil N's and big conclusiohgéLieberson
1992: 105). The ambition to generalize from caseliss should, however, not be confused
with the belief of the existence of universal lawssocial science, generalizations normally
have validity for certain classes of phenomena uéetain circumstances only (Andersen
1997: 10), and theories derived from such genextadias can be considered ‘middle range’
theories (Merton 1967). Therefore, in a case stodges are chosen for theoretical and not for
statistical reasons (Yin 1994).

The choice of cases may depend on whether a deduitductive or ‘abductive’ approach is
chosen. In the deductive approach, in which a presly developed theory is used as a
template which is compared with the empirical ressaf the case study, ‘replication’ may be
done through the comparison of a number of caskested carefully so that they either
produce similar results (a literal replication)moduce contrasting results but for predictable
reasons (a theoretical replication). If both aafetases following a literal replication logic
and a set of cases following a theoretical repbcakogic turn out as predicted, this provides
support for the initial set of theoretical propasis (Yin 1994: 45-46). This is partly in
contrast with more inductive approaches to casdystasearch and to the method applied
here. As has already been indicated, the appligtiadeis not one of such pure deductive
theory testing but one which combines induction deduction to a high degree. For that
reason, the method applied was inspired partly bytam phases of the ‘Constant
Comparative Method’ (Glaser and Strauss 1967). Afing to this, the comparison of
empirical data is essential and ‘control’ over $amiies and differences is vital for the
development of concepts and hypotheses from whigdrcunded theory’ is generated. By
selection of comparison groups where facts arelainor different, categories can be
discovered and their theoretical properties canldeloped and related (Glaser and Strauss

1967: 24).The goal of generating theory using this methodssates the establishment of
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empirical generalisations as the comparisons helimd a grounded theory’s boundaries of
applicability and help to broaden the theory sd th&s more generally applicable and has
greater explanatory power (Glaser and Strauss 1%%53). Minimising differences among
comparison groups helps to establish conditionseunshich a category exists while
maximising differences makes it possible to colldifterent data bearing on one category
while finding strategic similarities among the difént groups. Similarities that occur over
different groups provide the most general unifoiesitof scope within the theory and indicate
levels of conceptual generality delimiting the the® scope (Glaser and Strauss 1967: 55-
56).

The combined collection and analysis of data ihis process essential and the method is one
that combines induction with deduction (Strauss71982-13). The method is, therefore,
especially suitable for the generation of theodéprocess and change (Glaser and Strauss
1967). However, this method is closely relatedhte obne of creating grounded theory in
which the initial case study is not based on agmeeived theoretical framework (Glaser and
Strauss 1967: 45) but is based on a purely indeicipproach. Furthermore, the method
includes the continued selection of comparison gsoas the theory emerges (Glaser and
Strauss 1967: 50). In that sense, the approadhithesis can not be claimed to be one of a
constant comparative method but one that perfommhsane step of that type of method. This
would probably, under any circumstance, have hadetdhe case in this study as time and
other resources set a limit for the possibilityadfotal appliance of the method. Furthermore,
following the prior arguments on the role of theand the position of this study in relation to
existing theories, it did not seem purposeful tpla@a complete constant comparative method
developing a grounded theory. As has been indicdtesl step to be taken is not one of
discovering without any prior perception of thee@sh area ignoring existing theories. | did
not start with aabula rasaas if innovation theory started with me but totdwks of existing

theories and developed them further so as to pecsidexplanation of the studied cases.

The choice of cases was inspired by that the relsgapcess could be interpreted as a step of
a constant comparative method. Cases, which aveoriet of tourism firms (see below for a
delimitation), were chosen in a geographical aneahich it was possible to select networks

of both innovative and non-innovative tourism fitrdglditionally, networks of firms located
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on two different tourist destinations producing ahddifferent ‘tourism experiences’ where
chosen and on these destinations, networks of fffmgdely different types, large and small,
independent and chain members were selected. Tdieechf cases was, at the same time,
made with the intention that all the cases shoaldehequals in the selection. Though the
character of the networks was not known in advame though no two firms and their
networks were ever identical, the selection shalllwlv categorising the networks in different
groups. As such, it was attempted to control - tiegree that was possible - the similarities
and differences of the cases selected. This hadfluence on the scope of the theoretical
generalisations. If networks of two similar firme,g. small firms in the same location
differentiated only by their innovative activitiesd their networks, had been chosen, the
scope of the theory’s explanatory power would hlagen limited to such firms but it would
not have been possible to generalise to e.g. larges where it could hypothetically be
argued that internal processes of development are important than in small firms. The
wide selection of firms thus provided the meanseigquanding the scope of the theory and to
generalise the results to different types of fiimslifferent contexts. This wish to generalise
should - due to the role of theory - be seen asish w0 provide a theory enabling an
understanding of the role of the networks of aetstrof tourism firms. The generalisation is -

just as the theory - not a goal but a mean.

Cases were chosen in the province of Malaga, Spaimdlestinations of rural tourism and on
the mass tourism destination of the Costa del Bblereas the widely different tourism
experiences produced on these destinations pramsights into how contextual factors
influence innovation networks and innovations, lingtation of the cases to the province of
Malaga meant that cross regional and cross natioo@parisons were not possible. Such
comparisons are, comparing the results with othediess, shortly discussed after the
presentation of the case study analysis (in chajpte). Additionally, the cases mainly
included networks of accommodation establishmembse(s and apartment complexes) and
the scope of the analysis is limited to those paldr firms and their networks. Those cases
where, however, complemented with a few cases tiorks of attractions as well as of
campsites. In this way, the intention was to beeatd loosely indicate whether the
conclusions were valid to the wider array of tourirms. This is shortly discussed in chapter

five also. The province of Malaga was chosen bexanfsthe highly different tourism
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experiences of the province. Furthermore, many Spaourism firms and destinations have
been acknowledged to be innovative (Fayos-SolaBareho 2001; Valenzuela 1988; Pérez
and Llaudes 2001) and this has also been indid¢atéé the case of firms in the province of
Malaga (Morena 1999). It could therefore be expdbat both highly innovative and less
innovative firms could be found in the area. In #r&l, the networks of a total of 30 hotels
and apartment complexes where included in the aisalin addition to these, 5 attractions
and 2 campsites where included. Also, one interweas made at an early stage with a
tourism information office. This interview was nbgwever, followed up by similar ones as it
turned out to have little relevance for, and tove little insight in, the research subject. A
summary of all the cases and of their referencesad applied in the analysis is presented in
figure 1.1. The wide collection of cases does natam that all types of tourism
accommodation firms’ networks are included. Someneldeliberately excluded in order to
set a limit of the number of cases (such as forstindied area important golf complexes).
Other cases may unintentionally have been left Asitargued by Chambers (1983) ‘active’,
‘present’ and ‘living’ biases may have an influenoa findings in the case of rural
development research: those who are active are wglde than those who are not; fit happy
children are more visible than those who arelié tlead ones are rarely seen and those who
are absent can’t be met. Similar biases may alsatcdo an economic study: closed down
firms are not interviewed though the reasons feirtblosure - such as lack of innovations -
may be just as interesting as the success of ditmes; those firms who are intensively
making themselves visible for different reasons magre easily become the subject of
analysis than the inactive, hard to find and sem;fand ‘fit and happy’ firms with the needed
resources are easier to come into contact with ttase that are resource weak and for whom
business is not going well. While closed down finvere naturally not included in this study,
the major problem was a lack of interest in pgstting of a surprisingly high number of
firms. As there seemed to be no obvious similaitetween firms who did not want to

participate, it is not possible to say what kindiafses this has induced in the study.

Delimiting the cases

In the above, the cases have been referred tosiaspthe networks of tourism firms which
however needs clarification. Any case selected rbastlelimited and the ‘unit of analysis’

must be defined. Delimiting the unit of analysislides the distinction of what is outside it -
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Type Lc.)ca- Code Name Respondent Type of firm
tion
R1 Hotel Cerro de Hijar Co-leaser/-managgr 2-stdeli(18 rooms)
R2 Hotel Banu Rabbah Co-leaser/-manager 2-stal titeooms)
R3 Complejo Salitre Daily manager 2-star hotel d@ms)
R4 Palacete de Manara Owner/manage 3-star h@eb(ms)
g R5 Hotel Humaina Sub-director 3-star hotel (13 repm
% R6 Hotel Posada del Conde Co-owner/managgr 3-stal (26 rooms)
% R7 La Garganta Daily manager 1-key apartments a2tments)
5 R8 Hotel Sol y Sierra Director 4-star chain hog8 (ooms)
I = R9 Complejo Turistico Alberdini Co-owner/-manager -kely apartments (8 apartments)
qc, R10 Molino del Santo Owner/manager 2-star hotelr¢Ifns)
E R11 Hotel Romero Co-leaser/-manager 2-star hoted@fhs)
% R12 Apartamentos el Lagarillo Director Apartmer@sapartments)
U‘JJS C1 Hotel Torrequebrada Marketing directol 5-staeh(850 rooms)
g Cc2 Hotel Puerto Benalmadena Owner/manage 3-stal (186 rooms)
E C3 Apartamentos Veramar Sub-director 3-star hgtaitanents (99 apartments)
o C4 Jardines del Gamonal Owner/manager| 2-key apat$nie32 apartments)
§ C5 Apartamentos San Carlos Owner/manage 2-keyrapats (28 apartments)
8 C6 Hoteles Hijano Owner/manager 2-star hotel +a24sostal (10+12 rooms
< C7 Apartamentos Ronda Manager 2-key apartmentsgBaitments)
Cc8 Hotel Europa+Hotel Los Arcos Manager 2-star heté-star hotel (13+43 rooms
Cc9 Hotel Sol Melia Costa del So Sales director tat-shain hotel (540 rooms)
C10 Flatotel Internacional Reception manager 3dt®in apartments (100 apartment]
c11 Hotel Sol Aloha Puerto Resource manager 4eb@in hotel (370 rooms)
g C12 Hotel Luca Costa Lago Sub-director 4-star chatel (296 rooms)
O C13 Apartamentos la Maestranzg Reception manager key 8hain apartment (105 apartment
:; C14 Hotel Zenit Olletas Marketing manage 3-stanictnotel (60 rooms)
§ C15 Hotel NH Mélaga Director 4-star chain hotel3t8oms)
Al Tivoli World Marketing manager Amusement park
g A2 Aqua Park Mijas Marketing manage Water park
'§ A3 Sea Life Marketing manager Aquarium
=] Ad Casa Natal de Picasso Library Manage Museum
< A5 Museo de Artes Populares Manager Museum
g_ § CAl Camping Fuengirola Manager 2nd category camping
8 @) CA2 Camping la Rosaleda Manager 2nd category campin
o1 Oficina Comarcal de Turismo Manager Tourism office

Tourist
office

Rincon de la Victoria

Figure 1.1: Tourism firms included in the case gtud

~
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the contextual surroundings of the case. The unanalysis becomes then related to the
fundamental problem of defining the case. It iswofdifficult, if not impossible, to delimit
exactly the unit of analysis because of its oftlse relation to its context. At the same time,
a case may have sub-units embedded within the amair(Yin 1994: 21-22, 24, 41-42). The
choice of the network of tourism firms as the wfianalysis emphasises that it is the role of
the network for innovations and for processes afowations which is at the centre of
attention. However, the delimitation of this uniiutd have several dimensions. One is related
to the characteristics and functions included m dnalysis of the network, such as strength,
power, density, information distribution, distareoed dependence in networks. Only some of
these characteristics and functions can be comgidarthe analysis and the network should in
this way be delimited. This is however a more te&oal question which will be dealt with in
following chapters. Another dimension of delimitatiis more ontological and is related to
the definition of what an innovation network retatiis and what it is not. Are e.g. inter-
personal relations network relations or are onlgmfalised contractual relations so. That
question of delimitation is dealt with in chaptarde discussing the ontological grounds of
the network theory. At this point, the delimitatiahich is of interest is a more quasi-physical

one.

Network analysis has shifted the analytical focusnf the individual firm to networks of
firms. Such a network is endless as firms havdiogla with firms which have relations with
other firms which have relations with yet othenfs and so on. The network analysis must, as
a consequence, compromise with the ambitions ofysing the ‘whole’ and somehow
delimit the network. Though any network boundargrisitrary, boundary setting is necessary
for analytical purposes (Halinen and Toérnroos 2aB3; Ford et al. 2002). In the following
analysis, the network will be limited to relatioasnong tourism firms and to the tourism
firms’ relations to their immediate suppliers anstigbutors. As such the approach is one of a
focal actor network (Halinen and Térnroos 2004:) 4T%is, of course, limits the possibilities
of acknowledging how parts of the network, distémam the tourism firms, affect their
innovativeness. The negative aspect of this dediom is thus that some of the purpose of
analysing the network as a whole is lost. The pasiaspect of the delimitation is that
narrowing down the network to the degree whichasedhere allows for a more thorough

interpretation of the limited network, while stdermitting a focus on the network rather than
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on isolated dyadic relations. Furthermore, studymglarger network raises issues of
representativity and restricts the possibility eplication as only one or a very few networks
can be analysed (Easton 1995: 417). The narronavgndof the network provides, on the
other hand, a possibility for generalisation but,tl@e same time, hinders rich holistic
descriptions that would have made it possible v@aethe more complex nature of networks
(Halinen and Tornroos 2004: 8). The delimitatias, benefits and its disadvantages, are as
such a direct consequence of the selected appinakhling a high number of cases. The
inclusion of a high number of cases meant thatrmétion on each case had to be retrieved
from the tourism firms only and not from other fgrof the networks. The knowledge the
tourism firms may have of relations outside thecal network may be very limited, which
naturally delimits the unit of analysis. Such arpraach may of course also bias the
information about the networks as other firms ia tietworks may have other perceptions of
the network. However, as it is the consequencakeohetworks for the tourism firms which
e are being analysed, those firms’
Q\\ /o perceptions of the networks seem to

be the interesting ones in this study.

However, this unit of analysis can be

perceived to have subunits as well as
o . a ‘macro-unit’ (figure 1.2). One sub-
? ' unit consists of the tourism firm.
o o A Though network analysis shifts focus
from the firm to the network, the

firms naturally become sub-units of

the network as they may be

Focal actor network

Relations considered the nodes of the network.

Tourism Firm Total network It is these nodes that give life to the

network: without firms there would be

@ Tourism firms

O supplirsidistibutors -7 Neworkrelatons no network. Additionally, it is within

this unit that the knowledge of the
network exists as well as it is there

Figure 1.2: Units of analysis that the results of the networks
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express themselves. In this way the notion of ‘foco the network’ may in reality be claimed
to be more dialectic than real or in fact indistirglpable from a ‘focus on the firm’. Another
sub-unit consist of the individual relations of thetwork. As shall be seen in following
chapters, despite of network research’s ambitiorarialyse the network as a whole, this
analysis of the whole may necessarily be splitnnaaalysis of individual relations if the
whole is to be understood. Though the relationthefnetwork are interdependent they are
also different and they bring different benefitdhie network and to the firms of the network.
Finally, a ‘macro-unit’ exists as the focal actogtworks are seen to be interconnected
forming larger networks of interconnected tourisnm$§ which may have to be taken into

account so as to understand the focal actor neswork

While these are the main units of analysis, as been indicated earlier, the context is
incorporated in the analysis by choosing firms offecent tourist destinations so as to
broaden the scope of the theory. This contextter@st is delimited to consist of the ‘tourism
experience’ as defined in chapter two. The delitiwita can be seen as necessary to
incorporate the context, as a context includingyghéng can not be studied. Finally, while
the unit of analysis is arbitrary so are the preplosutcomes of the networks - innovations -
hard to describe as ‘a number on a ruler’. The ephof innovations and how to ‘measure’

them will be discussed theoretically in chapter 3.

Case data and data analysis

Case studies are mostly associated with qualitatigéhods of research in which things are
studied in terms of the meanings people bring émmttfiDenzin and Lincoln 1998: 3) and the
interview in particular is often seen as centradwdver, qualitative research (including case
studies) may involve the use of a variety of engpiridata, qualitative and/or quantitative
(Yin 1981a: 58-59). As a consequence, data triaigul, in which different types of data are
included and thus multiple sources of evidenceuserl (Denzin 1970: 472; Zelditch 1970:
499-500), becomes a natural aspect of case stadiesne of the strengths of the case study
method as it makes the conclusions drawn more nomg and accurate (Yin 1994: 91-92).
Common types of data in case studies are e.g.fdatainterviews, statistical information,
project documents, direct and participant obsesuati(Flyvbjerg 1988: 11; Yin 2003: 86). In

this study, the vast majority of empirical datanstefrom interviews conducted with tourism
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firms. However, other types of information haveoal®een used, such as research reports,
books and articles based on research carried thramgthe case study area, statistical
information, as well as indirectly information fromewspapers, the internet and onsite
observation. All of these secondary sources ofrmédion have mainly provided data of a
relatively general character when compared to titerviews which provided the specific

knowledge of specific innovation networks.

The interviews were prepared and carried through manner consistent with the research
strategy applied. Whereas interviews seeking eapiar information tend to be ‘open’ and to
have little structure, interviews that seek to tegiotheses tend to be more structured (Kvale
1996: 97). As a consequence of the research sgrafggied, the interviews were constructed
neither with the purpose of gaining pure explomtinformation nor as a hypotheses testing
tool, but instead as ‘semi-structured interviews'.such, the interview guide contains an
outline of the topics to be covered with suggesfedstions, many questions are formulated
during the interview, irrelevant questions can kmpged and questions are asked according to
a flexible checklist and not to a formal questianmgKvale 1996: 129; Mikkelsen 1995).
Such interviews allow alternative explanations fiseaand sustain the inductive character of
the work while still maintaining questions withinraore or less narrow area of interest.
Interviewees could be characterised as key infotsnamo, as such, are supposed to have
special knowledge on a given topic (Mikkelsen 198®4). In this study, they were centrally
positioned administrative persons such as dire@ndsmanagers. In some cases, access was
given to other persons with more or less knowlealgeut the topics of interest and, in other
cases, persons with a special mission within time Were interviewed, who had a tendency to
bias information e.g.:["am sales director and | dedicate myself to trytngncrement the
sales of the hotél(C9). This illustrates some of the problems oé timterview as a data
providing tool which, in addition to general quess of objectivity (see e.g. Kvale 1996), are
that interviewees can talk according to their eigrere only, they may have special interests,
lack knowledge and objectivity and so on (Flyvbjet§88: 16). Put simply, some
interviewees are good interviewees; some are lessl gKvale 1996: 146) (-just as some
interviewers are good interviewers and some ars gmd). However, in all interviews
valuable information was gained. Additionally, ihet case of interviews where some

information lacked, such was mostly gained from eothinterviews due to the
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interconnectedness of the focal actor networkérhacro-unit of analysis and due to the
firms’ belonging to the same contextual surroundin@he interviews, as such, often

complemented or confirmed each other while in yheocases raised issues of controversy.
This does not mean that the research has not basedoby the oral interactions between the

interviewer and the interviewed which in some casese more fruitful than in others cases.

The interview guide (translated from Spanish) @uded in the appendix as it was originally
formulated. The highly semi-structured charactethefinterview guide and of the interviews
means that the printed interview guide hardly makesaccurate representation of the ‘real
life interviews’. Furthermore, during the carryittyyough of the interviews certain questions
and topics of the guide were dropped as they weea $0 be of little or of no relevance,
whereas other questions were reformulated and nmstigns were added. This can be seen
as the result of a first (un-structured) data asialyaking place during the interview period.
However, the main, more structured and planned aladysis took place after the interviews

were carried through.

Data analysis can be perceived as the processngfity order, structure and meaning to the
collected data; it is framed by the purpose ofgtuely (Rossman and Rallis 2003: 274, 278);
and it is, as such, closely connected to the entisearch strategy. As the research strategy
has already been indicated to be one of combingulctive and deductive thinking, and one
that can be perceived as a step of the constanpamative method, the strategy of analysis
can be compared to a ‘categorising strategy’. Sustrategy aims at identifying similarities
and differences among the data, sorting them ippoapriate categories (Rossman and Rallis
2003: 273-274) including, in a case study, a ‘croase synthesis’ that probes whether
different groups of cases appear to share somdasityjiand may be considered instances of
the same ‘type’ of general case or whether thelpeeBub-groups or categories of general
cases (Yin 2003: 134-135). The specific analysexrdfore included the identification of
similarities and differences across cases, therednyying through a categorisation of
interesting aspects of the cases. However, whieattalysis was inspired by the constant
comparative method and a categorising strategwr aeidelines on how to do qualitative
analysis are rare (Patton 1990: 372). Also in tasecof the constant comparative method,

Glaser and Strauss (1967) have been accused aflipwnly scant information on how data
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is assigned to a category and on how to constrat#gories from data (Alvesson and
Skoéldberg 2000: 22). Furthermore, in qualitativee@ch there are no absolute rules for data
analysis and there are no ways of perfectly refitigathe researcher’s analytical thought
processes. Because each qualitative study is unsgueill the analytical approach used be
unique (Patton 1990: 372). Also the analysis cdriieough in this piece of research is not to
be considered an exact replica, neither of thetaahgomparative method (for which some

reasons have already been underlined) nor of drer gpecific method.

Additionally, the analysis was confronted with fir®blem that there is a limit to how much
data a single researcher can transcribe and an@gékyla 2004: 288; Silverman 2000:
179). In such a case, it makes sense to begimthlgsas on a relatively small part of the data
(Perakyla 2004: 288), e.g. consisting of a numlbdulty transcribed interviews. Thereby, the
‘1000 pages problem’ (Kvale 1988, 1996) can be awme, and the impossibly time
consuming process of transcribing a whole datadegrting the researcher from the data
analysis (Silverman 2000: 179), can be limited. &tbeless, in a ‘comprehensive data
treatment’, all parts of the data, including dipenet cases, must be analysed and must fit with
the developing explanations. Therefore, having feoamaller part of the data generated a set
of categories, emerging hypotheses must be testezkjpanding the data corpus. For this,
other interviews can be transcribed partly andfthilevariation of the phenomenon can be
observed (Perdkyla 2004: 288; Silverman 2000: 1A9jcomprehensive data treatment’
therefore begins with a small batch of data fromcWwha provisional analytical scheme is
generated. This analytical scheme is then comp@rede other data and modifications are
made as necessary to it and it is constantly catdtbwith discrepant cases until a set of
recursive rules incorporating all the data has besmblished (Mehan 1979: 21-22). This
process involves a repeated ‘to and from’ betwa#ardnt parts of the data. In such a data
analysis the qualitative researcher should notaisfeed by explanations which appear to
explain nearly all the variance in the data. Indtesvery piece of data has to be used and the
analytical scheme must be modified until all théada accounted for (Mehan 1979: 21-22;
Silverman 2000: 180-181). The inclusion of all tega, and thereby of all the cases including
discrepant cases, increases validity. ‘Biased stibjy’, arising from noticing only evidence
that supports the researchers’ own opinions and then conclusions, overlooking any

counterevidence (Kvale 1996: 212) or from analysirfgw exemplary cases that support the
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researchers claims (Mehan 1979: 20), is therelyyparercome.

In the process of the analysis of the data ofghigly, selected interviews were initially fully
transcribed and, following the logic described ahowhosen as the starting point of the
analysis. These interviews consisted of such thatiged transparent information on central
issues while, at the same time, illustrated thaedeighly differentiated and expected as well
as unexpected ways when seen in the light of tiggnaily developed theoretical framework.
Interviews of rural tourism firms that appearedawnative (R1, R2, R9) and less innovative
(R4, R6, R10) were analysed. Similarly, interviesislarge tourism firms of the Costa del
Sol, innovative (C1, C9) and less innovative (CB),lwere analysed as well as were
interviews of smaller tourism firms of the Costd 8el that seemed innovative (C6) and less
innovative (C5). In addition to the different inradiwveness of these firms, these cases
revealed different innovation networks such as petw of chain firms (C9, C15) and of
individual firms (C1, C5, C6, C7) of the Costa &l as well as networks of rural tourism
firms (R1, R2, R9, R4, R6; R10). The cases theeefaiso included firms which were
comparable regarding their innovativeness buthatdame time, were related to different
types of innovation networks, as well as they ideld firms that were related to similar
innovation networks but were different regardingithinnovativeness. A certain ‘control’
over similarities and differences of the cases tivasefore included already in this first part of
the data analysis. As a result, the cases illestréte diversity of innovation networks and
how such innovation networks in different ways ufhced the innovation processes in ways

taken into consideration or not in the initiallyveéoped theoretical framework.

Fundamentally, the analysis of the first intervieimgolved the assigning of descriptive
‘codes’ to the data that served to organise tha ob themes, such as innovations, tourism
‘products’ and innovation networks as well as istgb-units of these, such as vertical,
horizontal, local and non-local network relatiod$irough interpretations of the interviews
‘qualitative values’ or interpretations were assigithe different segments of the data. In that
process a first categorisation of innovation neksavas suggested according to the existence
of different types of relations - vertical, horizah local and non-local - and their identified
characteristics or ‘properties’, e.g. densitiespggaphical distribution, and capacities to

deliver information and their associations with ttegegories established within the other
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themes were considered. This segmentation, intapye and categorisation of the data
followed the original theoretical framework and shas mainly deductive approach. As such,
segments, interpretations, categories and propexiee ‘theory driven’. However, during the
analysis, other properties of networks and even themes came into being which called for
a further development and reworking of the theoattiemplate. It was, for example, clearly
expressed in the interviews, but not consideredha original theoretical template, that
network relations did not simply bring informatiam varying degrees but brougharying
information in varying degrees and that this seennggortant when innovation networks
were seen in relation to innovations. This indugtitdata-driven’ interpretation inspired a
further development of the theoretical frameworkoining new considerations on the
information benefits of innovation networks. Thiswork of the theory cast light on a
theoretically argued importance of the strengthetdtions for information transfer, not taken
into consideration originally. Such strength waseréfore introduced as a new property of
network relations which resulted in a more compieterpretation of the structures of
networks. Further ‘theory driven’ analysis of thetal now indicated how this strength varied
according to the geography of network relations aod this was of importance for the
information benefits of such relations. The geobreg network organisation and the results
hereof therefore also occurred to be more comgiex wriginally stated in the theoretical
framework. An observed geographical, as well asctfanal, diversity of the networks
therefore called for further theoretical elabomatimcluding considerations on the importance
of different types of ‘proximities’, so as to taketo account the diversity. The data was
subsequently re-analysed in the light of the adpigheoretical framework. The observed
diversity of networks also incited the incorporatiaf the context into the theoretical template
sustaining a more diversified approach to the wstdading of the characteristics of the
networks. The development of the concept of therisou experience was therefore
encouraged by the data analysis in which inspimatior the conceptualisation of the
experience was found and which led to a categarisaff the tourism experiences of the case
study. All in all, this first data analysis was detlvely assisted by the original theoretical
framework while it subsequently, and in severapstealled for, and inspired inductively, a
reformulation and further development of the théoat framework which again, deductively
supported the data analysis. This first analysis tharefore iteratively (and simultaneously)

inductive and deductive.
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Following the first data analysis and reformulatiof the theoretical template, other
interviews were listened to, analysed and partipgcribed so as to account for all the data.
The cases were sorted into groups that sharechtraateristics of the categories of networks,
innovations and tourism experiences, which wereenworless well established after the first
part of the analysis but still in need of adjusttses such, while some cases seemed to fit
well in the established categories and their progger others challenged their exact
conceptualisation and indicated the need for ahéurtdevelopment of the theoretical
framework. In this part of the process of analygiepry was therefore continuously adjusted
and further developed and the already analysedvietes were re-analysed. Though
theoretical adjustments were now minor, this latét of the process became a constant and
simultaneous process of empirical analysis andréteal development involving a repeated
‘to and from’ between different parts of the datae combined inductive/deductive process
in this part of the analysis expressed itself it tifne sources of inspiration for data-analysis
and for theoretical development at times becamerddy and at times interpretations of
interviews seemed to inspire theoretical adjustsenmhile, at other times, theoretical
adjustments seemed to inspire data analysis. $npdit of the process, the interpretations of
the segmented data slowly took the form of a cowtis presentation of the findings. The
presentation of the empirical findings in chaptee fis, in that sense, a result of the analytical
process. At a rather late point in the analysisew set of considerations were brought into
being. Because of the conclusions of the main aisly seemed purposeful to look for
additional elements of importance for tourism eig@e innovations, a sort of ‘missing link’.
As this was acknowledged at a rather late poininduthe writing of the dissertation, this is
barely expressed in the theoretical framework, #msl last part of the analysis therefore
stands in the dissertation as an initial explogiivterpretation of the data which calls for

further theoretical considerations.

All in all, while facilitating the accounting forllathe data, the analysis involved a complex,
reflexive and iterative process, including the enteof blind alleys of failed attempts to find,
establish and verify categories and relations amthvegn; the identification of alternative
explanations; the reformulation of theory; and tieereading of, and the re-listening to,

interviews. This approach to analysing the datdadencomplex and brain teasing - helped to
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take into account the full amount of data in esshiohg a theoretical framework explaining
the full corpus of data and it limited - | believdiased subjectivity. Furthermore, while the
analysis was, on the one hand, ‘biased’ by a ‘matspal subjectivity’ (Kvale 1996)
influenced by the network perspective, it included, the other hand, the identification of
rival network explanations not included in the ora theoretical framework, as well as the
identification of non-network rival explanationshd analysis thus included a ‘perspectival
subjectivity’ of ‘multiple perspectival interpretans’ of the data, which can be considered a
potential strength of interview analysis (Kvale 89212) and which was sustained by the
inductive aspects of the analysis.

The true character of the entire research prose$®wever, not expressed in the dissertation.
The presentation does not follow the logic of aical phenomenological presentation’ in
which the combined inductive/deductive researchcgse becomes obvious through a
chronologically organised presentation of the rege@rocess and its findings - theoretical
and empirical - illustrating how and when differaspects of it ‘happened’ (Mac et al 2001).
The presentation is instead a (traditional) lineae where problem formulation, method,
theory, analysis and conclusion follow each othepasately. This, while minimizing the
transparency of the research process, focusegéisemation on the findings of the research
rather than on the research process itself. Thtegly of analysis is, in other ways, expressed
in the written presentation of the empirical stueather than a descriptive or a narrative
presentation of each of the cases, the analypiegented as a cross case analysis where each
section of the presentation is devoted to a sepanatss case issue and where information
from individual cases is distributed throughout gnesentation (Yin 2003: 148). Rather than
a description of the cases, a categorisation cd@spf the cases and of the relations among
them is presented.
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Chapter 2

Tourism Experience Innovations

The purpose of this chapter is to approach an staleting of the ‘product’ of tourism
considered as an experience. Considering the deasdics of the tourism experience it will
be discussed how the innovation concept may beeapid the concept of such an experience.
As such, this chapter will lead to delimitationsdaghefinitions of the concepts of tourism
experiences and of tourism experience innovatibhese considerations will be followed up
by discussions on the contemporary relevance ofsimuexperience innovations and on the
type of such that may be found empirically. Thepteawill form the basis for the following
chapters’ theoretical discussions on some of thehaxd@sms behind tourism experience

innovations, as well as it constructs the basisiferempirical search for innovations.

The tourism experience

The ‘product’ of tourism has resulted complex aagidnto conceptualise. This is due to the
character of tourism, which consists essentiallyaof array of activities and which is a
phenomenon arising from the movement of peopleatod-their stay in - various places other
than those of their ordinary residence (Burkart &medlik 1990: 42). The result of this
phenomenon is hard to conceptualise as a prodwtraditional sense. However, economic
tourism research has (unsuccessfully) attempteatetime the product of tourism in more or
less traditional economic fashions, e.g. definirgrowly the product as ‘what the tourist
buys’ (Burkart and Medlik 1990: 48). However, théseobviously more to the ‘product’ of
tourism than simply ‘what the tourist buys’. In th@lowing the result of tourism shall be
approached as agxperience Though the experience concept has only had al soialin
tourism research (Suvantola 2002: 1), it is theeegmce as a tourist that determines the
evaluation and remembrance of being a tourist (Bamd Holden 1995: 70). The product of
tourism may thus be interpreted to be neither adgoor a service, but an experience

(Ashworth 1991): Unlike a car or a washing machine, all we have &fer consuming the
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holiday product are our memorie@Burns and Holden 1995: 70). However, it is netause

the product of tourism may be interpreted as areeepce that it is different from other
products. On the contrary, the tourism experieraehe interpreted to arise as a consequence
of the consumption of goods and services, andishat fact not different from most other

‘experiences of consumption’.

Experiences of consumptions and the tourism expemnee

An experience — which is difficult to conceptualizés rich with sensations created within
individuals who have been engaged on an emotiqimisical, intellectual or spiritual level
and it lingers in the memory of any individual (Pirand Gilmore 1999: 13):While
commodities are fungible, goods tangible, and sewvi intangible, experiences are
memorablé (Pine and Gilmore 1999: 11-12). Experiences, goadd services are, however,
closely linked to each other rather than beingidhigar or clearly distinguishable material
and immaterial objects. Economically speaking, epees are e.g. argued to be closely
related to the marketing (O'Sollivan and Spangl®98 Pine and Gilmore 1999), the
purchasing or shopping (Falk and Campbell 1997;tLand Livingstone 1992), the
production as well as the consumption (Pine anch@i¢ 1999) of goods and services. The
following discussion will focus on thexperience of consumptiasf goods and services.
Though such experiences of consumption may notdzelg distinguishable from other types
of experiences related to goods/services - not laghe case of the tourism experience

perhaps - they will nevertheless be the startingtpad the discussion.

At the general level, an experience of consumpti@y be conceptualised as having three
central characteristics. First, the experienceathe product but one of several potential
qualities of a product. E.g. a car has certashnical characteristicthat may characterise it
asa good such as the number of cylinders, automatic oruaktransmission, brakes and
suspension. At the same time it has characterigtatsmay characterise it asservice such

as acceleration and speed, comfort and luggagees ddather 2003; Saviotti and Metcalfe
1984). Finally, the car may be interpreted to psssharacteristics that may characterise it as
experiencef e.g. movement and travelling provoking intermsel memorable senses of
pleasure and excitement or of boredom and carssskné/hile the technical, service and

experience qualities of the car may be interdepeaingied conceptually difficult to distinguish
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from each other, it may be argued that the cargasod is tangible, as a service intangible and
as an experience memorable. The technical chaistziernof the car concemhat the product

is, the service characteristigghat it does(Saviotti and Metcalfe 1984) and the experience
characteristichow it is sensed and remember8écond, the experience arises from the act of
consumption of the good/service. To be a good and/service the product must be
produced to become an experience it mustco@sumedThis indicates the importance of the
interaction of the consumer in the creation of #perience. The experience of this
interaction is heavily dependent on tieicesthe consumer makes as well as onpghose

of the consumption. On the one hand, the consuaeséveral choices when consuming e.g.
a car: he/she can drive fast, drive slow, turn keitn right and so on. On the other hand, the
purpose of the consumption - which itself influendbe choices - is important as e.g. the
experience of a consumption of the car ‘just fa filn of it’, is different from the experience
of a consumption of the car because of the need efg. having to go to work during rush
hour. The two car consumer segments - ‘the leiduwer’ and ‘the commuter driver’ - create
different experiences. The third characteristic tké experience of consumption is the
existence of a range of externabnditions affecting the experience. In the case of the
consumption of a car, such conditions could be mmadliitions, weather, landscapes and other
car-consumers. These conditions are not direcpiara of the good/service being consumed
and they can normally not be changed or omittedth®y consumer. They are, however,
significant as e.g. too much traffic may make timended pleasurable experience of
consuming the car unpleasant, whereas driving girdaeautiful landscapes may make an

otherwise trivial experience pleasurable. The domas may be enjoyable or disagreeable.

It may be argued that all goods and services pssaeh qualities. A consumption experience
of any good/service may thus be illustrated to be product of three interdependent
elements: a good/service, a consumer and a sendiitons (figure 2.1). In the case of the
consumption of a car, the experience depends oedhsumer’s interaction with the car as
well as the purpose of this interaction and whether car lives up to the demands of the
consumer. A consumer who feels a need for speed tmage a car with technical

characteristics enabling these wishes to be fedfillAt the same time, the fulfilment of such
consumer needs depends on the conditions: faghgron winding roads is mostly not an

outstanding combination. Finally, the experiencedépendent on the combination of the
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- Experience

Figure 2.1: The experience of consumption.

technical plus the service characteristics of theand the conditions: off road driving in a

Trabant will mostly not be a pleasurable experience

If the product of tourism has experience qualittess does therefore not differentiate it from
other products. It applies also to a variety ofeotgoods/services where consumers derive
satisfaction from acts of consumption (Gordon amsdall 2000: 291). It may, however, be
claimed that some goods/services are more experiatensive than others. A bottle of wine
IS more experience intensive than a bookshelf. pgiteeluct of tourism is in this sense an
extremely experience intensive product as the pompose of the product is to create an
experience through consumption. Additionally, thertsm experience may be claimed to be a
particular case because of its complexity. Theisourexperience is characterized by the
extended period of time of experiencing and th&sigeness of the experience occupying the
whole of the holiday period rather than a few diserepisodes. furthermore, while the
consumption of e.g. a car is essentially a consiompdf one good/service, the tourism
experience involves the consumption of a varietygodds and services during a period of
time at a particular location (Burns and Holden 3:980). This means, first of all, that the
choices of the consumer - the tourist - become insmeand so does the number of possible
experiences. The tourist, his needs and wantdasevital for the character of the experience.
Furthermore, the tourism experience will, in moaseas, be affected by the technical and

service characteristics of not one but a varietgadds/services which, though they may be
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The tourist
destination

The Tourism

Experience

The tourism
goods/services

Figure 2.2: The tourism experience.

independently provided and consumed, are someh@endent on each other and together
create one overall experience (Williams and Buse@03: 72). Finally, the character of the
tourism experience depends on a magnitude of dondisuch as weather, pollution, safety,
hospitality etc. (e.g. Burns and Holden 1995: Aose conditions of the experience consist
of the characteristics of the particular locationene the experience is created. This location
is typically referred to as the tourist destinataond its role for the experience may be more
central than conditions are for most other expesenof consumption. It may even be
claimed that it is mostly these conditions thaitenpeople to engage in tourism or retain them
from doing so and the tourism experience is theeein extreme case where it becomes
meaningless to distinguish a core product frontastext (Gordon and Goodall 2000: 291).
The conditions are enjoyable - such as beautifufldaapes, cultural happenings, language
and other tourists - or disagreeable - such aswsather, crime, war, pollution and other

tourists. They result in different experiences sashural, urban or mass tourism experiences.

In this way, the tourism experience is a resulttlmee interdependent and interacting
elements: 1) tourism goods/sensc®) a tourist destination; and 3) a tourist (figu#.2.).
These three elements have characteristics and depees, which — as for other experiences
— determine the experience. In the following thelsenents will shortly be conceptualised and
delimited and their interdependencies consideredsstw delimit the concept of the tourism

experience as it is to be understood in the folgnanalysis.
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The tourist

The concepts of tourism and tourists are interdégen As the term tourism is defined, so is
indirectly the term tourist and vice versa. Theaapt of the ‘tourist’ refers to the person who
practices (the ‘—ist’ of ‘tourist’) the practicenéd ‘—ism’ of tourism) of a movement in a circle
(the ‘tour-’ of tourist and tourism) (Theobald 19%} Leiper 1990a). In its essence, tourism
may therefore be interpreted as an activity engagetly people who travel (Mill and
Morrison 1992: 7) and the people who are engageshigh activities are tourists. However,
while all tourism involves travel, not all traved tourism (Burkart and Medlik 1990: 42).
Though no definitions, distinguishing travel whishtourism from travel which is not, are
universally accepted (Mill and Morrison 1992: Xlithere is - at least for statistical purposes -
a general consensus on what individuals may beactersed as tourists and when. This is
expressed in the definition of the World Tourisnmg@misation which first defines a ‘visitor’
as “Any person travelling to a place other than thahsfher usual environment for less than
twelve months and whose main purpose of the trgghsr than the exercise of an activity
remunerated from within the place visitd@heobald 1994: 14). For this visitor to become a
tourist he/she must spend at least one night ipldee visited. Motives for this type of travel
are furthermore limited (or expanded some claim)etobrace such as leisure (including
recreation, holidays, health, studies, religion apdrts), business, visiting family or friends
and meetings (Mill and Morrison 1992: 8; Framke 3:98). Other travellers, such as e.g.
commuters, migrants, diplomats and members of aforeds, are excluded (Theobald 1994:
15).

Though these definitions are accepted by most cesn{Mill and Morrison 1992: 8), they

may be criticized. First of all, they may perhagsdonsidered to include too many types of
people ‘on the move’ and it may be suspected thati$ a result of the tourism organisations’
interests in boosting statistics and thus the ingmme of tourism (Leiper 1990a) and - not
least - the importance of the organisations thewasellLeiper (1990a: 9), for example,
suggests that business travellers are wrongly dieclun the definition and he defines tourism
as being only related to leisure activities. Whtlanay make sense, in certain studies, to
exclude the business traveller from the definitiom,an economic study this becomes
problematic. In tourism, money earned in one’s radrdomicile is spent in the places visited
and on the way to these places (Burkart and MetiR0: 42). This is also the case of
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business tourists which can therefore hardly biated from other types of tourists from the
economic point of view (Shaw and Williams 1994: B)may also, from the economic point
of view, be argued that the problem is not theusicn of business travellers in the definition
but rather the inclusion of those travellers thahdve in ways that are not, or are only
marginally, economically beneficial for the placesited. Those could e.g. be travellers
visiting friends or family who do not necessarilgnsume what may be considered tourism
goods/services to experience. Those tourists magidimed to be ‘less’ tourists, from the
economic point of view, than the business tou#hat this indicates more than anything else
is that there may be research subject related meagw delimiting the tourist concept

differently, instead of looking for and believing & generally applicable definition.

I shall here limit the tourists to consist of indivals who travel according to the definition of
WTO for the purpose of leisure only and whose expees are dependent on the
consumption of tourism goods/services as they bélldefined later. Thus are excluded, on
the one hand, travellers who do not to a certagrate consume tourism goods/services to
experience. This seems reasonable from the econpont of view in which the tourism
experience can be considered an experience of cgisun: people who do not consume
tourism goods/services to experience do not craateurism experience as defined. As
tourists are furthermore limited to those who caonsufor leisure purposes, the business
tourists are excluded. This exclusion is chosemiyas a limitation of the research subject.
In addition, the business tourists also includgpe tof consumers whose purposes and ways
of consumption result in experiences very differeotn those of the leisure tourists. Such
business tourism experiences are not necessagdgptable nor are they necessarily intended
to be so. At the same time, though business tgucehsume, to a certain degree, the same
types of goods/services as the leisure touristshady, may also consume other very different

ones such as convention and conference facilities.

The tourist destination

That place plays a central role for the tourismesgigmce is evident as tourism arises from the
travelling to and staying in a place (Gordon anad 2000: 291). This travelled to place is
typically referred to as the ‘tourist destinatiofiDestinations are the core of the tourism
product. The desire to visit them is the main nadin for most tourist trips(Swarbrooke
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2001: 159). The destination becomes in this linghoiught the ‘raison d’étre’ of tourism
(Cooper et al. 1993: 77). However, the destinatiay not necessarily be the only ‘raison’ for
tourism: ‘The main causal factor of tourist flows is not ltezhin destinations but in traveller
generating regioris(Leiper 2000: 366). Whether destinations are rtien cause of tourism
(the pull factor) or the result of peoples needyéd away from home (the push factor) - or
most probably a combination of the two - is notisgportant for the accepting of the
centrality and importance of destinations for tbherism experience:Tourism is, after all,
essentially about making available a diverse ramgegeographical locations to potential
visitors and thereby translating those location®itourist destinatiorfs(Hughes 1998: 18).
The concept of the tourist destination is nhonedgkn intricate one as different actors with
interests in such destinations, e.g. tour-operattosrists, local residents, destination
managers and politicians, may all have different@gtions of the same destinations. Such
may be perceived as e.g. marketing projects, bssimetworks, political development
projects, local populations, landscapes, images nythologies (Beaerenholdt 2001).
Additionally, tourist destinations are nohly tourist destinations but can also be residential
centres, industrial production areas, agricultwmahes, etc. (Swarbrooke 2001: 159-160).
Attempts to overcome the complexities of the cohcggem to conclude that the tourist
destination is a ‘problematic concept’ (Saarine®89Framke 2001; Haldrup 2001). The
destination concept can, nevertheless, be a usefuhecessary concept to grasp the
phenomena of tourismThe tourist destination, however defined geograglhic provides a
convenient focus for the examination of the toumstvement and its manifold impact and
significancé (Burkart and Medlik 1990: 46).

Different academic approaches to the concept ofdhast destination may be distinguished
as theeconomig¢ the geographicaland thesocio-cultural In the economic literature, the

destination is mostly defined closely related supply side point of view. In such a view the
destination may e.g. be conceptualised as a miattactions, facilities, infrastructure,

transportation and hospitality (Mill and Morriso885: 201). Focus is mainly on aspects of
direct economic importance for the creation of@igm experience. As already indicated, the
character and quality of the tourism experienceeddpn a variety of place specific, mostly
non-producible conditions, such as traffic, weatheise-level, crime, poverty, friendliness of

the local population and so on. A wide variety o€ls conditions are of importance for the
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quality of the tourism experience and many of thase neglected in the pure economic
approaches. The conditions are related to the rde®th understood as the whole of the
geographical area in which the tourist is stayiegpgorarily and the tourism experience is
thus inevitably related to the physical, economieald socio-cultural landscape of the
destination. The destination is in this way, indte& being merely a synonym of the supply
side aspects of tourism, an all-embracing concdpa @eographical place. Despite the
inclusiveness of the destination concept understa®da geographical place it might be
claimed to exclude other facets of the destinabbmmportance. Such are included in the

more socio-cultural approaches to the destinatimcept:

... Destinations are not merely a leitmotif for geaqgric place. Rather, they are
also social and cultural constructions whose memnand values are negotiated
and redefined by diverse people, and mediated biorfa often related only
tangentially to a particular tourist setting (Sguli998: 82-83).

In such socio-cultural approaches focus is diretd@ards the ever changing constructions of
destinations and their reasons. Destinations @ g social constructs, as subject to constant
processes of transformation (Saarinen 1998: 16@)aad thus perceived as mainly intangible
elements such as processes, interactions, negasatirhose intangible features may be
perceived to be the mechanisms constructing thditons of the tourism experience rather

than being themselves conditions of the experience.

| shall here, for the purpose of this study, optagragmatic perception of the destination as a
geographical place including the conditions of tixrism experience. Such destinations are
not perceived as places with specific geograpMaoaindaries. Rather, destinations may for
different tourism experiences be perceived to existlifferent imperceptible spatial levels.
Rather than geographical borders, what are impbree the characteristics of the
destinations: the conditions of the tourism exper@e Excluded from the destination concept
are the socio-cultural approach’s mechanisms aactsty the conditions of the destination.
These are not neglected to be essential and traggects of destinations but they are not
central to this study. | furthermore exclude frofme tdestination concept the tourism

goods/services, which are the central element efetonomic perceptions of the concept.
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These are instead considered as a separate elem#rd tourism experience and will be
described in the following. The delimitation of thestination concept as applied here is thus
clearly related to the perception of the tourisrpegience in which the destination first of all
represents the conditions of the experience. Muorencould be said about the destination
concept and the conceptual challenges related t@ee e.g. Baehrenholdt et al. 2004;
Baehrenholdt 2001; Framke 2001; Haldrup 2001; Searih998) but here it serves the

purpose to consider the destination as definedeabov

The tourism goods/services

Defining or delimiting which goods/services aretpasf a tourism ‘product’ has been subject
to much controversy in tourism research. This @w@rsy has mainly been centred on
whether an industry called ‘the tourism industrghdbe defined and delimited. In the search
for the ‘tourism industry’ Smiths (1994: 582-583)y example, argues that an industry is
characterised by a generic product. Generic prgdattagriculture are e.g. food and fibre.

The tourist, on the other hand, needs access tmgerof goods and services, making it
possible to eat, to sleep and to be entertained iat@ place where he does not normally
reside. This is, according to Smith, the functiéihe ‘generic product’ of tourism. However,

which goods/services actually form part of suclgeneric product’ has caused one of the
most vivid debates within tourism research (see leegper 1990b, 1993; Smith 1988, 1991,
1993). One approach to delimiting the tourism géselsices can be considered an ‘all-
embracing one’. In such a view, tourism goods/sewido not pertain to a clear-cut sector.
Instead, they are an all embracing domain of seraied industrial activities which touches
upon most spheres of national life (Wahab and Co@p@@la: 5) and blends with all the

productive sectors of economic activity (Sessa 1983. While this may in some senses be
true, and a convenient approach for those wantingpdost the statistical importance of

tourism, it is not a convenient approach for theeegch act as it leaves us with ‘everything

and nothing’ to study.

The belief in the existence of a ‘tourism industnyay be argued to represent the root of the
definitional problems. It may e.g. be argued that production of tourism can not be related
to an industry as an industry must fulfil the cludeaistics of being a group of businesses
producing similar types of commodities using similgpes of technologies which is not the
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case of tourism goods/service3here is no apparent commonality between movinglpeo
from place to place (transportation) and helpin@rhto stay still (accommodatidr(lSmith
1998: 36). Alternatively, some have attempted tbndeand delimit the 'tourism industry’
according to who the tourist as a consumer is. Suchpproach focuses on whether or not
(and in what amount) goods/services are sold tosisu The straightforward conclusion is to
include everything a tourist uses, consumes orisggjon one round trip (Jeffries 1990:28).
In that sense, the tourism ‘product’ consists ahstangible or nearly tangible goods/services
that are produced by firms and are bought by tmu{ideffries 1990: 28-29). However, the
definitional problem arises as tourists consumeirign commodities’ as well as ‘non-
tourism commodities’; local residents also consutoerism commodities’ as well as ‘non-
tourism commodities’. Furthermore, some firms lofeselling their products to tourists only
locally or seasonally, and it may thus be argued tiey are tourism goods/services in some
places and not in others, and during some seasdgnsobduring others (Smith 1998: 38). In
an attempt to overcome such definitional probletms,tourism industry’ has been defined as
‘partially industrialised’ indicating that somerfis are not ‘significantly’ in the business of
tourism but may have relations with consumers witadentally happen to be tourists (Leiper
1990a: 157). However, defining the ‘tourism indystaccording to who the consumer is, is
inconsistent with accepted definition standardsluseother industries (Debbage and Daniels

1998: 25) and is generally problematic:

Saying that a firm is in the tourism business @ustry merely because it
has customers who can be described as touristsaralogous to observing
red-heads among the customers of the butcher, bakercandlestick maker
and deducing the existence of a red-heads ind(lstiger 1990b: 602).

It is not here believed that these problems ofndigdition can be overcome. Additionally,

while such delimitation may be interesting for stital purposes it may be less relevant in
more qualitatively oriented studies. Instead, fosbheuld be directed towards the qualitative
characteristics of tourism goods/services seeiamths being part of the tourism experience.
As indicated, the tourism experience may be enedags an experience of consumption of
goods/services by tourists in a particular pladee Tourism experience does therefore not

exist until the acts of consumption (Sessa 198R: 2dch acts of consumption are essentially
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acts of interactions between the goods/services thadtourists. Smith (1994: 591) has
indicated that such interactions occur at two levekfreedom of choicemong different
goods/services and asvolvementof the tourists in the production process of indial
goods/services. In the same way, it makes hereedentalk of two levels of interactions in
the process of consumption: tHanctional and the consumption levelof interaction.
Interactions at the functional levatvolve the functional putting together of indivialu

goods/services of the destinations:

[The destinations] contain large number of différgmuilding bricks’ from
which each tourist can build their own destinagwaduct or experience. As
with Lego sets very different products or experencan be created from
identical sets of building bricks (Swarbrooke 20039).

Depending on which ‘building bricks’ are functiolyaput together by the tourist under the
conditions given by the destination, different ferof tourism experiences may emerge. Such
experiences have been given more or less meaningfoes such as mass, golf, rural, green
or urban tourism. The other level of interactione tconsumption level, ithe one where
individual goods/services are consumed throughraot®n. These interactions may be
claimed not simply to be interactions between thiesamer and the goods/services but also,
and at the same time, between the tourists anddélsénations, as well as between the
goods/services and the destination. While e.g. al inea restaurant may be considered, at
first glance, a relatively simple good/servicesitanly one part of the experience which also
includes the tourist and the destination as wethasinteractions between all these elements.
The tourist is enjoying (or consuming) the setifighe restaurant and the interaction with the
waiters and, at the same time, place mythologiesta¢d to the natural and cultural landscape
of the destination (Haldrup 2001: 74). In this wing production of the tourism experience of
consumption is interactive and conditioned. Theegigmce arises as the different elements of
the experience interrelate and interact. On the harel, this indicates a functional fixity in
place of the single goods/services. A hotel on amtaintop is not just a hotel but ‘a hotel on
a mountaintop’ which is different from ‘a hotebt on a mountaintop’. On the other hand, it is
indicated how the interaction is central to the esignce and how production and

consumption become the same thing occurring asdhee time: without production there will
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be no consumption and without consumption therd t no production. Production
processes are part of the product; consuming tsudse also producers (Lehtinen and
Lehtinen 1991; Crang 1997: 139); and the tourisqpeernce of consumption becomes an
experience of production as well. The goods/sesvare a result of the temporal and spatial
co-presence of production and consumption (Crar8y1237). This furthermore means that
the experience cannot be detached from the toufiism as the firm becomes itself the

good/service being consumed and thus a part afxperience.

Such an interaction view comes close to the viewheftourist as a performer (e.g. Edensor
2000, 2001; Larsen 2004) in which the firm beconzesstage of performance. The
consumption is seen as a performance creating ahesin experience and tourists are
performers in tourist spaces, which are the stafdbe performance. Such stages are e.qg.
beaches, mountains, cities, heritage sites, musemehgheme parks (Edensor 2001). While
some of these stages are part of the destinatibitiiwn this way also becomes a stage or a
number of stages) others are provided by tourismsfi In this way, the production of a
tourism good/service becomes the provision of gestan which tourists can perform their
tourisms: We are above all else performers in our own dram@astages the industry has
provided (Chaney 1993: 64). In the provision of these staghe tourism firms themselves
become performers, which again indicates the wgicelationship between production and
consumption and between the tourism firm and theigm experience: These places and
spaces operate as the settings for the performamiclesth producers and consumef€rang
1997: 143).

Considering these qualitative characteristics ofigmn goods/services, such goods/services
may be characterised as experience intensive sfagegled by tourism firms, where the

tourists are interactors who pay an ‘entrance feddecome part of the play. They are sold
places of interaction and experience making located and living under the conditions of -

the tourist destination. Goods/services with sutdracteristics may be claimed to consist of
produced attractions including amusement parksgeoms, guided tours, cultural events etc.
produced for tourists. They include attractionst thee staged by firms, produced through
interaction and sold to tourists, including intabigi attractions such as culture and the like,

when they are being staged as e.g. a guided tociuded goods/services further consist of
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accommodation establishments and restaurants antikéh which may also be considered
attractions for the leisure tourist. Each of thieskvidual goods/services can not on their own
satisfy the demands of leisure tourists. The ttaineed a combination of those to create
tourism experiences. It is this combination (thectional level of interaction) of interactions

(the consumption level of interaction) of such tsor goods/services happening under the

conditions given by the destination that resuthia creation of a tourism experience.

Conceptualising the tourism goods/services anddbhgsm experience in this way does not
eliminate the problems of exact delimitations airtem firms and boundaries stay blurred.
Other goods/services of importance for the touresxperience, but not included here as
tourism goods/services, may possess similar claisiits but may be claimed to be less
experience and interaction intensive. That isthg case of money exchange, souvenir shops,
souvenirs and swimsuits. They are here insteadidenesl as conditions or as supporting
goods/services. Excluded are also goods/servidegraduced on the destination though they
may have experience qualities and involve momehisteractions, e.g. air and land travel to
and from destinations, sales and marketing, tranglrance and vaccinations. As envisaged
here, those goods/services mainly support theioreat the tourism experience but are not
themselves part of the experience created withia thestination. Additionally, the
conceptualisation does not eliminate the problefrdebmitation resulting from the fact that
local populations may also consume tourism goodstss, just as other goods/services,
possessing the same characteristics as tourisnsfpaodices, may not form part of a tourism
experience. However, what is important here is ttle@ consumption of a tourism
good/service does not itself result in a tourismpegience. A tourism experience is the result
of a tourist’'s consumption of several functionallyt together tourism goods/services during a
period of time, under the conditions of a spedifigrist destination which is a place different
from the tourist’'s normal place of residence. Tdhags not imply that tourism goods/services
can be distinguished from non-tourism goods/sesviddey may instead, in many cases, be
similar and indistinguishable. It is, instead, th&al tourism experience that is different from
other experiences of consumption - such as gointh@éoshopping centre on a Saturday
afternoon or having a beer in the pub on the coaiftar work - and not necessarily the
characteristics of the goods/services themsehiaally, delimitating the tourism experience,

as has been done in the above, can rightfully &eneld to lead to the exclusion of parts an
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‘overall tourism experience’. Such an experiencey rha initiated a long time before the
tourist’s arrival at the destination as well asndty not end when the destination is left. The
total experience could include anticipatory exci@mnas well as reflexive experiences

through memories and looking at photographs (BantsHolden 1995: 70).

Tourism experience innovations

The innovation term has been applied mainly to dlesannovations of ‘traditional goods’

and, when focus is on experiences, as defined igndhapter, existing perceptions of the
innovation term seem only partially capable of diéseg the phenomenon of innovation. The
following discussion will attempt to clarify howehnnovation term can be dealt with in this
thesis, applying it to describe one of several fbsgypes of innovations of the tourism

experience.

The tourism experience and the concept of innovatio

Schumpeter is typically referred to as ‘the fatha@rinnovation theory. Due to his influence
on the understanding of the innovation concept @mdhnovation research, he serves as the
starting point for this discussion. According tohBmpeter (1961), innovation is an activity
that creates economic development. The drive foh sun economic development is first and
foremost related to the carrying out of new comtiames: “To produce means to combine
material and forces within our reach. To producédest things, or the same thing by a
different method, means to combine these matearaldorces differenti{Schumpeter 1961
65). Such new combinations could result in innavadi consisting of the introduction of a
new good or of a new quality of a good; the intrctehn of a new method of production; the
opening of a new market; the conquest of a newcgoof raw material or half manufactured
goods; or the carrying out of a new organisatioraofindustry, such as the creation of a
monopoly position or the breaking up of a monogadgition (Schumpeter 1961: 66). While
Schumpeter’s definition has been criticised forbiisrring boundaries, which may be due to
Schumpeter’s focus on economic development ratieer bn definitional exactness (Sundbo
1998: 13), the importance of the definition is ent as it is still often cited and applied.
Innovations have later been divided in ‘producttddprocess innovations’ (e.g. Abernathy
and Utterback 2000, first published 1975). ‘Prodmctovations’ correspond broadly to the

first category of innovations in Schumpeter’s deifom (the introduction of a new good or a
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new quality of a good). ‘Process innovations’ mary,the other hand, be defined as such that
result in increased performance of operations dyréeing carried out through intensification
or perfectionisation. Product innovations are tralated to changes @fhatis produced and
process innovations to changes ladw it is produced. However, product and process
innovations are not completely independent and teegt to go hand in hand in the real world
(Stoneman 1995: 3).

When related to products (rather than to the osgdional features of an industry), the
innovation concepts focus on changes controllediwithe firm, on what is produced by the
firm and on how it is produced. As the tourism eigrece is understood as the result of the
interactions of tourists with tourism goods/sergia@nd a destination, changes of what is
controlled within the tourism firm represents omige way in which the experience can be
changed and the creation of different experiencay wccur in a variety of ways. E.g.
changes of the conditions of the destination mangk the experience in a variety of ways
such as through improvements of infrastructure bglowarming and changes of local
populations’ attitudes towards tourists. Additidpadlifferent and unique experiences may be
created as tourists bump randomly into tourists lacdl inhabitants, thus creating good or
bad experiences through ‘innovative interactioAs.each tourist may, furthermore, perceive
interactions differently, each interaction creagseptional experiences. In this way, tourism
experience ‘innovations’ are out of control, cheotlisorganized and personal. It is thus clear
that traditional innovation concepts could haveaser shortcomings when it comes to such a
wide interpretation of innovations of the tourisxperience - or of any experience for that
matter - and also that innovation theories (such.gsthose dealt with in following chapters)
would not be fit to explain such experience innawe. However, if the term innovation is
applied in traditional ways and thereby limitedctancern what is produced by the firm and
how, it may be argued that innovations such asethliescribed can not be considered as
innovations as they are ‘out of the firms’ and ofitontrol of the firms. The interactions are
not changed by the firm but by external factorg] are partly uncontrollable and random. It
can, in such a line of thought, be argued thatnaovation must be the result of something
that can be changed within and by a firm. Sundlb@alluj (1999) additionally argue that a
product should be reproducible to be considerednaovation. As such, exceptional or

chaotic and random occurrences cannot be considsrathovations. From the tourism firms’

46



Chapter 2: Tourism Experience Innovations

point of view, innovations of the tourism experiertben concern changes of the experience
that can be controlled and induced by and withim$i However, what is produced within
and outside the firm becomes hard to distinguisimamy cases of tourism goods/services, as
the production may happen ‘in situ’, e.g. in theecaf a guided tour. This does, furthermore,
not mean that what is out of control of the tourismms, random and chaotic is irrelevant to
the tourism firms as the tourism goods/servicendgart of the tourism experience are
interdependent with the other elements of the é&pee and depend on the interactions with
the other elements. Changes in the other elemessot just change the experience but also
create a need for changes within the tourism fliomaffect the success of such a change.

From such an ‘inside the tourism firms’ point ofewi, the tourism experience may be
influenced and thus innovated in different ways e experience of consumption of tourism
goods/services is a result of the interaction ef tisurist with the tourism good/service, the
purpose of an innovation is to create a changéekkperience of the interaction. Again the
result of such an interaction is partly out of e¢ohfas tourists uncontrollably interact with
each other - and with the goods/services - whilthiwithe tourism firm. Though such
interactions may be partly controlled, controlldthioges of the experience of consumption
may be carried through in two fundamental ways. @nlgy influencing the firms’ personal
interactions with the tourists. Changing the waf$reating the tourists or general ways of
interacting - i.e. changing the personnel’s rolgha play on the stage - may for example
create different experiences. Though such innoratican rightly be considered to be of
extreme importance, they are not the ones thadll &tus on here. The other way to change
the experience of the interaction - and the onmtefrest here - is by changing the physical
aspects of the stage of interaction. Such a chahtee stage is not simply a physical change
but will also result in a change of the interactioh the tourists with the physical
characteristics of the firm, its personnel as vesllwith other tourists. Interactions taking
place round a swimming pool are different from fatgions taking place in a dining room
and such different interactions create differergegiences. Some experiences of interaction
may be more pleasurable than others and depencherphysical setting and e.g. the
experience of interaction with a low budget hot@dm is different from the experience of
interaction with a five star hotel suite. Physichinges are thus closely connected to changes

of the experience. In this sense, the focus is romwvations that may be compared to

47



Tourism Experience Innovation Networks

traditional product innovations as they consish@iv combinations of the elements that make
up the physical aspects of the stage of interacthen focus is on tourism experience
innovations, focus is on how new combinations o€ ttechnical characteristics of
goods/services are the source of changes of tgesst# interactions and thus of the tourism
experiences. This is, as such, equal to innovatibrether experience products, such as the
car, where innovations through changes of the feahnharacteristics of the car improve the
experience of consuming the car. While focus, ia thesis, is on the physical changes of the
stages of interaction, such changes are, as iedicrlier, dependent on the other elements
of the experience because the tourism goods/seraieefunctionally fixed to the conditions
provided by the destination: you do not change yuiel into a ‘hotel on a mountaintop’ if it

is not actually on a mountaintop. Exceptions frdns tare e.g. themed restaurants, e.g. a
restaurant in the historical centre of Copenhadpert becomes a restaurant in Mexico, or
hotels in developing countries providing uniforrailiar and standardised secure western
atmospheres for the developed world’s tourists @y 1996: 12; Morgan 1994. 381).
Mostly however, while an innovation may be seenidalation it nevertheless remains
embedded in the tourism experience complex, congistot simply of goods/services but
also of tourists and destinations, their interdejgeicies and interactions.

Though such innovations may be compared to pradactvations, they are closely related to,
and indistinguishable from, certain process inniovat because of the co-presence of
production and consumption of the tourism expeeerhe division of process and product
innovations is thus extremely blurred. The produmtovations of interest here are, as
indicated, those which change the physical aspefctse stage of interaction. On the other
hand, what may be considered process innovatisugh as the introduction of information
technologies for managerial purposes, or hiddensiphy changes, such as changes of
electrical installations and the like - are notsidered directly. Though such innovations may
indirectly have an effect on the tourism experiernbey are not directly visible to the tourist.
They can however be considered important as theytlaemselves not just related to
improvements of production processes, but alsocases, directly related to product
innovations as e.g. the introduction of one prodagbvation may cause for several process

innovations to be carried through.
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Tourism experience innovations and the Schumpetenmaheritage

Schumpeter’s importance for innovation researchhmiseen in how certain theoretical and
definitional issues related to his original defiot have developed later and in how some of
his original underlying assumptions have surviv&dme of those issues and assumptions are
of importance for the tourism experience innovatterm. First, Schumpeter’'s focus was
mainly on specific changes of a certain importangeeat structural breakthroughs’. Those
were related to the appearance of one or a feweprégneurial heroes’ who, in Schumpeter's
early theory, were considered to be persons camHbdarrying through new and important
combinations causing an innovational breakthroddtose ‘heroes’ would pave the way for
others to follow, as they remove the initial obkacfor further development (Schumpeter
1961: 228). This would cause a discontinuity asrtiteal breakthrough would be followed by
a swarm of new combinations giving rise to a bussneycle where old products and
production structures became obsolete and sulestity new ones in a process of ‘creative
destruction’ (Schumpeter 1961: 212-255; Coombd.€t987: 175-177; Reijnders 1990: 30-
33). It was especially the initial great structulakakthroughs requiring ‘entrepreneurial
heroes’ that were of importance and of interest ey were opposed to the continuous
development consisting of technological changess@ll’ that managers could do the job
(Rostow 1990: 455). This approach has later beeengprolonged life with the well-known
distinction between ‘incrementadind ‘radical’ innovations. Radical innovations nisg/ seen
as very different new combinations or discontinueuents, whereas incremental innovations
are small improvements that occur more or lessimootsly (e.g. Freeman and Perez 1988:
45-46).

These often applied divisions have, according teeRberg (1985), resulted in a bias of the
research of economists who have directed theirsfaowards the more ‘prestigious’ and, in
the Schumpeterian sense, ‘true’ radical innovatiostead of towards the smaller changes of
incremental innovations, considered to be of mimgportance. Nonetheless, technological
change is also, and perhaps more importantly, @rmeus stream of minor adjustments,
modifications and adaptations. Such minor changag mdividually be very modest but
cumulatively they are of major significance (Rosengp1985: 61-62). Abernathy and Clark
(1985: 6-7) further argue that ‘true radical innibmas’ are rarely encountered in practice. It is
thus indicated that incremental innovations mayobémportant significance and that new
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products may mostly not result in great structlr@akthroughs. Despite this, the focus on,
and the search for, the ‘true’ innovation has tesuin the importance of many forms of

technological change being dramatically understéReadenberg 1985: 77).

This discussion is closely related to anotheraaitaspect derived from Schumpeter’s original
distinctions. In Schumpeter’s terminology, the @sx of technological change was divided
into invention concerning the first development of a new prodimectovation concerning its
economic application; andiffusion concerning the introduction of the innovation bayyers

or competitors (Dosi 1991: 181). Schumpeter, irs thay, applied the term innovation to
describe a particular stage of technological pr®ces which innovation was clearly
distinguished from invention:A's long as they are not carried into practice, intvens are
economically irrelevant. And to carry any improvemento effect is a task completely
different from the inventing of’'i{Schumpeter 1961: 88). On the other hand, difmshay be
seen as the predominant aspect of the latter patte business cycle where the now ‘not so
new innovation’ becomes familiar and the acceptari¢ebecomes a matter of free choice not
demanding the qualities of a true entrepreneur (®@eter 1961: 228-229). While some
innovation researchers have used the term innovaébiaescribe innovation as separate from
invention and diffusion, others have widely used tbrm to describe the entire process of
technological change (Stoneman 1995: 3; Sundbo:1B®8 The last is not necessarily the
result of a loose misuse of terms but have prdctisavell as logic rationales. The division
into invention, innovation and diffusion can e.g.driticised as a rough conceptual distinction,
which can hardly be found in practice (Dosi 19981)1 An invention may e.g. be introduced
as an innovation by economically minded researthbéshments, and the diffusion process
may entail further innovation by both developersl aisers. Similarly, Stoneman (1995: 3)
indicates that the invention-innovation-diffusioropess is not a linear one of separate stages

as extensive feedbacks exist and Rosenberg (1€8S)that -

The diffusion process is typically dependent otr@asn of improvements in
performance characteristics of an innovation, itsgpessive modification
and adaptation to suit the specialised requiremeht&arious sub-markets
... It is economically absurd to consider the innaabf the automobile as

having been accomplished when there were a fews biiding around the
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countryside terrifying horses (Rosenberg 1985: 75).

This, while problematising the conceptual distiontibetween invention, innovation and
diffusion, also brings us back to, and emphasikesproblems of the distinction between
radical and incremental innovations. By maintaindugh a division, focusing on the first as
the true innovation, the analysis fails to focusmgontinued alterations and adaptations
(Rosenberg 1985: 75). Instead, the innovation m®a@oes not consist of a single well-
defined act but of a long series of acts that ipomate invention and diffusion. It consists of
an extensive process of redesign, modification #mmlsands of small improvements
(Rosenberg 1985: 76)

The above discussions are related to a third odigplied geographical distinction which
divides innovations in e.gglobal and local. When this terminology is applied, global
innovations refer to the very first introduction wéw products while the local innovations
refer to the first introduction in the unit of olpgation (Stoneman 1995). As such, some
studies make it a condition that an innovationew/ rat the global level so as to be considered
an innovation, while others have analysed innowatias new combinations within national
boundaries and yet others have made it a conditianthey are new within the firm only
(Sundbo 1998: 14). However, as innovations canaoessarily be separated from inventions
and diffusions, the geographical distinctions beecantificial in some senses. During the
diffusion process, i.e. the introduction of combioas considered new at the national or firm
level, important adjustments, adaptations and é&urtlevelopments of the product are carried

through.

Following the above arguments, the innovation cphcan be defined, as by Dosi (1988), as
“(...) the search for, and the discovery, experimentatdevelopment, imitation, and
adoption of new products, new production processebnew organisational set-upfDosi
1988: 222). In this way, the innovation term cortesclude the whole process of invention,
innovation and diffusion; and radical as well asr@mental innovations at any geographical
level. It may, on the other hand, at this pointshggested that a rejection of such conceptual
distinctions may be just as unfruitful as applythgm the Schumpeterian way. Schumpeter’'s

original distinctions may be argued to be theoadiffcuseful starting points as the term
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invention indicates some kind of potential for teclogical progress, while the terms of
innovation and diffusion hint at the economic, abcand organisational incentives and
impediments (Dosi 1991: 181). The distinctions maythermore, be useful to identify
introductions of completely new products but alsmd not least, to identify the slow
continuous developments and diffusions of innowvetioOnly by accepting the conceptual
distinctions may it be possible to identify slowntauous developments and, not least, to
state their importance. Considering these argumémtsterm innovation shall here not only
be restricted to include radical innovations bull wiso include non-radical innovations of
new products, as well as incremental innovationgher continuous development through
diffusion and adaptation. As a consequence, thevimon concept includes the result of the
whole process of invention, innovation and diffusiblowever, the terminological distinction
between invention, innovation, diffusion, radicahdaincremental is at the same time
acknowledged so as to recognise - and not to datealuthe importance of processes of

diffusion and continuous change.

Before applying these terms to tourism experienu@ovations, yet another conceptual
distinction must be introduced. The term ‘tourismoguct’ may, as indicated by Middleton

(1989), be used at two different levels of whicle amrelated to the single ‘products’ offered
by the individual producers and the other referthototal level which covers the complete
tourism experience. Such a distinction can alsaldreved from the conceptualisation of the
tourism experience established earlier. On the @@ed, innovations of individual

goods/services are related to the consumption levéhteraction, whereas innovations of
total experiences are related to changes of irtierecat the functional level. Innovations of
individual goods/services are thus related to changf the technical characteristics of the
stages of interaction, resulting in changed polés#si of interactions and experience making
through the consumption of these individual goagtsises. On the other hand, total tourism
experience innovations are related to changes efpibssibilities of functionally putting

together individual goods/services.

Referring now to the original Schumpeterian terrfogy, tourism experience innovations
may be divided intoadical (or new or discontinuous) amgcremental(or continuous). At the

consumption level of interaction, this means thabvations of individual goods/services can
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Figure 2.3: Dimensions of tourism experience inmnioves.

consist either of an improved or a new stage dradtion. Thancremental innovations of
individual tourism goods/serviceasan be perceived as the continuous developmentiseof
goods/services occurring as new combinations areedahrough. E.g. a hotel consists of the
combination of a large amount of elements suchuastéire, decoration, swimming pools,
rooms, restaurants etc. When an element is addeldamged, a new combination occurs and
the stage of interaction is changed. Tifteoduction of a new tourism good/servise on the
other hand, related to the introduction of a neagstof interaction not seen before, such as a
new type of attraction. Such innovations can furti@e causéncremental innovations of the
total tourism experiencehich can be perceived as changes of the pos&bitf functionally
putting together individual goods/services. Findlhe introduction of new total tourism
experiencesmay also be perceived as resulting from the inttddn of new individual
goods/services, but of such a kind that they camdesidered to result in a new type of
tourism experience, such as e.g. a golf tourismeegpce. Innovations could finally be
distinguished aglobally new new at the national levelr new in the firm However, instead
of the national level it makes here sense to apiydestination level as the one of interest.
Only the first (the innovation that is new at thelml level) may be defined as the ‘true
innovation’ while the rest would simply be relateddiffusion processes. Any innovation can
then finally be positioned anywhere along the thagmeensions of figure 2.3: as innovations
of individual tourism goods/services or as innowasi of the total tourism experience; as

incremental or as new; and as new at the firmd#stination or the global level.

It is, at this point, tempting to continue applyitite traditional Schumpeterian innovation
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terminology. In the left-hand side of the figuree tless important diffusions of incremental
innovations (of individual goods/services) are fouwhile in the right hand side the true
radical innovations (of total experiences) are thuhonetheless, referring to the earlier
discussion, such a division of innovations mayhezitboe problem free nor fruitful as it may
be hard, in a real life context, to distinguishicatl from incremental innovations and the
innovations from inventions and diffusions. Withethinnovation (distinguished from
invention and diffusion) of e.g. the rural touriwperience (if the act of such a radical
innovation ever took place), rural tourism was rfotally developed. New tourism
goods/services related to the rural tourism expesgecontinue to pop up to change the
experience, just as individual goods/services dnadtotal experience of rural tourism are
further developed and accommodated to local canditi(the destinations) and consumers
during its diffusion process, creating constantgveloping new tourism experiences. The
innovation process in this sense becomes one dincmus development, application and
adaptation to local conditions. The same is thee cagh the development of individual
goods/services. That the concept of a hotel wash§ps) invented and applied in economic
life thousands of years ago (perhaps) as a consegus one entrepreneurial hero’'s great
skills, does not mean that the product has neven bieveloped since and accommodated to
local conditions. It becomes additionally concepyudifficult to distinguish innovations of
individual goods/services from innovations of totaurism experiences. Innovations of
individual goods/services may result in that therigi can combine goods/services in new
ways facilitating the production of different totekperiences through interactions at the
functional level. At the same time, innovationsimdividual goods/services may be closely
related to the destinations’ conditions resultinghat the innovation cannot necessarily be

seen as one of the individual good/service only.

Though the distinctions in this way are blurry, theee dimensions of tourism experience
innovations illustrated in figure 2.3 may be thdimadly and empirically useful. They indicate
the existence of innovations of different magnisi@ad they facilitate the identification of
such innovations empirically and help to statertimportance, though the exact positioning
of any innovation along the dimensions may be yri¢kowever, innovations should perhaps
not be perceived as positioned as fixed pointscatbe dimensions. Instead, they may have

varying extensions. Some may be innovations oliddal goods/services at the same time as
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they are, to a certain degree, innovations of tetgleriences. Others are both new and
incremental which may depend on the geographicadl lat which they are observed. An
innovation, which may e.g. at the global level basidered an incremental innovation of an
individual good/service, may at the destinationelelve considered to result in a new total
experience. The conceptual distinctions are, howeawseful for observing and describing
different qualities of tourism experience innovaso It furthermore allows for the
identification of not just major breakthroughs hilgo of continuous incremental innovations,
diffusion processes and adaptations to local cmmditand tourists. Such continuous and
incremental innovation may, as will be indicatedhe following, be of uttermost importance

for tourism firms.

The contemporary importance of tourism experiencennovations

While the above discussions have approached armrstadding and a certain categorisation of
the tourism experience innovation concept, theotaihg sub-chapter will discuss the
relevance and importance of different tourism egmee innovations in a contemporary
context. It will be discussed which types of inntimas may be argued to be of importance
and which may be expected to be occurring in tauffisms. As such, the following short
discussion also represents an indication of whictovations may be found in the empirical

research carried through and described later.

The phenomenon of tourism probably began in histtirmes when humans established
settlements and a few of those humans acquiredicesiealth and free time (Leiper 1990a:
3). Tourism has since then existed in a varietijpohs such as tourism in the Arab World of
the Middle Age; nature tourism in Japan and Chmantiquity; and Imperial Rome may have
been the first culture to produce a kind of ‘mamsrism’ (Feifer 1986). In modern times,
tourism experiences have been subject to contindbasges. The more recent developments
of tourism experiences in a European context haenhdentified by Claval (1995) who
distinguishes significant phases in the modernopedf tourism. A first phasdahe Grand
Tour, was characterised by a highly socially constiiaecess to tourism and included
especially tourism in destinations of Italy and &re. A second phase was characterised by a
broadening of the social base to whom tourism waessible (including the middle class)

and incorporated tourism of romanticised landscameslarge swatches of coastline. A third
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phase,modern mass tourismmade tourism accessible to most social classesoithern
Europe and converted tourism into the major incdaremany coastal areas especially in
southern European countries and later in parthefrést of the world. As such, the tourism
experience has developed through the incorporaifomew destinations, new tourists, new
tourism goods/services, as well as new types efactions between these elements.

At the moment a new significant change of phasesmadern tourism is argued to occur. It
may be argued to be characterised by the develdpafemew tourism experiences as new
consumer demands, new destinations and new togusms/services are creating new types
of experiences. Such a view finds support in a droange of tourism literature. This
literature claims to identify how the ‘mass tourigxperience’ is being phased out by a new
and more diversified range of tourism experienéd®ady in the year 1984, Feifer identified
a substitution of the mass tourist by the postisbuPoon (1993) equally claimed thatreew
tourist was substituting the mass-tourists and Wi890) argued that the modern society’s
tourists were being substituted by the post-modeniety’s tourists. Such developments are
furthermore claimed related to changing productoactices where a Fordist type of mass
production is being substituted by post-Fordiskiiee production practices (loannides and
Debbage 1998). Tourists are, in this literaturenegally claimed to become more
differentiated, segmented, individual, spontaneang critical, imposing new demands on,
and providing new opportunities for, the providerstourism goods/services in new or
existing tourist destinations. The resulting nevwpeaxences have been given names such as
culture tourism, heritage tourism, green or sustal® tourism. This change of phases has
been described as a sudden change of profoundfaranagion and could therefore be
compared with Schumpeter's theory of business syalgere a state of equilibrium (mass
tourism) is interrupted by major breakthroughs.(eugal tourism): fn the year 2000 tourism
will look nothing like it used to be. The indusisyin metamorphosis — it is undergoing rapid
and radical change ... the era of sunny weather mameagnt is ovér(Poon 1993: 3). Such
major breakthroughs would be followed up by a swafmmitations (in existing or new
destinations) and incremental innovations (e.gnfagurism):

Tourism is breeding diversity in the market placelnnovative energy is

apparent in every domain of tourism. Significartht@ology and product
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developments and improvements are being introdumeda daily basis
(Haywood 1998: 282-283).

While the comparison to Schumpeter’s concept obilgness cycle may be tempting, it does
not necessarily describe the mechanisms behindhiiege of phases or the characteristics of
the change. That there has been a less obvious &k sudden change than predicted is
evident today. This is indicated by the dates ahemf the references predicting and even
identifying such a change e.g. 1984 (Feifer), 198893 (Poon) and 1990 (Urry). As we
today, in the beginning of the 2tentury, continue to observe half of our compégrieaving

us for two weeks of bathing and sun-bathing in ntasssm destinations of Sunny Weather
Land once, twice or thrice every year, the charfgehases does not seem to have been such a
clear and sudden one. While there have been shiftse production and consumption of
tourism goods/services, these are only tendencidsttee detailed picture is more complex
(Williams and Shaw 1998: 52-54). This complexityn only a characteristic of the present
process of change but was also inherent in theepbfasiass tourism. E.g. Shaw and Williams
(1994) divide the phase of mass tourism in 5 disithe sub-phases distributed from 1920 to
the end of the 2Dcentury, indicating that the development of tHahge was a complex one
and part of a longer continuous process of devetmpras well. Additionally, there is no
evidence that the dominant form of tourism of thetIphase, mass tourism (which also
always coexisted with other types of tourism suehndividual tourism), is being substituted
by other types of tourism - some of which may n@nlew at all. Instead mass tourism is seen
to adapt itself to supply more individualised haeld, greater quality and more
environmentally sound ways of production (Williamusd Shaw 1998: 54). The change can
furthermore not be portrayed as a clean breakoteaa chronological transition from Fordism
to post-Fordism as both forms of production coeXiflliams and Montanari 1995: 4;
loannides and Debbage 1998: 116). Finally, thereoissign that the change of phases is
completed and a new state of equilibrium establishad new predictions of change continue
to pop up. E.g. Buhalis (2001) argues that thegesof change is a slow long lasting one that
started in the 1980s and is expected to continv@githe 2% century. The change of phases
is thus best characterised as a general slow cantsndevelopment of tourism experiences

and not as a sudden major breakthrough.
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It could therefore be suggested that the curreahgé of phases is mainly one of incremental
innovations at the firm level, as tourism firms dwally change their products to meet new
demands and new possibilities. It may, howeven aislude the introduction, or rather the
diffusion and incremental innovations, of total riesm experiences such as rural tourism,
sustainable tourism, adventure tourism etc. prodiuoenew, merging or existing tourist
destinations. Within each of those new types ofisou experiences, new goods/services
emerge or are diffused and adapted to local camdifisuch as in the case of rural tourism,
e.g. farm accommodation and different nature d@#sj causing a slow continuous
incremental development of tourism experiencesughmot all (if any) of those experiences
may be new (in Schumpeter’'s sense of the termy, they nevertheless be considered to be
important stages of the overall process of innavatincluding the entire and intertwined
process of invention, innovation and diffusion, wehproducts are introduced locally, further
developed and adapted to local conditions. Though ¢hange of phases can not be
conceptualised as one of a sudden major breakthrbugrather as a period of slow gradual
change without any specific identifiable startingdaending points, the period may be
conceptualised as one of a cluster of innovationsat least as a cluster of innovations of
particular types of tourism experiences. It is aiquein which such types of incremental
innovations are of importance for the survival @firism firms and of tourist destinations if
they want to be part of a slowly developing newgghaf modern tourism instead of being

‘phased out by the change of phases’.

If such are global trends, other trends and thegrsections with the global trends may be
identified at the regional, national or local ssa(see e.g. Shaw and Williams 1994; Poon
1993). Such trends shall not be treated here. Mefets, at this point, some general
considerations on innovations at the geographaad|lof the destination can be introduced.
As proposed by Butler (1980) in his ‘Tourism AreiéelCycle Model’, destinations - or rather
tourism experiences - undergo development trajisstand go through different phases of
exploration involvementdevelopmentconsolidation stagnationand finally eitherdeclineor
rejuvenation This model is concerned with the ‘self-destructiof tourist destinations as
they become un-modern, overcrowded and/or resolm@esme overused, and on how such a
phase of destruction can be avoided and substibytednew development trajectory. Though

the model, which is largely descriptive, does nenerally apply to destinations (Haywood
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1998: 275) and though there is little consensusiatiee usefulness of the model (Johnston
2001), it indirectly indicates that tourism expeges created in particular destinations
develop (in one way or another) and that they masshrough more innovative phases, such
as the involvement and development phases, andhlesgative phases, such as the phases of
consolidation, stagnation and decline. Additionatlye model indirectly indicates that non-
innovative phases lead to stagnation and declicetlaat the way for destinations to avoid
their self-destruction is by entering a new innoxatperiod of rejuvenation. Tourism
experience innovations are thus indicated to bstemtly important and indispensable for the
long term survival of destinations. Other modelsehdeen proposed as alternatives (e.g.
Gormsen’s 1981; Lundgren 1973). Though these manbeigadict certain central features of
Butler's model, they equally identify different @es of development of tourist destinations’
tourism experiences. However, such models ignoreereal factors’ influence on the
development, such as e.g. the change of phasas gtdbal level. Such a change of phases
may emphasize the need for new development trajestor innovations at the destination
level. This is the case especially, but not omygdéstinations which encounter themselves in
non-innovative phases. New development trajectaoniest be induced if such destinations do
not wish to become, not only self-destructbdt the ‘victims of the creative destruction of
destinations’ as new tourism experiences belonginthe new phase of tourism are being
developed in other destinations. To avoid sucheatore destruction the tourism experiences,
destinations must become part of the new phasedhptimg themselves to the new tourist
demands and possibilities. This may include incrgale innovations of existing
goods/services and/or local adaptations of new gfgedvices and/or total experiences. While
there may currently be an incitement or need farowations at the global level, such
innovations are constantly important for particudastinations and even more so due to the
change of phases of modern tourism.

Intermission

This chapter has approached the ‘product’ of tous an experience and conceptualised this
experience as the complex combination and intenadf tourists, tourism goods/services and
tourist destinations. Innovations of such expemsnbave, at the level of the tourism firms,
been related to changes of the stages of interactaf tourism goods/services. Such

innovations can be categorized as innovations ofigfservices or of total experiences; as
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incremental or as new goods/services; and finalpew at the global, the destination or the
tourism firm level. Such different types of innoweits have been argued to be highly
important in a contemporary context at the genkenal due to the supposed presence of a
slow and continuous change of phases of moderistouAt the same time, such innovations
have been considered crucial at the destinatioal lor the development and survival of
destinations and of their tourism firms. The tourigxperience as conceptualised in this
chapter will furthermore be considered as the cdnté the unit of analysis. This unit - the
tourism experience innovation network - will be ldewth theoretically in the next chapters
in the light of the character of the tourism expede, the particularities of this experience and

the specific characteristics of tourism firms.
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Chapter 3

Tourism Experience Innovation Networks

The purpose of this and of the following chaptetoiestablish a theoretical background for
analyzing the existence and the importance of iatiom networks of tourism firms
implicated in the creation of tourism experiencé8e network approach has, as indicated
earlier, rarely been applied to analyze systenigticelations between tourism firms, though
tourism literature has often referred to the preseof alliances, cooperative ventures and
partnerships (Tremblay 1998: 851) which may alldesmsidered different expressions of
network relations. A fewer studies have considaretivorks in relation to innovations of
tourism firms. Such studies do, however, not seemdentify the mechanisms linking
networks to innovations, such as e.g. informatramgfer in networks, but seem to establish
such a link implicitly rather than theoreticallyufthermore, loose use of the network concept
is evident when applied to tourism - as is oftem ¢hse generally as well - and the concept
has been used as ‘everyday speech’ rather than asamlemic description of a particular

phenomenon with precise usages of the term (Lyo€i0297).

The network approach applied here takes into censithn the characteristics of the tourism
experience, and its complexities as a combinatibrtoarists, destinations and tourism
goods/services. The focus on tourism experiencevamions as changes of the stages of
interactions provided by tourism firms, or techhichanges of such stages, suggests that
innovation theories such as the innovation netwiiories should also be applicable to
tourism experience innovations. As will become ewidin the following discussions, the
character of the tourism experience does, howewegn that the networks of tourism firms
possess particular characteristics that must bentakto account. For the purpose of
approaching a description and an understandingufsim experience innovation networks,
inspiration has been found in different innovatioatwork theoretical approaches. Those

theoretical approaches shall be considered ciifiGahd some of their central arguments
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combined. The theories describe different strustuné networks, which can hardly be
separated in the real world. It is here believeat thhen they are considered in relation to
each other, a more realistic view of innovationwweks and a deeper insight in the
innovation networks of the tourism experience may dained. First, however, a brief
introduction to general innovation network theorg origins and its basic ontological

assumptions will be outlined.

The innovation network theory

The origins of the innovation network theories bartraced in earlier innovation theories and
in a criticism of those. At the same time, the waion network theories are based on their
own set of assumptions. The origins and assumptiérise network theory will shortly be
dealt with in the following, which will also shoytldeal with the definitional issues of

innovation networks.

From entrepreneurs to innovation networks

As indicated in the former chapter, Schumpeter figno considered as the ‘father of
innovation theory’. Though this may not be accurg@endbo 1994: 53), his theories can
nevertheless here serve as the starting pointboieé superficial journey through innovation
theory. As pointed out in the former chapter, Scheter (1961) saw innovations as results of
the activities of ‘entrepreneurial heroes’. The rEpteneurs were the persons in capitalist
societies who discovered ideas and introduced thémeconomic life (Coombs et al. 1987:
94). The entrepreneur was motivated to run theiniskrent in introducing a new idea by the
expectation of a monopoly position and by the pmkfsi to enjoy profits (Schumpeter 1961 —
first published in 1912). Later, Schumpeter (19dfifted emphasis from the expectation of
monopoly to existing monopolistic advantages asfdlceor allowing the introduction of new
ideas into economic life. Innovation requires reses for R&D and design. A monopolist or
an oligopolist can have easier access to theseun@s® than an atomistic competitor
(Schumpeter 1947; Coombs et al. 1987: 95; Christed992: 34-35). Instead of persons of
great visions, Schumpeter thus acknowledged the ortapce of the growing
institutionalization of R&D conducted within largérms (Christensen 1992: 80-81).
However, no matter whether it was an individuaremteneur or a large firm that introduced

new ideas in economic life, technology was argueblet the engine of growth (Coombs et al.

62



Chapter 3: Tourism Experience Innovation Networks

1987: 95). Coombs et al. (1987: 95) therefore atgaethetechnology-pushypothesis finds

a natural place in Schumpeter’s ideas (see Sunéi®é for a critique of this interpretation).
This technology-push hypothesis coincided with hieéef in the immediate post-war period
that science was the generator of economic gro@doifbs et al. 1987: 94). An innovation
was assumed to begin with basic and applied rdseactivities, followed by a product
development stage and then the production and coomtization (Fischer 1999:14), and the
manufacturer was seen as the one responsibledontiovation controlling the entire process
(Biemans 1995: 141; Hakansson 1987bh: 85). In tig0'$9and early 1970's, this point of
view was challenged by a series of empirical studigggesting instead that demand was the
main initiator of innovations: the pull factor ofriovations. Schmookler (1966) is often
credited for the origin of thisemand-pullhypothesis. Through empirical studies he argued
that fluctuations in investments could be explaifegtter by external events, and that
upswings in inventive activity responded to upswimg demand (Coombs et al. 1987: 94).
These models of first technology-push and latedsmél were to dominate innovation theory
for a long period (Fishcer 1999: 14). However, ba basis of critical analysis of various
studies, Mowery and Rosenberg (1979) concluded tidh supply and demand were
important determinants for innovation and thatdbepling of technological development and

market demands was essential for innovations torbecsuccessful.

A common assumption of all those approaches watspgtmlucers should use a rational,
straightforward product development process. Inhiomawas seen as a sequence of stages
starting either from R&D or from some perception tbé market. Such ‘linear models’
implied that each stage would be triggered by thgput of the previous stage and more
complex interaction or feedback processes weredealt with (Fischer 1999: 14; Biemans
1995: 141; Hakansson 1987b: 85; Coombs et al 1980). However, these models came
under increasing attack due to an apparent didordss of the innovation process in the post-
Fordist era (Fischer 1999: 14). Common for the dieed approaches was additionally the
focus on one actor, the manufacturer, and whatdvagap within this actor, and that product
development was seen as an internal problem. Tag partly challenged by the studies of
von Hippel (1978) on the role of manufacturers usrsustomers in the innovation process
where both were seen as potentially responsiblehi®rdevelopment of an innovation. This

approach recognized some kind of interactivenessngmmanufacturers and customers in the
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product development process but still left theiative for product development to one actor
only (Biemans 1992: 81). Nonetheless, related ¢ootbservations of von Hippel arose the al-
ternative of considering the customers and manuifaxt as both taking an active part in the
product development process simultaneously (Hakan4987b: 86). The development of
this observation is typically assigned to the finsternational Marketing and Purchasing
Project Group Project (IMP1) that studied supptiestomer relationships in international
industrial markets and argued that product devetayinwas linked to such relations and to an
interaction process between suppliers and prodiBarsson 2003: 2; Hakansson and Snehota
2000: 70-72; Biemans 1992: 75). These last thexmleissumptions can be seen as the early
origins of the innovation network theory, which petheless broadens the view so as to
include not exclusively relations among suppliard aroducers but among a whole network

of actors.

Foundations of the innovation network theory

The innovation network theory is, on the one habpased on a set of interrelated and
interdependent basic assumptions, which can be asenfurther development of the earlier
innovation theories described above as well astigue of those. On the other hand, a range
of other theoretical branches explaining inter-firoooperation have influenced the

development of the theory. Those assumptions ahaences may be interpreted as forming

the ontological foundations of the innovation natkvineory.

First, the innovation network theory has borroweahf, and been inspired by, an array of
different theoretical approaches. At a generalllewger-firm cooperation, which is at the
heart of the innovation network theory, may be seebe a theoretical field dealt with by a
large number of different disciplinary approachethiw economics, sociology and a number
of other sciences (figure 3.1) (Rumyantseva andyake 2003: 4). Easton (1992b: 4-7)
identifies at a more specific level a set of difetr theoretical approaches that share
characteristics with the innovation network thedmyt from which it is also distinguished. As
already mentioned, theMP1 project focused on dyadic relationships between buyers and
sellers, a relationship view that the network tgebroadens to involve various actors.
Similarly, the Resource Dependence Modetuses on firms’ individual relationships and

sees those relations through the eyes of the ohaifirm instead of through the ‘eyes’ of the
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Figure 3.1: Antecedents and branches of netwodareh.

network of relations.Social Exchange Theagryon the other handseeks to explain the
emergence of various forms of social structureptg a systemic focus, but its purpose has
been to test simple analytical models of networkav@ur using experimental methods,
which is a different approach than the empiricadl amaturalistic approach of the network
theory. Research isocial networkshares the view of the innovation network theosgt the
network should be treated as a whole, but hasif@atiyg) focused on individuals’ relations in
a social contextindustrial Organisation Theoris, for its part, concerned with the structures
of industries and the relationships among firmthose industries, but relations are here again
seen as atomistic rather than as part of a netvi@®t, Institutional Economicgssume that
transactions are not without friction but againu®gs on single relationships instead of on the
network of relations. Those similarities with, amtifferences from, other theoretical
approaches furthermore express themselves in thamgsions of the innovation network
theory, of which some are comparable to other thebassumptions while others are more

particular.

A first general assumption of the innovation netwireory is that contrary to the opinion of
the earlier described innovation theorigbe innovation process is not seen as a

straightforward linear processThis is an assumption that the network theoryeshavith
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Figure 3.2: Interactive model of the innovationgess

(adapted with changes from Kline and Rosenberg ;1Ri86her 1999).

modern innovation theories in general (Asheim anmdke 1999: 147) in which interactive
models of innovation have been introduced (e.girédB.2). Such models stress the feedback
mechanisms of the innovation process and the matgraictions of innovation-related
activities (Fischer 1999: 14). A second assumpisothatthere is more than markets and
hierarchies This more is the network of relationships amoingg which may be considered
as a third form of coordination alongside the maiked the hierarchy (Kiuppers 2002: 32;
Hakansson and Snehota 2000: 80-81). Networks are stable than market relations but
they are more flexible than the internal organ@a(Todtling 1995: 175). A third assumption
Is that in this third organizational fornmdividual firms enjoy important links with other
firms. Throughout its life, the firm is marked by noirgan independent unit in an atomistic
free market. Instead it is part of a network ofitieins among firms (Hakansson 1989: 15) and
it must be analyzed considering its relationship®ther firms as well as the relationships
between the other firms in the network (Holmenle2@4: 2). A fourth assumption is that
these networks are more effective forms of organizatibant markets and hierarchies
Networks can overcome market imperfections as aglhe rigidities of vertically integrated
hierarchies (Fischer 1999: 17; Todtling 1995: 17%)1 The network represents the optimal
positioning of the firm in the trade-off betweenliaace on the market and internal
development when both alternatives present higkscesy. high use-cost of the market and

high cost for building internal know how (Camagr9B: 5). A fifth assumption is that
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information and learning are important resources fionovation Learning is today widely
accepted as a central element in the process oVation (Fischer 1999: 14), and innovation
is considered an information intensive activityg(eDyer & Singh, 1998: 665). Related to the
other assumptions arises the central assumptioh ittreovations take place through
interactions in relations among firmiter-firm linkages are important channels of oo
nication and as innovation is an information inte@sactivity such linkages become essential
for innovations (Dyer & Singh, 1998: 665). Focuswsld as a consequence be as much on the
interaction between actors as on what happensmiitiei actors. An innovation is not seen as
the result of one actor’s activities but as theultesf an interplay between two or more actors
(Hakansson 1987a: 3) or, in other words, as thdymtoof a network.

A last important assumption is thiiese are times of networkdetworks may be claimed to
have always existed (Halinen and Tornroos 2004;tdaa4992a: XV) but societal and
economic changes have increased their importaratein®oeter’s theory of the entrepreneur
may have been valid in a time where markets wenegbereated and the industrial society
emerged. The technology based innovation theoriag, man the other hand, have been
explanatory in times of Fordism and technologicabgpess under the existence of
unexploited markets (Sundbo 1994: 200-201). Howeteelay is assumed to be the time of
networks as technological change has increasegéedsand products’ life cycles have
become shortened making R&D more costly and reduthe time left for its amortization.
Network relations are in such a context arguedltawafirms to shorten the duration of the
total product development process, share the @wstsrisks involved, obtain the necessary
knowledge and to keep R&D costs reasonably lowr{Bies 1989: 116; Biemans 1995: 138-
141; Todtling 1995: 175). At the same time, a higt@mpetitive pressure in many industries,
combined with an increasing complexity of produatsl production processes, forces firms to
cut costs and to focus on their core competen@esicg a need for the combination of
different areas of knowledge, which can be achiettedugh network relations (Biemans
1995: 138-141; Todtling 1995: 175; Dittrich and Bters 2003). As such, growing
specialization and uncertainty of economic actgtihave increased the comparative
advantage of networks in economic organization (Blamen and Schienstock 2001: 26).
This assumption is sustained by empirical evidemdgch suggests a growing quantitative
importance of inter-firm network relations (Harhisand Pekar 1997; OECD 2002).
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While the innovation network theory is based orhsassumptions and may be seen to have a
set of theoretical antecedents, the network theoat the general level not a monolithic one
itself. Instead, it consists of a puzzle of mordess interdependent theoretical contributions,
each of which throws light on particular networguss. E.g. Mgnsted (2003: 81-86) identifies
different ‘fractions’ or levels of analysis of naivk theories. These fractions consist of the
interrelated studies of regional development, sppphains, marketing/export, small
group/social psychology, innovation, organizatitredry, small firm research as well as
fractions within these fractions (figure 3.1). Tinactions are not clearly distinguishable from
each other and are, in fact, intertwined. As stilel,fraction of network theory focusing on
innovations - the innovation network theory brandh for example intrinsically intertwined
with the other branches and is itself composedno&mmay of sub-branches, some of which
will be dealt with in detail in the following.

Definitional issues

As has been described above, a variety of appreaohbe theoretical and empirical analysis
of inter-firm networks exists. There are conseqyealso a wide variety of definitions of
such networks and of their relations (Axelsson 198%2). They cover a wide spectrum of
possibilities which is one of the problems of thedry (Easton 1992a: XV). This, it may be
claimed, is partly due to the application of lodgdinitions of networks - when defined at all.
The definition of the network is nonetheless imanttas it will heavily influence the
evidence that may be found in the real world ohsoetworks and the conclusions that can be
drawn about their qualitative as well as quanti&aimportance. In its widest interpretations
networks encompass a variety - if not all possibtgpes of contacts among firms. At the
general level there is, however, a common agreeimeall definitions that the network of
interest is one that consists refationsamongfirms: “A network consists of companies and
relationships between thérfFord et al. 2002: 3). Distinguishing which retats among firms
should be included as network relations and whitdukl not is the underlying problem of a
network definition. In the widest definitions botimformal communication and more
established formal cooperation among firms might ibeluded (e.g. Rumyantseva and
Tretyak 2003: 3). Some of the wide definitions nimey interpreted to include all kinds of
relations - including relations among both emplgyand employees - which involve some
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kind of informal communication among persons froiffedent firms. In the analysis of
innovation networks as social networks such widindens including personal relations are

often evident:

A social network can be defined as a set of nodeg.,( persons,
organisations) linked by a set of social relatiopsh(e.g., friendship,
transfer of funds, overlapping membership) of asjgal type (Laumann et
al. 1978: 458 - cited in Gulati 1998: 295).

There seem to be fundamentally two ways in whiah rietwork concept can be narrowed
down from such a wide approach: by referring to ¢ltestence of transfer of resources in
network relations and/or to their longevity. Inglway the network is limited to consist of
relations between firms defined in terms of ecormexchanges, which are conducted within
the framework of an enduring relationship (Eastef@zha: XIV). It then becomes explicit that
there must occur an economic transfer between fants that such a transfer must happen
within a long-living relation. Such an approachd&fining the network is particularly evident
in the Industrial Network approach where the nekwisr build around the production of

specific products:

An industrial network consists of companies linkedether by the fact that
they either produce or use complementary or conngetiproducts
(Hakansson 1989: 16).

Such a definition may be claimed to narrow down tiedwork concept and to exclude
important types of relations among firms that aot based on the economic transfer of
resources necessary for the production of spepificlucts, such as e.g. different important
alliances and informal relations. Here an interragdidefinition shall be applied. Partly
related to the above discussions, the ontologiegipmptions of the definition to be applied
here are 1) that network relations are differeairfrthe theorized pure market relations; 2)
that relations exist among firms and not amonggernly, though personal contacts may
be an important ingredient in such relations; ahdhat the relations should include some

kind of transfer of resources — material or immaterwhich is planned or conscious and not
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accidental, though not necessarily formal. Basedtlmse presumptions the following

definition shall be applied:

An innovation network consists of relations amoirgn$ involved in the

conscious and agreed formal or informal transferegburces - material or
immaterial - at the firm level. There must furthema be an incitement for a
repetitive or continuous transfer of resourcesgentthan a pure market

guality/price incitement.

By the conscious and agreed formal or informaldfanof resources are excluded forms of
accidental and/or non-agreed transfer of resouscef as information. The ‘agreed’ and
possibly ‘informal’ character of this transfer aésources should not be seen as contrary
characteristics. By agreed informal transfer ispdymndicated that there are no contractual
obligations of such a transfer whereas formal tensvill involve such a contractual
agreement. By limiting the transfer of resourcesht® firm level are excluded pure personal
relations among employers and employees from éiffiefirms. In other words, the transfer
must occur ‘in the name of the firm'. As there maistthermore be an incitement for a
repetitive (or continuous) contact other than aepguality/price incitement, what may be
interpreted as pure market relations are exclu@edthe other hand, as both the exchange of
material and immaterial resources can be the soofc@ relation, the network does not
necessarily have to be built around the produabioa specific product but can also include

transfer of e.g. information only.

While such a definition does not eliminate probleafisexact delimitations of innovation
network relations from other types of contactsattempts to distinguish the relations from
pure market relations as well as from pure persoelations and (at the firm level) non-
agreed means of receiving or distributing informmati such as different types of information
leakages - while still acknowledging that netwoekations among companies may be of an
informal character. These ontological conditiorfder® the presumption (personal more than
anything else perhaps) that not all kinds of infation transferring mechanisms should be
perceived as innovation network relations. The$ermimechanisms - such as e.g. important

personal relations - may also be claimed to benplortance for innovative activities, as will
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become clear in following chapters, but they wdk here be regarded as innovation network

relations among firms, but can be related to oiffermation transferring mechanisms.

Production and information networks of tourism expeiences

As indicated, these may be times of networkingsThay also be argued to be the case in
tourism due to a claimed globalization of travetl af tourism firms’ activities; increased
competition and the incorporation of principles fe#xible production as new consumers
demand new experiences (loannides and Debbage 1998t20; Poon 1993: 16-18; Wahab
and Cooper 2001b). Such ‘needs’ for networking riterefore be related to the supposed
change of phases of modern tourism which may beeargo have induced a period of
innovative activities in tourism firms. If innovati networks are important for innovations
they may thus be hypothesized to play a certaia ol and for, the change of phases of

modern tourism.

Innovation networks may be approached and analyzeal variety of ways. Here a sub-
distinction of approaches shall be made betweerwlatmge networks - or, following the
terminology that will be established hergformation networks and trade networkswhich
will here be termegroduction networksWhile the first type of network is build mainly
around information flows and knowledge sharing, second is mainly build around
producers and users of particular products andices\(Gelsing 1992: 117). Information
networks will, in the following, be approached appg considerations of the Social Network
Theory, whereas the production network shall be@pghed applying considerations of the
Industrial Network Theory developed in the secomdjget of the IMP group (IMP2, see
Hakansson and Snehota 2000) and later. The distinbetween production and information
networks is more analytical than factual as the forans of networks will in reality coexist
and overlap (Gelsing 1992: 117). The aim of thdoWing is therefore also to attempt to
reconcile the two approaches and to consider treemtarrelated and complementary. In the
case of the networks of the tourism experiencest 48 may be the case of other innovation
networks - such a combined approach may be arguée fruitful as tourism firms, on the
one hand, can be argued to establish productiomonlet with the purpose of securing the
production of tourism goods/services as well as pineduction of the overall tourism

experience. On the other hand, these productiowanks may, at the same time, possess
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characteristics which may typify them as informatiwetworks. Additionally, tourism firms

may simultaneously establish other network relajowhich may first and foremost be
associated with the distribution of information. eTlpproach thus attempts to identify
different types of innovation network relations wiurism firms and their differentiated

benefits.

Production networks

The following introduction to the production inndwa network will mainly consist of a
relatively uncritical reference to the researchhef IMP2 and to later research of the IMP
community, and it provides a framework to subsetlyegain an understanding of the
possible production structures of the tourism eigmee network which will later be more
critically considered. From such a production nekwv@oint of view, focus is on the
interdependence of different firms’ resources activdies and on the need for coordination
of these resources and activities in productiorcgsees. This coordination is not believed to
take place through a central plan or an organiaatidierarchy, nor through the price
mechanism of the market model. Instead, coordinatso believed to take place through

interactions among firms in networks (Hakansson7a983).

A production network model

A production network may be described considering three basic and interdependent
elementsactors activitiesandresourcege.g. Holmen et al 2004: 3; Araujo and Spring 2002
Hakansson and Johanson 1992: 28; Hakansson 198%; Eiemans 1992: 85).eRources
necessary for productive activities, can be acckssel controlled either directly through
hierarchic control or indirectly through a relatstip with the unit that possesses formal
control over the resources (Hakansson 1989: 1HH&&ansson and Johanson 1992: 32-33).
Relations provide access to other firms’ resou(Eesd et al. 2002) aneksource tieslevelop

as firms interact and become aware of each otlhecsurses which are adapted towards each
other (Holmen et al 2004; Hakansson and Snehot®)19&tivities combine, develop,
exchange or create resources by the use of otkeunees. Two types of activities may be
distinguished: exchange (or transaction) activitisd production (or transformation)
activities. Production activities are characteribgdone resource being improved by the use
of other resources, whereas exchange activitids production activities formingactivity
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Actor bonds

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Activity links

------ Resource ties

Figure 3.3: Production innovation network relatimking activities, resources and actors.

links (Holmen et al 2004: 4; Hakansson 1989: 19-20; Hékam and Johanson 1992: 30-31).
Finally, actorsare considered as those who perform activitiesoara/ntrol resources. They
develop relationships with each other through emgkaactivities, creatingctor bonds and
they have differential knowledge about activitiessources and other actors (Holmen et al.
2004; Hakansson 1989: 20-22; Hakansson and Johdi#@th 28). Relations connect the
three elements: activities, resources and act@solrces can e.g. be accessed by entering a
relationship with a unit, which has control overclsuesources, and relations represent a
crucial way of coordinating production activitieActors therefore establish relations for
reasons attached to resources and activities.&dudtis a network of relations facilitating the
production of a product, which is itself the resofta combination of different activities,
resources and actors (Hakansson 1987b: 87-88)pilduiction network may therefore be
illustrated to consist of relations including theerdependent layers of activity links, actor
bonds and resource ties (figure 3.3) (Holmen e2Cl4: 3; Araujo and Spring 2002: 11;
Hakansson and Snehota 1995).

If firms were unconnected, production systems wolod unstructured and stochastic in
nature. If, on the other hand, firms are connet¢ktedugh different types of relations then
structured networks exist. The structures of thevokks are in the production network related
to the linking of activities, actors and resourc¥ertical structuresof vertical relations

consist of cooperation between actors belonginghto same production chain including
buyer-seller relationships, and exist as one dgtsvioutput is another activity’s input.

Complementary structurexf complementary relationsonsist of cooperation between actors
performing complementary activities, and existvas (or more) activities are linked to a third

activity in which the outputs of the activities arged together. Finallgompetitive structures
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of competitive relationgonsist of cooperation between actors producingstmae product
and may exist as activities result in the sameudutpbe used as the input in another activity
(Biemans 1992: 83-84; Hakansson 1989: 15-16, 26latRns in the different structures may
furthermore by characterized in terms of tHaands technological bond&xist as different
actors adapt to one another in some technical wange related bond$elp to tie up less
capital, e.g. through just in time producticknowledge bondexist as actors gradually
acquire knowledge about one anothsscial bondshint at the existence of confidence and
trust which are gradually built up between actorsl avhich imply responsibility and
fulfilment of obligations; ana&cconomic/legal bondmsure that the co-operating actors fulfil
their duties, or they may be used to make a reiship visible to other actors (Hakansson
1989: 20, 22, 25-26). Such bonds may be more @& $ong in different relationships
indicating the existence of a variety of types eflations as well as different strengths of
relations as the bonds may attach firms more o &songly to each other in different

dimensions.

The production network and innovations

Production network relations are thus built arodhd production of a product, and the
network may first of all provid@roductionbenefits. In relation hereto, the network affects
productivity as firms’ production activities arelated to that of suppliers and customers.
Productivity and efficiency are affected as relagionclude adaptations of different kinds,
which reduce costs, e.g. because of the loweringraduction, storing and handling costs,
and relations help firms learn to perform actiwti®@ such a way that activity cycles and
transaction chains become more efficient (Holmemle2004: 5; Hakansson and Snehota
2000: 80; Hakansson 1989: 25; Hakansson 1987a2).0Fhough such production benefits

are important, there is more to the production neétwthan such benefits, as the network,
partly as a secondary effect, also provides certhinamic benefits of importance for

innovative activities. As a product relates resesractivities and actors to each other in a
specific way, product development becomes a netvigslie because a new product will

affect activities and resources and thereby thatiogiships between actors. While an
invention can be seen in isolation, as soon asateralizes in the form of a product, it

becomes dependent on other products and actorsttvaaapt to a larger or lesser degree in
order to make use of the invention (Hakansson 194Jalf, for example, a product
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development occurs between two firms, this may eplaew requirements on the firms’
suppliers as well as on producers of complemenpaoglucts, which in turn affects their
relationships with their suppliers. Finally, suckclzange might result in the possibility of
offering the customers an improved product. Onenghan one activity may as such affect a
number of other activities in the network. A rebati between two actors is thus never
completely isolated and independent from the re#dtenetwork. The individual relation and
changes occurring within it must therefore be seean integrated part of a larger network of
relationships (Holmen et al. 2004; Ford et al 20B&ston and Araujo 2002; Hakansson and
Ford 2002: 134; Hakansson and Snehota 1995: 3;drendl992: 150). The value of a firm’s
actions and investments in innovation is thereftependent on what other firms do and on
the structures of the network. This also means thahe network, firms may jointly develop
new products, processes and technologies andith@atation must be seen as the result of an
interplay between a number of firms (Holmen et28l04: 4-5). Relations can therefore be a
crucial mean for a firm to take part in technol@gidevelopment (Hakansson and Snehota
2000: 82).

At the same time, relations serve as informatioanclels. They provide communication
channels, which are essential since the companysnaérmation that can only be obtained
from actors who have knowledge and share it witlerst (Hakansson 1987a: 11). Knowledge
can here and in the following be understood as etemges and capabilities to use
information as well as to generate additional infation. Information is as such an input to,
as well as an output of, knowledge (e.g. Antori99). New product ideas tend to merge at
the interface between different knowledge areasxchange situations, different kinds of
knowledge come together and are combined creatimgvative situationgBiemans 1992:
82; Hakansson 1987a: 4). In the production netwihik, distribution of information occurs in
the production network structures and may haveewdfit results in the different structures.
Through interaction in vertical structures the reed the buyer are confronted with the
possible technical solutions known by the selleseer can increase he’s knowledge about
customer needs and application know-how, develogymsts and reduce total development
time, while the customer can acquire technologgnagarly stage and get products fitted to its
requirements. Interactions in competitive structurey, on the other hand, take advantage of

specialization and large-scale effects in develognaad production. Through interaction in
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such structures, firms can gain access to spesiatechnological knowledge, reduce costs of
development and production, speed up the developpreness, improve products’ qualities

and learn basic skills. Finally, interaction in quementary structures is generally similar to
the two other types of interactions. That firms @senplementary gives the same kind of basis
for cooperation as the buyer-seller relationshipjciv can be based on the fact that the
customer combines products from different suppli@®&mans 1992: 83-84; Hakansson

1987a: 7-8). As a result, it is argued that innmret become closely related to the product
network as its relations facilitate product devetemt through the coordination of activities

and the combining of different knowledge bodiethia different production structures.

The production network as a barrier against innovaions

Whereas production network relations may be hymitlee to be beneficial for innovative
activities, they may equally be argued to represettinstraint and inhibit innovations. In the
network, the firm is bound to other firms and tawmk structures. In these structures,
different dependencies exist between actors, resswand activities as a close consequence of
the bonds that characterize the relatiomschnical dependenciedirst of all, exist as
individual products are used together with oth@dpcts. This integration of products may be
extensive, and to introduce a new or a changeduptaslithin the network may require that
producers of complementary products, suppliers @rmstomers adapt to the new product.
While such integration is important from an effioog point of view, it is at the same time an
obstacle to new products that do not usually fitl wethe network and do not use existing
capabilities in such extensive ways as the old yetsd do. Furthermoreknowledge
dependenciesxist because the activities of a firm draw on, arel made possible by, some
knowledge possessed by others which becomes aleaitatelations. In relations, knowledge
comes together and new knowledge is created whodnexcts the knowledge of the firms.
Social dependenciesxist because the network is a social construaiwh as such is built
upon social relations between actors which arecditfto break into for new actors. Finally,
logistic and administrativedependencies include coordination such as starmdiah of
components and the development of information syst¢Hakansson and Snehota 1995;
Hakansson 1987b: 92-93). Such dependencies cathévgereate strong barriers for new
products. They are argued to be the reason whynmental development steps are more

common than dramatic changes. Whereas ideas thitdi the network may be accepted
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others will be rejected. A completely new idea wilually not be accepted because it does
not fit the existing network structures. In sucltase, a network consisting of actors from
previously different networks would have to be baiound the new idea (Hakansson 1987b:
94-95). This may indicate that more radical innewad occur only as networks are destroyed
and new networks created but not within existingpwoeks. With the creative destruction of
an innovation (Schumpeter 1961) may thus follow ‘treative destruction of networks’.
However, networks take time and other resourcesstablish and develop which constrains
the firms’ possibilities to change counterparth@ltsson and Mattson 1987: 34). The actor is
dependent on the investments it has made in gi@nsonnel and relations with other actors.
If more or less strong relations exist among fitimes facile switching among easily available
alternatives no longer applies (Hakansson 19822)1-Companies are thus not free to act
according to opportunities as they arise. The ierddpnce of firms is limited and the
outcomes of their actions are influenced by theuais and actions of those with whom they
have relations which restrict their freedom (Forele2002). Due to investments made in the
production network, the existing structure of thetwork acts as a break on innovation
(Holmen et al. 2004: 5).

This raises important questions about the innoeatgs of production networks. Do such
networks help firms to innovative or do they inhilninovations? Should innovations then be
related to networks or are they mainly a consequef¢he creative destruction of networks?
Or is the creative destruction of networks a restiiinnovations and innovations thus not a
result of networks at all? Even so, the networksy nstill be seen as a constraint for
innovations as such a creative destruction prooéssetworks is a costly affair as new
networks are costly to establish. Do innovationsntloccur outside networks rather than
inside networks and are other organizational fortually better tools for innovative
activities? Despite of the obvious relevance othsquestions, they are hardly dealt with by
the innovation network literature as it holds aosty belief in networks’ central role for
innovations. Though some non-innovative charactefsthe networks related to the
dependencies in production networks are acceptesetdependencies are seen mainly as
representing a possibility for the firm of influeng the network and thus of inducing change.
As such, at the same time as dependencies chazactiee networks and restrict movement

they also represent a tool to induce change (H&kanand Snehota 2000: 79). This is argued
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to result in a tension, which drives the partiecontinually develop the relationships and
prevent them from becoming too strong. In this vihg, network creates certain stability but,
at the same time, facilitates change. The streoigtblations is seen as a paradox: the stronger
the relations are, the more important will theyibgiving life to the firm, but the more will
they also restrict the freedom of the firm (Hakamssnd Ford 2003: 134). Additionally,
whereas strong relations give life to the firmxder relations may provide possibilities for
the rapid and less expensive reconfiguration of nieéwork (Easton and Araujo 2002)

facilitating a creative destruction of networks d@hds more radical change.

Production networks of tourism experiences

From the production network point of view, diffetametwork structures may be observed
among tourism firms. Such structures may, followithg above arguments, depending on
their strength, be hypothesized to help firms tooirate or - on the other hand - to inhibit
innovations. Tourism experience production netwsirkictures may, as in other production
networks, be identified as vertical, competitivevesl as complementary, but may also be

seen to possess certain particularities due tottaeacter of the tourism experience.

First, every tourism good/service may be perceteebe the result of different exchange and
production activities linking different resourcesdaactors to each other. Each producer of
tourism goods/services needs access to input wsmusuch as in the case of a hotel, e.g.
food and building materials. Such inputs may beemmrless regular. Regular inputs are e.g.
day-to-day inputs such as food and cleaning matesidereas less regular inputs may be
furniture, building material etc. Particularly tleest type of inputs seems directly related to the
technical characteristics of the stages of inteyacof the tourism goods/services and the
relations could therefore be of importance for vatns of such stages. Those resources are
controlled by and are the result of production axdhange activities performed by other
actors, and exchange activities must be performgd such suppliers, and more or less
strong network relations may be established wignthWith the focus put on the tourism
firm, such a production network structure can benéa thevertical input structureof

tourism firms.

At the same time, the producers of tourism goodgfses need access to the activities and
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resources of distribution and marketing. Thosenamnally in the hands of the ‘distributors’
of tourism experiences such as incoming operatns; operators, travel agencies and
computer responsibles of reservation systems. dsisthe producers need access to the
resources controlled by the distributors, the iigtors base their activities on access to the
resources produced and controlled by the tourismsfi Both producers and distributors
therefore need indirect control over each othe€sources, which may be achieved by
establishing more or less strong network relatidxgain, different activities, resources and
actors are related to each other forming a netwtnkcture. Such a structure may from the
tourism firm be seen as \&ertical distribution structure The production benefits of this
structure are, in addition to the distribution loé individual goods/services, their distribution
in such a way that e.g. the tour-operators pods#ésilof buying tourism goods/services in
bulk and of mass marketing result in scale ben#ditshe implied actors (e.g. Gee et al. 1984:
150-151). Partly in contrast to distribution chasma more traditional physical products, the
purpose of this vertical structure may be definedaaget sufficient information to the right
people at the right time and place to allow foruachase decision to be made and to provide a
mechanism whereby the consumer can make and paydopurchase (Mill and Morrison
1985: 400). The distribution network is not faeaiting the physical movement of products to
consumers but instead the movement of informatyuaproducts. Information is therefore
what holds together the actors in the distribusbacture (Poon 1993; Sheldon 1997). All the
different types of distributors mentioned may fopart of the vertical structure but more
often only certain of them are implicated. Altemely, the goods/services may be sold

directly to consumers.

Individual tourism goods/services may additionatly argued to form a complementary
network structure as the existence, performance qumlity of each of the different

goods/services influence the quality of the totalirism experience and thus also the
competitive situation of other individual goodsigsees. Normally, different goods/services
individually form only a fragment of the tourismpetience and can only together provide a
complete tourism experience. In this sense, eadduger of tourism goods/services is
somehow dependent on the resources and activifiesther producers. However, the

dependencies arising are of a strategic kind (§8W997, 2001) as each firm’s activities may

provide benefits for, or trouble the existenceather firms. It may, however, be argued that
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by organizing the production of the single goodsises the tourists’ experiences are
enhanced, thereby also enhancing the possibiligyrafit (Framke 1996: 15). There may thus
be arguments for establishing a complementary tstreicamong tourism firms. It may be

argued that such structures share the charaatsrigticompetitive structures. That is e.g. the
case of different attractions which, on the onedhaomplement each other to offer a more
complex or complete tourism experience but whidhthe same time, compete for the

tourists’ attention and time. Additionally, certastcommodation establishments may not
necessarily see attractions as complementary gamdgles. E.g. all inclusive resorts may
have a strategy to maintain tourists (and not [&est money) inside the complex during the
holiday period. Normally, however, also from thewpoint of the distributors, the different

tourism goods/services can be seen as complememsoyrces that combined - as well as
combined with the destination and the tourist ulteig a tourism experience. The distributors
may thus need access to, not just the goods/sercimetrolled by the actor producing e.g.
stays at a hotel, but also to complementary goedstes such as guided tours. Through the
tour operators’ relations with producers of differetourism goods/services, it is by

synchronization of activities in time and placeemied to offer a consistent experience
(Tremblay 1998: 852). This also means that diffeq@oducers of tourism goods/services
may have relations to the same distributors theltedying, at least, indirect relations with

each other.

A last type of production network structure, whitlay be characteristic for tourism firms in
particular, is that ofcompetitive chain structuresThe hotel chain network is the most
common of such network structures, the most ndbieeand the most controversial, though
other tourism firms, such as attractions, are @Ben to create chain network structures.
Tourism firms operating in such production struetuccan appropriate the economic rents
generated by scale and scope economies associdétedemtral purchasing facilities and
marketing, through central booking and computerisegkrvation systems (Morrison 1994:
25; Tremblay 1998: 851; Dunning and McQueen 1982:A&cher 1985; Viceriat 1993: 375;
Poon 1993: 55). In other words, by relating resesirand activities and by corporately
managing vertical input and distribution networkat®ns, scale and scope benefits may be
achieved (Gee et al. 1984; Framke 1996).
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Figure 3.4: Tourism experience production innovatietworks.

The mentioned types of network structures formambination an overall tourism experience
production network and can seemingly be analyzedgugroduction network concepts
despite of certain particularities of the productiof the tourism experience. Despite its
complexity, the illustration of networks in figuB4 is a highly simplified one. Producers of
tourism goods/services will normally posses a nooriess large number of relationships with
suppliers (who again have a number of relationshiis their suppliers and so on). At the
same time, large distributors may posses a greabeu of relationships with often several
thousands of tourism firms. Those network relationgy, as indicated, in a production
network view be seen to have a variety of productenefits such as the benefits arising
from sharing inputs, lowering transaction costs arploiting economies of scale and scope.
Additionally, the production network approach désed theoretically argues that such

networks are important vehicles for innovations dhat innovations therefore become a
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‘network issue’. In the case of the tourism netwtlris may also be evident. If, in figure 3.4,
producer PP changes the stage of interaction of the good/sehis may put new demands on
the supplier § who will have to provide better or changed inpts the same time, the
distributor O may be offered a better product which may alsoaroé the competitive

situation of the complementary producer C

At the same time, the network may be an obstaciertovation depending on the strength of
relations, which may again depend on the bondsackenizing the relations. In the different
network structures mentioned, different bonds mhbgracterize the relations in different
ways. Technological bonds can exist e.g. when ancmmcomputerized distribution system is
used; time related bonds are important becauskifjusne’ production (and consumption) is
the only possible way of producing the tourism eig@ee; knowledge related bonds are
important when co-operators, e.g. tour-operatodshantels, gain knowledge of each other and
of each others demands and capabilities; socialldomay be important because confidence
and trust of the different actors’ intentions aridh® quality of their goods/services may be
prerequisites for the establishment and the maames of a relationship; finally, legal bonds
can be seen as an insurance that co-operators dedmvexpected and perhaps most
importantly as a signal to the tourist of the gyabf the single goods/services, e.g. the
belonging to a chain network or the cooperatiorhvattour-operator who, contrary to the
producer of the tourism good/service, may be weadivin in the tourists’ home countries. The
strengths of such bonds and thus the dependenu@sgathe firms of the network may vary
considerably. A competitive network structure otdi® may for example take a variety of
forms from relatively loose relations with the posp of coordinating marketing resources, to
joint venture, franchising or management contréEtemblay 1998: 847, 852; Madeley 1996:
11). Similarly, vertical distribution relations méwe based on different types of contracts and
obligations (loanides 1998: 144-145; Gomez and|&ind&991: 84) and contracts between
tour operators and hotels may bind the firms in &.g/ears but are mostly short term,
typically a year, and may in cases possess theadeaistics of arms length contracts (UN
1982: 74). However, tour operators often engagepeat business with a core of hotels of a
consistent quality (Gomez and Sinclair 1991: 848bich indicates that e.g. social, trust and
knowledge bonds are build up over time, creatingeddencies among firms in the vertical

structure which distinguishes their relations frpare market relations.
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Such bonds and dependencies may mean that thelfawesa possibility of influencing other
firms and, on the other hand, that they are boaratter firms’ activities and resources which
restricts their possibilities of innovating as wadl of easily changing their network partners.
E.g. in the horizontal hotel network there may bless of autonomy of operation through
agreements with the partner to adhere to certandstdised trading arrangements and
leaving certain decision-taking procedures to thairt centrals (Morrison 1994: 27-28).
Membership criteria may additionally include therhanization of supply, and the guarantee
of identical quality of service in all the hoteks often the basis of the idea of hotel chains
(Dunning and McQueen 1982: 97). In a similar wayrtoperators demand a certain quality
of hotels and of other goods/services (loannid€81944). They impact on the tourism firms
by demanding higher quality and variety of servi@@s and Williams 1993: 235). Contracts
between tour-operators and hotels may include Bpestandards of provision (Gomez and
Sinclair 1991: 85) and the aim may be to contradpict quality and to standardize the
‘service atmosphere’ (Tremblay 1998: 852). As subl, relations may, depending on the
strength of the bonds, induce the possibility thuence other firms but, at the same time,
involve commitments which make the individual firmsable to innovate on their own.
Drastic changes of one activity resulting in a newchanged good/service may not be
accepted by the network. The individual firm mayghlecide not to carry the change through
or it may have to build up a new network. If e.dhael is upgraded to a high quality 5 star
hotel it may have to find new partners and formea metwork or it may have to influence its
suppliers and tour-operators to upgrade the quafitiheir products as well. Such changes
may also be restricted by or influence complementealations. A five star hotel guest may
not enjoy the consumption of the same type andtguaflcomplementary goods/services as a
backpacker. Even in the absence of relations antbfigrent complementary firms, the
functional dependencies among the firms may rethe@novative possibilities of individual
firms as they are bound together functionally. e tcase of the tourism experience, in
addition to the restrictions and possibilities teelaby the network and by the functional
dependencies, the destination and it conditions cnegte further restrictions or possibilities
for changes. As the destination comprises the tiongiof the experience certain innovations
may be out of the question while others may fit domditions as already exemplified in

chapter 2. The spatial fixity and the characteth&f tourism experience thus pose further
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restrictions on the tourism firms as well as theypvple opportunities for creating place

specific goods/services and tourism experiences.

This presentation of possible production netwollatrens and their contents has not taken
into account certain critical aspects of the reladiwhich arise because of the character of the
tourism experience and which result in that somsvoek structures are more bound to be
established than others. A more critical approgaiting into consideration those aspects, will
be introduced in the following chapter, which, idddion to the characteristics of the
networks as production and information networksl, wiroduce yet another important aspect

of the networks — the role of geography.

Information networks

While the production network approach focuses otwoek structures build around the
production of specific products, structures of mfation distribution are the central focus of
the Social Network Theory’s innovation network hbran Generally, the Social Network
Theory builds on the notion that actions are infleed by the social context in which they are
embedded and that such actions are furthermoreemfed by the position of actors in
networks (Gulati 1998). While the original focus ebcial network research was on
understanding how networks of individuals influetiseir behaviour, similar arguments have
been extended to firms. A number of studies haxthdu attempted to study the generation of
innovations (Ahuja 2000: 426). For such generatdrinnovations, networks of contacts
between actors are seen as important sources ofmafion (Gulati 1998: 296). This
particular branch of the social network theoryhs tne, which will be the starting point of
the following discussion, and its networks shadhfrhereon be termadformation networks
Access to information in such networks is arguedamty to be determined by the identity of
its members but also by the patterns of relationeray them (Gulati 1998: 296). Related to
such patterns or structures, a particular focushie@hn put on questions of network density
and relation strength. Discussions of those charigtits have been divided in two but have
recently been seen as interrelated (Rowley et @OR As will become clear later, such
structures of networks may also be important whmeug is on tourism experience networks
and they may provide tourism firms with differentgortant types of information. However,
whereas Social Network Theory generally focusesthan individual actor’'s possibilities
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Figure 3.5: lllustration of cohesion (e.g. actoGl;-structural equivalence (e.g. actors B-C), stnat hole
(between B-C-D-E and F-G-H-I) and actor spannimgcstiral hole (actor A).

within information networks, focus will, in the folving, be put on the possibilities of the
network which opens up for contrasting hypothedasutithe roles of certain information

network structures.

Information network densities

Managing relations requires resources of whichditrave only limited amounts (Walker et el
1997). Firms have, as a consequence, access tmigst®y and maintaining only a limited
number of relations. In order to optimize the bésedf these relations it is argued to be of
central importance how a firm is positioned in tregwork. These benefits are, according to
Burt (1992, 1997, 2000), determined by the abilify firms to position themselves in
structural holesof the network. In this view, network diversity ri@izes information
benefits and such diversity is achieved by havelgtions tonon-redundantontacts who are
contacts that provide access to complementarynmdtion benefits in contrast tedundant
contacts who provide the same information bendBisrt 1992: 13-15, 45-47; Burt 1997:
340). There are theoretically two indicators of tteelundancy of actorscohesionand
structural equivalencerirst, actors are indicated to be redundantay thre connected to each
other directly through a relationship (cohesionkash actors are likely to possess the same
kind of information. Second, actors with identical similar relations to other actors in the

network (structural equivalence) are argued to teatie same sources of information and are
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therefore also hypothesized to be redundant reggsdbf the absence of a direct relation
between such actors (Misruchi 1993: 282, Burt 129®)0). Structural holesare defined as
the gaps between non-redundant contacts whichctmesaconnected neither through cohesion
nor through structural equivalence (figure 3.5)e Hxistence of a structural hole implies that
actors on either side of the hole circulate ined#ht flows of information. The actor spanning
the structural hole by having contacts on bothssmfethe hole has access to both information
flows and the contacts provide network benefitd @ additive rather than overlapping
(Burt 1992: 18-19, 47; Burt 1997: 341). Informatidrenefits are thus optimized by
establishing relationships with actors that arengelves connected, neither through cohesion
nor as structural equivalents. The greater the ainolurelations to non-redundant actors the
higher the benefits, because each network clustematter how numerous its members, is
hypothesized to be only one source of informatBuar( 1992: 20, 23, 47). Thereforgparse
networks- networks of relations with actors who are themes® not connected - optimize

information benefits.

From the diametrically opposite point of view, dshbeen argued that network information
benefits go first of all to actors connected toaweks in which those with whom they have
direct and indirect relations also have relationhwne another (e.g. actors F, G, H, | in
figure 3.5) (Galeskiewicz & Zaheer, 1999: 244). &nan (1988) argues that suclosed
cohesiveor dense networkgromote cooperation, trust and shared norms ad\betir without
which knowledge sharing is likely to be difficulbé unproductive in any context and they
help to develop explicit inter-organizational knedde sharing routines (Coleman 1988,
Ahuja 2000: 432). Dense networks are thus arguddster fine-grained information transfer
and joint problem solving (Uzzi 1997). Consequen@phesion theoristhave presented
dense networks as the ideal while geictural hole theorygmphasizes the benefits of sparse
networks (Gulati 1998: 296; Ahuja, 2000: 451).

Those competing interpretations are not necessaxitjusive and contradictory though, but
valid for different firms or purposes (Burt 1997pWey et al. 2000; Ahuja 2000). One
interpretation that follows from this recognition that which network organizational form is
the best depends on the degree to which a firmaegly should be designed to optimize
explorationor exploitation Whereas exploitation concerns the refinement extdnsion of
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existing competencies, technologies and paradigmpgloration concerns the gathering of
new information on many different alternatives eattthan fully understanding how to
develop any one innovation. Exploitation thus reegileepand specific information whereas
exploration requires relativelyroad and general information (March 1991: 85; Rowlewlet
2000: 373-374). Whether a firm should devote isoueces teexplorationor exploitationis
argued to differ from one industrial environmentatwother. In unstable environments, firms
must allocate more resources to exploration ag@mviental uncertainty increases the rate of
innovation required to survive. In more stable emvments emphasis should be on refining
existing innovations by gathering specific inforroatthat will provide deeper knowledge in
the particular area for which exploitation is nekd®&owley et al. 2000: 373-374). As
different network structures are argued to giveeascto different types of information
benefits, they may furthermore be argued to givess to either exploration or exploitation.
For firms in environments demanding high investragntexploration, sparse networks may
be the best solution as they help gathering inftionaon many different alternatives. On the
other hand, in environments demanding exploitatitemse networks may be advantageous as
they create shared norms and trust sustainingdhnefer of fine grained specific information
that provides deeper knowledge in a particular argha deeper understanding of a specific
innovation (Ahuja 2000: 451; Rowley et al 2000: 3731).

Such arguments are further sustained by criticalysidering the value andirect relations
which are the relations of actors with whom a dinedation is established. The positive
aspect of indirect relations is inherent in Busgtsuctural hole argument where indirect ties
are hypothesized to bring the same informationisectrelations. However, whereas direct
relations may be argued to give acces&rtow-how,understood as accumulated skills and
expertise in some activity and which is likely telude a significant tacit or non-codifiable
dimension (Szulanski 1996), indirect relations nfagt and foremost provide access to
information of facts and discrete quanta of infotiorathat can be transmitted through simple
communication in a relatively complete form andhaiit loss of integrity (Ahuja 2000: 427-
428). If this is so, the benefits of substitutirigedt for indirect ties are relative and it sustain
the argument that dense networks are better sdiedexploitation whereas low dense

networks, relying on the benefits of indirect tisginly provide exploration benefits.
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Strengths of information network relations

The possible benefits of sparse and dense netwaaksfurthermore be closely related to the
strengths of relations of these networks. As han leescribed earlier, relation strengths may
be of importance for innovations in production natks. From the information network point
of view, these arguments are further developedoathetd from production network structures
and associated with the flow of information. Theustural hole hypothesis is in some senses
equivalent to Granowetter's (1973) argumenthad strength of weak tie§hese weak ties
were argued to be conduits across which an actoaceess novel information and are likely
to be local bridges to distant others possessimguearinformation. Weak ties can therefore be
beneficial because they are more likely to embeddar in divergent regions of a network
rather than to one densely connected set of addmwever, both strong and weak relations
may be argued to be beneficial Badges to distinctive information sources in sparse
networks as well as to connect actors within derete/orks. The relative benefits of strong
and weak relations may again be linked to whetkplogation or exploitation is sought in the
network. Strong relations, like dense networks,aggeied to provide fine-grained information
exchanges between partners and thus to bring atcesgploitation. Strong relations develop
relational trust and favour the transfer of tacibwledge (Uzzi 1997; Rowley et al. 2000:
371, 384). For exploration, on the other hand, tthee and other resource obligations of
strong relations diminish the number of possiblatiens a firm can maintain and thus limit
the research into divergent sectors of the enviemrtrand decrease the number of alternative
innovations that can be identified in the environméRowley et al 2000: 375). Weak
relations may therefore be argued to be superiorsioopping the marketfor available
information as the number of relations can be daeed the variety of information collected
maximized (Uzzi 1999; Rowley et al. 2000: 384)miay, as a consequence, combined with
the earlier discussions, be argued that strondioataare superior for plugging actors into
unique collective resources of dense network dlgstehereas weak relations are superior for
maximizing access to diverse information in spareevorks (Uzzi 1999: 500). This means
that weakness of relations and sparseness of newwosmbined reinforce exploration
whereas strength of relations and density of néksvoombined reinforce exploitation.

On the other hand, the opposite relation betwaength, density and outcome of the network

may be argued to exist. As with dense networkgngtrrelations are associated with the
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creation of trust (Uzzi 1997; Rowley et al 2000287As such, dense networks, like strong
relations, may serve as trust based governanceamsohs facilitating information transfer.
Dense networks and strong relations can thus, nestegree, be substitutes for one another
(Rowley et al. 2000: 372). As a firm may alreadydi# from the governance mechanisms
supplied via a dense network it will gain much |&ssn creating strong relations in such a
dense network than in a sparse network. From tlganaent, it follows that the positive
relationship between strong relations and firm granfince is greater in sparse than in dense
networks (Rowley et al. 2000: 372). This is furthere supported by the argument of Burt
(1992) that, when a relation serves as a bridghstinctive sources of information, stronger
relations may be more beneficial than weak relatisimce they allow a greater volume of
resources to move between actors. In dense neteloskers firms may thus be better off
establishing other strong relations to non-reduh@ators instead of investing the time and
resources required to form and maintain strondiogia within the network cluster. However,
while trust may exist and sustain the transfer dbrimation in dense networks of weak
relations, turning the dense weak network intorangt network may still provide additional
information benefits in terms of exploitation. Teenay thus still be reasons for establishing
strong relations in dense networks depending om#éezls for exploration and exploitation.
What the above indicates is that there may, atdjrbe cost-benefit arguments in favour of

loose dense networks and strong sparse networks.

The relative relevance of exploitation and explorabn networks

While different network structures may theoretigdile argued to give access to different
information benefits in terms of exploration andpleitation, different environments may
create different needs for such information besefiiowever, in most cases, firms that
engage in exploration to the exclusion of explmtatare likely to find that they suffer the
costs of experimentation without gaining many af ienefits and they exhibit too many
undeveloped new ideas and too little distinctivenpetence. Conversely, systems that engage
in exploitation to the exclusion of exploration dieely to find themselves trapped in a
narrow knowledge base. As a result, maintainingapropriate balance between exploration
and exploitation is a primary factor for firm swal and prosperity (March 1991: 71).
Relying on only strong and/or dense relations teevark may become ‘over-embedded’.

When all firms are connected through strong retatithis can reduce the flow of information
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Figure 3.6: Information network structures.

into the network of innovative ideas (Uzzi 1997; &&zi 1999: 491). On the other hand,
sparse networks of weak relations only give actesxploration and limit the possibilities of
exploitation. Different types of networks are thusither unconditionally preferred as they
have different qualities that are advantageousdftierent purposes (Rowley et al. 2000:
371); they are complementary as one type overcthneemitations of the other (Uzzi 1996:
694); and their combination can moderate the sborittgs of each type while preserving
their benefits (Uzzi 1999: 491).

Some of the highlighted hypotheses are illustratefigure 3.6. Here network clustersié
over-embedded as the actors are densely connextedch other through dense relations
using most of their resources on strong relatiohdenonly one relation connects the cluster
with the rest of the network. The network structdeeilitates exploitation but limits
exploration. Network cluster 4N on the other hand, fulfils the premises of ‘op#ed’

network benefits as the combination of strong deamseé weak sparse relations may be
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claimed to ensure both exploration and exploitattdowever, from the point of view that the
benefits of sparse networks are enhanced if te&itions are strong rather than those of dense
networks, N may represent the ‘optimal’ network cluster. Iny aase, it is here easy to
conclude that the more relations the better, asemelations of different types optimize
different functions of the network. However, reteas involve costs and demand resources
and the amount of relations is related to the nes®u available for establishing and
maintaining these relations. A relevant networkicire should thus take into account the
industry and time specific needs for exploitatiomd aexploration and be related to the
resources available for establishing and maintgimelations. In resource, time and industry
specific circumstances, the relevant combinatioth amount of different types of relations
may as a consequence vary. The costs of relatmnthé actors in the ‘optimized’ network
cluster N (or alternatively M) can be expected to be higher than the costdaifaes for the
actors in network N The hypothetically optimal network of cluster [or alternatively )
may thus be gained at a high price and perhapsehititan the returns. It may thus be
hypothesized that the most relevant configuratiomla be found in between those networks,
e.g. N, Ns, or N7, which have access to different levels of exploratand exploitation
through a limited number of relations. Dependingindustry specific characteristics and
available resources, different network structurey tme considered more or less relevant. The
impact of different network structures can thusydmé understood in relation to a particular

context.

Location of Network Benefits

Whereas an actor may benefit in terms of accesgdomation from a position in a structural
hole as described, other additional benefits ma&edrom such structural holes. These are
argued to becontrol benefitswhich can be achieved by brokering a relation betw
otherwise disconnected contacts (Burt 1992: 3033236; Burt 1997: 342). A person who
derives benefits from brokering relationships betwether actors can be termedeaius
gaudensControl benefits occur as the tertius gaudensitipaed in a structural hole, exploits
the competitive relation between two unconnectedraddy playing them off against one
another when they compete for the same relation@ipt 1992: 47-48; Podolny & Baron
1997: 674-675; Gulati 1998: 297). Such structumdés between non-redundant unconnected
contacts are termegrimary structural holesA second type of structural holesecondary
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structural holes €exists between structural equivalent actors whantaai no direct relation

to one another (Burt 1992: 38). Such actors comettd the same network cluster offer the
same information, are redundant, and can theréfeneplaced with one another. Such actors
can thus easily be played off against one anotlgethb tertius gaudens because they are
readily substitutable (Burt 1992: 42-44). Both payand secondary structural holes can thus
provide control benefits for the tertius gaudertse Thformation and control benefits that can
be derived from structural holes are argued to biiplicative, augmenting and dependent on
one another. Having access to information meansgbable to identify where it will be
advantageous to bring contacts together and hteskey to understanding the resources and
preferences of actors being played against onehan{Burt 1992: 33-34, 48; Burt 1997:
342).

As is the case in much of the social network liema, focus is, in the structural hole theory,
mainly on the possibilities and advantages of titevidual actor and in this case the tertius
gaudens. However, any view of a network centred smgle firm is inevitably restricted and
biased and gives an incomplete view of the worldasinding that firm (Ford et al. 2002). By
changing the perspective to the network, our carecare not any longer on the well being of
a single actopositioned in a structural hole but on the wellngeand on the benefits of the
network. It can from such a ‘true network pointwiéw’ be argued that what is best for a
tertius gaudens is not best for the network and #wentually not for each individual actor
either. First of all, the general economic benefiesived from an actor exploiting either
primary or secondary structural holes will bentfdt actor at the expense of the actors in the
network clusters. In the assumptions of neo-clatsaconomic theory, firms maintain
opportunistic relations with all those with whonmeyhhave contacts. This is the case when
two actors are transacting with one another bututilgdy of one actor is being served to a
greater degree than that of the other. Additionalgo-classical theory assumes that firms act
in opportunistic ways towards those with whom tlaeg structurally equivalent. If one can
strike a profitable deal, one’s structural equindlguffers a real or potential loss. The tertius
gaudens in the structural hole theory plays by swbbs, realizing value by exploiting its
control advantages by playing two or more actofsoné another (Galaskiewicz and Zaheer
1999: 246-247). The result of a tertius gaudensitagy is that he wins more than the actor
with whom he makes a deal while the structural ajant or the competing actors in other
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network clusters not getting a deal win nothin@latIt can further be argued that when an

actor suffers a loss so will the actors with whatations exist and thus the entire network.

A situation of exploitation by an actor of a secarydstructural hole may additionally have
negative effects on the distribution of informatimro, within and, as a logic consequence,
also out of a network cluster. As an illustratibistcould e.g. be the case for network cluster
N1 in figure 3.6. Actors A and B are structurally e@lent and they are separated by a
secondary structural hole. Actor B is furthermoetated to an important third actor, the
tertius gaudens 1T T1 can, following the advice of the structural holeedhy, use the
secondary structural hole to play actors A andfBaghinst each other. However, in that case,
if e.g. actor A obtains or creates a piece of imfation which may have value fon Tas well

as for the rest of the actors in the network clysfossessing that piece of information may
be a comparative advantage for the actor in thepetiton with B for the important
relationship with T. This is only the case, however, as long as actdo®& not possess the
same information, which he may if the informatisriat free in the cluster. As a consequence,
actor A may decide to keep the information for rethsin the same way, actor B may
censure all information that is potentially impaoitaand valuable for actor A in the struggle
for the relationship with T The result is that the information in both cadess not reach the
rest of the actors in the local network. It mayrétiere be indicated that secondary structural
holes in the cluster and conflict imposed by aiusrgaudens on the actors may result in re-
strictions on the information circulation withinetmetwork cluster. Furthermore, not only will
the information flow within the network cluster béfected negatively, but so might also the
information benefits of the tertius gauddrecause of the lower probability that everybody in
the cluster will have access to the same informatithe underlying assumption of the
structural hole theory, that structural equivalaotors are redundant, may therefore not be
valid when conflict is imposed by a tertius gaudeAs such, control benefits are
disadvantaging information flows within and out thie network cluster. Information and
control benefits of the tertius gaudens may thubygothesized to be contradictory and not,
as argued, augmenting each other.

To overcome the restrictions on information disttibn, a restructuring of the network

cluster may be necessary. In contrast to an opewctste, as the one described in which
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opportunistic behaviour is likely to occur, dengestbetween partners are likely to help
restrain opportunism (e.g.sNn figure 3.6) (Walker et al 1997; Ahuja 2000: 4423;
Coleman 1988: 105-106). The bargaining power oftéeus gaudens is strongly impeded if
the structural equivalent members of the netwoek sarongly interconnected (Podolny and
Baron 1997: 674-675) and opportunistic behavioless likely to occur (Walker et al. 1997;
Ahuja 2000: 432). Such co-operators collude tacriyrain from competition and instead of
bitter rivalry create cooperative relationshipdth realize better benefits (Galaskiewicz and
Zaheer 1999: 248). It follows that the barriersndbrmation distribution described above will
also be broken down when cooperation is the ordeth® day. Information distribution
between the two co-operators and within the ertical network will become more fluid.
Also, the tertius gaudens can be argued to evdytgain information benefits from this
because the probability of everybody in the locatwork having access to the same
information is enhanced when the actors of the adtwooperate rather than compete for the
same relationship. Another complementary way ofidiag control being imposed on
structural equivalents, a strategy that counts &soovercoming primary structural holes
prone to exploitation by a tertius gaudens, co@ddestablish several ties to the surrounding
network (e.g. M or Ny in figure 3.6). Cooperation between the networksidts and the
establishment of several relations across primanctiral holes make the network clusters
less prone to exploitation by a tertius gaudensearthnce information distribution between
network clusters. Therefore, from the network pahtview, the aim of the network is to
become free of structural holes creating benediteef/erybody. This is contrary to the single
actor point of view of the structural hole theorpare the aim is to exploit structural holes

creating benefits for one single actor only atékpense of the network and all of its actors.

Information structures of production networks

The information networks described and exemplifiefigure 3.6 can hardly be considered a
representation of the real world. The main reaswrtHis is the absence of products in the
networks and the focus on information benefits has main structuring mechanism of the
networks. On the other hand, while production nekaare build around the production of
products the structures and the benefits of inftionanetworks are not necessarily absent in
such networks. As a hypothetical example of how gheduction network incorporates the
benefits of the information network, figure 3.7 sgats 2 highly different production
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Figure 3.7: Information structures of productionvwwarks.

networks consisting of buyers, producers and tweelte of suppliers. Whereas all the
disadvantages of an information network structueeevident in N, N2 incorporates all the
claimed benefits overcoming the disadvantagest, AWsis decoupled from other network
clusters with the existence of a primary structin@e and a lack of access to exploration as
the consequence. In the absence of horizontal ditimpeelations there furthermore exists a
secondary structural hole between the two produ8easd C which can be used not only by
the buyer A but additionally by the first level glipr D for their personal benefits.
Information flow within the network may therefore lpestricted as competition and conflict
dominate the network. The benefits of exploitatay therefore not be present either, which
may also be due to the sparse (but closed) charattte network. From the production
network point of view the structural holes may bkated to access to different resources other
than information in vertical, competitive and coeplentary structures, while from the
information network point of view they are mainBlated to the access to information. In the
real world it may be hypothesized that accessftornmation as well as to other resources may
create the claimed benefits and disadvantagesroétstal holes. Contrary to iNin Ng,
neither primary nor secondary holes exist as thera@are densely connected in different
types of production network structures, which adddlly, and particularly if the relations are

strong, can be argued to secure exploitation. Tuiianal relations to other producers and
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suppliers outside the network cluster hypothetycallpply the network with access to other
information flows securing exploration as well. Hower, whereas Nmight be considered an
optimal network the costs of maintaining such atina@ structure may not be justified when

considering the resources available as well ag atdestry specific conditions.

Following one hypothesis, information network redat supporting exploitation should be
strong and dense whereas relations serving exjorahould be sparse and weak to optimize
those features. Combined with the production ndtwmint of view, strong relations at the
same time inhibit change of too violent a kind alww for slow gradual changes only.
Additionally, it can be hypothesized that the dersech a strong production network is, the
more actors, activities and resources become depémh each other, making change even
more difficult. The production and the informatibenefits (or disadvantages) of strong and
dense relations can thus be argued to sustain main@nee each other as the information
benefits of strong dense relations concern expioitaand the production benefits are related
to minor changes that fit in the network. On thkeothand, weaker and sparser production
network relations may leave more dynamism in thisvak and make it possible to apply
explorative information which, from the informatigoint of view, can be gained through
such weak sparse relations. Again, weak sparseniafion and production structures sustain
each other facilitating exploration and dynamismtikermore, a combination of strong dense
relations and weak sparse relations may be argudynly to facilitate both exploration and
exploitation, but also to facilitate more radicahovations through the creative destruction of
networks. Weak relations may be developed intongti@lations and new strong production
networks substituting the old ones when new pd#s#isi are observed through the weak
relations. More radical innovations may thus balitated by weak relations that not only
explore the environment for innovations, but alssist in the process of creative destruction
of networks. As a consequence, environmental iflgjadoes not just result in the need for
weak networks to explore the instability, but alsanstability of the networks themselves. It
follows that whereas the death of M figure 3.7 and the disappearance of its aatarsbe
foretold in a situation of instability; Nmay disintegrate and re-emerge as new superior

network structures that fit the new possibilities.

However, as the destruction and creation of netsarlay be a costly affair, this may be
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relevant only when sufficiently promising new attatives show up. This indicates that the
combination of strong dense and weak sparse refatimay not necessarily facilitate
innovations. Though explorative information may dmned through weak sparse relations
they cannot necessarily be absorbed by the netivpests of it consist of too strong and too
dense relations that do not accept the incorparaifahe explorative information and/or are
to expensive to destroy and substitute. This mésatsf parts of the network consist of dense
strong relations these may capture the actorsttendxplorative information gained through
weak sparse parts of the network may be of litHe tor such actors. In this way, if dense
relations are at the same time strong this mayitresttoo much of the good stuff’ and the
limitations may outweigh the benefits. This coulgbgort the contrary hypothesis that strong
relations would be better fitted sparse productietworks where such strong relations may
not result in the same type of significant captasethey do in dense networks. Dense
networks should, conversely, be of a weaker chardotavoid the capture of its members.
Such a configuration of the network would makefiaanore flexible character allowing for
reconfigurations when new alternatives show ups Tould, on the other hand, be argued to
limit both exploitation and exploration. Nonethedegxploitation may still be facilitated by
the strong relations whereas the weak dense pathefnetwork secures the flow of
explorative information as it re-distributes, amafjthe members of the dense part of the
network, the information gained by all its membgrgheir sparse strong relations. E.g. in
figure 3.6, the members of the network clustercinnected through weak relations to the
surrounding network do not have access to moreoexipre information than the actors in the
network cluster B in which the combination of weak dense and strepgrse relations
simultaneously leaves some dynamism in the netwgorkas to facilitate change. Again, a
beneficial configuration of the network may be aduo depend upon the industry specific
conditions and on ‘how much’ exploitation and exptomn is needed.

The above discussion illustrates how the two netwapproaches reach similar and
complementary conclusions by applying differentuangnts and by taking into consideration
different qualitative characteristics of the netksorThey may therefore in combination help
to explain and understand the benefits and disddgas of different networks structures
though the combination of the two approaches aldodes a more complicated view of the

world. The complexities of networks and the thaoedtcontradictions of different theoretical
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arguments about the benefits of production andmné&ion networks are also made evident in
the above. This more than anything else indicat@$ & particular network structure, its
benefits and limitations may only be understoodnigknto consideration industry specific
characteristics determining the structures and bieefits of information and production
network structures. A first step towards such adewstanding of the tourism experience

network shall be taken in the following sub-chapter

Information structures of the tourism experience néwork

Theoretically, the different earlier described preoiibn network structures of tourism firms
may influence the access to different types of rmition due to different densities and
strengths of relations and due to the existenctrottural holes, and may therefore influence
the innovativeness of tourism firms. Additionallgs indicated theoretically, the industry
specific needs for information may render differgrformation structures of networks more
or less relevant. However, not much consideratias been given the importance of
information for tourism firms, and the importancktbe distribution of such information.
Nonetheless, tourism is argued to be an informatitensive ‘industry’. In few other areas of
activity are the generating, gathering, processiagplication and communication of
information as important as in tourism. Informati@nthe cement that holds together the
producers of the tourism experience (Poon 1993; Ebldon 1997; Buhalis 1997, 1998).
However, the information analyzed and argued toobemportance is mainly ‘tourism
information’ and information related to bookingstofirism goods/services. In terms of such
types of information, tourism firms are effectivahformation intensive. Such information,
which is mainly important for day to day operatiofi®on 1993: 154) is however partly
different from the type of information of importandor innovative activities. The need for
such information has, on the other hand, receivery \ittle interest from researchers.
However, contrasting views on the needs of tourfanms for having access to such
information can be identified. Whereas the domimatview seems to be that tourism firms
are low technology firms and not information ancdifedge intensive, the contrasting view
sees information and knowledge as important - anceasingly important - also for tourism

firms.

Generally, tourism firms have been considered tanba low knowledge, low technology
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sector. Related to this point of view, it may bairtled that tourism firms are not themselves
producers of information. Research results ardifidid’ or codified before they flow into
tourism firms and the tourism firms are not themwsslinvolved in the production of such
information. Other organizations are responsiblerésearch and their activities facilitate the
subsequent innovation process in the tourism fifResearch results of relevance are filtered
through organizations and selected issues williegethinated in the press, at meetings and
conferences and used in advisory services etcla@fia 2002: 471-472). It may further be
claimed that innovations in tourism are predomilyattite result of innovations made in other
sectors supplying it with products and servicesaltjer 1997a: 40). This may find its
explanation in that tourism firms are not focusorgthe production of different components
of the tourism goods/services. Such inputs areadirdinished products (Poon 1993: 217).
High technology sectors, such as the computer tndusupplies tourism firms with
computers but the tourism firms are not themselpesiucers of such high technology
products. Finally, because of the very nature ofigmn, it is easy for tourism firms to observe
what others are doing (Hjalager 2002: 469) whitdha same time, e.g. the hotel sector is not
characterized by specific pieces of knowledge wimety be protected by a patent (Dunning
and McQueen 1982: 84). This, it may be argued Jtesuthat tourism firms do not engage in
costly product development because innovationsacahwill immediately be imitated. There
are thus no prospects of a monopoly situation fisi costly processes of information
gathering and processing facilitating innovatioRodn 1993). All this indicates that the
information of importance for tourism firms may leé a highly explorative character.
Exploitation, on the other hand, takes place imsirsupplying the tourism firms with inputs
or elsewhere. Additionally, it is indicated thatpéorative information is easily available as
tourism firms can not hide to others and take patem what they are doing. If such
assumptions are true, there may be only a margif@mational profit gained from network
relations as the only information of importanceeigplorative information which can be
accessed simply by ‘observing’ what others are gloifie only information of importance is

as such freely available.

From the opposite point of view, increased comigetiis argued to have stepped in to make
e.g. the hotel business one of the most technaliegpendent industries in the world (Lattin

1990). Furthermore, the ease of imitation may lgei@d not to render information gathering,
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learning, knowledge development and innovationaxant but, on the contrary, to increase
its importance. E.g. Poon (1993: 267, 271-273) esghat as it is easy for tourism firms to
imitate one another, one innovation can not prosadeompetitive advantage forever and
tourism firms therefore need to have a capacityctottinuous innovation. Learning therefore
provides firms with a critical source of compet#iadvantage. While a competitor may be
able to copy an innovation it will not be able topg the time and investment in learning
because learning provides firms with a tool to betinuously innovative. If a firm continues
to learn, by the time an innovation is imitateak tlim will already have ‘jJumped ahead of the
game’. Although innovations by leading innovativempanies in tourism have been copied
by others, such innovations give sufficient leanetj experience and monopoly profit, to stay
ahead of competition. In this game, the knowledg® product the consumers wanvhat

to produce — and the ability to supply thewto produce it - is argued to comprise the main
competitive weapons (Dunning and McQueen 1982: B4@. skills and experience that a firm
has accumulated over time, such as the knowleddesgperience of a firm on a particular
destination, knowledge of consumers, tourism geimgranarkets, products, technology and
techniques, give it a competitive advantage (UN2L%¥; Dunning and McQueen 1982: 85;
Poon 1993: 274, 281-282). Market-specific managéncapabilities, destination specific
know-how and specialist tacit knowledge provideesscto exploit new opportunities and
develop new products and services (Tremblay 1988; 8lorrison 1994: 26; Dunning and
McQueen 1982). Such experiences, knowledge and/atioms are often embedded in human
beings (Poon 1993:. 274, 281-282). This indicateat tldeep’, tacit knowledge and
exploitation is also of importance for tourism fgrand is what makes the difference between
innovators and imitators. From the network poinviefv, such information may theoretically
be argued to be accessible through network rektmainly. Having access to the right and
essential information may then depend on the nddsvof the tourism firms and it could be
argued that such networks should consist of demdéastrong relations which secure access

to the information necessary to become an innovator

The dichotomy established in the above interpm@tati between freely available information
securing exploration and deep network informatiecusing exploitation, may represent a
simplification of reality. Not all explorative infmation may be freely available, and some

information may be ‘more or less’ explorative. Mamgportant perhaps, it may be argued that
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through network relations, explorative informatimay become accessible before it becomes
freely available to everybody. The invention obarism good/service or the decision to put it
into the market may not be freely available infotim@a This explorative information
becomes ‘observable’ only when the new producausithed. It can thus be argued that only
through network relations may a tourism firm getess to valuable explorative information
before it becomes freely available, and before ybamdly else gets access to the same
information, which gives the firm in the networkime advantage over other firms to act on

the formation.

Such information may be accessed through the diftgproduction structures of the tourism
experience network. Despite the little interestihg\been paid to the information needs of
tourism firms, hotel chains have nevertheless @tha certain interest in this aspect. These
chain networks are argued to provide hotels withpaaticular advantage in terms of
information. Tourism firms operating within a chaend to have better access, not only to the
necessary capital, but also to the expertise addntdogy necessary to survive (Go and
Williams 1993: 234). This may partly explain whytamational hotel chains have a
competitive advantage in terms of knowledge ovdividual hotels. E.g. knowledge of what
to produce may have been build up by experiencethenhotel chains’ original home
countries, a knowledge which can later be usedufaply similar products to the same
consumer segments in other countries. This knoveleeigables chains to have superior
expertise in the overall planning and design ofeh@omplexes (Dunning and McQueen
1982: 85). Hotel chains couple market specific ngan@ent capabilities with destination
specific know-how, and the hotels’ management aathihg practices embody specialist,
tacit knowledge (Tremblay 1998: 847; Dunning and@een 1982). Within the chains, the
transfer of skills and knowledge of products, testbgy and techniques take place (UN 1982:
57). The chains build up intangible assets andstamgil skills which it then makes available to
newly associated hotels. Therefore, membershigstd#l chains give access to exploit new
opportunities, achieving a competitive advantageouph the innovation of tourism
goods/services (Morrison 1994: 26). A chain netwanly thus be seen to provide
information benefits and perhaps mainly in term®xpbloitation. Such network information
benefits may explain why innovative capacities@masidered significantly higher in tourism

firms connected to chains and other horizontalabatations: These firms are role models
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for all those small entrepreneurs who are still rdawill be for many years to come — the
main providers of tourism service@Hjalager 2002: 473). As such, chains are cotdh$o
small individual firms who suffer from the lack ekperience, expertise and management
skills, which are argued to be important factorsiting their innovativeness (Shaw and
Williams 1997: 129-133). Networks among these senaiburism firms are, on the other
hand, argued to help them to increase their know-{Buhalis and Cooper 1998: 338) and to

achieve the information network benefits of chagtworks.

While a certain interest has been paid to the mé&tion benefits of hotel chains, vertical
distribution networks, on the other hand, have Igaieceived attention due to an apparent
unequal relationship between distributors and predtiof tourism goods/services (as will be
discussed later). No attention seems to have baiehtp these relations’ significance for the
distribution of information. However, one of thaiteoperators’ advantages may be argued to
be their knowledge of the tourists’ tastes and saeB@signing e.g. a mass tourism experience
package requires expert knowledge of the prefeseatéhe market (UN 1982: 37, 73). Such
knowledge may be of importance for the producersoafism goods/services and it may
become available for those firms through their mekwrelations with tour-operators. On the
other hand, local producers of goods/services cdildargued to have a special local
knowledge of the destination area which may bengfartance for the tour-operators for their
putting together and marketing of tourism expergndEven less importance and attention
have been given to vertical input relations and gbesible informational benefits of such.
However, Latimer (1985) argues that for the develept of relations between tourism firms
and food providers, increased communication betviieeractors, along with the provision of
practical assistance including contracts and back4s helpful. This indicates that
information distribution may also be of certainengnce in vertical input relations. Such
information distribution will give suppliers inforation on the special needs of tourism firms
and, at the same time, enable tourism firms to gaowledge of the inputs and of how to use

them.

All this indicates that access to information thgbu at least certain - network relations may
play an important role. Access to such informatioay then theoretically depend on the

information structures of the networks. Hypothdhcadense, sparse, strong and weak
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relations may provide access to different typesirdbrmation and to exploration or
exploitation. The hypothetical network of differanurism firms in figure 3.4 could thus be
argued to provide the tourism firms with variedesxto different types of information due to
their belonging to more or less densely (and maréess strongly) connected information
network structures. At the same time, the possi#slifor acting on such information may
vary with the strengths and densities when consdléiom the production network structure
point of view. Belonging to different such netwatuctures may thus be of importance for
the innovativeness and survival of tourism firmanbay furthermore hypothetically be argued
that access to information is of importance whensgtering the current development of
tourism experiences. As indicated in chapter thtieis, development is not one of a drastic,
sudden change but rather a slow continuous one.thW&heand to what degree, the
development reinforces a need for information fatihg exploration and/or exploitation is
thus less clear but it most probably sustains @ @ea combination of the two. The exact
character of the network and thus its potentiakefisshnmay, however, as will be discussed in
the following chapter, vary with a variety of cotidns related to the geographical
characteristics of the network. Such geographibafacteristics may also influence the role
of structural holes which in the above have beeorigd. These may exist in different ways in
the tourism experience network (e.g. between preduR and B in figure 3.4) and influence
information distribution in the network. These walso be dealt with in the following chapter
which will further develop the considerations onand more critically discuss - the
information benefits (or lack of such) in differergtwork structures.

Intermission

This chapter has discussed the information andyataxh structures of innovation networks
and in particular the densities and strengths fafrmation networks and the horizontal and
vertical structures and strengths of productiorwoets. The two types of networks, which
can hardly be distinguished in real life, have tieioally been combined and their benefits
and disadvantages have been discussed. The infommagtwork has been argued to provide
benefits in terms of innovations due to its capa¢d distribute information supporting

exploration and/or exploitation depending on tHernmation structures of the network. At the
same time, the production structures of network&eHhzeen argued to favour or to limit the

innovation benefits of the networks and to favouinhibit the incorporation of information
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in innovative activities. Beneficial network struots have furthermore been argued to
depend on industry specific needs for exploratiexploitation and overcoming structural
holes. Such considerations have been related tohheacteristics of the tourism experience
and the particularities of tourism firms by applyimetwork interpretations’ of general
economic tourism literature. Tourism firms have rbesrgued to be in need of both
exploration and exploitation for which the infornaait structures of the tourism experience
networks may be of importance. Additionally, diffat production network structures and
their benefits and limitations have been identifiedhe tourism innovation network. Certain
particularities of the tourism experience and afrigm firms which influence the information
and production structures of the tourism experigannevation network and its benefits have
been identified. However, other more crucial, catiand important particularities have been
left out in this chapter. These shall be dealt witthe following chapter which will introduce
the aspect of geography in the information and pctddn network structures of the tourism
experience innovation network. This introduction g@éography will lead to a critical
reassessment of the existence and the benefitsiffefedt information and production

structures of the tourism experience innovationvoet.
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Chapter 4

The Geographies of Tourism Experience

Innovation Networks

From a geographical point of view the networks dbsd so far are non-spatial as they do
not consider how spatial distances between firfecathe existence, structures and benefits
of networks. This spatial dimension of networks dmes interesting as networks present
varying geographical characteristics, such as mgrgiegrees of concentration in geographical
space, which has been argued to have consequenmdd®e fnetworks’ characteristics and for
their outcomes. Recently, this geography of netwdréts attracted the interest of researchers
in tourism for the simple reason that most tourestperiences are the result of the activities
of spatially concentrated producers of tourism gd®etvices. This spatial concentration has
theoretically been argued to induce the establisiioklocal networks that benefit from the
proximity of their members. This chapter will beddmted to a discussion of the importance
of such local networks. Coupled with the earliescdissions, the result is a critical
reassessment of existing hypotheses about the aygtgs of innovation networks and a

discussion of the pros and cons of local tourisstidation networks.

Agglomerations as the settings for local networks

Innovation networks are, in the agglomeration &itere, argued to exist within spatially
localized production systems agglomerationsand the information distributing performance
of local networks in such agglomerations is claimede related to the spatial proximity
between their participants. Agglomerations are bederstood as firms in the same or similar
economic branches that are localized in certairggganical areas (Malmberg 2000: 233-
234). The literature dealing with that sort of aggerations is by no means homogenous

though. Different interpretations of the same cpige as well as similar interpretations of
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different concepts - can be found. Identified catsare e.gindustrial districts(e.g. Pyke et
al. 1992; Milford and McNaughton 2000jnovative milieuge.g. Camagni 1995; Breshci
and Lissoni 2001aklusters(e.g. Porter 1990, 1998)ew industrial spaceg.g. Scott 1988),
learning regionge.g. Boekema et al. 2000ycal productive system®.g. OECD 1997) and
regional innovation system&.g. Braczyk et al. 1998; Asheim and Cooke 198@cause
different and similar concepts describing and exptg similar and different characteristics
of local production areas have been applied, tleiltras a high degree of conceptual
confusion. In the following, the concept of the lggeration will broadly encompass all the
different concepts mentioned above and will be iadphs a tool for describing the (supposed)
characteristics and benefits of agglomerationsivogts at a general level. In addition to the
conceptual confusion, the spatial scale at whiajlcagerations are identified and analyzed
varies widely within the literature. While some apgiches focus on particular localities, such
as Hollywood or Toulouse, others focus on areasmbre regional level, such as North-east-
central Italy or Baden-Wurttemberg or even regispsead over several countries (Coe and
Townsend, 1998: 386-387; Martin and Sunley 2003: thlthis chapter, the focus will be on
particular localities, such as many tourist desitoms areas could be described as, though the
spatial scale of these may of course vary.

Marshall (1919) early noted that manufacturing stdes could be organised either under the
roof of a big enterprise or as agglomerations oflsranterprises inndustrial districts
Similar considerations followed those of Marshelly. Isard’s (1960) study of intraregional
industrial linkages and Perroux’s (1955 - citedDiman and Wignaraja 1991) study of growth
poles. While theMarshallian industrial districthhave been argued to be the dominant form of
organisation in the first decades of the"2@entury, the growth of the large vertically
integrated enterprise seemed to take over theofolbe industrial districts after the Second
World War along the development of mass productechnologies (Amin 2000: 149).
Nonetheless, in the 1980’s the possible signifieant agglomerations was rediscovered,
which may partly be attributed to the work of Piared Sabel, ‘The Second Industrial Divide’
(1984), and their thesis on flexible specialisati@md the works of Porter (e.g. 1990, 1998) on
clustersand their significance as places of competitiveaathge. These and varied works
that have followed, have asserted that agglomeratiave again become a fundamental basis

of economic life after the mass production erar(®np1995: 191) and agglomerations of both
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high and low tech production systems have attrastedarchers’ interest (Malmberg 2000:
233-234; Storper 1995: 192). This rediscovery aflagerations occurred at the same time as
the supposed processes of globalisation, and tesupred expansion of global intra- and
inter-firm networks was argued to render the sigaifce of location for economic activity
increasingly irrelevant (Martin and Sunley 2003: &)d for some signalled ‘the end of
geography’ (O’Brian 1992), ‘the death of distan¢€airncross 1997) and the triumph of
global capital over autonomy and local identity (M& and Grosjean 1999: 50). The
rediscovery of the agglomeration led to the comingsview that globalisationncreases
rather than reduces the significance of place (@ogter 1998; Castells 1996; Swyngedouw
1992, 1997) and that presumed processes of glabahsand localisation follow each other
resulting in a unified process gfocalisation(Swyngedouv 1992, 1997). From the network
perspective, the result is argued to be the dewaop of global networks that do not render
local networks irrelevant but rather cause a furtthevelopment of these. The world has
experienced a ‘rise of the network society’ (Castdl996) consisting of reinforced local
networks connected to the developing global netwdekg. Castells 1996: 380-381; Maillat
and Grosjean 1999; Amin and Thrift 1992).

A central feature of the rediscovered agglomeratisrtherefore argued to be local networks
(Camagni and Capello 2000: 118). E.g. Porter (1999, 226) has defined tldusteras a
form of network that occurs within a geographicaddtion. Equally, in the contemporary
Marshallian Industrial Districts substantial intra-district trade among buyers amgpBers is
supposed to exist (Markusen 1996: 298) and a Maoérthis, thelnnovative Miliey is
characterised by dense local networks induced tyimity (Camagni 1995: 197)The novel
conceptual aspect of the thesis is the (re)disgowéthe locational importance of patterns of
linkages and the formation of inter-firm relationg$i (Amin and Thrift 1992: 573).
However, the networks of these agglomerations s#woretically to have lived a life
separated from general innovation network theomys@®n 2003; Hakansson et al. 2003). In
the following, the claimed reasons for the exiseerf local networks and the benefits
associated with them will be discussed and recenst by associating the networks of

agglomerations with those of innovation networkotlyeas described in the former chapter.
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Production and information benefits of local netwoks

Agglomeration studies have rediscovered some of dlassical questions of economic
geography related to the search for explanatiortkeofocation and concentration of firms in
places and the competitiveness of these placesfiamd (Malmberg 2000). A simple
distinction of different theoretical approacheshe answering of such questions can be made
betweenstatic and dynamic approache@Harrison et al. 1996: 234). From the network poin
of view, a similar distinction can be made. Follogithe terminology established in the
former chapter, that distinction can be translated approaches focusing on the production

and on the information benefits of local networks.

Traditional answers to the mentioned questions ainemic geography are related to
arguments of cost minimisation or to the producti@mefits of agglomerations: the optimal
localisation of a firm is where production cost® dowest. Such production benefits of
agglomerations exist as production costs may becestiwhen shared between firms located
in the same place, e.g. specialised infrastructanesother collective resources; because of
the existence of a specialised local labour markett because lower transportation costs as
well as easier communication minimise transactiastc (Malmberg 2000: 236). Such
production benefits were also originally identifiegt Marshall (1919) who emphasised the
role of external economies of scale deriving frdme division of tasks among producers
concentrated in particular localities. Marshalltifisrmore referred to the benefits deriving
from the embeddedness of networks of specialiseduymers within localities containing a
specific industrial atmosphereSimilar concepts as that of the industrial atnhesp have
later been applied to explain the benefits of aggli@tions and of their networks such as the
institutional embeddedne¢€amagni and Capello 2000: 119), timstitutional endowment
(Maskell and Malmberg 1999k onventions(Storper 1997) or thénstitutional thickness
(Amin and Thrift 1994). These concepts all hintreg existence of rules, practices, routines,
habits, traditions, customs, conventions, entregugal spirit, moral beliefs, political tradi-
tions, decision making practices and trust (Maskall Malmberg 1999: 173). Those rules,
practices etc. are argued to facilitate, in a efgctive manner, the establishment and the
strengthening of local networks. The local netwogksevide production benefits as they
generate external economies at the level of théoaggation (Camagni and Capello 2000:

119) and as they minimise costs, especially traimsacosts (Storper 1995: 197-198; Lawson
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and Lorenz 1999: 306) because repeat contractthardevelopment of trust reduces the need
for costly search for partners and suppliers amdrnibed for the formal specification of the

terms of each economic transaction (Camagni an@l©a000: 119).

The fundamental production benefits of local neksoare thus to bring down the costs of
networks themselves and of transaction costs. Waileh production benefits may be
important, equally or more important may be theinfation benefits of local networks (Coe
and Townsend 1998: 388). The long-term competitipesition and survival of
agglomerations and their firms may be determinedhieyr capacities to learn and innovate
(Malmberg 2000). Local networks and the transferkobwledge through them enhances
learning and innovative capacities of firms andhaf agglomeration as a whole (Camagni and
Capello 2000: 120). Spatial proximity in networkecbmes, in this way, related to learning,
knowledge, knowledge creation and finally innovation this line of thought, differences
betweercodifiedandtacit knowledge, as well as between the possibilitiedistfibuting such
knowledge, are argued to be of central importange the information benefits of
agglomerations. While codified knowledge in thenfoof scientific and other forms of
scripted or formal knowledge has a ubiquitous reggtance access to its sources is mastered,
tacit knowledge is argued to be specific to gedgieag locations, to bstickyand embedded

in such locations. The effects of the supposedaiisdtion processes have been that many
previously localised capabilities and productiontdas, including codified knowledge, have
become ubiquitous, reducing the significance ot@land spatial distance. What are not
ubiquified are the tacit, non-tradable and non-tediresults of knowledge creation (Maskell
and Malmberg 1999: 172). As such, tacit knowledgeolmes the most important contributor
to the localisation of economic activities:

... the more easily codifiable (tradable) knowlkedan be accessed, the
more crucial does the tacit knowledge become fgtasning or enhancing
the competitive position of the firm (Maskell andalvhberg 1999: 172).

While spatial proximity between actors is argued imgrease the circulation of tacit
knowledge locally, its external accessibility ispeded (Amin and Williamson 1999: 121)
because it is difficult to transfer at a distanseitacannot be removed from its human and

109



Tourism Experience Innovation Networks

social context (Boekema et al. 2000: 7). Thus,igbptoximity becomes important mainly
because of the time-geography of individuals astridwesfer of tacit knowledge continues to
require regular, direct and intensive face-to-faoexmunication (Boekema et al. 2000: 10)
and such close contacts are, despite processdsbafigation, still constrained by the friction
of space (Malecki et al. 1999: 262). Consideringotioer factors, interactive collaboration
and information distribution will simply be cheapemoother, more reliable and easier, the
shorter the distance between the participants (Mbasikd Malmberg 1999: 168-180). As
network arrangements, formal as well as informa{ween locally agglomerated actors
possess the possibility of regular face-to-facetaxds, information distribution of especially
tacit knowledge in such networks is more cost-tefiicient and cheaper than in non-local
networks. Information distribution in networks i®s a consequence, locally more
concentrated and ‘thick’ than across geographipats (Maskell and Malmberg 1999) and
innovations become more dependent on local thanammlocal linkages (Echeverri-Carrol
and Brennan 1999: 31). It is additionally arguedl tthe communication of tacit knowledge
requires a high degree of mutual trust and undeastg which is related to language, shared
values and culture and thus finally to space (Misltel Malmberg 1999: 180). The quality
of network relations improves with trust and sodiateractions and these set in motion

informal and tacit transfers of information (e.@péllo 1999: 357).

Networks are thus seen as a central feature obagghtions and as central for the existence
of both production and information benefits of suid they become of central importance
for the learning and innovative capacities of aggtaations. Information transfer in the local
networks may, following the above arguments, suppoth exploration and exploitation.
However, as it is argued that it is particularlg tbcal networks’ capacity of transferring tacit,
embodied knowledge and know-how that makes thaairdigference between local and non-
local networks, the particular benefits of localwerks seem, at this point, mainly to be their

capacity to provide firms with information suppagiexploitation.

Reconsidering the benefits of local networks

The arguments put forward by the agglomerationditee seem intuitively logic and ap-
pealing, which may be the reason why they have laeeapted widely. From a critical point

of view it is, however, argued that the empiricaitpf the work lacks a determination of the
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forces behind, as well as of the substance of tvardages of agglomerations (Malmberg
2000: 241, 243). Interpretations of agglomeratioas be criticized for not being rooted in

reality as theoretical propositions are based @eess-stories but not valid at a general level.
E.g. Amin (2000: 150) claims that the interestndustrial districts far exceeds their empirical
significance, and Oinas (2000) indicates that naosas of the world come nothing close to
the idealisations described theoretically. Fromrbavork point of view, it has furthermore

become a received truth that when firms are locateaglomerations ‘they have got to be
networking’. In general, however, the empiricaldance for intense localised linkages has
proved to be disappointingly weak (Coe and Towns&f6@8: 388). On the contrary, a

growing number of studies seem to indicate thatalloelations are missing where

theoretically grounded hypotheses would suggestthigy should exist and that they are not
as clearly related to the performance of agglonmratas expected (Oinas 2000: 61). The
importance given to networks in the agglomeratigardture could thus be overstated.
However, these observations have hardly been teflen theoretical development, which has
been based on the ontological presumption that loewvorks are a naturally inherent and

beneficial element of agglomerations.

One factor that may have lead to this - perhapsakes - belief in local networks is that the
network concept in the agglomeration literaturedéalt with in a hardly satisfying way
ignoring the costs and the less positive sidessbiorks. The network term is typically used
in a hazardous, often non-specified way. It is iofy taken for granted as something
heavenly and as the optimal organisational solufmmany firm and agglomeration. By
focusing on the possibilities and the excellendel®aal networks, neglecting their negative
aspects, the picture of a utopian world consistihglyllic agglomerations of firms happily
cooperating and mutually benefiting from each a&hexistence has been drawn. However,
further critical examination of the mechanismsrdbrmation distribution and of production
benefits in agglomerations and in diverse formsnefworks may question some of the

arguments behind the agglomeration hypotheses.

The constrained information benefits of local netwiks
In addition to the lack of empirical evidence ofdb networks, it can be questioned whether

such are capable of furnishing agglomerations wighnecessary innovative capacities. It is,
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as such, generally acknowledged that there araiodrinits to the innovative capacities of
local networks, and there is evidence that agglatr@rs can lose their dynamism as they
become institutionally locked into an existing modé production. The continuity of
cumulative knowledge may in the long run drive #gglomeration towards an increasingly
narrow specificity and lock local agents into ole$e] non-competitive technological
trajectories (Capello 1999: 359). Similarly, acéogd to Grabher (1993: 24), strongly
embedded local networks can cause lock-in, excledenpeting interpretations of
information, result in limited perception of inndian opportunities and turn from ‘ties that
bind into ties that blind’. Asheim and Cooke (199%3) equally argue that while the
importance of agglomerations in promoting innouasioconcerns largely incremental
innovations, in an increasingly globalised worldsitdoubtful that such innovations will be
sufficient to secure their competitiveness. Theelie of networks of agglomerations may
thus be compared to those of strong dense infoomatetworks giving access mainly to

exploitation but lacking access to exploration.

An additional input that may contribute to the ¢i@a of learning - or exploration - is
therefore needed. The solution may be foundxiternal learning(Capello 1999: 359). Such
an external information input can be obtained froom-local networks which help actors
within the agglomeration to ‘stay tuned’ with whiaappens in the market, among other
producers, among consumers, scientists, supponicegpeand other sources of technological
knowledge (Oinas and Malecki 1999: 10). Equallym@gni (1991, 1995) points out that in a
dynamic and uncertain world the agglomeration nog&n up to external energy in order to
avoidentropic deathand a decline in its innovative capacity by esshlohg links to non-local
networks. On the other hand, it is maintained #gglomerations remain important as sites
for interaction and innovation. It is only throughch geographical centres that the positive
advantages of certain global production chainskEmmaintained (Coe and Townsend 1998:
387) but without being connected to global netwaaksl through such connections having
access to external knowledge, the long term suraivéhe agglomeration can be questioned.
The result is thus the coexistence of local and-lnoal networks which secures the
agglomeration with a constant and appropriate fidwknowledge and learning (Camagni
1995: 197). From that point of view, local netwodige access to exploitation mainly, while

non-local networks give access to exploration. algument is thus one of combining local
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and non-local relations to obtain all the inforroatibenefits of the information networks.
Nonetheless, such a combination should be considareelation to available resources as
well as to the time and industry specific environiaé conditions and thus in relation to the
need for exploration and exploitation. However, takevance, character and benefits of the
combination of local and non-local networks mayit agll be in the following, be questioned

also at a more general level.

Collective learning versus information networks

Networks do not only provide benefits but also ug@ limitations, costs and, as will be
described later in this chapter, involve risks. Wlihe costs of networks may be limited at the
local level they do not entirely disappear. As ¢hés a limit to the number of network
relations that any firm may be engaged in, the tisnef relationships should be
counterbalanced with their costs and so shoulattise-benefits of local network relations be
counterbalanced with the cost-benefits of othewaost forms. As mentioned, establishing
and maintaining relations at the agglomeration llemay be argued to be less resource
demanding than at the non-local level. This canekplained by that relations may be
interpreted as consisting of bonds, the developroémthich takes time and other resources
(Biemans 1992: 87). At the level of the agglomeratthis may involve less cost, as e.g.
confidence and trust as well as social and knovddatinds may pre-exist to a certain degree
at the local level because of the existence ofndustrial atmosphereAt the same time,
technological bonds may pre-exist as firms locatethe same agglomeration may share a

common technological trajectory.

Though non-local relations may be more costly tlemal network relations, the benefits of
such may outweigh the extra costs as the informalienefits of local networks can be
questioned. In a first instance, other informatitstributing mechanisms may take over the
role of local networks. Such other information diziting mechanisms are part of what is
argued to result ircollective learningwithin agglomerations. Collective learning may be
perceived loosely as arising from social proces$esimulative knowledge, based on a set of
shared values and procedures that allow individtmalso-ordinate their actions in search of
problem solutions. Collective learning is relatedtihe presence of a common knowledge
beyond the boundaries of the firm but remaininghimitthe spatial boundaries of the local

113



Tourism Experience Innovation Networks

production system and it gives rise to a processuohulative local know-how (Capello
1999). The information transferring mechanisms mehcollective learning can be both
conscious and unconscious. Conscious mechanisnssstoh networks between local firms,
while unconscious mechanisms may include the moméwwfeembodied expertise as a result
of high local labour mobility and firm spin-offs @éble and Williamson 1999: 296; Capello
1999: 354-357), ‘exhibition’ and imitation of susséul activities, informal ‘cafeteria effects’
(Camagni 1991: 130-132) and personal social netsvamknong both employers and
employees (Schrader 1991: 153).

It may be argued that local networking represerkeyamechanism wherelagglomerations
may over time develop a collective learning capaéiKeeble and Williamson 2000: 9).
Collective learning may, at the same time, induesvorking as it sustains the co-ordination
of actions and develops rules and conventions.eCole learning and networking may, as a
consequence, be reinforcing each other. Howevieer shechanisms are additionally involved
and collective learning may originate from otheurses as well, and knowledge created
within firms or institutions may be transmitted dther firms through different mechanisms
than networking. Sucknowledge spilloversnay cause knowledge to be transferred to other
agents, whatever the will of the original inventtar,oe accumulated outside the firm and to
become a public good as it becomes freely availabléirms within the agglomeration
(Breschi and Lissoni 2001a: 980; Breschi and Lis@@®1b: 258; Capello 1999: 356-357).
Knowledge may thus flow between firms within thelgneration in the absence of network
relations. Once the appropriate conditions are nedrning becomes independent of
conscious cooperation between single actors andtisttributable to the explicit strategy of
individual local firms (Capello 1999: 356-357). Agormation in the agglomeration through
such mechanisms becomes a (more or less) publid, doms in the same agglomeration
become (more or lessgdundantas they possess and provide access to the sameation.
This means that collective learning may be presemén networks are absent and that
collective learning mechanisms and local netwotsa certain degree, may substitute each
other as information distributing mechanisms. i§tls so, local networks may not give access
to other information than is already available tlglo other free mechanisms. The
informational benefits of local networks may, incBua case, be small and may not

compensate for the costs of the relations. It d¢ars tbe argued, that the more efficient
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collective learning mechanisms are in the agglott@rathe more redundant are the firms
and the fewer are the benefits of local netwonkghe extreme case, when all members of the
agglomeration possess the same knowledge, localoriet become a complete waste of
resources from the information point of view, asitimetwork relations will only give access
to already available information. This means thlabugh non-local relations may be more
costly to establish and maintain, the extra ressised on these give access to more non-
redundant contacts and thus to complementary irgtbom flows rather than overlapping
flows. While the existence of collective, more es$ unconscious information distributing
mechanisms and knowledge spillovers may explainatheantages of agglomerations, they
could also explain and give a reason for the lichgenpirical support of the existence of local

networks within these agglomerations.

Though the significance of collective learning meisms can be questioned (Breschi and
Lissoni 2001a, 2001b), such mechanisms may be drguelay a relatively more or less
significant role within different agglomerationsdatius to render local networks more or less
irrelevant. However, as weak, strong, dense andsspaetwork relations may provide
different types of information, supporting explaoat or exploitation, it can be hypothesized
that freely available information arising from adtive learning mechanisms may have
characteristics similar to, or different from, infeation gained through the different types of
network relations depending on how well the coilectearning mechanisms are functioning.
Collective learning mechanisms may therefore, whedated to local network, have three
stylized outcomes depending on their effectivereassd on the characteristics of the local
networks: one, collective learning mechanisms meyvide similar information as local
networks making such relations irrelevant; two Jexiive learning mechanisms may provide
additional and complementary information to thgi@ied by local networks; and three, local
networks and collective learning mechanisms mayuailyt reinforce each other facilitating
each others development. However, it may be ardgbatl conditions under which local
networks are not substituted by collective learmmgchanisms are not those conditions that
provide actors with the highest information berseflptimal cases would be of such a kind
where collective learning takes over the role afalonetworks so that resources are better

spent on establishing non-local relations to narallonon-redundant contacts. This way,
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information distribution both within and into thgglomeration is optimised. From that point

of view, local networks can be considered ‘sub+optinetwork configurations’.

The role of glocal holes

Local networking may find a supportive argumenttiwe structural hole theory. A local
network may be compared to a network cluster whngly or may not - or may to varying
degrees - be connected to the global network.dfltital network is not connected to the
global network it may be argued that there exiss¢ractural hole between the local and the
global network or ajlocal hole(referring to theglocalisationterm of Swyngedouw 1997).
Such glocal holes may have varying ‘depths’. Ifaraelatively few relations exist between
the local and the global networkdaepglocal hole exists. If a large amount of relatiexsst,
the hole may be said to approach closure. Suchaglugles may be utilised by a tertius
gaudens to play local networks off against eackerotA deep glocal hole may, in this sense,
be the ideal setting for a tertius gaudens as hecoatrol the local network’s connection to
the global network. Additionally, in the local netk a number of structural equivalent
competitors, and thus potentially a number of sdaonstructural holes, @econdary glocal
holes may exist. Such secondary glocal holes may abairthe ideal setting for a tertius
gaudens. The degree of possible control by theisegaudens is again related to the relative
amount of relations to the global network and adddlly to the amount of structural
equivalents in the local network: more equivaleatsl fewer connections to the global
network (a deep secondary glocal hole) may resul ifavourable position for the tertius
gaudens whereas less equivalents and more conme¢aosecondary glocal hole reaching
closure) make the situation favourable for the llaeawork. This also means that arguments
in favour of local networking may find support inet structural hole theory. In the lack of
cooperation between structural equivalents withim agglomeration, control may be left in
the hands of a tertius gaudens which, followingatguments of the earlier chapter, will limit
information distribution not only into but also Wit the local network as competition and
distrust become the order of the day. On the otterd, when relations exist between
structural equivalents, the control benefits of thiius gaudens may be limited, benefiting
the local network and the information flow within As a consequence, by closing primary
and secondary glocal holes the local network damtsomly avoid being controlled and
exploited but also optimises information flows irdod within the local network enhancing
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theoretically its innovative capabilities.

This glocal hole argument is therefore one of nggshe number of non-local relations as well
as maximising local networking. However, as hasnbmeygested earlier, collective learning
mechanisms may reduce the benefits of local neiwgriClosely related to such mechanisms
the agglomeration is, as indicated earlier, alspued to provide mechanisms of common
behavioural practices, norms and values, confidamcktrust (Maskell and Malmberg 1999).
The agglomeration may therefore be argued theatBtito provide mechanisms that help
overcoming the existence of structural holes. Lowstvork relations, which are argued to
provide the same type of control mechanisms, mag ttecome obsolete for the purpose of
overcoming glocal holes, as such mechanisms ohéteorks may already be provided by
the agglomeration. Just as was the case with tragioe between local networks and
collective learning mechanisms, depending on thgrede to which the agglomeration
provides such mechanisms, the glocal hole arguchaed not necessarily imply the need for
local networking. Rather, the need for local neksoto close secondary glocal holes varies
with the existence of norms, confidence and trirgiady provided by the agglomeration. In
the case of the existence of such ‘freely availalmems, confidence and trust, resources may
again be better spent on establishing non-locatiogls which in complementary ways help to
close the glocal holes. Again, in relation to gloleales, the optimal network is not one of
local networks but one in which local networks lreeoneedless and resources can instead be

used on establishing non-local relations.

Information and production networks and the role ofdistances

In addition to the issues raised in the abovejrtiportance of spatial proximity for networks
may be questioned and other types of proximitiedccbe argued to be just as - or even more
- important as they may supplement or prevail @gatial proximity. E.g. Lundvall (1992b)
draws attention towardsconomi¢ organisationalandcultural distancesEconomic distance
refers to how economic activities are localiseatreély to each other in production systems
andorganisational distanceefers to the degree of horizontal and verticegnation. Finally,
cultural distancebecomes important especially when studying legrasind communication
processes. When cultural differences are presergin types of messages will be difficult to
transmit and decode. By incorporating such distaumai® the analysis, proximity is no longer
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simply a question of spatial distance but also thfeo types of distancesnd proximities
(Lundvall 1992b: 52, 55-56). However, in the aggévation literature such distances are
more or less implicitly incorporated in the anadysind supposed to be related directly to
spatial distance: related to the spatial proximgya common socio-cultural background
(cultural proximity) and an assumption of the exmte of similar or related firms (economic
proximity). These aspects enhance the possibilitieoperation and thus of minimising the
organisational distance. Nonetheless, benefits afn@mic, organizational and cultural

proximity may be decoupled from spatial proximity.

First of all, it is the common assumption that rin agglomerations are ‘similar’ and thus
separated only by a short economic distance. lbnisthe other hand, not made cléwmw
similar firms in the agglomeration are supposedb& how similar they need to be to
cooperate, and thus whether they can be consigertedtial and/or optimal partners (Martin
and Sunley 2003: 10). At the same time, it is instntases doubtful that it should not be
possible for a firm to locate more appropriate mekwpartners outside the agglomeration than
inside it: the competence, knowledge, and intem&stthe partner may outweigh the
importance of spatial proximity so as to rendesfimarginal interest only (Hakansson 1989:
109; Lundwall 1992h: 56). Gordon and McCann (20@@hermore argue that the incentives
for investing heavily in purely local networks mée rather limited in a world where
competitiveness in international markets is thoughtequire the cultivation of partners with
very specialised capabilities. It is thus a questbrelativity whether the economic proximity
of firms in the agglomeration is sufficient to makem suitable partners as closer economic
proximity with firms outside the agglomeration mauytweigh the importance of spatial
proximity. Production networks of economically ao$irms may as a consequence be
decoupled from spatial proximity.

Furthermore, because firms are made of people agotihey, when situated in different socio-
cultural settings, be separated by socio-culturatadce. Such socio-cultural settings do,
however, not at the inter-firm level, have to blated to spatial distances. People working in
the same agglomerations but in different firms rhaydistanced by socio-cultural distances
by education, economic situation, cultural roots, and not least by their occupation. On the

other hand, others separated by spatial distangefimé themselves close in socio-cultural
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distance because of similar education, work, et¢s multidimensionality of cultural distance
means that e.g. the socio-cultural distance betweenIT firms may be relatively low
irrespective of their spatial location, while thec®-cultural distance between two nearby
non-similar firms may be large. Even firms belomgto the same type of industry, located in
the same agglomeration may not share similar @llicharacteristics. Instead firm-cultures
may be built into non-local production networksy.Ehe McDonalds chain ‘restaurants’ have
developed their own firm socio-culture that is €eifnt from other locatestaurants’ but
relatively similar all over the world within the tweork. Therefore, large spatial distance does
not always result in large socio-cultural distaatehe firm level (and vice versa). Instead,
short economic and/or organisational distance aalction networks may involve and induce
cultural proximity that may outweigh the importanoé spatial proximity and spatially

dimensioned cultural proximity.

Additionally, the importance of tacit knowledge atsglcommunication as well as its relation
to spatial proximity can be questioned. First, &ynbe claimed that it remains an unproven
and vague proposition that tacit knowledge is tbg to business success (Martin and Sunley
2003: 17). However, even if it is, its relationdpatial proximity may be questioned. While
the dichotomy between local and non-local and betwecit and codified knowledge has
been made clear in the earlier discussions, suchkear-cut distinction can be argued to
constitute a simplified and questionable view dbrmation distribution, spatial distance and
competitive advantage. First of all, a piece of wlealge may be located somewhere in a
range between the tacit and the codified, but kedgé is neither entirely tacit nor
completely codified. Every bit of knowledge alwayas some degree of tacitness (Fischer
1999: 12-13; Noteboom 1999: 15). This could meat thtacit knowledge is ‘sticky’, then
any type of knowledge is sticky and thus relatecplece. It may, however, be wrong to
believe that the stickiness of tacit knowledge patgl. Tacit forms of knowledge may be
effectively distributed in large amounts over splatlistances (Breschi and Lissoni 2001a:
980). Interaction through communication technolege®upled with a limited number of
meetings may well serve the purpose (Breschi assldni 2001b: 261-262). It is therefore not
convincing to argue that a given form of knowledgeinevitably linked to one form of
geographical organisation (Martin and Sunley 20084dnd local networks may not prove to

be more efficient in transferring tacit knowleddg@n non-local networks. E.g. multinational
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companies develop their own internal channels amteg of information (Lundwall 1992b:
56) and thus create possibilities of effective klemge transfer over large spatial distances.
Networks can in this way be means of overcomingctivestraints of distance (DeBresson and
Amesse 1991: 371) as they create effective infaondtighways over which information can
be moved effectively in great amounts. Organizatipmcultural and economic proximity
within production networks therefore facilitate then-local flow of tacit knowledge that

‘sticks’ to non-local networks rather than to place

All this indicates that the network benefits of romic, cultural and organisational proximity
are related to production networks to a high degreé that such proximities may well
outweigh the importance of spatial proximity. Netkwdenefits are decoupled from spatial
proximity and attached to production networks, @nbon-local proximity networkdt may
further be claimed that the costs of establishioig-local proximity relations may be equal to,
or less than, those of establishing local relatiam®.g. technological, knowledge and social
bonds may pre-exist at the non-local level becafiskee existence of non-local economic and
cultural proximity. Additionally, such non-local gatuction networks may be hypothesised to
be typically stronger than local networks as aaierstrength of different bonds, or a certain
organisational proximity, is needed to produce fectve non-local ‘information highway’,
to facilitate the transfer of other resources asithay may be characterised by economic and
cultural proximity. It could thus - contrary to tiedications of the agglomeration theory - be
argued that non-local networks are stronger theal lnetworks and possibly provide firms in
the agglomeration with information supporting exggtion. The agglomeration, on the other
hand, becomes the setting for the cheap or fregkdison of explorative information which
can be transferred easily through weak relationsi@arcollective learning mechanisms. In
such a view, weak relations and/or collective leagnmechanisms benefit from spatial

proximity whereas strong relations are inducedatial distance.

This can further be argued to be the case as it beayuestioned whether strong local
production networks, when they exist, can surviwbulent conditions. As indicated earlier,
local networks can cause lock and maintain agglomerations in narrow technological
trajectories and they must be supplemented with-local relations which give access to

staying tuned with what is happening in the surdiog world. If, however, more radical
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innovations cause - or are caused by - the creakdstruction of production networks, a
strong local network may not survive such environtak turbulence. If the strong local
network is not connected to the outside world tgfoweak relations, the local network and
its actors will not survive. If, on the other haride strong local network is connected to the
outside world through weak relations, the localwmek may not only detect the turbulence
but may also be destroyed and replaced by new ptiotdunetworks which may be build
around the non-local earlier weak relations. I3 thay, it may be suspected that strong local
networks are rare and transitory occurrences agmtable victims of the creative destruction
of networks. Additionally, in the former chaptemiais indicated how too strong and too dense
parts of a network may capture firms and elimintite possibility of reconfiguring the
network when new possibilities show up in spardavaeks. In that sense, strong dense local
networks become not only rare occurrences butddsgerous ones as they may eliminate the
possibilities of taking advantage of explorativeormation. It may therefore again be argued
that local networks ought to be of a weak charaatedt connected to the outside world
through strong relations, as such a network cordigon does not capture the firms and the
local networks in the same way as do strong loealvarks but instead allows for a certain
dynamism in the network. Again the agglomeratiocdoees a place of exploration mainly.

Having turned the proximity thesis upside-dowrshibuld of course be acknowledged that the
degree to which the different network benefits deeoupled from spatial proximity might
naturally depend on the economic and cultural pnityi of firms within the agglomeration.
In the case of the existence of sufficient econom cultural proximity within the
agglomeration, local strong and dense networks veay well be beneficial and the benefits
of proximities may add up. However, it should alse acknowledged that this is not
necessarily the case so that in industry and pipeexific cases the non-local economic,

organisational and cultural proximity may rendeaitggd proximity irrelevant.

Local networks: theory or reality?

The above discussions result in arguments bothviaur of and against the existence and the
benefits of local networks. If, as empirical evidersuggests, cases exist where networks are
absent from agglomerations, the question wouldMbg:. do agglomerations exist at all? Two
arguments have already been put forward. One ipdksible existence of collective learning
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mechanisms; the other is the production benefiisingr from sharing e.g. common
infrastructure. Coe and Townsend (1998) furthermarghasise thatumulative causation
may constitute an alternative explanation. Thehbat an agglomeration may typically be
related either to some more or I&isditional location factor such as a natural condition or to
a more or less accidental occurrence. When one i&rnm place, different cumulative
causation mechanisms may be observed to causeetiedogment of an agglomeration: one
successful firm may attract other firms; spin-affeate new firms; and persons from the same
location are inspired by the success of the exgdirms to try their luck in the same branch.
Such agglomeration forces do not necessarily atahatically create a mutually beneficial,
innovatory and networking environment though (Madémgp 2000: 234-235; Coe and
Townsend 1998: 389).

That no clear answer can be given about the exisieghe character and the benefits of local
networks is the consequence of a complex world. |dwggrations represent a variety of
different organisational forms making single intetptions inadequate. Depending on the
labour process in an industry, the organisationtiices of the players involved, the nature of
the areas in which activities are located and tleeket of macroeconomic circumstances
surrounding individual sectors, a diversity of istiial geographies can be produced (Amin
and Thrift 1992: 574). Industry specific differesa@ what kind of learning is needed, how
much learning is needed, how learning is conceified; learning is organised, how learning
is achieved, who participates in the learning etay result in a range of different typologies
of agglomerations (Oinas 2000: 65). As such, thetemce and characteristics of local and
non-local information and production networks magryw with industry specific and
environmental characteristics, the needs for emplomn and exploitation, overcoming
structural holes etc. Finally, it should of coubseacknowledged that networks are not simply
local or global but may exist at a variety of im@diate levels. In order to maintain a relative
theoretical simplicity those other geographicalklevhave not here been dealt with. Instead,
the usual local-global dichotomy has been appliadd that should of course be

acknowledged to result in an abbreviation of rgalit

The geographies of tourism experience networks

As indicated in the above, industry specific cheaastics may influence the configuration
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and the benefits of local and non-local networkspafticular production systems. In the
following, the tourism experience network will beaenined theoretically in such a light. The
general conclusions of the agglomeration literahaee often been taken for granted as valid
also for tourism firms and tourist destinations.gAsonsequence, proximity is for the tourism
experience seen as an important force linking ifferdnt producers of the experience and
enabling destination networks to form (Milne 1998)d there is a growing belief that local
networks are essential ingredients in providingcessful tourism development (Milne and
Ateljevic 2001: 374, 383). One particular field theas generally taken local networks as a
prerequisite for such a development is that ofesnable tourism (e.g. Roberts and Hall 2001;
Hall 1999; Tremblay 2000; Halme 2000; Drumm 199Brdbile and Subandi 1998). Such a
positive view on the existence and the benefitocdl destination networks may be seen as
one which, instead of emphasising the differencemf sees parallels with, other sectors
(Gordon and Goodall 2000: 290). However, this ‘mpstic view’ has recently been opposed
by a much more ‘sceptical view’ which emphasizestaad the particularities of the tourism
experience, rediscovering the differences fromiti@tal industries of agglomerations. This
approach indicates that the particularities ofigmrfirms and of the tourism experience make
tourism firms unfit for the establishing of locaétworks (e.g. Hjalager 2000; Baerenholdt et
al. 2004). Despite the youth of the applicatiorthedf agglomeration logic to tourism, the two
views seem to have already caused a controversypiofons. This controversy, it may be
argued, is a result of sporadic research on diftetges of tourism experiences - research
which conclusions have mistakenly been generaledalid forall tourism experiences.
Perhaps the different conclusions should insteadnglerstood as valid for different tourism
experiences only. The following discussions attetogiave the road for such a differentiated
approach which accepts that tourism experienceshendetworks behind them are not all the

same.

The claimed benefits of local tourism experience mworks

Certain commonalities between traditional agglomena and the tourist destination may
seem apparent such as the specialization within ‘seeor’ of the economy within one
geographical location and the interdependenciesngnaovariety of firms (Hjalager 2000:
209). Such observed characteristics of the degimatn - following the agglomeration logic
- directly be argued to induce local networks. Ehéscal networks will benefit from the
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spatial concentration of tourism firms, common asfructure etc. The networks will provide

information benefits arising from face to face @mwi$ and the easy transfer of tacit

knowledge, and will provide production benefitsaiingh the coordination of activities, repeat

contracts and so on. Network relations, in sucleranronment, are less resource demanding
and more effective in terms of information disttibn because of the existence of an

‘industrial atmosphere’ implying the existence nfst, common beliefs etc. In such a view

the destination would - like other agglomeratione- characterized by dense networks
providing both production and information benefaad the long term competitive position of

a tourism experience would be related to the amousitich destination networking.

In addition to such a straightforward applicatiof the agglomeration logic, certain
particularities of the tourism experience, and amtigular the role of the destination for that
experience, may be argued to favour even more xtisteace of local networks. Tourism
firms, in a given destination, share public infrastures and other conditions of the
experience. They need to cooperatively manage threseurces and innovate while

minimizing negative externalities (Tremblay 199838

. emphasis on local interactions between variotiviaes and processes
shaping the future character and economic potewttiplaces is particularly
apposite for an economic sector which is so crlyc@pendent on a wide
range of place characteristics (Gordon and Go@f4lD: 306).

As such, the destination, or the conditions oftth@ism experience, are of importance for a
variety of tourism firms and they are of importarioe the competitive situation of the total
experience, of the individual as well as of all therism goods/services. In this view, the
ultimate aim should be the building of destinatiogtworks including the entire range of
tourism firms in order to maximise the benefits fourism firms, to maximise sustainability
of local resources and to optimise benefits forukers of the destination area. Smaller firms
in particular may achieve system gains and bentedita integrating know-how and available
resources in such destination networks (Buhalis &wbper 1998: 338-339). Local
destination networks are thus argued to play ai@rugle in the balancing of interests of the

various firms and in the boosting of a destinasoompetitive advantage by linking
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fragmented capabilities (Tremblay 1998: 853).

The development of new forms of tourism experien@sfurthermore been argued to further
impulse the need for local destination networkse Tieavier demands of new consumers
impose on producers of tourism goods/services al riee a more holistic view of their
production. This may be claimed to be in contrasthie phase of mass tourism where e.g.
hotels could focus on the production of their ownduct because of undemanding consumers
and because tour-operators did all the packagingn(R993: 230-234). With the emergence
of new and perhaps more individual tourists, tourfsms must take a more active approach
to influence what is happening at the destinatidoof 1993: 251, 292, 294). Additionally,
the possible development of destination computfarimation systems distributing tourism
goods/services and experiences has been arguedte gooperation among tourism firms at
the destination level (Buhalis 1997). Such destmabased systems affect the nature and the
form of local collaboration when they become nekirmy tools (Sheldon 1993). It can thus
be hypothesised that the two trends - the develapofenew tourism experiences and of new
locally applied information technologies - togetheard mutually should cause a further
development of local networks (Sgrensen 2001).

While such arguments in favour of the existenclcdl networks may apply to the total pool
of tourism firms, certain of the aforementioned qurction network structures find their
natural place within, and seem particular apt la, destination level. These are, in a first
instance, complementary relations. Such relatioas @ described earlier, argued to ensure
the coordination of the complementary goods/sesvifethe tourism experience. In order to
offer tourists satisfying experiences, the varicuppliers require on-going and excellent
communication and shared values (Go and Willian#31233). By such complementary co-
operation the single producers furthermore gaires&¢o values and capabilities that would
otherwise not be accessible (Strunge 1997: 32)h $aoperation may be argued to facilitate
the tourists’ interaction in the production of ttearism experience at the functional level.
Vertical input relations between the producers @ddg/services and their suppliers of inputs
may also be embedded within the destination. Tlwesg in the agglomeration logic, be
argued to lower transaction costs and again tofliefnem the ease of communication and

information transfer. Finally, local groups of eigdependent hotels can form competitive
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network structures in which mutual trust and cosrfice lead to group marketing and
purchasing, securing significant economies of séalets participants (Burkart and Medlik

1990: 160) and which, as already indicated, suppdyfirms with information benefits. The

marketing and distribution aspects of such competitlations have particularly received an
interest in tourist destination studies. Such desibn marketing may additionally include not
just competitors but the entire range of tourisrmé located in the destination (March 1994).
All in all it can, from this point of view, be argd that local networks provide tourism firms
with important information and production benefiist as may be the case with other local

networks.

Reconsidering the benefits of local tourism experiee networks

While the ‘optimistic approach’ to destination netks identifies the benefits of local
networks it ignores certain particular aspectshef tourism experience and of tourism firms
that may act as barriers to the establishment ch soetworks. Following the earlier
theoretical discussions of this chapter and by ¢omd) those considerations with the specific
characteristics of tourism firms and of the tourierperience, the role of local destination

networks can be reconsidered.

Tourism experience networks and the role of distares

As argued earlier, different distances other thaatial distance may devalue the importance
of spatial proximity. This may also, and perhapganticular, be the case when focus is on
tourism firms. First, it may be questioned whettistances other than spatial distance make
non-local networks more profitable in terms of mmf@ation gains. Though the single
producers of tourism goods/services serve the sanmists, they are not necessarily similar in
terms of firm culture, production practices andomnfiation needs. A hotel and an attraction
may have very different types of information needs#ferent firm cultures as well as
production practices. Tremblay (1998: 845) argues, example, that the competences
required to run a small hotel are generally difféeréfom those needed to run an airline
company or a travel agency. This argument may bended so as to question the similarity
of e.g. the competences needed to run a hotel mratti@action. The hotel and the attraction
will need and use different technological inpuiffedent types of information and knowledge

as there is no apparent commonality between proyithe tourist with a bed to sleep in and
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providing him/her with a bungy jump. Despite thedretically important spatial proximity
between these firms, they may have little relevafdrmation to share. The argument may
even be extended to e.g. a small traditional family hotel and a large luxury hotel which
may need different information and knowledge infediént quantities. The economic and
cultural distance between firms located on the isbudestination belonging to the same
tourism experience may thus perhaps be greatervibaid be expected for firms belonging
to the same agglomeration. Diversity, and thusagereconomic distance, rather than
similarity of firms, comprises the condition for caessful competition of tourism firms
located within the same destination (Smeral 1988nay therefore be questioned to what
degree information benefits will arise from the pemtion between firms located within the
destination and to which degree network relatioay @t all be established among them. The
heterogeneity of firms as regards size, type afiibsibn makes it difficult or impossible to
hold common beliefs, values and goals (Hjalager02@D6; Hjalager 2002: 472) and the
problem is based on the significantly differeneneists of tourism firms (Smeral 1998: 375).
Additionally, those firms that may be claimed to blearacterised by both spatial and
economic proximity, such as similar hotels in taee destination, and who may have similar
information needs are normally competitors. Sucmpeting tourism firms in the same
destination are argued hardly to form network reteat (Baerenholdt et al. 2004: 24) as there
is little mutual trust among them because theynoftee each other as competitors and not as
colleagues (Hjalager 2002: 470). This indicates ithéhe case of the tourist destination, firms
are either economically and culturally distant freach other or, on the other hand, that the
combination of spatial and economic proximity isilfated one in tourism inducing conflict

rather than network relations.

As also indicated theoretically, local networks aog¢ necessarily substantial enough to secure
the innovativeness of an agglomeration but mustupplemented with non-local relations. At
the same time, in the case of the tourism expegieother non-local relations may be argued
to be more beneficial as other types of distantes tpure spatial distance become of
importance. Several types of non-local networks tmaydentified in the tourism experience
network. Such are first and foremost the vertieddtions of the distribution network structure
and the competitive chain relations of hotel chammsother types of networks across

destinations. Such non-local networks may, as heen bdescribed, provide production

127



Tourism Experience Innovation Networks

benefits in the form of economy of scale and sdogreefits as well as important information
benefits. As these relations are internationalredtee communication systems used in such to
secure information flows. Such communication systemeduce communication and
transaction costs and enhance knowledge managenarglobal level (Milne and Ateljevic
2001: 383-84). The limitation of information traesfimposed by spatial distance is thus
overcome through such network arrangements whiehresr global information highways of
the tourism experience networks. Into such netwonky additionally be built cultural and
economic proximities. Compared to individual loGains, hotels belonging to a hotel chain
may have similar information needs, similar firmltates as well as similar production
practices. They may therefore be economically anlu@lly closer to each other than
tourism firms on the destination despite spatiadtatice and their relations can be
characterised as non-local proximity relations pifimg both production and information
benefits.

It may further be argued that such non-local praimetworks give access to information at
a very different level than local destination netk#o do. As indicated earlier, large
international groups have managerial and skilleaff stvith diversified experiences of
international tourism, and technical and human ueses to design, produce and manage
accommodation facilities (Ascher 1985: 16). In heteins substantial resources are invested
in training facilities, literature and manuals andhe constant dissemination of information
on new designs, procedures, techniques, equipraent(Dunning and McQueen 1982: 85),
and close relations between hotels of chains altowthe transfer of know-how in locations
where it is lacking (Tremblay 1998: 847; DunningdaMcQueen 1982). The information
benefits of becoming part of such a non-Icoal nektwuoay thus clearly compensate for the
potential extra costs of establishing the non-looaktions. Additionally, some chain
networks are indicated to ‘lock in’ key employeg&&is may be interpreted as a means of
discouraging defection to rival hotel groups anckrélby protecting the unpatentable
knowledge of the network. It can thus be expectest & significant proportion of the
knowledge and information transferred reside witkive organization as a whole. The
knowledge is a public good but only within the e¢héDunning and McQueen 1982: 100) and
it can only be accessed by the members of the metWwbe key to successful competition for

the hotel chain is to internalise its knowledgel(ldad Page 1999: 113). This indicates that
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important tacit knowledge and information ‘sticld these non-local production networks
rather than to destination places. The tourism dirmformation distribution is not place-
bound and innovative networking is a practice beythre destination (Baerenholdt et al. 2004
25). Finally, such networks often imply the harnmation of supply and identical quality in
the hotels (Dunning and McQueen 1982: 97). It camgbestioned whether such or similar
networks are beneficial at the destination withinick diversity of tourism goods/services
may be more important than homogeneity, harmominaéind development along narrow
trajectories. Strong destination network may beuadgto act as a barrier for flexible
development of new tourism goods/services (Jenda®il:2158) and of diversity. As
homogenization of supply may be more beneficialtteg non-local level than within
destinations, certain strong networks facilitatgwgch a homogenization may also become
beneficial as a non-local phenomenon primarily. |Bxation thus becomes a non-local
phenomenon in strong non-local networks and loeaarks may, at their best, be of a weak
character providing explorative information maingtrong local networks would, on the

other hand, capture the local firms, limiting disiey and possibilities for change.

Yet other benefits of such chain networks are taesbenefits achieved, e.g. through central
purchasing of inputs (Telfer and Wall 2000: 441jork the destination point of view, this
means that chain hotels often import large propostiof their food supply as well as of other
inputs and therefore have only a minimal conta¢hwical economies (Britton 1982, 1991).
On the other hand, locally owned hotels are typicaigued to cause less of such ‘leakages’
and these hotels may be more attached to the distinn that sense (Madeley 1996: 18;
Telfer and Wall 2000: 421). This also indicatest trtical input networks may or may not
be localized, which is typically argued to be asiism of hotel ownership and size.

Non-local networks are, of course, also of impartaas they secure the flow of tourists to the
tourism firms by providing access to the vital i@s@s of distribution and marketing. Those

non-local relations favour the mobility of touriststhe destination which is, in a sense, a core
purpose of tourism and a condition for the productf the tourism experience:

It is a paradox that tourism industries, businestsvarks and policies with

their fundamentally mobile character have beenamebed through the
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prism of territorial categories such as ‘destingti@aerenholdt et al. 2004:
25).

As non-local networks may be of vital importancetfee survival of tourism firms, the small
size of a majority of locally based tourism firmsaynbe argued to potentially limit local
networking. While it may be argued that a favoueabétwork configuration is one which
combines local and non-local networks, such a coatlin may be absent in a real life
destination due to the limited resources of manglstourism firms which are concerned
with their day to day tasks rather than with logkiahead (Bull 1999: 160). The limited
resources available may thus be better spent ablesting a few but vital non-local relations
which secure the flow of tourists to the firm ahdg its survival, rather than to spend limited
resources on local relations that may result intéchinstant economic benefits. Non-local
horizontal and vertical network relations competghwocal networks for attention and
resources (Tremblay 1998). The ‘losers’ in this gammen resources are limited may often be

the local networks.

Additionally, non-local vertical distribution relahs often serve to facilitate the functional
putting together of complementary tourism goodsises. Tour-operators, instead of local
relations among complementary firms, often co-aténthe otherwise fragmented tourism
goods/services into a coherent experience. Nor-logations may thus substitute local
complementary relations and this might disrupt loaliances (Hjalager 2000: 202-203;
Hjalager 2001a: 15-16). Compared to the tour-opesatocal tourism firms are furthermore
argued to often have misconceptions of the tourexperience not realising that the
individual good/service is part of a larger expece and that e.g. the single hotel is mostly
not the reason to visit a particular destinationr{1988: 207). Such a lack of understanding
of being part of a larger experience may also eritte local networks in other ways. The
conditions of the tourism experience - the destmat consist of mainly public goods which
are vulnerable to free-riding. Opportunistic firmen take advantage of common conditions
such as natural resources, cultural attractionsnsoapes, infrastructure etc. but do not
contribute to their provision as it is not clear ttee individual firm that their use and
maintenance depend on a collective effort (Hjal&2@30: 206; Hjalager 2002: 472) and as
tourism firms are partially ignorant of the impaoftsheir actions (Tremblay 2000). This may
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mean that the benefits of local networks for therdmation of the use and the protection of
the collective conditions of the tourism experieace not obvious to individual firms. These
firms may attempt to free-ride and leave it up tioeo actors to take the actions necessary to

protect those resources.

In such a sceptical view, the spatial proximitytairism firms does not automatically lead to
local destination networks. Instead, networks magden as a way of overcoming the spatial
distances enabling communication and informatiangfers among firms at a global scale. It
can further be hypothesised that such non-locatiogls may be of a relatively strong
character due to their importance and due to the-local proximity characteristics. This
could indicate that non-local relations may bersgey than local relations - if at all existing -
especially when resources are scarce and needuseleon a few selected relations securing
the survival of the tourism firms. This could fusthsuggest that the destination provides
firms mainly with exploration through either weaiations or - as will be described in the
following - collective learning mechanisms, whereagploitation is a non-local phenomenon

taking place in strong non-local proximity relatson

The role of collective and other learning mechaniss

If destinations are characterized by a lack of loedworks this does not, of course, leave us
without an explanation of the destination as af@aggration. The agglomerated character of
destinations stems from the simple fact that towrisrms, more than firms in many
traditional productive sectors, rely heavily ongaaspecific resources, whether physical or
cultural (Gordon and Goodall 2000: 296; Hjalaged®f® 156; Milne and Ateljevic 2001.:
373). Tourism firms are, just as tourists, attrddi® places because of the conditions of the
tourism experience attached to these places. Fortdre, the need for agglomerations is
simply related to the fact that different touriswods/services must be located within a short
distance from each other so as to minimize the &ink other resources used by the tourist to
functionally combine different goods/services amohditions into a total experience. Such
benefits arising from the lowering of ‘transacticnsts’ may be more important in the
destination than in any other type of agglomeraéient is people and not goods that must be
transferred between the firms. The spatial vicimtyelated and supporting producers is an

important condition for successful competition ($ahd.998: 375).
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Additionally, as proposed theoretically, a lack lotal destination networks does not
necessarily result in a sub-optimal network configion from the information point of view.
On the contrary, if non-local networks are combimath well functioning local collective
learning mechanisms this may result to be the gdtimetwork configuration. As has been
argued earlier, certain types of information sugipgrexploration may be freely available for
tourism firms. Such explorative information candigrbe hidden and ‘industrial espionage’
Is inevitable (Hjalager 2002: 469). This may mehattin the destination, producers can
recognize new products, trends and innovationdyeasd quickly (Smeral 1998: 375). This
indicates that a kind of collective learning supplitourism firms with freely available
explorative information, which may be argued to sitbte the informational benefits of
certain types of weak network relations. Additidpal high labour mobility within the
destination might additionally influence the effeeness of information distribution of also
more specific and tacit knowledge. However, oftéserved short employment periods and
low motivation from employees looking for careansother sectors may limit such an effect.
The transfer of knowledge between firms is lessljiko take place in tourist destinations
because of labour force instability (Hjalager 20004-205) as well as of an instability of the
tourism firms themselves (Hjalager 2001a: 18; Hjata2001b: 160). Additionally, the
possible employment of non-locals in central possiin chain hotels (Ascher 1985: 46; UN
1982: 56) and the strategy of such chains to prakeir knowledge may erode such a local

information distribution.

Considering such mechanisms of collective learnihgs indicated that the destination may
give access to freely available information prowglicertain types of exploration while the
flow of freely available deeper information faaliing exploitation may be more limited.
Collective learning mechanisms could then, to daterdegree, substitute the information
transferring mechanisms of weak relations mainlhergas strong relations may provide
additional information. Again the dichotomy betwegeak and strong relations and between
exploration and exploitation may be a false onenase or less explorative types of
information may be gained only or faster throughwaoek relations. In addition to such
collective learning mechanisms, yet other learningchanisms may prove efficient and

perhaps limit the role of local networks, e.g. tlearning from tourists. Such learning
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mechanisms are shortly dealt with in the end of thiapter.

The role of glocal holes

One important aspect of local networking of tourimms is, as shortly indicated earlier, the
possibility of joint marketing. In fact, this typ#f networks has attracted more interest than
any other local destination networks and so muehitimay be argued that destination based
cooperation has focused excessively on promotisgragions and overlooked the objectives
of jointly shaping innovative products (Tremblayo89 853). There may be argued to be good
reasons for such a focus from a glocal hole pdiniew. While there may theoretically exist
different structural holes in the tourism experenoetwork, the one which may be
particularly interesting here is the glocal holesiag from the position in the network of the
distributors and of the tour-operators in particuldhose are in a central position,
strategically placed as the ‘gatekeepers’ of théihty of tourists (loannides 1998: 139); they
are in a powerful bargaining position relative lte producers of tourism goods/services (UN
1982: 74); and they are more often than not indheer’'s seat’ when negotiating prices with
tourism firms (loannides 1998: 140). The tour-opengl favourable network position has - at
least in periods and in destinations - been supddoly a surplus of similar mass tourism
goods/services and experiences (e.g. Ascher 1995:Téur-operators can easily substitute
such goods/services and experiences as they afenotionally and spatially fixed, as are the
providers of tourism goods/services, and as thegwsla lack of loyalty to specific
destinations (loannides 1998: 147). The distritatof the tourism experiences determine
which services should be offered to whom, whereerwéind at what price (Mill and Morrison
1985) without having themselves long-term respalis#s for the destinations (Ryan 1991
107).

This indicates the possible existence of more 88 eep glocal holes working in favour of
the tour-operators. Furthermore, integration ofrtmperators through mergers, acquisitions
and takeovers, or network arrangements such asegtraalliances and franchising

agreements have limited the number of significdaygrs (Agarwall et al. 2000: 244) and the
fortune of destinations’ tourism firms may deperghVily on the decisions and actions of a
few tour operators (loannides 1998: 140). The tmperators can thus be seen to be

positioned in glocal holes which may be both priyndretween destinations, and secondary,
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between competing tourism firms within the sametidasons. They can use such a position
to act as tertius gaudens. Being sure that theyabaays find alternative experiences and
goods/services, distributors have used this knayded play tourism firms off against each
other (Go and Williams 1993: 235). Though there rnaynformation benefits in cooperating
with tour-operators, it is, in the case of thiseyg glocal hole, mostly a question of access to
the resources of distribution and marketing whidaypthe fundamental role. It is the
production network structure and not so much tHerimation structure that determines the
importance of the glocal holes. However, it mayhppothesized that information distribution
into and within local networks becomes relatedh® depth of such glocal holes as conflict
imposed by tour-operators on tourism firms withive tdestination may result in a lack of
destination networks and of information transfethwn the destination as conflict rather than
cooperation is the order of the day. While focusniost ‘tourism distribution channel
research’ has been put firmly on the role of the-wperators other distributors, such as large
groups of travel agencies and computer reservaystems, may play similar roles. Such
have e.g. been argued to exclude smaller tourismsfivho can not afford to participate in
such networks and to favour larger providers ohdséadized mass tourism goods/services
(Buhalis 1997, 1998; Poon 1993; Knowles and Garla@@4; McGuffie 1994; Sheldon
1997).

As there may at the general theoretical level lfierdint strategies to apply for overcoming
such glocal holes, so may there from the touristidation point of view be different network

strategies available. First, destination networks powerful ways to compete with large
global acting tourism enterprises (Smeral 1998;) 3¥karketing alliances (Palmer and Bejau
1995) and the role of local computerized destimatieservations systems (Buhalis 1997,
1998) seem to have attracted a special interebBbantourism firms can achieve a lessening
of the power of the traditional distributors. Egjrong local hotel associations in which
structural equivalent hotels negotiate collectivelith tour-operators may counterbalance
their power (UN 1982: 78; Morrison 1994: 28). Suwtworks would additionally improve

local information distribution directly through thmoperation among hotels and indirectly
because of the closing of secondary glocal holdsttaa lessening of conflict among the local
firms. There may however be obstacles that maké setworks difficult to establish. As

indicated earlier, fierce competition among simtilanrism firms may be such an obstacle.
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Additionally, destination based marketing has ofbeen seen to intent to include all firms at
the destination. However, in such cases free-ridiag turn out to be the most profitable way
of marketing for the individual tourism firms (Jdigen 1996: 267-279). Furthermore, in such
marketing the differences between tourism gooddtss are ignored and the fallacious
assumption is that attractions can be marketedsdéinee way as hotels (March 1994: 413).
Moreover, though destination based computer regensmsystems may at the local level
empower the local firms’ competitive situation (Blis 1997; Milne and Ateljevic 2001: 384)

the classical structure of tourism experience ithgtion has generally been copied onto
computer distribution systems (Werthner 1998: 9.siich, information technologies have
primarily favoured the traditional non-local disttion structures. Other ways of overcoming
glocal holes are to participate in non-local netsore.g. large chain networks which have
commercial access to the important markets (AstB86: 16) or to cooperate with several
distributors at the same time. All this means thhile local networking may be a mean for

closing glocal holes, non-local networks may agaibstitute the local networks.

Diverse networks of varying tourism experiences

The above discussions have provided argumentsibdtdvour of and against local tourism
experience networks. It is not here believed tha will always find the same type of
network constellation in relation to all tourismpexiences. Neither is it believed that there
will be one type of network constellation that dheoretically be argued to be always the
most beneficial. Instead, an array of differencetsvieen destinations, tourists and of tourism
goods/services may lead to widely varying netwodnstellations. A variety of factors
influencing destination networks’ importance, esigte and characteristics may be identified.
Some of these, of which some have also been imdidatthe earlier discussions, may e.g. be
the importance of market failures (e.g. naturatjapcultural); the degree of homogeneity of
tourism goods/services, their production processed technology needs; public sector
involvement; degree of spatial or industrial coricagtion within a destination; the settings of
the production such as urban, rural or coastalrenmients, and large and small economies;
localities’ degree of dependence on tourism; amddégree to which non-local alternative
networks dominate (Tremblay 2000: 328).

Related to those factors, different firms of diffiet sizes and their belonging to chain
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networks have been indicated not necessarily touiathe same types of network relations.
Whereas, generally, tourism firms consist of atieddy small number of large firms and a
relatively large number of small firms (Go and \iths 1993: 235), this may vary from one
destination to the other and so may the destingitiogtworks vary. Additionally, the type of
offer of tourism goods/services at any destinatiway heavily influence the networks. All-
inclusive tours and integrated resorts are for gtardesigned to satisfy all the needs of the
tourists but limit the potential for local networkidjalager 2000: 203). The exact pattern of
entrepreneurial activity will vary from place toapk (Mathieson and Wall 1982: 82) and so
will networks. The type of distribution channeletiole of the tour-operator and the existence
of glocal holes may also vary with the tourism eigreces (Casarin 2001; loannides 1998:
142). E.g. non-diversified standard mass, sun, santsea tourism experiences are easily
substitutable and dependent on tour-operators ifidaa 1998: 142) whereas more diversified
tourist destinations and experiences may be lesiy eubstitutable and thus less prone to
exploitation. Additionally, in popular destinatiomsth limited hotel capacity, hotels are in a

stronger bargaining position (UN 1982: 78) as dibodes are less ‘deep’.

At the same time, the hypothesized change of phatesodern tourism may be one of
changing networks at both the global and the ladl (Poon 1993; loannides and Debbage
1998; Buhalis 1997). In this sense interest has @f all been paid to the possibly changing
distribution channels (e.g. King and Slavik 200io@er and Lewis 2001; O’'Conner et al
2001). However, such a predicted change has, ipteh@, been argued not to be a clear and
sudden one and it is therefore unclear how deepsadden its impact on tourism experience
networks may be. Nonetheless, though the changbades is not a clear and sudden one, it
may be indicated that different forms of coexistingrism experiences may be characterised
by different types of networks, both global andalocThe bulk of literature on sustainable
tourism and its focus on the importance of comnydivelopment involving inhabitants,
tourism firms and authorities may indicate thalo®lations are relatively important for the
production of such experiences compared to e.gptbeéuction of traditional (unsustainable)
mass tourism experiences where local networking been argued to be more random
occurrences (Poon 1993; Sgrensen 2001). Furthermilren the same destination, varying
network constellations may of course coexist dudifferentiations in types of tourism firms

and tourists and as a result the possible produdianultiple types of tourism experiences
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within the same destination.

While tourism experiences and their networks maglypahange with the theorised change of
phases of modern tourism they may also change whidnges of tourism experiences
produced on individual destinations. In the Tourisrea Life Cycle Model (Butler 1980) the
type of firm, the amount of firms, tourists and thrgianisation of the tourism experience is
indicated to change over time within destinatiofis.can, therefore, be expected that
destinations’ local as well as non-local networksoachange over time. Prideaux (2000)
further develops the model and argues that whiliéaily, small local tourism firms, which
attract mainly tourists from the surrounding areae in charge of the development,
international luxury hotels of hotel chains andeghogésorts focusing on the global market later
take over the development. At the same time a dpwetnt of the complementary offer takes
place, from inexistent or extremely limited to allwkeveloped diversified offer. Such a
development of firms, of tourists and of the destion will, without any doubt, cause
changes of the networks and thus probably alsd@fitformation distribution in them and
eventually of the innovations of tourism firms. ldgrens’ (1973) theory of seaside
development also indicates that certain types oforx relations change over time. In the
early stage of destination development most infutsg. the hotel industry are imported and
relations to local producers are inexistent aslleapply cannot meet the increasing demand
or because the hotels are foreignly owned, whereawgplex local food-purchasing networks
may later be developed (Telfer and Wall 2000). Bho®dels are in some ways contradictory
as Butlers’ model indirectly indicates the exiserd local networks in the beginning of the
life cycle whereas Lundgren’s model observes theosjpe. Rather than being contradictory
they could, however, be seen as exemplificationditierent developments of tourism
experiences indicating that not only are tourisrpesiences different but so are, of course,
their developments. The complex picture of différeatworks may thus also be one where
the character and importance of networks are rstt fielated to the character of tourism
experiences but also to the historical developroétiie production of these experiences and
the speed of this development (Shaw and Willian#81244). The networks are related, not

only to the tourism experiences but also to theohysof the production of such experiences.

All this indicates that variations of the charardics of destinations, of tourism firms and of
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tourists and thus of tourism experiences influeinceomplex ways the characteristics of the
networks of such experiences. It would thereforggherant to believe in the existence of one
type of network constellation always to be found armore importantly - always to be the
most beneficial. Rather, (favourable) network cgafations may vary with the production of

different tourism experiences.

Non-network factors of innovations

As indicated in the discussions of this and thentar chapter, different types of networks not
only favour but also restrict the innovativenessfiois. In addition to these limits of
innovation networks, may be added other possibigcalr aspects of networks such as
asymmetric power relations, diverging strategigganstunistic behaviour and exclusion by
partners (DeBresson and Amesse 1991: 369; Hamalaamel Schienstock 2001: 36).
However, whereas e.g. ‘market failures’ and ‘buceatic failures’ are well established terms
(Hamalainen and Schienstock 2001: 36), ‘networkufas’ is an issue hardly dealt with in
studies of networks that tend to focus only onlstéeneficial forms of networks (DeBresson
and Amesse 1991: 369). Nonetheless, such netwidkefa may, under different conditions,
be argued to make other organisational forms mppeogriate. However, the network theory
puts emphasis discriminately on the interaction®regnfirms and innovations are mostly
explicitly and directly argued to occur in networistween firms rather than within firms
(e.g. Easton 1992b: 24). Nevertheless, e.g. thim ¢in&k model (figure 3.2) indicates that the
innovation process may be occurring at severalldeokinteractions of which an important
one is actually within the firm (Fischer 1999: 1B).this model, the network forms only one
of several elements in the overall process of iatiom. The model thus indicates that while
the network is perhaps important, it can hardlypleeceived as telling us the whole truth
about the innovation process which will also beundng at other levels. The existence of
networks does not eliminate the firm nor does itglate its importance in the innovation
process. Information flows and the organisatiopraicesses of learning within the firm thus
remain important for innovations (Lundvall 1992at).1This firm level of the innovation
process may be seen as a sub-network or a subwspé$tihe inter-firm innovation network.
The innovation network may, on the other hand,desered itself to be just a sub-system of
a larger system of innovations (Gelsing 1992). Ssg$tems of innovations are argued to

include a larger set of elements which are of irtgpare for innovations such as the
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institutional setup, culture, language, particylewducts, inputs, demand, a knowledge base,
technologies, processes of competition and selgctigents, internal organisation of firms,
the role of the public sector and in general théewsocio-economic system (Lundvall 1992c;
Malerba 2002; Breschi and Malerba 1997; Edquist 7198elson 1993). This again
emphasises the recognition that innovation netwatkes only partially explanatory for
innovations as a range of other factors influeriee ihnovation process. Finally, it can be
added that earlier innovation theories may stillpagtly explanatory. Though they may be
claimed to have fitted the economic and societaldd®mns of earlier times in particular,
entrepreneurs and push and pull factors can tolliéne argued partly to explain innovations
(Sundbo 1994: 189-196).

In the case of the tourism experience, innovatiory also occur at other levels than the
network level. They may be attributed to the in&processes of the firm as well as they may
be induced by the wider ‘tourism system of innowaltj e.g. due to public authorities’ actions
in establishing regulations and standards, finarscipport, R&D and education of personnel.
Furthermore, the network organizational form is that only way to organize the production
of the tourism experience. As a possibility of @og networks, distributors can seek to get
direct control over different resources or produbtsugh ownership. Competitive integration
exists e.g. in the case of common ownerships aéléiovertical integration exists as tour-
operators own hotels and travel agencies (Hollo&895: 64); and the integration of
complementary goods/services is the strategy odllheaclusive resort. Such large enterprises
are often argued to be more innovative than sméhas (e.g. Jensen et al. 2001; Hjalager
2002) which indicate that internal processes offittme are perhaps of central importance for
understanding the innovativeness of tourism firssvall. Additionally, and in addition to the
already emphasised collective learning mechaniswikier information distributing
mechanisms may be of importance. One potentialjyomant aspect is e.g. the relation with
the tourists. Such a relation has been understatamlirism research (Baerenholdt 2004: 20)
but may be considered to be the most importantceooir learning (Poon 1993: 272). Tourists
know the world of travel and their collective exerce is an important source of information
which additionally makes learning from employeegantant because they are the ones who
are in touch with the tourists (Poon 1993: 273)e Tgarticipation of the tourists in the
production of the tourism experience may make tlesen more important than consumers
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are in most other production systems. Finally,ieanhnovation theories, and in particular the
demand pull and technology push hypotheses, maybaartly explanatory for innovations
of tourism experiences. The change of phases oemaurism is e.g. argued to be closely
related to the development of new transportatiah iaformation technologies as well as of
new consumer demands (Buhalis 2001; Poon 1993; bVama Cooper 2001a; Buhalis 2001).

It is as such indicated that the most realistiowa@n innovation networks is that they form
and are responsible for only a more or less limpgad or level of the innovation process,
though they may not be completely isolated frors #tiany time. This study is however not a
study of all the potential factors of importance tiwe innovation process but of the influence
of innovation networks on the process. The conaiiters introduced above are, however,
essential for avoiding the pitfall of overstatidgetimportance of innovation networks which
may be claimed to be a general mistake of thealedad empirical innovation network
research as it ignores other potentially importactors of the innovation process. If the
relative importance of innovation networks is tourelerstood, it must be acknowledged that
other factors may also be important and that th@mance of the network should be seen in
relation to those. However banal it may sounds itrucial to recognize that by focusing on
innovation networks, focus is on only one of maayrses of innovations and not on the one

and only determinant.

Intermission

This chapter has considered the geographical azgaom of innovation networks. At the
general level, arguments in favour of and againstexistence of local networks have been
put forward. Local networks have, following the geal arguments of the agglomeration
literature, been argued to provide firms with prcithn as well as information benefits arising
from the spatial proximity of firms. Such networkgy, however, need links to non-local
networks which could provide the local networks hwéxternal information. It has been
questioned whether other local collective learnmgchanisms provide similar benefits as
local networks making these irrelevant or less bela¢ than non-local networks. It has
further been questioned whether proximities othantspatial, such as economic, cultural and
organizational, make non-local proximity network®rem beneficial than local networks.

Finally, it has been questioned whether the extgtef glocal holes can be overcome by the
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existence of local networks. Relating the consitil@na to the particular characteristics of the
tourism experience and of tourism firms, argumémt@and against local destination networks
have been put forward. On the one hand, the péatitias of the tourism experience and the
concentration of tourism firms on the tourist destion may be argued to naturally induce
local networks. On the other hand, it has beeneatghat tourism firms located on tourist
destinations are either competitors who have aingckterests in cooperating or are to
different to gain benefits from local networks. Nokal proximity networks among tourism

firms are, from that last point of view, more bouttdbe established and to provide the

production and information benefits of networks.

It has furthermore been argued that different soarexperiences and their developmental
history may result in different networks at diffetéimes. It is as such not believed that one
specific type of geographical network organizastwould always be found. It has finally been
indicated how innovation networks may be just ohement of many influencing the

innovation processes which may also be occurrirajhar ‘levels’ and through other learning

mechanisms. Providing both arguments in favournof against local networks and arguing
that networks may possess different geographicatacheristics, this chapter, together with
the former one, forms the basis for the analysithefcase study providing explanations for
the empirically observed characteristics of thevoeks and their benefits. The analysis of the

case study will be dealt with in the following chep
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Chapter 5

Tourism Experience Innovations in the Province of

Malaga: the Role of Innovation Networks

This chapter will present and discuss the empiritatlings of the study. Tourism

experiences, tourism experience innovations andstouexperience innovation networks as
well as other learning mechanisms will be identifidescribed and related. First, the tourism
experiences as well as their innovations will benitfied and categorised. Second, the
innovation networks will be traced and their diffet typologies categorised; other learning
mechanisms will be identified; and the relation westn innovation networks and the
identified tourism experiences and innovations viié discussed. Following up on the
conclusions of that part of the analysis, a sattbér factors partly explaining the identified
innovations will in an explorative fashion be irdured, discussed and related to the

importance of innovation networks.

Tourism experiences and tourism experience innovains

The first part of the presentation of the empirisaldy will describe and categorise the
tourism experiences identified as well as theintded innovations. The tourism experiences
are, as they were theoretically in chapter 2, preted as combinations and interactions of
destinations, tourists and tourism goods/servidé®re are theoretically as many of these
experiences as there are tourists which means dswaie kind of rough categorisation
necessarily has to be made. Specific central ctaarsiics of the experiences and in particular
those that are seen to be of importance for aradeelto innovations and thus hypothetically
to innovation networks are emphasized. At a fiesel, from the destinations’ point of view,
the experiences can be divided in twbe rural tourism experiencesf the province of
Malaga andhe mass tourism experiencesthe Costa del Sol. A further categorisation is
established taking into consideration the charesties of the other elements of the
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Figure 5.1: Impressions of the mass tourism expeé®f the Costa del Sol (Ayto. De Torremolinos400

and the rural tourism experience of the provincMafaga (Cerro de Hijar 2004)

experience. The existence of the experiences magohsidered as directly related to the
innovations. Such innovations may be related taigha of all the elements of the experience.
However, with focus put firmly on the changes oé thtages of interaction provided by
tourism firms, the tourism experience innovatiora de roughly categorised in a few

fundamental groups.

The mass tourism experiences of the Costa del Sol

Whereas leisure tourism has a history of centume$pain (Barke and Towner 1996),

including that of the Costa del Sol (Barke and Eeah996), it is the development of a mass,
‘sun, sand and sea’ tourism experience in the skbalf of the twentieth century that has

shaped the tourism experience of the Costa dea$dlis known today. There has, however,
in later years been identified changes of suppty @@mand of tourism goods/services and of
the characteristics of the tourists which have Itedun a diversification of the experience.

Today there is thus more to the experience thaplgisun, sand and sea.

The destination

As indicated, the destination of the Costa del taxd been most known for its beaches, its
sunny weather and additionally - in a Europeanexintcheap prices. While those conditions
may still be the most important of the tourism exgrece, other conditions such as openness
and friendliness of the populations and of the issaremployees are other favourable
conditions of the destination (C1; C2). Howevee tentral conditions of importance were by

all interviewees argued to be the climate and #ewches more than anything else and other
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conditions (as well as complementary tourism gamisices) complement these conditions
which are the ones that attract the tourists (C%;@1).

The destination is, however, also a prime examglehaw uncontrolled tourism over-
development can affect negatively the conditionsaoflestination. This became evident
particularly in the late 1980’s and early 1990’send visitor numbers dropped, particularly
those of foreign tourists (Pollard and Rodrique23247-248). This has been argued to be a
result of chaotic urbanism and infrastructure, smnental degradation and contamination,
over-massification as well as limited diversificatiand an inadequate supply of tourism
goods/services (McDowell et al. 1993; Pollard amodijuez 1993; Gémez and Rebollo
1995: 122; Barke and Towner 2004; Barke and Frd®@8). The rising of such problems
had already been noticed more than a decade e@hkenier and Roura 1978) but were not
noticed politically, they increased in importancelaesulted in a deteriorated image of the
Costa del Sol (Barke and France 1996: 301). Thénddi®n seemed to have reached the
stage of decline of Butler's (1980) Life Cycle Mbdes hotels were closed down and
converted into apartments and residences (PolladdRodriquez 1993: 248), a development
the destination has shared with a number of otpaniSh tourism destinations characterised
by lack of planning (Priestly 1995; Mir and Baid2001; Garcia et al. 2004). Certain of the
mentioned problems seemed to be overcome durind9B8’s with the implementation of
coastal management planPlgn de Costasand Ley de Costgs(Garcia et al. 2004),
sustainable development plans (Barke and Towne#)2@@ach improvement, urban renewal
and traffic control programs (Barke and France 1388}, Gomez and Rebollo 1995: 122).
The attitude was argued to have changed into orm®mdervation and renovation instead of
growth (Morena 1999: 265).

However, during this new period of development ¢hbas again been a continuous and
steady rise in the number of accommodation estabksts and of beds in such
establishments and of tourist numbers (figure BS)PDE 1997, 2000, 2004). It seems that
during this development, the mistakes of over-dgwalent of earlier periods have been made
again. Focus is now again on quantity rather tmaquality (A1), and the construction of new

hotels and centres of secondary residences resat uncontrolled growth (C1; C4)They
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Number of hotels and hotel beds (Province of Malaga)
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Figure 5.2: Tourism statistics (based on SOPDE 12080, 2003). The 1998-1999 rupture in hotel
occupancy rates is due to a change of measuringothé¢SOPDE 1999).
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are constructing hotels and building urbanizationghout using their heads. Destroying
(C2). Negative aspects of uncontrolled developroéetrlier periods seem therefore to occur
again and to aggravate the chaotic infrastructace abanism (C1; C2; C5; C9; A2; CA2).
This development reflects itself in that the chaotirbanism and infrastructure, the
massification and traffic are again today the mosatisfactory conditions of the Costa del
Sol for the tourists (SOPDE 2004) affecting negdtivthe tourism experience. This may also
start to express itself once again in visitor nuralyghich have in recent years - after a general
rise since 1993 - once more been less pronounckchimg that a new period of stagnation
may be on its way (figure 5.2). It was by the iwiewees considered necessary that this
quantitative development will be substituted foreothat will focus on quality and
sustainability (C1, Al): The uncontrolled growth will in the long term lead to a lowering

of the prices and consequently a lower quali¢l).

The mass tourists

The package-tour tourists represent a large segaiehe tourists on the Costa del Sol and
especially of the foreign tourists (SOPDE 2004).e3dy as well as more individually
travelling tourists, may be divided into a variei sub-segments. Here, however, a sub-
division in two main categories serves the purptsetraditional mass tourisindthe active
mass touristThose two segments constitute around 98% ofdbests on the Costa del Sol
whereas the rest consist of business tourism, thealtrism and other segments (SOPDE
2003). The first category, the traditional masgsigis, may still be the dominant one. Such
tourists are characterised as tourists who comel&x, stay on the beach and escape their
everyday life of work (C10). The extreme of thersegt was described as tourists who come
solely to stay on the beach, sunbathing all day (73, after which they spend the evening in
a British pub (C5; C3) and/or the night in the dibeques (C4):They come to drink beers
and to sunbath(C3). For those tourists the only conditions ofpiortance are the sunny
weather, the beaches and the cheap prices, andntilecomplementary offer of interest
consists of the pubs (C3) whereas other conditeorts other complementary goods/services
are of less or of no importance (C5, C7)héy look for cheap prices, cheap flights, and sun
and security. And we offer tha{C5).

While such a traditional mass tourist is the orad fJarticipates in the production of the sun,
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sand and sea experience for which the Costa datStll famously known, there have been
identified changes in the demands and the attitodes segment of the tourists and it was
argued that every day less people come simplyetanlithe sun (C1; C4; C12). The other
category - the active mass tourists - is thus gertshowly substituting the traditional mass
tourists. The active mass tourists are in fact om¢ segment but a variety of segments
producing a variety of tourism experiences. They generally be considered as tourists who
“(...) use the opportunities of the at€&3), “they are very interested in the offer of the Zone
(C12), such as the local culture (C10) and theg &fpically visit other parts of Andalusia
(C2; C8). The extreme of this segment consistho$é¢ who are constantly active, either by
performing sport activities or by constantly ‘beiog the move’: They never stop. It's a
client who is impossible to stbfC9). One such sub-segment is the golf tourisictvh
economically more than in numbers perhaps - isrgrtant that it has now been provided its
own destination brand: the ‘Costa del Golf’ (e.gdalucia.com 2004; malagaweb.com 2004).
Those active tourists create experiences that wevalore conditions of the destination as
well as a varied complementary offer. The identifieevelopment of an active tourist segment
can be argued to be related to the change of plse®dern tourism. Such a change of
phases also expresses itself in the developmemntoimplementary offer in the Costa del Sol,
as described in the following, and the developnoér@n active mass tourism experience may
thus be interpreted to be the result of both chanpgourists and the development of the

tourism goods/services element.

The tourism goods/services and mass tourism expeniee innovations

The importance of the active mass tourist is clogelated to the development of the
complementary tourism goods/services. The develaphes in later years been characterised
by a rise in the number of complementary goodsisesvdiversifying the offer of the
destination (APECO and SOPDE 2003). Though the temmmgntary offer can be further
developed becausé¢htre is always something missing4; CA2); “a tourist destination is
never finishet (C8); and ‘people always want mdrgC5), the diversified offer available
today was argued by all the interviewed to makedlieism experience of the Costa del Sol a
complete and exceptional one. It was claimed taiagantly enhance the competitive
position of the tourism experience when comparedth@r mass tourism experiences (C4;

C3): “We think that in Europe it is perhaps one of thesmammplete destinations ... the
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possibilities are infinite ... the options are enousovhich makes it a unique destination
(C1).

As indicated, the new period of development has imlduced the construction of a number of
new accommodation establishments. When focus issuch tourism goods/services a
distinction of the tourism experience may be madee type of such establishments consists
of those that offer draditional tourism good/service in the sense that they provide un-
diversified non-luxurious stages of interactionluntng only the most essential and basic
services. They supply the tourist with what he semdsimple surroundings. On the other
hand, a number of establishments offer a varietyfign luxurious goods/services within the
establishments. Sudiiversifiedgoods/serviceprovide diversified stages of interaction and
another type of experience including diversifiecoay of interactions. Related to the
typologies of the tourists, in most cases the acoodation establishments claimed to serve
both types of tourist segments. The result is foegea total of four rough categories of

tourism experiences produced within the Costa de(figure 5.3).

The characteristics of the tourism goods/servicexksely related to the innovations carried
through in the tourism firms. These innovations rbaygrouped in two broad categories. The
first group can be characterized taditional innovations They do not differentiate the
establishments from others. They consist mainlyesiovating, changing decorations, or in
other ways improving the existing offer (for exas®lsee figure 5.5). They may be
interpreted as incremental innovations of the imhligl goods/services and they are new only
at the firm level. However trivial such innovatiomgmy seem from a Schumpeterian point of
view, they were by the interviewees consideredetcnbovations of extreme importancé’s

a condition to avoid us from dying. Renew yourseldie’ (C1); “If you don’t invert in
maintenance, after 5 years the hotel is an oldl@siament (C15); “You have to do things
(C5); “You can't stay behiridC6); “Every two or three years you have to reform somgthi
to maintain a high standatdC7); “the hotel has to be modern to be able to conMif€2);

“If you think everything is perfect you are wrongYou always have to think about what you
can improveé (C10). Such innovations are today, contrary toie@anielatively present in most
firms of the Costa del Sol. Whereas the earliefogeof decline was partly the result of an

absence of innovation (Gémez and Rebollo 1995:12i8)absence of innovation has today
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been substituted with constant renovations (C3; G®rmanent and partial hotel renovation

is common practice among hotel owrididorena 1999: 265):

The problem that we had here in Torremolinos wasttie hotels in the last
years hadn’t invested. They hadn’t invested in vatiag their rooms, their
installations. And here in the Costa del Sol, fofsall during the last 5 years
or so, there have been invested impressing amadipital in this aspect
(C9).

Such traditional innovations are identified in #fle interviewed firms, but while the
traditional firms only carry through innovations ttis category, the diversified firms
additionally carry through innovations of anothgpdlogy that may be termeitternally
diversifying innovationsThese innovations consist of the introductiomedv goods/services
within the establishments. They introduce a completary offer within the firm so as to
improve and diversify the stages of interaction.joviannovations of this type are in cases

carried through:

Now we have planned for the next two years ... tcegtvmore than 10
million euros ... we want to make a new beach clubrprove the things
surrounding the beach with aquatic activities aratem.. And also a high
quality talasotherapy centre ... And we are furthemmaking another hall

with capacity for 450 persons” (C1).

Such innovations may be interpreted as incremeiriabvations of the individual

goods/services but, contrary to the traditionabwations, they may to a higher degree - at
least in cases - be characterised as new at thieatem level and may in cases be interpreted
to result also in incremental innovations of thertem experiences at the functional level (for

examples see figure 5.5).

All'in all, the tourism experience of the Costa 8el may be considered a well developed and
diversified one, though the destination seems ddonme suffer the struggles of over

development typical of mass tourism destinatiortse €xperiences may be divided roughly
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Destination Mass tourism destination of the Costa del S¢! Rdestinations of the province of Malaga
Tourism Complementary offe Varied and well developed Ledit

goods/

services Accommodation Traditional Diversified Traditional ifferentiated
Tourists Traditional | Active Traditional Active Inactive At Inactive Active

Figure 5.3: Tourism experiences of the provinc¥afaga

according to the tourists and according to theisouraccommodation firms. Innovations are
identified as traditional and as internally diveysig and such innovations, traditional or
both, are being carried through in all the firmghod study. No firm seems to have ‘stopped

innovating’.

The rural tourism experiences

The rural tourism experiences are in most aspextgary to those of the Costa del Sol. The
development of these experiences can be seenasdéd the change of phases of modern
tourism and as part of a larger nationwide focushendiversification of the Spanish tourism
experiences and their development in rural areagng other developmental opportunities
(Mir and Baidal 2001: 30-31; Gomez and Sinclair @983-84; Robinson 1996: 413-415).
These experiences have a shorter lifetime tharetlkdshe Costa del Sol but are, at the

moment, in a period of fast development as wiltlbscribed in the following.

The destination(s)

The geographical extensions of the rural destinatiare related to the European Union
development programs LEADER and PRODER. The areawhich those programs are
applied are demarcated according to common economngcests among the municipalities
(Diputacion de Malaga 2004). The result is sevetfitipally established rural tourist
destinations within the province of Malaga. Thewlshhowever, be dealt with here as one
destination element of the tourism experienceshag are comparable to each other, when
only a rough categorisation of experiences is madel as the politically demarcated
destinations seem little related to the charadiesiof the tourism experiences. The most
important conditions of these rural destinations teir natural and human characteristics:

mountains, lakes, natural parks, forests and ‘whitages’ as well as clean air, quietness, the
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local population and not least a good climate (BLy. R2). Contrary to the destination of the
Costa del Sol, these destinations do not only b¥etourism but also, and mainly, of
traditional economic sectors such as agricultunely@n one of the politically demarcated
destinations, Axarquia, may there at the momermtcsarring an over-development. This over
development is however more related to the devedopraf secondary residences than to the
development of accommodation firms and of complaarmgntourism goods/services. The
development of residential tourism is, nonethel@sshis area threatening the ‘traditional
tourism’: “It's bad for everything. The environment. Visualyd it is a big mistakgR12).

In general, however, the development of tourisrtha rural destinations has not yet had an

impact in terms of an over-development of these.

The tourists

The tourists and the resulting experiences mayhiguge split in two categories: amactive
and anactiverural tourism experience. The tourists may as soalghly be divided in those
who - as one might intuitively expect for the rutalrists - seek activities in the nature as
well as cultural activities, and in those who agelsng relaxation in a quiet environment and
a pleasant climate (R1; R2; R5; R7; R10). One mpyasume that rural tourism experiences
are first and foremost created by active touriStech active tourists could be seen as contrary
to the image of the inactive, sunbathing, beachigtsu However, contrary to what one might
expect, the inactive tourists represent a larged-perhaps the dominant segment - of the rural
tourists: *You think that rural tourism is a tourism of acties and that's not how it is ...
That's science fiction. That’s only the case ofwthbs or 20 percent of the peopléRl).
Such inactive tourists were e.g. said to searchtness, relaxation (R7; R10) and tranquillity
in a pleasant climate (R12) and to spend most@ftithe in the hotel (R1; R10)What we
sell is peace and tranquillity(R5). However, the faith in the rural tourist ase who is
mainly an active tourist was kept alive in mostabishments. Those active tourists are
seeking activities in the nature, or a combinatbmelaxation and activities, as well as they
are interested in the culture and the traditionthefdestinations (R2; R4; R5; R6; R7; R8).

Another keyword often used - perhaps surprisindly the interviewed when referring to the
rural tourists was ‘escapism’. The destination’turel environment’s role is the same as the

environment of the mass, ‘sun, sand and sea’ tadestination. It provides a setting in which

152



Chapter 5: Tourism Experience Innovations in the iacevof Malaga: The Role of Innovation Networks

the tourist can escape his everyday life. Conttarthe escapism of the mass tourist, which
has typically been assigned a negative value, espawas given a positive value by the

interviewed and is even marketed as an attraction:

Surrounded by a silence that can be heard and layr @o fresh your lungs
widen ... the visitor enjoys here ... an ideal placeptactise a sport that
every day captures more and more followers: esgaf@erro de Hijar
2004).

The rural tourists do, however, escape other elegsmanlife, such as the noise and pollution
of the cities (R2; R3; R5; R9), than the mass &isirnwho are typically said to escape trivial
working life and rainy weather mainly. Yet anotheryword that may automatically be
attached to the rural tourists is "individuality’his individuality of the rural tourists was also
questioned: The foreign tourist likes that you give him theirenpackage; he likes to know
that when he comes here he can do this and thahartbesn’t have to look for it himself. We
will have it all prepared for hith(R1). At the general level the tourists may, nibedess, be
considered to be individual to a high degree whempared to the tourists of the Costa del
Sol in the sense that only a limited part of theqpegience through the consumption of a tour-

operator package.

The tourism goods/services and rural tourism expeence innovations

The spatial concentration of the rural tourism 8rms much less pronounced and the
goods/services element of the experience is cldady developed than is the case in the
Costa del Sol. Nevertheless, the development ofgtials/services element has been very
pronounced in the last decade. From 1990 to 200@tbwth in the accommodation offer is
estimated to 433% or from a number of beds oftless 2.000 to more than 10.000 (Garcia et
al. 2001). The offer of hotel beds rose in thaiquefrom 851 to 2637 or 209% (figure 5.4).
The rest of the rise has occurred in campsitesaaurales’ (rural houses), apartments and
pensions (Garcia et al. 2001). Less precise datmmpatible with the mentioned above,
indicates that the development has continued #feeyear 2000 (IEA 2001, 2002, 2003). The
production of the rural experience may thus be edgio be one that is in a period of fast

development.
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Hotels and hotel beds in rural Malaga
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Figure 5.4: Number of hotels and hotel beds inliMi@aga (Garcia et al. 2001).

The pronounced development of hotels expressel$ iits¢he occurrence of two different
types of experiences being developed. One may buaetk atraditional rural tourism
experiencewhich is related to the production todditional rural tourism goods/servicdhat
stick to the traditions of rural tourism. The firroan be characterised darhily-enterprises,
with quiet and personal atmosphere and the meriuofulraditional local dishe’s (AHRA
2004) providing traditional rural stages of intérac. While this type of tourism good/service
is an established one, another typlee- differentiated rural tourism goods/servicas seen to

be in development creating differentiated rural tourism experiencdhis experience is
produced by tourism firms that do not necessaoliofv the traditions of rural tourism but
differentiate themselves therefrom in different wiayhe characteristics of these firms are, as

will be described below, closely related to theowations carried through in them.

On the one hand, the same kind of traditional itions as were observed in the Costa del
Sol are also evident in all firms of the rural destions. Also here, one type of tourism firm -
the traditional rural tourism firm - is observed itmnovate only within this category of
innovations. On the other hand, two new types pbwations are identified. The first may be
termed atypical innovationsand include innovations which differentiate the risin
goods/services from others. They are, as the imaditinnovations, related to renovations and
improvements and may be considered incremental vatioms of the individual

goods/services but may be interpreted to be newhatdestination level as they include
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Type of innovation

Relation to experiences

Relation to tourism
firms

Traditional
innovations

Incremental innovations of
goods/services new at the firrn
level

n

Traditional rural and
traditional mass tourism
experiences

Traditional rural and
traditional mass tourism firmg

Atypical rural
innovations

Incremental innovations of
goods/services new at the
destination level

Differentiated rural experience

h

Differentiated fiams

Diversifying rural
innovations

Incremental/new innovations
of total experience at the
destination/global level

Diversified rural experience

Differentiated rurahfs

Internally diversifying
mass tourism
innovations

Incremental innovations of
goods/services or total
experiences new at the

firm/destination level

Diversified mass tourism
experience

Diversified mass tourism firm

Examples of innovations:

Traditional innovations: swimming pool; swimming pool number two (R12), lanatizing the swimming
pool (R1; R10); air conditioning (C2, C6; R4; REL.MY; jacuzzis (C6); changing decoration (C6; C13);R
equipping apartments (R7; R12); reforming rooms; (C4; C3; C4; C7; C11; C12; R6; R7); actualizing

equipment (C4; R7); changing furniture (C2; C8)p#ifitations (C12); general renovations (C2; C3; C8

C13; R7; R6).

Internally diversifying mass tourism innovations: beach club (C1); aquatic activities (C1); broadda
internet connection in rooms; newest technologysjCthlasotherapy centre (C1; C9); dance halls;(C1)
pool-bar (C10); hairdresser (C12); souvenir shal2jCgymnasium (C10); sauna (C10).

Atypical rural innovations: atypical constructions using atypical building erals (R9); atypical
decoration and interior (R1; R9); eco-artisan (B5¢cologic production (R1; R5) and food (R1; R3; R
R10), rooms adapted for the disabled (R1); ‘intiévagyarden’ (R5); observatory (R3); internet cdg8);
exhibitions by local artists (R2).

Diversifying rural innovations: activities in nature such as 4*4 wheel driving,lewiding (R2), horse
riding (R1; R2; R3); bicycling and hiking (R1; R2yltural activities (R1; R2; R11); packages suskaa
‘gastronomy package’, a ‘health and beauty packag#tekking package’, a ‘horse riding package’, a

‘mountain bike package’, an ‘almond package’, af®@panish course package (R1); interpretation cefitre
the local flora and fauna (R2).

Figure 5.5: Tourism experience innovations ideexifi

atypical changes out of the ordinary or expectdwyTdifferentiate the establishments from
other establishments in significant ways and breath the traditional rural tourism
trajectory:

The decoration in all the rural hotels in Spainthe typical Rondefio
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furniture ... it seems like you're sleeping in thedbaf the inquisition! ...
You have to break the line a bit there and stachnge the decoration with
something that's a bit more innovative. ... It can &emore modern
decoration. Though we’re in the countryside it doielsave to be always the
classic decoration from Ronda ... Almost all the leotgo that way.
Always! They don't differentiate themselves fronetkest. In the end it is

the same hotels in different places (R1).

Some of these innovations (for examples see figusE may be small from a Schumpeterian
point of view. They do, however, create a differerperience as they change the stages of
interactions and the tourists’ experiences sigaifity. They are related to the development
and the production of the differentiated rural tsnr experience and are carried through in the
firms offering differentiated rural tourism goodsrgices. A last type of innovations carried
through in some of the same firms focus on enhgnaid diversifying the offer and they can
be termeddiversifying rural innovations Whereas the development of accommodation
establishments, as described, has been pronounced) dhe later years, this development
has not been followed satisfactorily by a creatba complementary offer (R1; R2; R3; R6;
R8). As the limited offer is furthermore distribdtever a relatively large geographical area,
the concentration of complementary goods/servisesery low contrary to the tourism
experience of the Costa del Sol. This, it may herpreted, has lead certain tourism firms to
develop such an offer themselves. These divergjfyiaral innovations consist in the
introduction of what can more clearly be distingp@d as new tourism goods/services as well
as incremental innovations of - or even new - ttdatism experiences which are new at the
destination level or even at the global level (again figure 5.5 for examples). They are
mainly developed outside the accommodation firnug By the firms) by using the conditions
of the destinations (such as for example signaltihigiking routes and mule riding). At other
times they involve the introduction of new complertaey goods/services offered within the
establishments (such as language or food/cookingses) or a combination of the two,
‘bringing the destination into the establishmergti¢h as an ‘almond package’ including
‘almond tours’ and the making of ‘almond food’, ior the shape of an observatory or an
interpretation centre). These goods/services bdewgloped can all be seen as part of the

larger development of the rural tourism experiencehe area, a rural experience that is
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adapted to the local conditions of the destinasiod further developed. All these innovations
may be seen as related to the period of fast deredat of the rural tourism experience, a
period of development that seems to have indugaeetiad of innovative behaviourEarlier

you saw things much more immobile. But today yeu pople with much more ... more
living, more conscious about that you have to worttract people. If you sit with your arms

crossed nobody comes tod&R10).

All in all, the rural tourism experiences can bétsp two according to the characteristics of
the tourists: an active and an inactive tourismeeigmce produced in the rural surroundings
of the destination. At the level of the tourism dsfservices the experience may, on the other
hand, be split in a traditional and in a differateéd rural tourism experience. Again both
types of tourism firms providing these goods/sexsiaccommodate both types of tourists and
the rural experience may thus be categorised inrfmwgh groups (figure 5.3). As was also

the case in the Costa del Sol, no tourism firmsnsieehave ‘stopped innovating’.

Tourism experience innovation networks

The frequency and presence of innovations in alffitms of the case study illustrate that the
tourism firms may be considered innovative as tlepstantly make adjustments and
improvements to their stages of interaction, sonm@enthan others. From the innovation
network point of view, the innovations would be @&d to be highly dependent on such
networks, local and/or non-local. Such networksehtheoretically been argued to provide
firms with important information. Information wassa argued to be highly important for the
tourism firms interviewed. This was the case ateaegal level: Of course it's importarit
(C12); “If you think you know everything you are ignofgi@15); “Everybody should always
learn. Everybody should have their eyes and eaestofC10). In the case of innovations,
information was also argued to be highly importdmime passes and innovations of all kinds
keep coming and there are things that you havedail (R8); “It [information]is absolutely
important to innovate(R10); “You have to always have the newest informat{@2); “Of
course it is important. Very important ... Have knege about what new innovative things
exist (R6). As such, if innovation networks may be agduo be important for retrieving such
information, they should also become importanttfa tourism firms’ innovative activities.

Such a link is traced in the following which wilhalyse the existence of networks and their
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importance as information bringers or as informmatioetworks. At the same time, the

importance of the networks’ production structurasifinovations will be traced. The starting

point of the presentation will be the geographidaaracteristics of the networks and their
production structures, but the presentation wioaldiscuss how such geographically
organised production networks provide tourism firwigh information as well as how they

are related to the tourism experiences. The catagmn of the networks is not based on the
innovations identified in the above. Instead thievoeks will be categorised according to the
networks’ own characteristics. In the following,cés will therefore be, not on the direct
relation between different characteristics of tledworks and the identified innovations, but
on those information and production benefits ofowation networks that have theoretically
been argued to be of importance for innovationds8quently, taking into consideration
these identified innovation benefits of the diff@renetworks, the relation between the

networks and the identified innovations will beadissed.

Information and production structures of local networks
Identified local networks consist of competitivengplementary and vertical input relations.
The existence and functions of these networks batween the mass and the rural tourism

experiences and are seen to bring varying degfeeomation with them.

Local competitive networks

Competitive relations exist mainly in the shapeas$ociations among the tourism firms as
well as at a more informal level. On the Costa®@l all firms interviewed are members of

the hotel association AEHCOS (Associacion de Engpies Hoteleros de la Costa del Sol).

This is, on the one hand, a centralised associatitm one head office but is, at the same
time, decentralised in units at the municipalityele The network can thus be considered a
dense network at the municipality level and alleh®tare in contact with each other in the
network through regular meetings and other mear®wimunication. The network may, on

the other hand, be interpreted as a loose oneeas th no significant transfer of resources
other than information and no formal binding obligas seem to exist. The bonds existing

seem to consist mainly of loose contractual, sauial knowledge bonds.

Most rural hotels also participate in such competinetworks of hotel associations. These
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networks are attached to the destinations as dkfinethe PRODER and LEADER
development programs. However, these competitinar&s of the rural destinations are less
developed. E.g. in one of the destinations an #@smec was in the making when the
interviews were made (R1) and in another the osgdinin was said to function mainly as a
reservation central (R2; R10). Certain rural hotkts not have relations to local competitive
networks which may first of all be due to a lackimterest in participating in such (R9; R10;
R11; R12). These rural networks are furthermorellemawith less members than their
counterpart on the Costa del Sol, but they areddta relative dense character. They may, as
in the case of the Costa del Sol, be interpretduetof a loose character. Due to the potential
importance of such networks, as will be describedhie following, it makes at this point
sense to differentiate not only the rural netwdrksn those of the Costa del Sol but also the

rural networks in those that integrate competitieénvorks and those that do not.

It seems clear from the interviews that, of all égpof network relations, those among
accommodation firms were the ones the informants tfeere was the most beneficial
information to be gained from, and particularlytire case of the Costa del Solt is the
relation which brings most informatidr{C4); you learn ®.. first of all from other hotels
(C3); “Without any doubt! ... you always learn from the essfonal% (C1). This type of
information seems to be of an explorative charaatainly and consists of for example
learning “.. from their experiences, the way they do thingsn ftheir way of having their
rooms, the type of employees that they have, amd fineir mistak€s(C6); “You know what
all the hotels are doing, how they are doing it,atvimarkets they work on, which tour-
operators they work with. Everybody kn6W&€3). Such information is gained through the
association (as well as through collective learmmechanisms as will be described later) as
“there are a lot of meetings and all the directansw each other wel(C3). That the type of
information may be interpreted as mainly explomtigllows the theoretical arguments well,
as the relations are of a weak type, though theyairthe same time dense. AEHCOS
additionally functions as a decoder and distributbmformation obtained elsewhere as the
collection and transfer of information has beeraaiged in the association’s head office:

AEHCOS has a department of technological innovatiaonmovations of all

kinds ... and the firms communicate directly to AEHE@vith special
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offers for the hotels, where they tell everythingoat technological
innovations ... today you have a very big source rdbrimation about

everything. A very good source of information (C5)

Such kind of information transfer is furthermorestsined as AEHCOS arranges different
types of courses for employees and directors/masd@d; C13; O1). In this way, AEHCOS
can be interpreted as a unit that collects and akxanformation and transmits it as
explorative information to the members of the nekwdhis, at this point, sustains the idea
that exploitation takes place ‘outside tourism’ dhnalt information is ‘distilled’ or transferred

into explorative information before it flows intbd tourism experience network.

The positive view on the information distributingeaimanisms of this local competitive
network of the Costa del Sol was contrasted bydibmlonging to hotel chain networks. In
some of these cases the information gained fromldbal competitive network was not
considered to have any importance (C14; C15). Swhbl chains internalize many of the
informational functions of the local competitivetwerk and have a smaller necessity to
receive its information (C4). This indicates thhain hotels are not only differentiated from
other firms due to their belonging to a chain netwbut also due to the characteristics of
other of their relations. The chain hotels whe@yéver, members of these networks but for
other reasons than information reasons$s “more than anything, I'm sure, a diplomatic
relation. More than practical. But | think it is cessary (C15). This, however, indicates that
there is more to the local competitive relationanthsimply information benefits. The
diplomatic character of the relation may be inteted as related to a wish of having good
relations with the other local firms (C14, C15¥.6u have to be open. We have something in
common and we have to have good relations withf@lows' (C15). Good relations are the
obvious and the network is characterised by sudu gelations rather than by conflict. This
also indicates that the network helps to createcal latmosphere of trust and of a common
understanding. Additionally, the local competitisgucture may be interpreted as a weak
production network structure as it serves as aathimarketing channel and is used e.g. to
promote the members on the Internet and in touf@ra around the world (AEHCOS 2004).
Such a production structure does, however, not stefpe related to the production of

goods/services and is not of importance for tourestperience innovations due to its sole
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focus on marketing and due to the very loose charaxd the network relations. Finally, as
shall be described later, this network structurey mathermore have a role to play in the

question of glocal holes.

While, to a certain degree, the mentioned bendfls® seem to arise from the rural
competitive networks, these do not seem to funatigimmally in that sense. Though meetings
are held often, certain firms did not feel theyngai much information from other hotels in
those networks (R2; R10). The cause may be thataiseciations are still young and
immature and still under development, as well ag ofuch smaller size than AEHCOS. The
importance of these relations, in the case of thst& del Sol, could indicate that firms
belonging to the rural networks suffer from a latkhe explorative information benefits that
a local competitive network structure can provibhtiatives were, however, being taken to
improve the rural networks and e.g. training cosiri® employees and directors/managers
where being planned (R2) as well as there were) ftte production network point of view,
intentions of creating synergy among the hotelsugh joint marketing, joint purchasing and
the creation of an internet page (R1). Just asienchse of the Costa del Sol, despite of its
limits, the network structure seemed to be charsei® by an understanding of a common

goal and was characterised by ‘good relations’erathan by conflict.

When compared to the local complementary netwdraswill be described in the following,
the information benefits of the competitive netwatkucture may be interpreted to clearly
benefit from spatial proximity. The existence arahéfits of the relations are, however, not
decoupled from the economic and cultural proxinafythe participants. It may instead be
interpreted to be the combination of the diffenarximities - spatial, economic and cultural -
that causes these networks and their benefits. mhis particularly be the case in the Costa
del Sol where not only the spatial proximity is m@ronounced but so are the economic and
cultural proximities as the large concentrationfiois results in that there are a higher
number of more similar firms than in the rural destions. The information gained in the
local competitive networks can, however, hardly distinguished clearly from other
information distributing mechanisms such as calectearning mechanisms which will be

described later. It is thus difficult to detect #eact importance of these networks.
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In addition to these formal local competitive netkwastructures, informal competitive
networks exist which serve to distribute touristsoag the establishments. As all the firms
seem to participate in such networks, both in thet& del Sol and in the rural destinations,
they may be interpreted as dense. They are, howased simply to direct tourists to other
local establishments when no rooms are availablEnogstablishment is overbooked. It may
thus be questioned whether they can be termed netwetations at all as they are first and
foremost a service that provides the tourists viitftormation. They do, however, often
include some kind of contact and were mentiondaketoelations by the interviewed. Contrary
to the more formal competitive relations these tr@hs bring neither information nor
production benefits (in the innovative sense) &y thre limited to favour the distribution of

tourists only.

Complementary networks

Concerning complementary network structures of timia between accommodation
establishments and complementary goods/servicestytpas of such exist. The first is the
type of relations that serve to provide the tosrigtfunctionally put together ‘package’ of
complementary goods/services and the second caorbpared to the informal competitive
tourist distributing relations as they facilitatdet distribution of tourists between
accommodation establishments and the complemeatteryin an informal way. Concerning
the first type, these local complementary relatiares less dense than one could expect from
agglomerated firms in the same ‘sector’ and oraied cases were identified. In the case of
the Costa del Sol, when such cooperation existeoffered e.g. diving packages (C1) and
golf packages (C1; C10; C12). Such relations wemyever, almost absent, or at least
relatively absent when considering the size ofcibiaplementary offer of the Costa del Sol. It
may be argued that the absence of these relafrons,the production network point of view,

is due to the fact that it is the tour operatoet #ire in charge of ‘packaging’ the experience
for the tourists (C2; C3). The tour-operators seethat the tourists get the offer of
complementary products they need (C11; C12) andtadbdasm firms do not have to be
concerned with that (C3). The non-individualitytbé tourists and the packaged character of
the mass tourism experience may thus be claimdaetpartly responsible for the lack of
relations. However, in the rural destinations slmtal complementary relations are also

almost absent. This is - according to the interei@éw due to the fact that a complementary
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offer is almost inexistent in these destinationsefé are, nevertheless, a few examples of
such relations which provide the tourists differadtivities in the nature (R1; R7). In general,
however, there isn't much coordinatidn(R9). In addition to the lack of a complementary
offer, another reason for the lack of complementalgtions in the rural destinations could be
the ‘individuality’ of the rural tourists. This isowever not automatically so as the tourists
are, as already described, not necessarily indithwrists in that sense. As such, the rural
tourism experience does not inevitably have todmposed of unconnected complementary
goods/services functionally put together by indidttourists. It may even be claimed that
complementary cooperation is more relevant forrtival tourism experience than is the case
of the mass tourism experience where that kindetdvarking is being taken care of by the

tour-operators.

On the other hand, informal complementary relati@esving to distribute tourists to

complementary goods/services exists both in theéaCdsl Sol and in the rural destinations
and almost all interviewed firms participate in Isuelations. However, these network
relations consist mainly providing the tourists twithe necessary information about the
existing complementary goods/services (C3, C4,AR®) rather than in a direct cooperation.
The existence of such a distribution of tourists hewever, facilitated by some type of
informal contacts among the tourism firmgvé have a lot of relations, what we don’t have is
joint business(C4); “They come and they bring their marketing mategalthat we send our

clients there, so we are related with tHef@2); “They come and they tell you ... And you
receive all the complementary informatio(C5). They may therefore be considered as

network relations but may be interpreted to be Veoge and informal but dense.

Contrary to the competitive relations, neither loé two types of complementary networks
serve as information distributors of any importaf@einnovative activities which can first of
all be argued to be due to the economic distanteedem the firms: It is not my kind of
busines’s (C5); “they are very different thing¢C7); “it is another world ... it has nothing to
do with the hotel busings@C2). Even in the few cases where complementalgtions assist

in the production of a kind of package, the sams @laarly expressedThey are completely
different things. A firm dedicated to renting apaents can learn little from a firm dedicated
to doing activities like mountain climbih¢R7). The same is evident the other way round and
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it was also, from the complementary offers poinwvigiwv, argued that accommodation firms
were too different to get beneficial informatiomrn them (Al; A2). The campsites did not
either feel there was anything to be learned frotels and apartment complexes #wy are

a different world (CAl). This clearly indicates that the economitedacultural distances
between the complementary firms outweighs the itamae of spatial proximity and makes
the relations irrelevant for gaining information.nilé¢ spatial proximity and the functional
dependence among complementary firms may be claimbd important for the existence of
the relations, this proximity and functional depencke does not result in the existence of an
important information distribution. Both types dlations may, however, be interpreted as
very loose production network structures as theylifate the functional putting together of
goods/services to a tourism experience accorditigedourists’ tastesif'you stay some days
what do you do those days? Look, | have nautictVides, | have golf, | have beaches, |
have cultural visits (C6). The complementary relations in that seresglifate - more than
anything else - the production of tourism experénbut they cannot be characterised as
information networks. They are furthermore, frore firoduction network point of view, of
such a loose character that they do not seem tb¢am not be argued to, induce innovations
as no cooperation concerning the development a¥iohehl goods/services takes place in the
relations. This may again be claimed to be a redutie economic distance between the firms

in addition to the very loose character of thetrefes.

Vertical relations of regular inputs

The last potentially important local network retets are vertical input relation¥.ertical
relations of regular inputare here differentiated froxrertical relations of specialised inputs
which will be dealt with lateras they are seen to be different both in termseofkebts and
geographical characteristics. In the case of th&aCdel Sol, the relations of regular inputs are
characterised by a high degree of localisation whgc- when compared to the same rural
relations - due to the mass character of the expesi and the high concentration of tourism
goods/services on the destination which result linga demand for inputs and therefore also
in the presence of a local offer of such inputs.aA®sult, most inputs can be bought locally
(C1; C4; C8; C7; C2; C3). Only certain ‘not-so-riguinputs seem to cause the existence of
limited non-local vertical relations (C3; C5). Thelations vary from long lasting relations

with providers who are always the same in 90 percent of the cage4), e.g. a 20 year long
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lasting relationship (C5), to relations which alese or equal to market relations (C2) which

indicates that the relations possess widely varginengths.

In the case of the hotels belonging to chain ndta;asuch chain networks have a tendency to
take over the management of the vertical inputtimia. As a consequence, certain chain
hotels have less local vertical input relations dnelse are substituted for non-local and
indirect relations: YWe tend to relate the providers to the chain at tla¢ional and the
international levél (C15). Typically certain highly perishable foodoplucts are managed by
a regional purchasing central (C12) or by the girgitel (C11; C14; C15) and bought locally.
The same counts when sudden needs for fast supgles. Other types of inputs are, on the
other hand, typically managed by the chain (C112;@114; C15). For these chain hotels the
intention seems to be to centralise as much a®eand to only buy locally what has to be.
The choice of local inputs is related to speed,red® the choice of non-local inputs through
the chain is related to price and scale benefitwedsas to the keeping of a consistent image
of the chains’ hotels (C15). On the other handa ifew cases it was indicated that it was
attempted to buy locally what could be bought IycéT9; C10). This seems to be the case of
chain hotels that, as will be described later, rai@ser relation to their chain.

In the case of the rural tourism experiences, e@rtnput relations were less localized than in
the case of the Costa del Sol. On the one harehtiohs were in general to purchase inputs
from local suppliers (R3; R4; R7; R11)Ve use all we can get from the zone, the products
from around here, all the products from the cousittg, what the farmers and the shepherds
makeé (R2). The possibilities of localizing these ratets are, however, limited which is
related to the lack of specialisation in tourisntlod destinations and their low concentration
of tourism goods/services thus creating neitheemahd nor an offer comparable to that of
the Costa del Sol (R6). Furthermore, the generallissize of the firms of the rural
destinations makes these relations less numeroubelextreme caseWe need four things
for cleaning and accommodatio(R9). However, and paradoxically, the charactexssof
the destinations are in other ways responsibleafaertain localisation of such relations
because of the geographical and infrastructuragmalisation of the destinationsWe are
here in the middle of the mountains. There isrbad where the lorries pass continuolisly

(R8); “We have a problem of supply because nobody comesdéring the things(R1).
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Generally, however, the local input relations awdr and less localized than in the Costa del
Sol. Additionally, both the isolated location are tsmall size of the firms mean that inputs
which are bought locally are bought from providetso do not specialise in tourism such as

the local supermarket, the local baker or butcR&; R10) or ‘the person who has hens’ (R2).

The information distributing mechanisms of thesdigal input relations were not seen to be
important. In a first instance, it seems that thedency to localize the relations is partly
related to questions of information distributiontirem. In such a view, local networks are
superior as you have a. knowledge of the firm, you know what they aragiojou know the
people, you don’t have to buy on the Internet dk taith somebody on the phone that you
don’t know (C6); “You get better service from the locals that yowkneIl' (R10); “you see
them, you know them, you talk to thigR4). It is as such clear that geography matietse
selection of the input relations and that geographyimportant for the information
mechanisms of the networks. However, though thicates that a sound communication
within the relations is helpful, information diddtition of importance for innovations does not
seem to be an argument for localising the relatamthey did not distribute such information.
Local input relations were said to be important bat as an idea generator (C6; C7; RS;
R10). The information that can be gained from thettions is mainly related to whether the
providers are trustworthy andf ‘they treat you good or bad{C9). The most important
communicative aspect of these relations is to densgality and a reasonable price from the
providers (C7). As such they approach market w@tati Mostly however, as indicated above,
the relations have ingredients of trust and knoggethat create social and knowledge bonds
and certain strength of the relations. In additiorthe facilitation from spatial proximity of
such trust and knowledge there seem to be othefinformational aspects of the relations
that cause these to be as localised as possibih. &e e.g. intentions to support the local
community (e.g. C6; R3; R8) or other very pragmatiguments - or in reality signs that
geography matters - such asetause it is easie(C10) or “because they are here! And of
course, before you go to a person that isn’'t hgoey always go to them. Why? Because that’s
the way it is! (R8).

These relations may then, first of all, be congdeto be pure production networks rather

than information networks, and the reasons to isealhem mainly related to production

166



Chapter 5: Tourism Experience Innovations in the iacevof Malaga: The Role of Innovation Networks

factors and ideas of supporting the local commurig production network structures,
however, they are not in any cases seen to bemdriance for innovations. This may, rather
than the character of the relations, mainly be tuthe type of regular inputs they provide,

which may also explain the little informational walof the relations.

Information and production structures of non-local networks

Non-local networks have been identified as comggstif competitive chain networks, vertical

distribution networks and, as earlier indicatedtigal input relations of certain specialised

inputs. These are, just like the local networkgnse vary with the tourism experiences and

so are their production and information benefits.

Competitive chain networks

As already indicated, the networks of firms belowgio chain networks may be distinguished
from those of the individual tourism firms. Inteewed firms belonging to such chain
networks are all (with one exception) located an@osta del Sol. Most of these networks are
international but all, except one, have their hefiite in Spain. The relations are of varying
strengths and have varying densities, which seerat@ an influence on the innovative

benefits of the networks as will become clear mfthilowing.

Despite the non-local character of the relationspmunication is fluid within the networks.
There is constant communication through diverse roonication technologies (C8; C11;
C12; C14; C15) and it is known from where and fratmom in the chain to get a particular
type of information instantly (C12). Informationrtugh those chain network relations are
thus not restricted by spatial distance as they ogtémized for information distribution
through the use of information technologies anceottypes of communication (C9; C14;
C15; R8). The chain networks overcome the congtahspatial distance; they are non-local
proximity networks and possess all the informatenefits of such:HMotels where there are
more professional people and hotels where therdem® professional people can interchange
knowledge without any problem@9). As a result, for the chain hotels, thesenpetitive
relations become the most important informatiokdifgC12; C14) and this even more so as a
number of relations are taken over by the chaintraks) limiting the number of other
potentially important local as well as non-locdat®ns. Not only the number of relations is
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limited but so is the amount information gainedtigh such relations and it is seen as less
relevant (C14; C15) as has already been indicatettha case with the local competitive
networks: What you need for innovations comes from the cbaitral ... all comes from the
chain’ (C15); “the chain makes sure that the hotel gets all thamovatiori (R8). The main
bulk of information therefore comes from the chaentral who also decides how the
information is to be used. Important changes acéddd and introduced by the central (C12)
and there is no ‘local freedom’Afl the hotels of the chain have the same instafhast
(C15); and &verything always goes under supervisigR8). In some cases, such control
reaches the simplest thingd: ¢an't say that there I'm going to put a flowercdeation,
because for the chain it can’t be that decoratiorthe power to decide, it is the central that
has that (C15). This is mainly a result of the policy d¢fet chains to protect their image. This
also means that information retrieved elsewhera fh@m within the chain is of little or no
use for the single establishments and the fundaheetation for getting information
becomes the relation to the chain. While the r@atbrings innovation’, the strong central
control may have the effect that a chain hotellasver in the theme of innovations than

individual firms which were hypothesized to be momeovative (C15):

It has its advantages but it also has its disadgmst In an independent
hotel the director can innovate the way he wantand in that sense it can

be more creative” (C12).

In these firms the chain network relations may lescdbed as very strong but at times
centralised rather than dense among the singldlisstaents and they function both as
information and production networks. This type wbsg network structure, on the one hand,
facilitates innovations but, at the same time, tntine innovativeness of the firms because the
strength of the relations restricts the abilitytioé hotels to introduce change on their own.
The production structure captures the establistgneatause of the relations’ strong bonds
and inhibits the hotels from innovating indepentlenkt can further be argued that the
information that the chain provides gives accessxploitation mainly and it is only such
information that can be applied in the hotels urttier supervision of the chain. Explorative
information retrieved elsewhere is furthermore itifel use for the hotels as it can not be

applied due to the strength of the chain netwoltins. In such cases, the only possibility
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for the firms to innovate, in ways not acceptedthy chain network, would be to enter a

process of creative destruction of the network.

Not all chain networks do, however, have such @ngtrand centralised decision process and
control. In other cases they possess a looser es®d dentralised character (e.g. C9; C10;
C11). This opens up for a freedom for the individbatels to decide themselves about

innovations aswe don’t depend on that thithe chain]tells us what to do(C10):

There is a department dedicated to that [innovatioBut | tell you not
exclusively. And the ideas, no matter where theynedrom, they are
welcome ... In every hotel there is an improvemerugr for example.
Another one at the regional level ... At the natiofalel there is an
improvement group (C9).

This kind of chain network relations also makegassible for the hotels to establish and use
other networks including local networks. Such loag®in networks facilitate that the hotels
use local resources in other ways than the stréwagnanetworks allow for (C9; C10). The
looser character additionally makes explorativermiation gained outside the chain more
valuable because it may bring knowledge that cansed in the hotels in contrast to what the
stronger chain networks allow for. The degree tactvisuch competitive chain networks take
over other network relations thus depends on ttength of these relations. The hotels less
strongly bounded can be interpreted to be abletabine the network configurations of chain

and individual establishments to a higher degree.

Vertical distribution networks

In the case of the Costa del Sol, vertical distrdounetworks are well developed and of great
importance, which is of course due to the highlgkaged character of the mass tourism
experiences. Additionally, the amount of theseti@te is due to the general large size of the
firms on the Costa del Sol. The relations vary tirerggth. They often consist of contracts

repeated over several years (C4; C5) or of longnignes (e.g. 5 years) (C2) and often

involve high numbers of clients (C2; C3; C10; Clig)other cases they are more casual and

involve only small numbers of tourists (C5; C8; ¢1Bike other relations, the vertical
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distribution relations are in the case of the chaitels to a certain degree taken charge of by
the chain centrals and in some cases the chaleisdle responsible for these relations (R8;
C12). Mostly, however, the chain hotels have thesfmlity of also managing their own

relations to tour-operators (C9; C11, C14). Thiaiaglepends on the strength of the chain

network.

Compared to the Costa del Sol, in the rural desting vertical distribution relations are
limited in numbers. This again is due to the chiragtics of the tourism experience and, in
particular, to the individuality of the tourists a®ll as to the small size of the tourism firms
(R1; R3; R5). The few relations that do exist anghfermore looser than in most of the cases
of the Costa del Sol and they involve fewer and encaisual reservations (R2; R10). The
relations that exist are typically established wdhr-operators or travel agencies specialised
in niche markets such as hiking (R2; R3; R4; R%) painting (R2) or simply in rural tourism
in general (R6; R10). In the absence of large ibigion networks, other distribution
mechanisms take over their role. The mouth to mdigtribution was argued to be important
(R2; R3; R4; R6; R10) and the Internet was valuea dig opportunity for the small rural
establishments (R1, R5).

Regarding the information distributing capabilitiefsthe vertical distribution relations there
were divergent feelings among the firms. On the loswed, on the Costa del Sol some firms
argued that the distribution networks were of higiportance for getting useful information.
At the same time, the relations were seen to hav&io strength which results in that they
possess certain benefits of production networkctiras though this can be interpreted to
result in demands imposed by the tour operatoterahan as a mutual interest of product
development (C7). Typically the distributors weagdsto make demands on quality and safety
and suggest improvements as well as give feedback tlients (R9): The tour operators
usually tell you what they think is convenient & (C5). Changes may therefore be due to
the demands of the tour-operators, but in somesda®y are more indirectly a consequence
of the distribution network:If | don’t do anything, if | accommodate myselfhwat contract, |
can work a year or two, the third | will have prebis and the fourth I will loos€’ i{C5).
While the distribution network relations possessdpiction structures of importance for

innovations, in these relations the production amdormation benefits become

170



Chapter 5: Tourism Experience Innovations in the iacevof Malaga: The Role of Innovation Networks

interdependent:

They demand quality of the service ... to be on theiel you have to learn
... through the tour operator who tells you about ¢hmplaints, who tells
you about their ideas, and who checks you out gdedtly. They are
teaching you the way to follow (C9).

The information distributed in these relations neyinterpreted as explorative information
that complements the explorative information gaifrech the local competitive network or as
new ‘external’ explorative information. However, tims case, the information seemed more
specifically related to the establishment in questiin that way, the information is less
general and more narrowly concentrated on the ifirguestion and may as such, to a certain
degree, provide exploitation. The information disition is favoured by intense
communication made possible by the establishmembofmunication mechanisms such as
the use of different information technologies. Aé tsame time, the tour operators typically
have their local representatives on the Costa dgl fouring a continuous contact.
Information distribution is as such detached pafttyn spatial proximity and the well-
established communication mechanisms overcomeasmhstance. In the rural destinations
the tour operators were also, in certain cases, tgaprovide useful information. In these
destinations, however, this information was gemgtaks important which is due to the tour-
operators limited importance for the productioriref rural tourism experiences.

Certain firms on the Costa del Sol did, on the oti@nd, not feel that they learned through
their relations to the tour-operators (C2you can’t learn anything from them. It is very hard
working with therh (C3); “I don’t think you can learn much from the tour-opers’ (C4);
“You can learn that they squeeze’y@L8). This indicates the existence of glocal lsoéad
that their existence may be related to the feelwfgthe firms regarding the possibilities of
getting useful information from the tour operatdrke existence of such glocal holes will be
discussed later. The vertical distribution relasiomay, however, generally be characterised as
information networks which, despite their non-locharacter, provide firms with information
and, at the same time, be characterised as produnitworks which possess certain but not

excessive strength so as to induce changes.

171



Tourism Experience Innovation Networks

Vertical networks of specialised inputs

In addition to the already described vertical inplations a second type of such exists: the
ones of specialised inputs. These are, compartgtttearlier described input relations, mainly
(though not entirely) non-local and are of a stemgharacter but usually not long lasting.
They are typically built around the input or thevelepment of a new element within the
tourism firm and are thus closely related to theyiag through of an innovation. After this
development has taken place the relation is tylgichough not always, dissolved again.
They may, as such, not be characterised as netelations as they are related to one transfer
of resources at the general level. They do, howekhawve certain duration during the
implementation or development of the new elememting which process there is a constant
and intense cooperation among the firms as wedl lasge resource commitment (R1). They
may therefore be considered temporarily strong ogkwelations. They are not dense but
rather singular relations. The temporarily strotgracter of, and the intense information

transfer within, these relations can be arguedremamme the importance of spatial proximity.

As information network relations, they seem to bepartant for the tourism firms as
important information is gained from the specialisiems (C3): you learnffom them yes of
coursé (R1) as they *.. know how to do things that the tourism firms tlofR4); “We are
not experts, so we contract people whad' #R5). Such firms are from ‘outside tourism’ (R5).
These non-tourism firms were furthermore said tdHeeones who make the innovations of
importance: The innovations are made outsifteurism]. They are not made inside. The
innovations are always made outsid€8). This initially sustains the argument thatitism
firms are themselves not innovators as innovatimeeur in firms supplying tourism firms
with specialised inputs. However, during the praces collaboration these innovations are
applied to the tourism firms (C8). This happensgtigh an interchange of specific knowledge
and information about specific needs, capabiliied special products resulting in a product
development process taking place (C8)héy have their products and their technologies but
the hotel cooperates in applying it to the ho{&5). In that sense, the process of innovating
does not ‘finish outside tourism’. The innovati@not completed before it has been applied
by the tourism firm which is done through a comneation of knowledge, needs and wants

between the tourism firms and the suppliers (Rit2dhat processyou have to be sufficiently
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professional to know what you need and what youtawed ... to know very well what you
want’ (R1). The element of collaboration is importamtihe sense that, while the tourism firm
does not have the specialist knowledge of the feapplying it with specialised inputs, those

firms do not have the specialist knowledge of theism firms:

The architect has a problem because he’s goingakenhe hotel but he
doesn’t know about hotels. He knows a lot aboutdmgs but he knows

nothing about hotels. He builds you a hotel thak$like a city hall in no

time. It looks like a city hall but it doesn’t lodike a hotel. If you had seen
this in the beginning it looked like the prisontbé Guardia Civil. Because
it wasn't built like a hotel (R1).

The relations can be considered as exploitationpraduction network relations that further
develop and apply half finished innovations madéside tourism. This type of product
development does not normally sustain long lastimedations because the product
development process is temporary. Once the neweglemas been incorporated in the
tourism firm there is normally no longer a need dopperation. The innovation process may
as such be described as one where the idea toateyaw the explorative information, comes
from other sources, e.g. other types of networdti@mhs. When the choice to introduce a new
element has been taken, a network relation is etleand the innovation is carried through,
after which the relation is again destroyed. Is tispect, the creative destruction of networks
seems to have a special meaning: networks of sektio specialised producers are created
for carrying through an innovation and are destdowdter it has been carried through.
Explorative information gained, e.g. from othertpaof the network, generates the idea to
carry through an innovation which is done througlations with specialised providers in

which a specialised product development processrecc

In the case of the chain hotels it is again seahdtich relations are taken over by the chains.
E.g. the construction of a hotel may be designeuledy by the chain, using the chains own
architect, making the hotel in the specific styfettee chain (C14) and the relation and the
implementation of an innovation go under supervisid the chain so that the hotel is not

responsible for this part of the innovation procetiker (C12). However, the process seems
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similar to the one occurring in individual firm&aough it is taken care of by the chain and not

by the individual establishment. Again this depeoshe strength of the chain relation.

The role of glocal holes

As has been discussed theoretically, glocal holeg affect negatively the existence of, and
the information distribution in, local networks asdch glocal holes may therefore influence
the innovative capacities of tourism firms locatedparticular destinations. In the case of the
mass tourism experiences of the Costa del Sol,ethstence of more or less identical
destinations along the Spanish coastline, and tbditgfranean in general, has resulted in a
high degree of substitutability of mass tourismexgnces from the point of view of the tour
operators who have been in a position to force dpriges (Williams 1996: 132; Gomez and
Sinclair 1996: 81) due to their positions in thamary glocal holes that can be argued to exist
between the destinations. Though the mass tourigrerience of the Costa del Sol in the
interviews was indicated to be ‘the best of idaaltexperiences’ and to be differentiated from
the other experiences because of its well developatplementary offer, it can be questioned
whether the significance of tour operator packagmsses such glocal holes to influence
networking and information distribution locally. buddition to these primary glocal holes,
secondary glocal holes may exist among the toufilsns within the destination of the Costa
del Sol. During the earlier recession of the Ca&lhaSol, occupancy rates dropped from 71%
in 1986 to only 48% in 1990 in the case of Torramud (Pollard and Rodriquez 1993) and to
53% in the whole of the Costa del Sol in 1993 (S@PI®96). However, after 1993
occupancy rates raised again to almost 74% in 1B@Bietheless, today the competitive
situation seems once again to make life hardeth®raccommodation establishments on the
Costa del Sol as occupancy rates during the laasyleave again dropped to only 62.5% in
2003 (figure 5.2) due to the rise in the numbebeds which outweighs the stagnating rise in
number of overnight stays. This may indicate a daeypy of secondary glocal holes within
the Costa del Sol. This idea also finds certairpsupin the interviews in which the situation
was said to be at a limit as the hotel offer gréaster than the demand (C1; C4). The tour-
operators where seen to be able to exploit thdshdte to their position in those glocal holes,

both primary between destinations and secondatyimihe destination:

They are the ones who send the tourists and wea &eof hotels fighting
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for those tourists. And they abuse us ... And toguesyou more they may
start sending tourists to Greece or Turkey and #sad fewer plains to the
Costa del Sol ... They are the ones who are in charg¢fee Costa del Sol
(C2)

The tour-operators were argued to focus on usiag tletwork position to obtain good deals
and to lower the prizes. There is no negotiatianabdictation of (low) prices which the hotels
can take or leave (C3) and the tour operators avgayfor the cheapest prices (CZJheé
only thing that normally interests him is to lowtbe prices (C5). This problem has become
more pronounced with the centralisation of tourrapm's (C3). The results of glocal holes
may thus be evident and the tour operators acerdisis gaudens exploiting the structural
equivalent tourism firms. Surprisingly, the view thre competition was generally a positive
one and typically the competitors were not the o#&ablishments in general but only a
minor fraction of those:l“can say that there are some 5 hotels at the mothemh we can
consider as direct competitibrfC9). As such, a 4 or 5 star hotel did not coasid 2 star
hotel or apartment complexes to be competitiorilalhey attract different types of tourists,
give different services at different prices andsthmore than anything, complement each
other (C4, C7). Additionally, the ‘competition’ wadten seen more as an internal than an

external problem.

The competition is not in itself the competitiorsfjuecause there are three
hotels side by side. Because each one, dependitite@ervice that it gives
its client, will achieve that the client returns That is the competition

between hotels. | don't care about that therehetal next door (C10)

The competition was further argued not to be destre but positive (C1; C6) and generally
the firms’ directors/managers said to have goodltiais with each other (C6)We live well
together. We have no problems of living with eathe (C4); “The problem isn't the
competition but that the tour-operators are thosattdecidé (C3). The glocal holes
favouring the tour-operators were as such not seeesult in conflict among the tourism
firms who managed to see each others as partntrer rthan competitors. There were,

however, a few establishments who did not shaei@w on the competition. Those firms
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saw the competition as ‘terrible’ and constantlytigg worse (C5; C2). In the case of firms
that felt they were suffering from the competitibseemed clear that this may have an effect

on certain types of information distribution:

Nobody wants to tell about their disasters or tiseiccess ... if you have a
lot of success you're not going to say that it'sngobrilliant for you

because you don’t want anybody to know with who gioeiworking (C5).

This seems, however, to be the case of a very t@eldonly. These are the ones who were
earlier mentioned to see only limited informatiomenefits from the cooperation with the
tour-operators, which indicates that the existentdhis view on the competition limits
information distribution within the destination a®ll as with tour operators. This point of
view on the competition did not, however, seemddhe commonly shared one and generally
the accommodation establishments did not see tlieer oestablishments as ‘fierce
competitors’. It did furthermore not clearly seemibhibit distribution of information of

importance for innovative activities.

Additionally, the local competitive networks seemhave a certain role to play against the
glocal holes, though it is at first glance a lirditene. It was e.g. indicated that the hotel
association serves to help when there are problgthstour operators (C7). Certain types of
information about e.g. bad experiences with towragrs or roomers of bankruptcies were
distributed through the network (C13) and informatabout the economic situation of tour
operators, Who pays, who doesn’'t pay é&{€5) was accessible through the network.
Possibilities of tour-operators’ opportunistic beloar and exploitation of glocal holes may
in this way, to a certain degree, be limited by éxéstence of local competitive networks.
More important, however, is it that the local cortmpes network may be partly responsible
for the existence of a competitive environment imicln tourism firms do not consider each
other as fierce competitors but as colleagues avitbmmon goal, creating an environment of

trust, overcoming in this way the potential negaffects of glocal holes.

In the rural destinations, a positive point of view the competition was even more evident

than in the case of the Costa del Sol. In gent#iraldirectors/managers considered each other
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as good friends and to have good relations witln ediser: ‘We are good friends rather than
competitors (R7). There was said not to be any competitioB;(R4; R6; R7; R11; R12) and
no rivalry existed (R8). This may be related to thevelopmental stage of the tourism
goods/services. Despite the fast development obfiiee of tourism goods/services there was
simultaneously a rise in the number of tourists)(&&d there continued to be room for more
goods/services in the destinations (R2). Howevas, was argued not to be because there
were too many but because there were fewtourists! Too few tourists were argued not to
create a sufficient demand for the growth of a dementary offer which was necessary to

create a competitive experience:

The demand is still missing because we [the hoteisp the demand. The
demand comes from the hotel. And as there areffficgnt hotels there

isn’t a big demand ... The competition doesn’t comtenf the hotel next
door. The hotel next door is not the competitidis. complementary to you
because it attracts more tourists. You should newesider the hotel they
open in [the local village] as competition. On ttntrary, it will help your

hotel (R1).

This means that other hotels are seen as a plusasiccompetition but rather as a
complementary offer (R8). As such, secondary gldwdés are inexistent. Primary glocal
holes may on the other hand be interpreted to patgnexist across rural destinations as the
experiences in competition with other rural expares were lacking behind due to the
limited complementary offer (R2; R1; R8; R6). Symtimary glocal holes may, however,
again be interpreted to be of limited importancecas operators have only a limited role to
play for the rural establishments.

The role of collective and other learning mechanissa

Collective learning mechanisms have theoreticalgrbargued to be capable of providing
firms with similar types of information as networklations. In the case study, collective
learning mechanisms have been noticed particuiarlie Costa del Sol. The most important
of these seems to be related to personal relatidfml know other hotel directors in whom
you have confidentdC2); “There are friendship relations for example with theponsible
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or the director of other establishmeh{(€5). There generally seemed to bee a big opennes

and a willingness to distribute information throwglch personal relations.

You talk with this one and you talk with that ohgp to see a hotel, another
one comes here. As there is confidence and goatiaes$ there aren’t any

problems in visiting a hotel or saying “I would diko see how you have the
rooms or from who do you buy this product and wtdeye/ou buy the other

product” (C6).

Such information distribution is localised as theeridship relations exist mainly among
persons from spatially close hotels (C6; C7). Tihdicates that for this kind of personal
relations, geography is clearly important and thsulting learning mechanisms become
localised. This may, in addition to the facilitatiby spatial proximity of such relations, be
related to the fact that similar firms in the saph@ce have certain things in common as they
belong to the same type of tourism experience aadl@aracterised by economic and cultural

proximity:

When you see something in one hotel and you sddttigworking well
you learn ... but all that in relation to the chaeaistics of your
establishment because a hotel in the mountainstithe same as a hotel on
the beach (C7).

On the Costa del Sol it was evident that the comaton of tourism firms and the importance
of tourism created an environment that favoured sugdlective learning mechanismgiére
on the Costa del Sol - as everybody more or leg®iking with tourism - the truth is that any
person with whom you talk always has some kindled i(C5). Related to this collective
learning is furthermore the role of the employed®walso form part of the local collective

learning mechanisms (C10):

The employees are a source of information about wgh@appening in other
hotels, because when they come in the morning erbtis, at that time of

the day everybody comes to work on the coast (C5).
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The result of such collective learning mechanissnthat everybody knows what is going on
and ‘you cannot hide anythifigpecause éverybody talks to everybddyC3); “The mouth to
mouth works (C8); “you know very well what is happening, who is daulgt and working
with whd (C7); “Those who are in the wor[df tourism] they know. They know more or less
because you talk with one, you talk with ancti{@8); “When somebody offers a service they
make it known to the clients. But it's not only tbients that find out but also the
competitors (C10). It is thus clear that the characteristidshe tourism experience of the
Costa del Sol, particularly the spatial densityeobnomically close goods/services and the
importance of tourism as the main economic sedtdhe destination, result in the existence
of what can be characterised as collective learmeghanisms in the form of ‘omni-present’
easily accessible information. The information mlstted via such mechanisms may, just as
in the case of the local competitive networks, mierpreted to be explorative information.
The collective learning mechanisms and local neteomay thus provide overlapping
information rather than complementary. It is evigldrowever, that the firms felt that they
gained information from both the local competitimetworks and the collective learning
mechanisms which may as such be concluded to bpleomantary to a certain degree rather
than substituting each other. At the same timey thay be mutually reinforcing each other
creating a favourable climate among the tourismdifavouring information distribution. Just
like the information distribution in local network¢hese collective learning mechanisms
occur mainly among similar firms rather than amoogmplementary firms that are
economically distant. Again certain strongly bouhddain hotels seem to be on the margin
of this information flow (C12; C14; C15), wheredee tless strongly bounded seem also to

take part in - and to be a part of - the collecteaning mechanisms (C9; C10).

Such local collective learning mechanisms seem doalso of relevance in the rural
destinations. There too the directors/managers ket other and see each other as friends
and colleagues rather than as competitors and theaefruitful communication among the

rural tourism firms:

When there is a new firm we always go to visit thalways, to say “hello,

how are you, how is the business?” And we alwallsthiem to ask us if
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they need anything. ... And the truth is that a fathem are calling us, they
visit us, to see how we do, how we’re organised,ewen give them the

numbers of the agencies we’re working with (R2).

Innovative ideas were in some cases said to carsiedii all from such visits to other places
(R10; R2). This indicates the existence of a cerkand of information distribution detached
from innovation networks. In the case of the rum@lrism experiences, such collective
learning mechanisms are in other ways, however, hmigss developed. This can be
interpreted to be the consequence of the low dpadiecentration of tourism firms and - not
least - of the lack of specialisation in tourismtiee destinations. This results in that there is
not the same kind of ‘omni-present’ tourism-specififormation flow as in the Costa del Sol.
The local knowledge which could be accessed wagawism specific (R1; R9), which is
furthermore related to the fact that the local papon does not give much attention and
value to tourism. The local population, it was aducontinues to see the nature as an

obstacle instead of the potentials of its beauty:

What has always been our poverty can now becomeiduress. And the
people don’'t know it ... They continue to think inetlame way as their
parents and their grandparents: in the agriculttive,animals ... without
knowing that this has a lot of future ... They hawehange mentality or the
wave will pass over their heads (R1).

Other more or less localised information distribgtimechanisms, present in the rural
destinations and in particular in the Costa del iBaly also be interpreted to form part of
collective learning mechanisms such as the infaomatistribution through local media such
as the local radio and newspapers. These were,eitailt cases, mentioned to give
information of certain relevance (C2; C3; C8; CHa; R12). Also statistical information

from the semi-public research institute SOPDE (&dad de Planificacion y Desarollo) was
mentioned (C1). The significance of these and othirmation distributors was generally

said to be limited though.

In addition to local collective learning mechanisotiser information distribution mechanisms
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exist. These mechanisms consist of a varietygu’' can learn from everywhér@C15); “You
can learn from everybolyC6; C12; R7); The area from which you can get information is
infinite” (C5); “You learn from all facets of your Iiff¢R12); and ‘You always learn from all
those that come with ideagR8). Some of these ‘facets of life’ or learningechanisms are
very simple and basic, which in certain ways demipises the otherwise theoretically
intricate knowledge creating mechanisms. Examples fairs (R10), hotel guides and
specialised magazines (C4; C5; C6; R10), the ietgf@5), as well as adverts from potential
providers (C2; C3; C6) who send information condyafC5; C10; R5), all of which can be
argued to provide the firms with additional maimlgn-local explorative information. While
the range of information distributors is immenseoalple of them seem to be of particular
importance. Those are the employees and the teuRsst of all, in the larger firms of the
Costa del Sol the employees are seen as impodamétrieving information. In these large
firms there is a high demand for employees withversity careers for the filling out of jobs
in the administration, human resources and comiaedepartments (C1; C9; C10; C11; C12;
C13; C15). Economic studies, public relations, adstiative and tourism studies are the
typically demanded qualifications. Furthermore,hhidemands are put on the ‘traditional
manual tourism jobs’ (C1; C12; C15). In these firting opinions and ideas of the employees

are highly valued as they “(..are the ones who know the problems of their Wz 2):

Those ideas are being used here in the hotel amadgdilne last years there
has been done a lot of improvements thanks to thteses ... It's a very
important group because they are always develoghiael work every day

. and they are the ones who can come with the mtstesting and the

most practical ideas (C9).

This indicates also that the kind of informatiomttithe employees provide is perhaps to a
certain degree, sustaining exploitation as the rinfdion is closely related to the
characteristics of the establishments. This is,éw@r, in contrast with many smaller firms,
especially those of the rural destinations. Quadiions demanded from the employees in the
smaller establishments were first of all languakgéss the ‘basic’ or ‘typical’ tourism job
knowledge and a certain ‘cultural level’ (C2; C4&;C6; C7; C8; R5; R6; R7; R8; R10). The
argument was typically that the director himsekKets care of the reception and the like and

181



Tourism Experience Innovation Networks

that the rest consists of ‘operational work’ (Cbhe employees were here less valued as a
source of information and the information they lgibuwas limited to problems related
closely to daily maintenance (C5; R1; R2; R10)He case of the rural destinations there was
furthermore a lack of qualified working force aneltting qualified employees was argued to
be a problem (R2; R10) which again is due to tlo¢ thsat tourism is not the dominant sector

in the destinations.

The information coming from the employees was ofiegued to be important because of
their contact with the tourists, and this was atsse in the smaller establishments. The
tourists’ opinions often come through the employ@e3; C15; R1). This indicates of course,
more than anything else, that the tourists are mapb information bringers. The relations
with tourists were in almost all cases said toigaiScant, and often to be the most essential
source of information and ideas (C2; R10; R6); maf® are often based on the tourists’
opinions (C4; R7); and the inspiration to innovateen come from the tourists (C4) who can
be ‘very innovative’ (C12): The idea of what to do comes in reality from thevewsations
that you can have with the cliehtgC5). Often, the information distribution with eéhtourist
are formalized in the sense that suggestions dlectsd via questionnaires (C1; C2; C7; C9;
C10; R2; R6; R10).

These emphasized information distributing mechasismay be argued to provide
information that is complementary to the informati@trieved through networks. It is less
explorative and more specifically related to tharelsteristics of the establishments. Finally,
it should be mentioned that learning does not ardyne through interactive information

distribution. Other learning mechanisms are bagicabn-interactive and not directly

dependent on the distribution of information. These e.g. experience and ‘learning by
doing’ (C1; R2; R10).

On the role of geographically organised innovatiometworks (1)

The above discussions have indicated varying exste of innovation networks in relation to
the mass and the rural tourism experiences, asasgellarying degrees of information and
production benefits of such networks. Additionaltihie networks incorporating non-local

chain networks have been seen to be different filoose who do not, as well as rural
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Rural
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Figure 5.6: Characteristics and innovative benefitgeographically organized production and infatiora

innovation network structures and their relatiomaiorism experiences, to tourism firms and to &mri

networks incorporating local competitive relatidras/e been differentiated form those that do
not. As a result, considering the information ahd production innovation benefits of the
networks identified, these can be categorised ur fgroups (the detailed characters and
benefits of these different networks are summednufigure 5.6). This categorisation of

course implies a simplification of reality as eatdurism firm essentially possesses a

particular network. The networks as they are categd can furthermore be interpreted to

experience innovations.
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represent extremes and e.g. the chain firms’ ndsvoray, depending on the strength of the
chain network relations, approach certain of tharatteristics of the individual firms’
networks. Finally, in certain cases, other typesativork relations than those dealt with in
the above have been identified. These relation® werever not seen to be of particular
relevance in relation to the research subject ave therefore not been dealt with.

A characteristic of the identified local networks their generally loose character. The
densities of the local networks may, on the othandy) be interpreted differently. If the
informal tourist distributing complementary relatgare considered as network relations all
the tourism firms of the tourism experiences mayclaémed to be densely connected at the
local level. Conversely, if these informal relagoare not considered as networks the local
network becomes a layered one where accommodatios &re densely connected to each
other but not to the complementary offer. This hewever, from the information and
production innovation network point of view irrelawt as the informal complementary
relations are not seen to be of importance for vations due to the economic distances
between the firms. While vertical relations of rkiegunputs are more or less localised, they
also seem irrelevant from the innovation point @w This means that local networks
supporting innovation consist only of the competitirelations which provide explorative
information. Those relations are, however, not se&erbe of importance as production
innovation network structures due to their loosarahter and as they are limited to provide
the benefits of common marketing rather than smedllevelopments of the tourism
experiences. Local networks therefore lack thewation benefits of exploitation networks as
well as those of production network structures.sThieans that the destinations become
places of exploration through weak networks onlyctSexplorative information is however
of importance for innovations and e.g. sustainpywng’ (C8; C2; C14): it is being done all
the timé (C15); “some you copy, some you do bét(e?2). “This one I like. This one | don'’t
like. This is what we have to do. This is what wea'tdhave to db (R1). Therefore the
explorative information of the local networks sussadiffusion and incremental innovations

within the destinations.

Compared to the local networks, the non-local néta@rovide additional and new non-local

explorative information and furthermore provideoirmhation which in certain relations is
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more specifically related to the characteristicgheftourism goods/services or to the carrying
through of a specific innovation. Non-local netwertan thus additionally be considered to
provide exploitation to a higher degree than thaial counterparts. Non-local networks may
also, to a higher degree, be characterised as @iodunetworks with the following
innovation benefits of such (as well as in some=gabeir limitations). These benefits are
related to the generally stronger character omitrelocal relations. The strength of the non-
local relations facilitates an information distrilmun which is detached from spatial proximity.
The relations can therefore be characterized aslawah proximity relations. The chain
hotels’ networks are mainly distinguished from ttber networks by the fact that the chain
networks take over the role of local networks intipalar. At the same time, the chain
networks are seen to be of a strong character whitkhe one hand, provides possibilities of
innovating while, at the same time, restricts tremhers’ possibilities of innovating on their
own. All in all, local networks are loose and pifirms with explorative information only,
whereas non-local networks are stronger and prawiddirms with explorative information
and information supporting exploitation as welltias innovative benefits (and in the case of

certain chains, the limitations) of production netkstructures.

Regarding glocal holes, both primary and secondégal holes have been observed in the
Costa del Sol. The limitations, potentially impodey them, are however overcome to a
certain extent because of the ‘good relations’ agnitve tourism firms partly due to the well
functioning of the local competitive network. Inetimural destination such glocal holes are
inexistent or, at least, not of any significant orance. Other differences are also evident
between the networks of the rural tourism expesemand the mass tourism experiences of
the Costa del Sol. First of all, the functioning loical competitive relations, vertical
distribution networks, the vertical relations ofguéar inputs and the benefits that these
relations bring. Within the rural destination thesefurthermore a difference between the
networks that include local competitive relatiomsl dhose that do not. These factors and the
characteristics of the networks all in all resulithat the rural tourism firms have access to
less information in their networks than is the cafsthe firms on the Costa del Sol.

The observations are well explained by the thewaktarguments developed in earlier

chapters. It has been identified how weak netwgni®/ide mainly exploration, whereas
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stronger networks to a higher degree support etgtion. It has furthermore been seen how
weak production structures do not support imporgaotuct developments but, at the same
time, how (dense) strong production structures mestrict the firms’ possibilities of
innovating on their own. From the geographical pahview, it has been identified how
economic distance makes certain tourism firms iabépof gaining innovative benefits from
local networks. At the same time, however, acconatiod establishments have been seen to
cooperate rather than to compete locally. Locabpeaoation is however of a weak character
and the destination is a place of exploration wagreooperation in non-local proximity
networks to a higher degree provides the benefitsxploitation. The case study therefore
support - or is supported by - the traditional angats of the agglomeration literature to the
point that spatial proximity has been identifiedimoduce networking but only to a certain
degree as distances, other than spatial, outwbghmportance of spatial proximity and as
proximities, other than spatial, overcome spatistashce. The destinations are not places of
exploitation. It can be argued that the weak charaof the local networks helps tourism
firms within destinations from being trapped in noav trajectories, such as a strong local
network comparable to a chain network could resylivhile maintaining a diversity of the
offer of tourism goods/services within the desiimrad. The sector specific characteristics,
where a certain diversity of the goods/servicab@local level is natural and beneficial rather
than a development along narrow trajectories, mayalgued to make such a network
configuration beneficial. Furthermore, the glocalenargument has a certain explanatory
power in the case study. Such glocal holes have lsstified but they are partly overcome
through networking which creates an environmentragt and common understanding. The
context of the networks, which has in the studynbig®ited to the tourism experiences, has
furthermore been identified to have an importafiuence on the existence, characteristics
and the benefits of local networks and is seenrtvige a convenient approach for an
understanding of the existence and characterisfitise networks. In particular, aspects such
as the tourists’ individuality, the developmenttldge of the tourism goods/services and the
spatial concentration of these have been identibdae of importance for the character of the
networks. This sustains the idea that network goméitions of different tourism experiences
are different and not always the same. Finally,fihéings on the character of the networks
can be explained by that information supportinghbeixploration and exploitation is

important also for tourism firms. The tourism firage not, in this case study, non-innovative
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and non-information intensive; on the contraryythee constantly innovative and in need of

information supporting exploration as well as exglion.

The characteristics of the networks and their bheneihd of other information distributing
mechanisms mean that different firms have widelyaghaccess to the benefits of innovation
networks. The rural tourism firms, in particulaack some of the benefits of networks when
compared to the firms on the Costa del Sol. Thipaicularly evident as the firms have
highly varied access to information and, first df eural firms lack such an accessthe
problem is the same as usual, that we are a bitafaay from everything, from what is the
centre of information ... so the things come a hi# lzeré (R8); “Normally the rural hotels
are totally isolated from all that. ... We are a bm the margin of all those things; the
innovations. That type of information comes lateritohardly comes at all (R6). This
different access to information is further substdat because of the more or less developed
collective learning mechanisms. Such have beenrebddo be particularly well functioning
in the Costa del Sol where their information compat that of the local networks, while
they are more limited in the rural destinations. dddition to such collective learning
mechanisms, other information distributing mechasifiave been observed and in particular
those related to the employees and the touristsh Stere often argued to be the most
important sources of information and ideas, whiciesgions the relative importance of the
networks which become just one element of many, pedhaps not the most important,
influencing innovations: You can talk of an innovator as all of it, the canabion ... | think

it is a wholé (C9); it is “Everything a bit ... It's a bit everybddyC5). The relative
importance of the network for innovative activitiesn be questioned even further as there is
no clear relation between the different identifieategories of networks and the identified
innovations (as illustrated in figure 5.6) and ndoes other information distributing
mechanisms, such as collective learning and infoamagained from employees and tourists
seem to explain the differentiated innovative béhavof the firms. As such, some firms with
similar networks develop different types of innowats while other firms with different
networks develop similar types of innovations. Whilmay be concluded that networks, at a
general level, provide important information an@duction benefits supporting innovation,
the differentiation of networks can not explain ttiéerentiation of innovative behaviour.

The prime examples of this are the differentiat@@lrtourism firms which lack many of the
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benefits of the networks (as well as of collecte@ning mechanisms) when compared to the
firms of the Costa del Sol but turn out to be thestminnovative firms of the case study.
Explanations for the differentiated innovative bébar, not explained by the characteristics
of the networks, will be sought in the followingdathe importance of the networks will be

reconsidered in relation to these explanations.

Explanations of differentiated innovative behaviour

In the above discussion, it has been indicated th@aproduction and information structures
of networks as well as other information distribgtimechanisms can not alone explain the
differentiated behaviour of the tourism firms. Thises not necessarily mean that innovation
networks are irrelevant but that they are not the and only explanation of the tourism
firms’ different innovative behaviours. The follavg will shortly and exploratively search for
the explanations of the differentiated innovatieh@viour and will consider the relevance of

innovation networks in relation to such explanagion

First of all, as it has earlier been indicatedpinfation is perceived by the interviewed to be
of importance for innovations, information that dae accessed both through networks and
through other information distributing mechanisigwever, having information does not
automatically result in that the information isexttupon: ft is important and interesting to
have the information but whether you apply it imiyfirm that is another stofy(C8). How to
act on such information differs between establighisiit depends a lot on the person and it
depends a lot on how you want to have your thirggeed.. Everybody does it his own Wway
(C6). This indicates, in a first instance, thatsomal choice is important for the type of
innovations to carry through or not carry throughd ahat innovation networks do not
automatically lead to specific innovations. It icates that a focus on the firm may be
purposeful as a complementary approach at thist dinhe analysis. For the purpose of
approaching a more specific understanding of intieedehaviour the categorisation of the
tourism firms made earlier will serve as a startpmnt. These firms are thiaditional

tourism firms the diversified mass tourism firrmad thedifferentiated rural tourism firms

Innovative behaviour of traditional tourism firms

The traditional tourism firms correspond to thosm$ who only innovate in the category of
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traditional innovations as identified earlier. Tadgms may be interpreted to be relatively
less innovative than the other firms without beimap-innovative. They are located both on
the Costa del Sol and in the rural destinationsthait innovativeness does as such not seem
to be an expression of the characteristics of dnedm experiences. These firms are mainly
smaller but not only and are often, but not solelyy by relatively older persons and often
they can be characterised as family businessey. diieeas such partly comparable to certain
‘non-entrepreneurs’ identified by Shaw and Williaifi®98). These characteristics of the

firms are however not alone and directly explanator the firms’ innovative characteristics.

Instead, and first of all, innovations are perhapsre than anything else carried through
because they are seenrexessaryather than as opportunities for developmeiihey are
necessary because it is important to give a goodice and a good qualityR12); ‘“Every
year you have to make smaller things, change thiagd do things. That's necessafZb).
This limits innovations to indispensable ones whsréhe opportunities of more drastic
changes are extraneous to these firms. Compar#tetmore innovative firms, the relative
less innovative character of these firms can funtioee, though not in all cases, be related to
their generally smaller size, which was claimedo#a limiting factor (C4). This may, of
course, be interpreted as related to a more immpiofaator: the lack of financesl tan do a

lot of things if | have the money. If | don’'t have money, though | have a lot of ideas, |
won't do a lot of thing5(C5). Yet other reasons for not carrying throughovations were in
individual cases given, such as for example a tacgpace (C7) or that the tourists do not
demand innovations (C4). Regarding the importarficenformation in these firms, in the
extreme case and in contrast to the general agrdeamethe importance of information,
information was not seen to be important becausefitms needed onlythe most basic
because this is a very small fiffR12). However, information was generally arguede of

a certain importance but it was only a limited pHrthe information that could be used (C4).
It seems evident that not all the possibilitiestivd networks are used and the networks
therefore remain a partially potential source afowation. Additionally, other information

sources than networks are used:

Before doing something | comment it, | talk withopée | know, with some

people, with people who know about it, with friemafsmine ... So before
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doing something you go consulting, you look, yok asin my case I'm the

one who decides but I'm always listening to a liogpeople (C5).

The role of information was in these firms furtheneto a high degree substituted by the role
of the experience that the persons in charge ofittms had accumulated over the years and
such experience was typically mentioned to be tkeistve factor for the choice of
innovations: The most important information is the one that éxperience gives you. |
have knowledge and experience that can be appled {R12). It may be argued that
innovating according to experience may limit innikmas to minor changes already known as
it does not allow for the changing of the good/smy in new ways not tried out and

experienced before.

A series of factors can thus be indicated to rasuthe innovative level of these firms and in
particular when compared to the other firms thdt lae described in the following. Those
factors may primarily be lack of finances, the eagbf on experience rather than on
information and the carrying through of innovatidoesause they are seen as necessary rather
than as opportunities. Such factors can all be estgio limit innovations to necessary
renovations and improvements. While all this mawitlithe importance of innovation
networks, during the implementation process of anovation, relations to specialised

providers are used, just as is the case of othee maovative firms (figure 5.7).

Innovative behaviour of the diversified mass tourim firms

Firms belonging to this category consisted of myalaiger hotels, individual as well as chain
hotels, located on the Costa del Sol. These aretles that, in addition to the traditional
innovations, introduce internally diversifying inragions. In this case, the main decisive
factor for the choice of innovations seems to lgeddmands of the tourists to which the firms
must adapt becaus&Ve are a service sector. We have to give the clidnatt he asks for
(C10); “If they are demanding something, if they need danweiou have to give it to thém
(C1); “You have to listen to him. He is the one that &ipgur firm furthet (C12); “They are
the ones that decide and they are the ones wha lthie money that we need to eat every
day’ (C9):
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The client is the one that maintains the busin€lsrefore, the hotel must
develop around the tastes of the client. If owerdb ask for this, we have to
give it to them. We have to go according to theetm®f the clients. The
client shouldn’t adapt to the product. That wout dtupid ... Those who
pay are the clients. Not me! (C1)

Innovations are, as a result, primarily guided by tlemands of the tourists and changes in

the market were argued to be an important drivénfoovations:

You have to be open and you have to be changinthaltime, because |
think the surroundings are changing all the timeva. And we have to
change with them. Adapting ourselves to the newessties. To the
demand (C9).

As the changing and developing demands of the stsuare the guiding line, the firms are
driven to be constantly innovative and innovatians seen as opportunities of supplying the
tourists with the types of stages of interactidreg they ask for rather than doing only what is
seen as necessary to maintain a descent servisdhgscase in the traditional tourism firms.
It may therefore be argued that the innovativerdshese firms, to a high degree, can be
explained by a demand-pull logic. While it indu@esovations it may, on the other hand, be
hypothesised that following the demands of theistsiteads to a limit of the innovativeness
as the tourists do not necessarily ask for, nortywanovations and as they were argued often
to want ‘to feel as if they are in their own hom@3S11). Innovations are not always well seen
by the clients who often expect certain things @oirb certain ways and changes ‘out of the
normal’ are therefore not necessarily accepted \Clliterefore, innovations in these firms do

not create ‘out of the ordinary’ tourism experiesice

Another and related important drive for innovati@e®ms, in the case of these tourism firms,
to be competition: At the momen[C9] is the leader here in Torremolinos. But we can’t
lower our defences because there are hotels that aso making renovations of their
installations (C9). The competition as such drives the firmsh®e innovative and the

existence of a certain proportion of competitiors\@agued to be important and was seen as a
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plus as it obliges the firms to innovate and tlustay competitive rather than to ‘degenerate’
(C1). Related to the competition as well as toftiewing of the tastes of the tourists, a last
important objective of inducing innovations is owné growth and/or expansion:The
expansion is the principal objectivéC12), and raising occupancy rates was an impbrta
drive for innovating as these firms are economycéticused on profits to a much larger
degree than is the case of the other types of fitrmay therefore also be argued that the
characteristics of the mass tourism experience plagle for the innovative behaviour of
these firms, particularly when compared to theedédhtiated rural firms described later. A
mass tourism experience may attract profit and esipa seeking firms as it provides
possibilities of such growth, expansion and largeles profits in other ways than a rural

experience and a focus on niche segments do.

The focus on tourists’ demands, growth/expansiaha@mpetition is what seem to make the
difference in innovative behaviour when comparetht other tourism firms. However, this
also means that innovation networks become of itapoe for gaining information. The
distribution networks are for example importantattcess the tour-operators’ knowledge of
tourists’ demands (C9) as well as innovation neksasnd other information distributing
mechanisms may be of importance for gaining knogdede.g. about competitors (C1).
However, the total innovation process is more stjigblly and professionally founded than in
the case of the other types of firms and uses niyt wetworks but also a variety of other
learning mechanisms. Throughout the innovation ggscimportant elements are e.g. studies
of the competition, marketing studies, client giyatjuestionnaires and quality control plans
(C1; C9):

We make an analysis of the economic situation,igoudata, hotel offer,
room offer ... our product, the prices, our negotaiffs and the analysis
of our clients. ... If we want to develop the taldmotpy, for example, it is
demonstrated that it's a segment that works. S&mweev it's going to work.
That is for sure. If we open a beach club we knbat it's going to work
(C1).

As such, while different types of information distrting mechanisms provide the firms with
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Characteristics
Innovation Idea generat(_)r/chmce Carrylng through
mechanism innovations
Type of firm
" Personal experience/ .
Tra_dltlor_lal Traditional necessity/lack of finances/'tal Vertlcgl T‘EtWF’rkS of
tourism firm , specialised inputs
to people
Tourists demands and market
. o . o changes/competition/ .
Oetecmass | Duersing mese. | expansion and proume mass Verieenenone o
tourism experience/access to P P
finances/market studies
. . Atypical and Personal dogmas and beliefsfa DIY/personal relations/
Differentiated . o - . S :
; . diversifying rural want to continue/imagination vertical networks of
rural tourism firm . ; . . - ;
innovations the rural tourism experience specialised inputs

Figure 5.7: The decisive factors of differentiatedovative behavior.

information the firms also create themselves a tfpexploitation through the carrying out of
professionalized studies. While those different Ina@tsms are evident in the choice of
innovations, again, and just as in the case of tthditional firms, during the product
implementation/development process, network ratatito specialised providers seem to be
the important aspect. Finally, and of course, theegal larger size of these firms means that
the financial possibilities are higher than in ttese of smaller firms. However, as shall be
seen below, size and finances are clearly not tilg decisive factors determining the

innovativeness of tourism firms.

The differentiated rural tourism firm

The last type of firm, which may be argued to be tfost innovative of the three categories
of firms, shares certain characteristics with tlaglitional firms, particularly the general small
size of many of these and the lack of finances.pidedhese characteristics, which by the
traditional firms in cases were argued to limit ghessibilities of innovating, these firms
overcome such restrictions and become highly intnewantroducing atypical as well as
diversifying rural innovations. They are evidentlgsrime examples of how small size does
not equal lack of innovativeness. On the contrimgse firms suggest that small sized tourism

firms can be highly innovative.

Contrary to the traditional firms, the owners/maaragof these places were relatively young

and well educated. They were furthermore typicalypugh not always, composed of a few
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partners (R1; R2; R9). These are themselves netttjirexplanatory factors. Instead it is
other characteristics of these firms that seemdkenthe difference. They may, first of all, be
characterized as driven by personal beliefs, dogandsprinciples. Due to the importance of
such personal beliefs and dogmas, and in starkasinb the diversified mass tourism firms
of the Costa del Sol, the tourists are not necigsar important source of information (R1;
R3) and ‘the client isn’t always right’. On the ¢r@ary, the ideologies of the firm should also
become the tourists’. Therefore, the demands ofttheists are no longer the drive for
innovating: ‘30% [of the tourists’ opinionsfre good and 60% are ridiculous ... they have no
idea what they are talking abduiR1). Instead of adapting the firm to the demantishe
tourists, as in the case of the diversified massigm firms, the tourists should adapt to the

ideology of the firm and to the conditions of thestinations:

Here there are eagles, vultures, mountain goatesfand wild boars. There
is everything. Everything! But if you say “snaked somebody, they say
“oooohh how frightening!” What? The snakes arerding to kill you or

anything like that. Not much brain! What do you wamhat we spray
insecticides to eliminate the insects? The nata® d¢ot to have insects!
There are people that come here and they say tthatehe road is very
dangerous. A lot! Not just one. A lot! What do yaant? A motorway?
Here in the middle of the mountains? When you’réh@ mountains it has
to be a mountain road! There are people that ceene Wwho say that this is
very far away. Do you want it next to...? If it wast next to Malaga it

wouldn’t be like this. The good thing about itlgt it is far away (R1).

Also in stark contrast to the diversified firms the Costa del Sol, these firms are focused
neither on growth nor on expansion. On the conirétngy are driven by an anti-growth

ideology and a respect for the firms’ place insheroundings:

| for example don’t want this hotel to grow. Whére thotel is working well
with 12 rooms why not 24? | don’t feel like doirftat. Do you understand?

12 rooms are fine. We can maintain an equilibriarthie village (R2).
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Another characteristic, and one which differensatlke firms from the traditional tourism
firms, is that the persons in charge of these filmage no or only little experienceWe

started without having any idea about what we wiimg ... and we made a lot of mistakes
(R2). This lack of experience is combined with anwto continue ahead’ instead of a ‘wish

to grow’:

You need to really want to continue ahead. Becawsn you start with a
thing like this there isn’t much help to get anywheAnd you don’t know
what you are doing! How it's going to end ... You bawo really want it. A

want to continue (R9).

Experience, mentioned to be important for the trawlal firms, is instead substituted by ‘a
good portion of imagination’ (R9). These factonpagination rather than experience and
dogmas and principles instead of doing necessatilgt the majority of the tourists expect,
can be said to affect the choice of innovationday through which as a consequence
become out of the ordinary or differentiated frothew traditional rural tourism firms. The
central role of ideology and not doing what is estpd does not mean that information is
unimportant but the innovations may be interpretedoecome a result of the personal
ideology combined with information retrieved thrbugetworks and other information

distributing mechanisms:

| think that it's because of the persons that aeehn the firm ... If I'm
running my business | know that | can do somethPgrhaps it doesn’t
occur to me but there are other firms and persOGtiser firms and other
persons that can help you (R2)

However, personal dogmas and beliefs may be argqubd the decisive factors of how to act
upon the information. The importance of such idgglbecomes even clearer because of the
limited access to relevant information in the ruwlaktinations. In other words the ideology

partly overcomes the relative lack of access tormétion:

I'm talking to you about eco-tourism. That's ouitisxtive. An initiative of
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the firm. Nobody has come to say: “Listen why doyou do this because
it's a very interesting product” ... No, it is youathhas to think of it and
create it (R1).

In the process of the development and implememtadio an innovation, though vertical
relations of specialised inputs are still relevanher aspects than networks become equally
important. First of all, personal relations aredises substitutes for network relations, e.g.
friendship relations with a painter, a gardener)(&1id an architect, who in this case was the
very most important source of information for atgdi and experimenting reforms being
made constantly (R9). Such personal relations #&e ased to produce complementary
goods/services, e.g. a friend who guides the tisuhiking in the mountains (R1). The local
rural non-tourism specialised population is also,certain cases, used as a possibility of

providing a complementary offer:

[The destination] doesn’t have horse riding, foarple, that you can call at
this moment for a horse ride this afternoon. Yowbhddave to talk to me
and after that | would have to talk to Juan whthiss one who has horses.
He’s not a professional, but he has horses. Andl tleewould take you with
him (R1).

In a similar case, mule riding in the mountains wHered and arranged with ‘the man who
has mules’ in the village (R2). In addition to sunhovations based on the use of personal
relations there are yet other innovations that doseem to occur within networks. Instead
innovations are carried through with the applicataf a rational portion of DIY (‘Do It
Yourself’). That is for example the case of sigsation of hiking routes accompanied by
home made maps; different activities in the natdrd; wheel driving (R2) as well as certain
reforms (R1) or even the building of parts of tsgablishments (R9). It can additionally be
argued that the focus of these firms on the intctidn of a complementary offer is related to
the lack of such an offer and the innovations maystbe argued to be related to the
characteristics of the tourism experience. The atdtar of the tourism experience may also
have a role to play as it may be argued to attaakind of people that are not driven by

expectations of large scale profit but instead hdeelogies that are incompatible with the
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overtly profit driven business strategies typicdlsome of the firms of the mass tourism

destination of the Costa del Sol.

These firms are thus seen to be guided by dogmdparsonal beliefs partly substituting a
lack of access to information. Additionally, perabrelations and DIY substitute networks to
a certain degree in the process of implementinguations and this way the lack of financial
resources is overcome. All this results in higlmigavative small tourism firms. These firms
could partly be characterised as Schumpeteriae mneurs, but they are different from such
entrepreneurs as they are e.g. not guided by eapmts of profits.

On the role of geographically organised innovatiometworks (1)

In the above, it has been attempted to identify thetors that are decisive for the
differentiated innovative behaviour of the tourifimfms in the case study. Such factors have
been identified to consist of e.g. a focus on n&tefor innovations, personal experience and
lack of resources in the case of traditional firmigurist demands, changing markets,
competition and focus on profit in the case ofdhersified mass tourism firms; and personal
dogmas and beliefs, personal relations and DIMédase of the differentiated rural tourism
firms. Additionally, the tourism experience has megentified to have a role to play for the
decisions of which innovations to carry throughl this, on the one hand, indicates that it is
other factors than the characteristics of the neksvthat are decisive for which innovations to
carry through. This does, on the other hand, n@nrbat innovation networks are irrelevant
in the process of innovating, though their sigw@ifice varies from one firm of the case study
to another. These networks can still be argued rtwvige the tourism firms with both
production and information benefits. It has, howewso been identified how some of the
benefits provided by innovation networks can besstuied by other mechanisms such as
personal dogmas and beliefs, personal relations @BNd and how other information
distributing mechanisms may at times be more ingpdrthan those of the networks, such as
information from the tourists. Furthermore, as #@shbeen seen that for different firms
different mechanisms become of importance, bothlHerchoice of innovations and for how
to carry them through, there is not one theoreteegllanation, e.g. innovation networks,
entrepreneur or a demand pull theory that is vidall tourism firms. Instead, these firms

have been identified to function differently anagpénding on the type of firm, different
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theoretical approaches may in different combinatibave varying explanatory power for the
innovativeness of the different tourism firms. Hipait has been observed that while size and
a related access to finances may be importanhémnovativeness of the traditional tourism
firms and of the diversified mass tourism firms,gka size and financial resources are not
prerequisites for being innovative. On the contrahg most innovative firms in the study
have been concluded to be the small differentiatedl tourism firms lacking financial
resources. These are furthermore the firms whiche hihe least developed innovation
networks and the most restricted access to thefilenésuch networks, which indicates that
both lack of resources and lack of innovation neksa@an be overcome and do not mean that

tourism firms necessarily become non-innovative.

Questions of generalization

The above analysis has centred its attention oonagmdation firms and on innovations
within a limited geographical area. It shall hereorsly be considered whether the
observations may be generalized to other typeswfdm firms and to other types of tourism

experiences.

Both similarities with and differences between theworks of accommodation firms and
those of the interviewed attractions and campsi@s be observed. In the case of the
attractions on the Costa del Sol, the main diffeeenf the networks seems to be a higher
dependence on non-local information. Though thactibns have established their own local
competitive network expressing itself in the asatioh of APECOS (Associacién Provincial
de Empresas y Centros de Ocio de la Costa del 80§, network does not provide
information nor production benefits and its soladiion is to promote the total offer of
attractions (Al, A3). This may be argued to be tmehe differences, or the economic
distance, between the attractions. Other typeadllattractions are not considered to be
important sources of information because of theaeiibns’ different aspects:They are
completely different attractiongAl); “You can’t learn much from other attractions as they
are different (A2). Information comes instead from other similattractions located
elsewhere. This means that attractions are organizenore specialized associations at the
non-local level and that the resulting non-locaimpetitive networks are the ones of

importance for gaining information (A2) due to ttleser economic proximity in these. Local
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collective learning is not of importance for thérattions either, which is again due to the
economic differences among them. Other sourcesmfofmation are, as in the case of the
accommodation establishments, of additional impmea Those are also mainly non-local
and consist of e.g. visits to international fad ) and visiting other similar attractions (Al,
A2). The tourists’ opinions were particularly séerbe of importance (Al; A2; A3). This is
due to that the determinants for the innovativeabedur of the attractions can be compared to
those of the diversified accommodation firms of tbesta del Sol where focus is on the
demands of the tourists, market changes and growifsitor numbers: There is a need to
follow the new tendencies in the industry and thanging needs and expectations of the
tourists’ (A2). Innovations are, as a consequence, reguidrfocused on a diversification or
a change of the offerThe strategy is every year to introduce somethmg’ fA3). On the
other hand, the interviewed campsites have netwasks/ell as other information distributing
mechanisms, comparable to those of the individoed@modation firms of the Costa del Sol
with the one exception that they lack distributioetworks. These networks moreover bring
the same types of information. At the same timeallacollective learning mechanisms of
importance exist. From the innovation point of vidhe campsites can be compared to the
traditional tourism firms focusing on traditionaimprovements and renovations of
installations. This again seems to be a resulthefseé campsites’ similarities with the
traditional tourism firms where innovations arersas necessary rather than as opportunities.
All this indicates that each type of tourism goedVice seems to have different types of
networks. What can be generalized in these cases the other hand, that such networks are
just one of several sources of information. Addiitly, it is general that the determinant of
innovations is not the networks but rather othestdes, which can in the case of the
interviewed attractions be compared to those ofittaersified mass tourism firms (profit and
following demands) and in the case of the campstidbose of the traditional firms (first of

all necessity).

At another level of generalization, it can be gisestd whether the results can be generalized
to other tourism experiences. As has already beaeae in the analysis, the character of the
tourism experiences seems to influence the charamteboth the networks and the
innovativeness of tourism firms. This becomes ewaore evident when comparing the

findings of the case study with those of studiegoofrism experience networks. Empirical
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evidence from e.g. the Nordic countries seems thcate that local networks in these
countries do not necessarily share the characterist those identified in the case study of
this thesis. Characteristics such as dense netmgikivolving face-to-face contacts etc. seem
absent or relatively unimportant in the destinatigHjalager 2001a; 2001b). Similar are the
results of network analysis of selected Danishidasbns done by the Tourism Research
Centre of Denmark, University of Roskilde, DenméBlgerenholdt et al. 2004; Nilsson 2002;
Framke and Sgrensen 2003; Sgrensen 2002). Thaxeckssoncludes that inter-firm relations
play no significant or a relatively unimportantecht the destination level. Local networks
furthermore seem to be inflicted by conflict ratlean by an understanding of a common
interest. Yet other studies of Danish tourism firmdicate that firms prefer to compete at the
destination level and are only minimally orientexlvards destination networking (Jensen
2001; Jensen et al. 2001). As such, the destirsattan, from these studies, be argued not to
be characterized by dense networking and thusono¢nefit from the information benefits of
such. This indicates that the character and thdtimeg benefits of the networks identified in
this study cannot be generalized to all other tygdg¢eurism experiences. On the other hand, a
study of Rimini, Italy, claims to have identifie@mke local networks (Mackun 1998). As such
it can be argued that the findings of local netwgoirk this thesis are not exceptional either.
What could perhaps be generalized is that the ctarstics of the tourism experiences
influence the characteristics of the networks thotige exact determinants can not be traced
in the mentioned studies. Whether yet other factbas the experience may or may not
additionally influence the networks, such as croasional specific factors, is not either
evident in the studies. The mentioned studies dbvédamore not allow for considerations on
the possibilities of generalizing the functionstloé particular networks as the studies do not
treat in detail the innovative benefits of the natis. It is, as such, not possible to argue that
similar network relations provide similar benefits matter where they are found. The only
thing that seems possible to generalize, consigetie above mentioned studies, is that
tourism experience networks of different tourisnpenences are different and not always the

same.

In this study, the tourism firms have furthermoezb concluded to be relatively innovative.
This is also in contrast to certain other studiedirst line of studies indicates that tourism

firms are low innovative. E.g. Danish tourism firrhave been argued to lack innovative
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capacities (Jensen et al 2001: 4; Hjalager 1992:24). In these studies, the lack of
innovations is mainly contributed the general sreadé of the tourism firms. This small size
of the firms, it is argued, results in lack of mre$ional management and professionalism in
general which, combined with a lack of networks,c@ncluded to result in a lack of
innovation: ‘A clear relation to size is observed: the largez thms are, measured in number
of employees, the more innovative they &lensen et al. 2001: 31, own translation). Anothe
study of the destination of the Danish island Botrmhconcludes, in a similar way, that the
small size of firms is the main responsible fadtwra lack of innovative initiatives as well as
for a lack of networks (Petersen 2001). The comshssof the studies mentioned above are
basically the same as those that Shaw and Will{@988) made a few years earlier, based on
a study of British coastal resorts. In this stuthg, destinations are concluded to be populated
by tourism firms of ‘non-entrepreneurs’. This nam¥epreneurial character of the firms is
mainly attributed to the lack of large professityalrganized and international firms. Instead
the firms are small sized, composed of either otpgereration family businesses or of young
people lacking experience in the business andrgoconomic resources. The conclusion of
the mentioned studies may be taken to a more gelessd of tourism where it is generally
believed that small size is a constraint. In thatw small tourism business culture, limited
capital, lack of skills, lifestyle motivations atite acceptance of sub-optimal profits constrain
regional economies and create problems for toufismm survival (Ateljevic and Doorne
2000: 379). As indicated, in these studies, snizdl Birthermore results directly or indirectly
in a lack of networking and this directly or inditly results in a lack of innovations.
Nonetheless, smaller tourism firms are in a Newlat&h study claimed to possess a
developmental potential. It is, in that study, aduhat a rejection of an overtly profit-driven
orientation does not result in developmental stagnéabut provides opportunities to engage
with ‘niche’ market consumers informed by valuesnooon to the tourism firms. Such small
firms are argued to be highly innovative and toaleksh local networks (Ateljevic and
Doorne 2000: 378).

The above short discussion does not include alltijef few) studies of tourism firms,
innovations and/or networks. However, the mentiostedies seem to outline the contrasting
results of interest here. Both types of conclusiointhe studies seem supported in this thesis.

Certain of the firms identified in this thesis, whiare clearly seen to be lacking innovative
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capacities when compared to other firms, are ieceffypically smaller firms, often managed
by older generation managers and they lack thexées necessary to carry through important
innovations. However, as has also been emphasieethin types of small firms are highly
innovative. Those may be compared to those idedtifly Ateljewich and Doorne where it is
not profit but life-styles and political convictisrthat determine the innovative behaviour.
Combined, the conclusions of the mentioned stuslissain the conclusion of this thesis, that
there are different explanations for the innovatess of different tourism firms. On the other
hand, in certain of the mentioned studies, a moless direct relation is drawn between the
‘amount’ of networking and the innovativeness airtem firms. Such a relation is not fully
supported in this study in which the firms withs# networks (and less network benefits) are
in fact the most innovative ones, because it is inahese cases, the networks that determine
the innovative behaviour of the firms. This couldwever, again support the generalization
that for different firms it is different factorsahhelp them to stay innovative and those factors
do not always include networks, as a lack of swan lme overcome by the existence of other

determining factors.
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Conclusion

This thesis has addressed the importance of inlmovaetworks for innovations in tourism.
In contemporary innovation literature, innovatiogtworks are often argued to be a central
factor for the innovativeness of firms. As the protibn of tourism experiences depends on a
variety of network relations among tourism firmsicls innovation networks have been
hypothesized also to be important for innovations tourism firms. Innovations and
innovation networks have, however, received a pitapwally limited attention from tourism
researchers despite that innovations in tourismgareerally argued to be important. This
thesis has sought to fill a little of this gap autism research.

The question of the importance of innovation neksdn tourism has been analyzed through
a case study for which an open ended theoretiogpltede has provided explanations of the
observed. The observed has consisted of a casg stutifferent tourism experiences, their
innovations and innovation networks. The case swaly carried through in rural destinations
of the province of Malaga, Spain, and in the desitim of the Costa del Sol, also located in
the Spanish province of Malaga. To create a theatetemplate providing explanations of
the observed, the method has relied on a combmgtiive and deductive research strategy
in which a previously developed theory has beeth&urdeveloped during the analysis of the
empirical data. The main research question whick feamulated as ‘what is the role of
geographically organised innovation networks farigm experience innovations?’, has been
analysed considering four sub-questions whichlvaladdressed explicitly in the following.

Tourism experience innovations and their importance

The answering of the first sub-question, ‘how che innovation concept be understood in
relation to the product of tourism perceived aseaperience?’, has served to establish an
understanding of the innovation concept when seetheé light of the characteristics of
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tourism experiences. The theoretical template insisdonceptualized the tourism experiences
as the results of complex combinations and intemastof tourists, destinations and tourism
goods/services. Such tourism experiences identifitie case study have been categorized
according to salient characteristics of those tlzedrelements of tourism experiences. The
rural tourism experiences have been characterigatiebrural character of their destinations
and by their nature based attractions as well ag loyited offer of complementary tourism
goods/services. The rural experience has furthexrbeen sub-categorized according to the
character of the accommodation establishments,hiliwe been considered as traditional or
differentiated, and according to the inactive antiva character of rural tourists. The mass
tourism experiences of the Costa del Sol, on therdhand, have been characterized by the
massified and chaotic character of the destinadiuth its prime attractions consisting of the
climate, the beaches and the nightlife as wellyaa twell developed offer of complementary
goods/services. This mass tourism experience has bab-categorised according to the
accommodation establishments that are either iwadit or diversified and according to the
traditional and active characters of the mass starffigure 5.3). All in all, the tourism

experiences of the case study have been seerhigtig varied.

Innovations of such tourism experiences have thiegatly, and from the point of view of the
tourism firms, been limited to, and conceptualizs] physical changes of the stages of
interactions between the tourism goods/services thadtourists. Such tourism experience
innovations have been suggested ‘dimensioned’ doupto whether they may be perceived
to be innovations of individual tourism goods/seed or of total tourism experiences;
whether they may be perceived as incremental oegolt in new tourism goods/services; and
whether they are new at the firm, the destinatiothe global level (figure 2.3). Concerning
the second sub-question, ‘what is the importanceuch tourism experience innovations?’,
such innovations have been argued, at a geneml kevbe important due to a present slow
and continuous - rather than abrupt - change o$gdhaf modern tourism from a phase of
mass tourism to a more diversified range of tourestperiences. At the tourist destination
level, tourism experience innovations have furtbeen considered to be ever important for
the continued development and survival of suchinksbns and of their tourism firms. Due
to the slow and continuous character of the chasfgehases of modern tourism, tourism

experience innovations have been suggested tovewvolainly incremental innovations of
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individual tourism goods/services or of total teuni experiences and to be new at the firm or
at the destination level rather than to involve enaladical innovations and ‘giant
breakthroughs’. Though innovations are suggestdzktmainly incremental and though such
do not individually have the potential to chandee‘tworld of tourism’ they may in total be
seen as important innovations that gradually chahgephenomenon of tourism and secure

the survival of destinations and of tourism firms.

Identified tourism experience innovations of theecatudy have been categorised (figure 5.5)
as 1) ‘traditional innovations’ which consist ofnowations, amplifications or of, in other
ways, improving the individual tourism goods/seedcSuch tourism experience innovations
may be considered incremental innovations of imtligi goods/services that are new at the
firm level. 2) ‘Internally diversifying innovationsconsist of the introduction of new
goods/services but within existing establishmemtseese may be considered as incremental
innovations of goods/services or of total experanthat are new at either the firm or the
destination level. 3) ‘Atypical rural innovationgan be compared to the traditional
innovations but they differentiate the rural toarisgoods/services from other rural
goods/services and may thus be characterised asire destination level. 4) ‘Diversifying
rural innovations’ consist of the introduction awn tourism goods/services within or outside
(but carried through by) the tourism firms. Thessgyrbe characterized as incremental or new
innovations of total experiences at the destinalewel or even, in some cases, at the global
level. Some of the innovations identified in theseastudy, such as certain atypical and
diversifying rural innovations as well as intergatliversifying innovations, can be seen as
being part of the gradual change of phases of mottarrism as well as being part of an
important and necessary continuous destinationldereent. Other innovations, particularly
those that belong to the category of traditionabwations, may seem rather trivial from the
researchers’ point of view but were mentioned leyitlterviewed to be important innovations
that are a condition for firm survival as they prevtourism firms and tourism experiences
from ‘degrading’. Therefore, tourism experienceanations, even those that may generally
be considered trivial, are ever important for tloarism firms of the case study. The
importance of tourism experience innovations istbbvious and all the tourism firms of the
case study were seen to be innovative, though soare than others. No tourism firm had

‘stopped innovating'.
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The characteristics and functions of

tourism experience innovation networks

Concerning the third central sub-question, ‘whaé dhe geographical and functional
characteristics of tourism firms’ innovation netks?’, the theoretical framework has centred
the attention on the structures of information @anoduction innovation networks as well as
on their geographical characteristics. Informatetworks have been argued to help firms to
innovate due to their capacity to distribute infatman supporting exploration and/or
exploitation depending on the strengths and thesites of the networks. The theoretical
discussion has outlined certain controversies abowt such different strengths and densities
influence the transfer of the different types dommation. The existence of structural holes in
such information networks has further been arguwegbdtentially restrict the information
benefits of information networks. At the same tirttee production structures of innovation
networks have been considered capable of favouwsimdjor limiting firms’ capacities to
innovate depending on the strengths of the prodmatetwork structures and the following
degree to which they allow for development procedseoccur. Additionally, the strength of
such production networks structures may or may altdw for the incorporation and
utilisation of the information benefits of infornmat networks from which the production
networks can not be clearly separated in ‘real. liftowever, beneficial network structures
have been argued to vary depending on industryifgpebaracteristics and firms’ needs for
exploration, exploitation and for overcoming sturel holes. Those considerations have been
related to the characteristics of the tourism epee and to the particularities of tourism
firms. Tourism firms have theoretically been suggésto be in need of information
supporting both exploration and exploitation forigththe information structures of the
tourism experience networks may be of importanceldidonally, different tourism
experience production network structures and tipessible characteristics, benefits and
limitations have been identified theoretically aacjued to potentially provide both the

benefits and/or the limitations of production netkvetructures.

Furthermore, the theoretical discussions have caliyi considered the geographical
characteristics of innovation networks. It has bderstrated how local networks in the

agglomeration literature are argued to be highlgartant as they are considered to provide
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firms with production as well as information bemefarising from the spatial proximity
among firms. Such local networks may, however, negdd to non-local networks which
provide important external information. It has het been questioned whether local
collective learning mechanisms provide similar bes@s local networks, making these more
or less irrelevant when compared with non-localwoeks. It has also been questioned
whether proximities other than spatial, such asnegwoc, cultural and organizational
proximities, make ‘non-local proximity networks’,ei networks characterised by other
proximities than spatial, more beneficial than locatworks. Finally, it has been discussed
whether the existence of structural holes withicalonetworks or between those and non-
local networks - or ‘glocal holes’ - can be overeohy the existence of local and/or non-local
networks. Relating the considerations to the paldic characteristics of the tourism
experience and of tourism firms, theoretical arguisefor and against local destination
networks have been put forward. On the one hand, ghrticularities of the tourism
experience and the concentration of tourism firmghe tourist destination may be argued to
make the destination a natural scene for local ordsv On the other hand, it has been
discussed whether tourism firms located on the s@@sénations are either competitors with
a lack of interests in cooperating or are econoligit¢ao distant so as to gain the innovation
benefits of local network relations. Non-local proky relations among tourism firms are,
from that last point of view, more likely to proeidnnovation network benefits. It has further
been questioned whether such non-local proximityvakks may be of a stronger character
than local networks due to the ability of strongwwks to overcome the constraints of
spatial distance and because destinations, wheeesdy of tourism goods/services is more
important than homogeneity, may not be the natsetling for strong networks. It is argued,
however, that different tourism experiences andr tdevelopmental history may result in
networks of different geographical characteristtsdifferent times of the history of the

experiences.

In the empirical analysis, at the general levaetaladestination networks have been observed
to be of a loose but dense character. However| lam@&zontal competitive network relations
among accommodation establishments are the onlgl loglations identified to be of
importance for innovative activities. These aretlfarmore beneficial only because they

support the distribution of explorative informatidrhey do, on the other hand, not supply the
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tourism firms with the benefits/limitations of pnaction networks, nor do they provide the
tourism firms with exploitation due to their loosharacter. Other local network structures
have been identified but have been found to beoaktevance for innovations. In the case of
the theoretically important local complementaryatieins among accommodation firms and
other tourism firms the lack of innovation benefitssuch relations can be explained by the
very loose character of these relations and by #wenomic differences among
complementary firms which have ‘nothing innovatieetell each other’. The destination is
therefore observed to be a place of exploratiooutn loose horizontal competitive networks
only. The dense weak local networks are furthernseen to provide the benefits of creating
an environment of trust and common understandimgypavercoming the existence of glocal
holes. This means that, despite the existenceochfjholes of a certain depth (in the case of
the Costa del Sol), these do not induce conflicormgnthe spatially concentrated tourism

firms and do not limit information transfer at thestination level.

Non-local networks have in the case study genetadlgn observed to be of a stronger but
sparse character. Of these, non-local verticalridigion networks with tour-operators
provide the tourism firms with explorative inforrm@t and, at the same time, with a certain
degree of information supporting exploitation, aslivas they bring production innovation
network benefits due to their (not excessive) sgfilenSpecific product development has
furthermore been seen to take place in mainly woatlvertical input relations with suppliers
of specialized inputs. In these relations explmtatind product development take place. The
specialist knowledge of the providers of specidligguts is confronted with the specialist
knowledge and the needs of the tourism firms. I8 firocess, innovations initially made
‘outside tourism’ are applied and ‘finished’ withet participation of the tourism firms. The
last non-local network structure found to be imantt horizontal chain networks, provides
firms with access to exploitation and with both tenefits and the limitations of production
networks helping the tourism firms to innovate,,kattthe same time, preventing them from
innovating ‘on their own’ due to the strength oésk relations. This strength also limits the
chain firms’ local relations and makes these ivaf¢ as information gained in such local

relations can not be applied in innovative actati

While these are general characteristics of thetifiketh networks, different firms have been
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identified to have dissimilar networks of differegeographical characteristics providing
different innovation network benefits. These netgdnave been categorised according to the
presence and characteristics of types of relataom$ according to the benefits that these
relations bring (figure 5.6). The first type of wetk, ‘the rural tourism experience networks
with competitive structures’ lacks, to a certaige, the explorative information benefits of
local competitive network relations as these refetiare not fully developed in this type of
network. The second type of network, ‘the rural riem experience networks without
competitive structure’ totally lacks these benedissno such local competitive relations exist
in this type of network. Both these rural netwofligher lack many of the benefits provided
by non-local vertical distribution networks. A ttitype of network, ‘the mass tourism
experience networks of individual firms’, on thehet hand, gives full access to both the
benefits of local competitive networks and of nondl vertical distribution networks. All in
all, this type of network incorporates more varkeehefits of innovation networks. These
differences among the networks are partly due écctiaracter of the tourism experiences. On
the one hand, the geographic concentration ofgougoods/services on the rural destinations
and the youth of the production of the rural tauriexperiences have yet not resulted in the
full development of well functioning local compet# networks. On the other hand, such
local competitive networks are, due to the spatmicentration of a high number of tourism
goods/services on the Costa del Sol, well develapede. Additionally, the role of the
tourists and their more individual character in theal destinations result in less developed
non-vertical distribution networks and less innowat benefits from these. Finally, the
characteristics of the tourism goods/services, articularly the smaller size of the tourism
firms of the rural experiences, result in smallextworks, and especially in smaller
distribution networks, than in the case of the firof the Costa del Sol. The context of the
networks - the tourism experience - is thus seennfioence the characteristics of the
networks and their benefits. Distinguished from theee mentioned networks is ‘the mass
tourism experience networks of chain firms’. Asigaded, these networks’ horizontal chain
relations are of a strong character and therefongg bexploitation benefits but limit the
importance of local network relations in particulaecause the firms of the chain networks
can not act upon such information due to the streafjthe chain relations which restricts the
individuality of the firms. All in all, different etworks are seen to possess different

characteristics and to provide different innovatitenefits which is linked to the
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characteristics of the tourism experiences. Gelyerabwever, local networks are loose and
provide explorative information only, while non-kdcnetworks are stronger and provide

exploration, exploitation and the benefits anditmitations of production network structures.

Innovation networks and tourism experience innovanns

Sub-question 4, ‘how do such geographically orgahisnnovation networks influence
innovations of tourism experiences?’, is closelated to the former sub-questions and their
findings and it leads the discussion back to therall research question - ‘what is the role of

geographically organised innovation networks farri®m experience innovations’?

Theoretically, tourism experience innovations haeen indicated to be ever important and
tourism experience innovation networks have begued to provide firms with important
benefits helping tourism firms to innovate. Suchndfés have also been identified in the
categorised tourism experience networks of the cdsdy as discussed in the above.
Information benefits supporting both exploratior @axploitation have been identified and so
have production benefits, and specific product tgpreents have been seen to occur in
particular types of network relations. As innovasdave furthermore been seen to be highly
important in the case study, and information argbgdhe interviewed to be important for
such innovations, the identified tourism experiemeeovation networks may, in a first
instance, all in all be claimed to provide the temr firms with central and important
innovation benefits and to be important in helpiimms to carry through the ever important

tourism experience innovations.

Regarding the importance of different geographésglects of such networks, local networks’
only innovative benefits have in the case studynhbdentified to consist of the provision of
explorative information. The character of the losatworks and their benefits may therefore
be disappointing for those believing in the ceityrahnd importance of local destination
networks, while the observed existence of densal loetworks could provide a reason for
reconsideration from those who disbelieve in thisterce of destination networks. On the
other hand, the non-local network relations havenbabserved to be of a stronger character
which means that they provide tourism firms withplexation and production network

benefits. In the case study, strong relations hlageefore been identified to be more optimal
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when they relate firms to spatially distant othethier than when they exist as local networks.
Such a geographical network configuration is bemafias the weak dense local networks
support exploration while not capturing the tourisrms in narrow development trajectories
but maintaining instead diversity of tourism gos@syices at the destination level whereas
non-local proximity relations provide the importdmgnefits of exploitation and production
networks. Disregarding the geographical configoratf the networks, it is as such also seen
in the case study how loose relations, though theselense, provide firms with exploration
mainly, whereas stronger relations, though thesesparse, provide information supporting
exploitation. This configuration, it may be claimeplves the firms access to both exploration
and exploitation without capturing the firms in tdense, too strong networks but leaving
instead room for dynamism in the network. It caardfiore be argued that this generally
identified combination of weak, strong, dense apdrse, local and non-local innovation
network relations has the potential to provide iguarfirms with all the needed benefits of
innovation networks while limiting less beneficiadonsequences of the networks.
Nonetheless, the different categorised networks lmen seen to provide these benefits to
different degrees and not all firms have thus atesll or to the same innovation network
benefits.

While the tourism experience innovation networksynb@ concluded to be important for
tourism experience innovations, information soui@ter than innovation networks have also
been identified in the empirical study. Collectiearning mechanisms have been identified
particularly in the Costa del Sol and to a lessegrée in relation to the rural tourism
experiences. These collective learning mechanisimsotl make the local firms redundant but
complement the information benefits of local netkgorOther learning mechanisms, and in
particular those related to the tourists and thpleyees, have been identified and have also
been concluded to be important for innovative dtis and have often been indicated by the
interviewed to be the most important sources obrmfation. This questions the relative
importance of networks which, as has also beercated theoretically, become just one of
several factors of importance for innovations. Te&tive importance of the innovation
networks has been further questioned as the diffedentified and categorized networks and
their provision of different innovation benefits dot explain the differentiated innovative

behaviour of the tourism firms. It is in that seespecially striking that the networks of the
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most innovative firms of the case study (certairalrtourism firms carrying through atypical
and diversifying innovations) are those of the gatsed networks that provide least
innovation benefits. Therefore, while tourism exgece innovation networks may be claimed
in important and different ways to help tourismmfg to innovate, there seem to be additional
factors involved in the innovation processes anthsather factors may be decisive in the
determination of which, how, and how many innovagiare carried through in tourism firms.
Such factors have in an explorative manner in theigcal analysis been identified not to
consist of one general factor. Instead it is ddferfactors that are decisive for different
tourism firms’ innovativeness, e.g. experience, rdag, tourism demands and/or the
characteristics of the tourism experience (figut@).5The empirical findings have also
indicated that a limitation in the benefits derivienin innovation networks can be overcome,
which has been seen to occur particularly in ceganall but highly innovative tourism firms.
These findings furthermore indicate that no singleovation theory is able to provide
explanations for the innovative behaviour of aluriem firms. It does not imply that
innovation networks are not important but it doeers to imply that they are not the sole
explanatory variable in the case of tourism expeeeinnovations; that they are not equally
important for all tourism firms; and that they ara@t always the most central and important -

or even an indispensable - element in the entireviation process.

The main conclusions of the thesis, discusseddrabove, are summarized below.

e The tourism firms of the case study are all innaxatthough some more than others. No tourism firm

has ‘stopped innovating’.

» Local destination networks have been observed taf bdoose but dense character. Non-local networks

are generally of a stronger but sparse character.

* Local horizontal competitive network relations dne bnly local network relations identified to be|of
importance for innovative activities. These are ffierz only because of their provision of exploregi
information. They do, on the other hand, not sughby tourism firms with the benefits/limitations pf

production networks nor do they provide the tourfsms with exploitation. The destination is, inghi

way, a place of exploration through loose horizbotanpetitive networks only. Other local networks

have been identified but they are of no relevancéninovations.
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Non-local networks, in the form of vertical diswiion networks, provide additional explorative
information and, at the same time, a certain degfdaformation supporting exploitation, as well as

they bring production benefits.

Non-local horizontal chain networks mainly proviitens with access to exploitation and provide both
the benefits and the limitations of production ratee helping the tourism firms to innovate butha t

same time preventing them from innovating ‘on tlwsin’. These relations furthermore limit the firm

0

local relations and make these irrelevant as inébion gained in such local relations can not bdiegp

in innovative activities.

Specific product development takes place in mamg-local vertical network relations with suppliers
of specialized inputs. In these relations, explmita takes place and innovations carried through

‘outside tourism’ are further developed and accouniated to the needs of the tourism firms.

Within the destinations, the tourism firms see eaitter as partners rather than as competitors teéespi
the existence of both primary and secondary glbo#ds (in the case of the Costa del Sol). The local
networks have a role to play in this aspect as $egm to be partly responsible for providing|an

environment of trust and common understanding.

U

Different firms have dissimilar networks of diffetegeographical characteristics providing different

innovation network benefits.

The context of the networks - the tourism experience seen to influence the characteristics of |the
networks and their benefits. Elements of the expegeinfluencing the networks are e.g. the
characteristics of destinations and the importasfceurism in these, the individuality of the tats
and their preferences, as well as the charactyigif the tourism goods/services including the

complementary offer

Local collective learning mechanisms are seen twigeoexplorative information complementary |to
that provided by local networks, particularly iret@osta del Sol due to the characteristics of thesm

tourism experience.

Other learning mechanisms are important, in pddiclearning from the tourists and from the
employees. This means that innovation networks megost one element of several in the innovation

process.
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e While the tourism firms’ different innovation netvks provide important but differentiated informatio

and production benefits, they do not explain tifeéntiated innovative behaviour of tourism firms.

* A set of factors have been identified to be deeidiw the differentiated innovative behaviour oél:
tourism firms. Such vary from one tourism firm teetother and consist of e.g. experience, dogmas,

tourism demands and/or the characteristics ofdhedm experience.

Recommendations for future research

The final discussion of the former chapter on tkeegalizability of the observations of this
study outlined different controversial perceptiafighe innovativeness of tourism firms and
the different claimed reasons for such. This, imbmation with the importance of tourism
and the importance of innovations in tourism resurtthat a first recommendation for further
tourism innovation research is to carry through ensuch research so as to gain a better
understanding of the subject. The second recomntienda to apply a differentiated network
approach. Trench graving, such as e.g. the onehwdgem to have occurred between the
believers and the disbelievers of the existencet@denefits of local destination networks,
seems unbeneficial. Instead, as have been ackngedednh this study, differentiated
approaches, acknowledging that tourism experienaes different, and so may the
characteristics of tourism experience innovatiotwoeks be, seem a more beneficial way
towards a broader understanding of the role ofvation networks in tourism. Furthermore,
this study has indicated that a differentiated apph which acknowledges that different
tourism firms’ innovations are due to different tiaxs could prove beneficial for future
research. This implies that the focus on one fastach as innovation networks in the case of
this study, is not necessarily beneficial. Instedifferent theoretical approaches may be seen
to be more or less explanatory for different taurisrms’ innovations. Such a differentiated
approach could also help to overcome the oftenrgépned belief in a clear tourism firm size-
innovation correlation which disregards the highawativeness of certain small tourism firms

such as those identified in this study.

Implications for managers of innovation

Tourism experience innovations have been arguedhisnstudy, to be important both for
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tourism firms and destinations. As such, there seenbe no other choice for tourism firms
than to become innovative. Regarding innovationvogts this study has revealed how
different innovation network relations provide difént innovation benefits, and such
different benefits are all necessary for tourisimpezience innovations. Therefore, diversity of
innovation network benefits may be an importantl goal thus also diversity of network
relations. Having only access to explorative infation and no other innovation network
benefits may e.g. trouble the intentions of beingovative. This means that any kind of
network does not necessarily provide the neededvation benefits. Instead, networks of
particular types of relationships, potentially prbmg the needed innovation network
benefits, should be paid attention. This also iggpthat there does not seem to be a need for
cultivating all kinds of relationships as if ‘therger the network the better’. As there is a limit
to the number of relations that any firm and itsxager of innovation can maintain and derive
the benefits from, too large a network may resulihiat only limited attention can be paid to

the relations which are actually of importanceiforovative activities.

Under the conditions that certain findings from tlase study may be generalised, and that
focus is on innovations understood as they hava bethis study as physical changes of the
stages of interaction of tourism goods/service tibove indications have further
implications. In order to achieve the necessaryemity of innovation benefits from
innovation networks an excessively developed loe&ivork may not prove beneficial for the
manager of innovation. Such local networks shonddeiad be paid only limited attention and
attention should at this local level first and fost be put on developing/maintaining weak
networks of horizontal competitive relations thataymprovide important explorative
information. Other local network relations seemb® unimportant for innovative activities
and therefore not to require much attention foppaes of innovation. This limited focus on
local relations, on the other hand, leaves moreuregs free to establish or maintain other
important relations. To gain the full range of irmative benefits of innovation networks the
local relations can therefore be complemented weettain non-local relations. These could be
vertical relations with distributors, but could @lsonsist of non-local chain networks - though
not of a too strong character. Specific productettggment processes, have in this study been
seen to occur in vertical input relations with spksed producers, but the full benefits of

these do not come automatically (as they do natther relations either). To maximise the
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benefits of these relations, the manager of innomashould make sure to create an
interchange of knowledge to assure that the inm@vdimade outside tourism) is well adapted
and further developed according to the needs ofatesm firm. As expressed in this study
by the interviewed, the relation may otherwise léadinneeded or unwanted innovations or
at least innovations badly adjusted to the neediseotourism firms. All in all, relatively few
but well selected and cultivated relations may evthe full range of innovation network
benefits rather than may a large or a badly coastdunetwork not providing the right mix of
benefits. To achieve this, geographic diversitynseebeneficial rather than excessively
developed local networks that may hinder innovaasrihey limit the possibility of gaining

the full and varied benefits of innovation networks

Though this thesis has not at all studied the ingmme of destination managers but has
maintained focus on the tourism firms, still a fewdications on the proper focus of such
destination managers can be put forward derivenh filwe conclusions of the study. In line
with the above indications of implications, fromchudestination managers’ point of view an
excessive focus on providing an institutional baokgd for developing local networks,
which may occur as the destination managers fo@gsia implicitly, and politically expected
to be, the destination, may be misleading and hgadocus away from other important
network relations. Too much attention seems oftemdve been paid to developing such
destination networks and, regarding the findingstro$ study, other important non-local
relations may thus have been under-estimated amttrweveloped. If the destination
manager’s job is to help sustain the innovativerméssdestination’s tourism firms and if this
job involves helping tourism firms to develop th@&novation networks, focus should be
centred as much on non-local networks as on loeatimhtion networks. The result may
otherwise be a conflict between the needs andegiegt of the tourism firms and the
destination manager’s destination focus. While,tfer destination manager, the destination

may be the only and ultimate ‘goal’ it is far frdsming the only ‘mean’.

However, as has been indicated in this study, dityeiof tourism experiences may cause
diversity of innovation network configurations aafitheir related innovation benefits. This
would mean that no manager of innovation should éliedly follow indications such as

those given in the above. A lack of intelligentesssnent of the possibilities and prospects of
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different network relations seen in relation to tpessibilities offered by the tourism
experience as well as the needs for innovations reaylt in a badly selected network.
Furthermore, the manager of innovation should redtraw down his job to become a
‘manager of innovation networks’ only. Instead, estlsources may be important substitutes
for, or complements to, the innovation networksciSmay consist of the tourists and the
employees. Others may be harder to access intagitrananner as they are basically sources
embedded in the characters of individuals, inclgdimre manager of innovation him-/herself
or the employees. Being dogmatic, for example, way difficultly become part of a non-
dogmatic innovation manager’s strategy. Howeverhsadditional sources of innovation may
be used according to what the strategies and theacteristics of the firm and the innovation
manager are. Staying alive, relying on 20 yearsexjferience in the business, requires
different sources of information and inspiratioranthis required for creating out of the
ordinary tourism experiences, which again demantterosources of information and
inspiration than is demanded for following markeids to achieve growing visitor numbers.
The implication therefore seems to be that the g@mnaf innovation should complement well
structured innovation networks with other sourcesformation and inspiration taking into
consideration the potentials and the strategy ®ffitm as well as the possibilities offered by

the tourism experience(s) to which the firm belongs
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Interviews:

Rural establishments:

R1: Cerro de Hijar

R2: Banu Rabbah

R3: Complejo Salitre

R4: Palacete de Manara

R5: Hotel Humaina

R6: Hotel Posada del Conde

R7: La Garganta

R8: Sol y sierra

246



References

R9:

Complejo Turistico Alberdini

R10: Molino del Santo

R11: Hotel Romero

R12: Apartamentos Rurales el Lagarrillo

Establishments on the Costa del Sol:

C1.

C2:

C3:

C4:

C5:

C6:

C7:

cs:

Co:

Hotel Torrequebrada

Hotel Puerto Benalméadena

Apartamentos Veramar

Jardines de Gamonal

Apartamentos San Carlos

Hoteles Hijano

Apartamentos Ronda

Hotel Europa + Hotel los Arcos

Hotel Sol Melia Costa del Sol

C10: Flatotel

C11: Hotel Sol Aloha Puerto

C12: Hotel Luca Costa Lago

C13: Apartamentos la Maestranza

C14: Hotel Zenit Olletas
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C15: Hotel NH Malaga

Campsites:

CAL1: Camping Fuengirola

CA2: Camping la Rosaleda

Attractions:

Al: Tivoli World

A2: Aqua Park Mijas

A3: Sea Life

A4: Casa Natal de Picasso

A5: Museo de Artes Populares

Others:

0O1: Oficina Comarcal de Turismo Rincon de la Vitor
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Interview guide

1. General information

* Name of the firm?

* Name of the interviewee?

* Occupation of the interviewee?

* What are the primary and secondary products tlesfiriim produce?

* What is the dimension of the firm (e.g. numberlards/beds/overnights/sales volume)?
Would you characterize the firm as small/mediuntacge?

* Number of employees?

* Does there exit jobs that demand specific studigg (ourism studies)?
What type of knowledge/qualifications is the mdsimanded?

« How is the competitive situation (favourable/notdarable)?
Does the firm have competitors in the same desbim@n other destinations?

* How would you characterize the firm with your owonds?

2. The tourists \

* Types of tourists/segments (e.g. mass, individodlyidual, culture, nature, rural...)?

What do the tourists ‘look’ for?
Are the tourists changing their demands?
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In what way?
How is the firm adjusting to that change?
From what countries/regions in Spain do the tosigstme from?

Why (e.g. type of product, the firm’s market focus)

3. The total product and the destination

3.a. The total product

Description to the interviewee: The total prodgctinderstood as the combination of
products of accommodation, entertainment, naturdlcaltural attractions etc. resulting
in a total product such as e.g. sun and beachstaugolf tourism or nature tourism.

Which total product(s) do the tourists look for?

What other products are included in the total pod@) (attractions, other firms such
as restaurant, tours, tourism offices etc.)?

Do there exist other complementary firms that afeingportance for the
production of the total product?

Are there missing any products and firms that camigrove the total product?
Other positive and negative aspects of the totadyoct?

In what geographical area is the total product pced?

3.b. The destination

In what destination do we encounter ourselves?
How can the destination be delimited geographially
What is the importance of the destination for ih@?

Is it a ‘strong’ destination?

In what way?
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Other positive and negative aspects of the degiinfat

3.c. The destination and the total prodcut

Does there exist a relation between the total prodnd the destination?
Do they coincide functionally and geographically?
If not: why not?
Is it a problem?

What is most important for the firm: the total puatior the destination?

How?
Why?

In what occasions is the total product more impurthan the destination and vice versa?

What is most important for the production of thenfi the individual product of the firm,
the total product or the destination?

What is most important for the tourist?

4. Innovations

Has there been introduced, during the last yeagsnore or less important changes of
the product that the firm sells to the tourist?

Which?
Why? / Why not?

Has the firm participated in the introduction ofaner changed total or combined products
(products that are the result of the cooperatidh wther firms in the destination) during
the last years?

Which?
Why? / Why not?

Is it important for the firm to innovate?

Why? / Why not?
What have the consequences been of the innovdtiahbave been made?
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What type of innovation is most important for tivenf those of total/combined products
or those of the firm?

Why?

Talking of innovations: is the firm in that serseexceptional or representative firm?
Why is that?

Is it important for firms producing this type ofgoluct to be innovative?

Why? / Why not?

5. Type of information/knowledge of important for the firm

What type of knowledge or information is in genenaportant?

Information to interviewee: two types of informatio

Quantitative or numerical information (e.g. numloértourists to arrive next week and
what types of rooms they reserved.) of importameceadutine functions is not the type of
information that | am looking for

What I'm looking for is ‘qualitative information dtnowledge: for example information
or knowledge about products, technologies, togsegiments, ‘ways of doing things’, new
possibilities etc. Is interesting because it ioinfation or knowledge that can change
what and how things are done.

Is that type of information of importance for thef?

In what sense and why?
Examples of that type of information of importarfioethe firm?

Has any type of information been of importancetifi@ innovations that have been/are
being made in the firm? Or of the total product?

What types?
Examples?

From where do you get that type of information/kiexge?
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* What type of information/knowledge is more impottageneral information about new
technologies, new products or more specific infdromaon improvements of existing
products or technologies?

Examples of such types of information
Where does it come from?

6. The network

6.a. Characteristics of the network

» Is the firm part of a cooperation (e.g. a chaisiorilar) or is it an indivudal firm?

Which?
What type of possession (e.g. franchising)?
What other firms are in the cooperation?

Which?
How many?
Where?
Where is the central of the cooperation?
I Information to interviewee: A collaborative relatiexists when there is a frequent or
continuous collaboration with another firm or orggation — The collaboration may be
formal or informal.

* Do you work with tour-operators in this way?

How many?
Where?

» Travel agencies?

How many?
Where?

Other distributors (e.g. web-pages and...)?
How many?
What types?
Where?

« What distributors are of most importance for thenft
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In percent?

Does the firm have its own internet page?

What is the importance of the internet page (ircget)?

Providers of physical material:

How many?
Which types?
Where?

Providers of services?

How many?
Which ones?
Where?

Outsourcing?

How many?
Which ones?
Where?

Same type of firms?

How many?

Which ones?

Where?

What is the collaboration about?

Other tourism firms?

How many?

Which ones?

Where?

What is the collaboration about?

Universities, research institutes or the like?
How many?
Which ones?
Where?
What is the collaboration about?

Tourist organisations?
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How many?

Which ones?

Where?

What is the collaboration about?

* Public organisations?

How many?

Which ones?

Where?

What is the collaboration about?

e Other firms/organisations?

Which ones?

How many?

Where?

What is the collaboration about?

* Does the firm participate in some kind of marketirag already mentioned?

Which?

How many?

Where?

What is the collaboration about?

* Does there exist some kind of organisation or sirhat organises and coordinates the
production in the destination or of the total prcicu

What does it do?
Does it do it satisfactory?
Does the firm have any contact with it?

6.b. The network, the total product, the destimagind the local area

* Are any of the relations concerned with the proiumcof a total product?

Which ones?

How many?

Where?

What is the collaboration about?
What is its importance?

* Is the total product important when talking of telas?

255



Tourism Experience Innovation Networks

In what way?
Is the destination important when talking of relag?
In what way?
Which is most important?
Why?
Talking of relations: is the firm in that senseresgentative or exceptional?
In what way?
Why does the firm have more/less local/non-lockitien than other firms?
What are the factors determining the charactesistiche network?
What relations are most important generally?
Type of firms?
Local or non-local?
Why?
Why are local/non-local relations preferable?

Is it more important for tourism firms to collabteat the local or the international level?

If it is important, who has the responsibility efcsiring the local networking

6.c. The network and distribution of information|

Of all the relations, does the firm from any ofsbaeceive qualitative information or
knowledge? — In other words: do you learn somethimign the firms you work with?

Are some relations of particular importance in gerse?

Which ones (type of firm and where)?

What type of information/knowledge do you receiveni them (including if it is
local or non-local and general or specific)?

If it is a local firm: Is it an advantage for themamunication that it is a local firm?
If it is not local: Is it an obstacle that it istreolocal firm?

What types of relations are they?

Characterised by confidence?
Including a contract/formal or informal?
How is the distribution of power in the relation?
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Is it a long lasting relation?
Strong/weak?

What is the significance of the type of firm andaten for the importance of the
relation talking of information, knowledge and leizig?

Is this type of relation different from relatiortzat are not important for information,
knowledge and learning?

In what way?

Does it depend on the type of relation/firm whetki®e information is general or
specific?

« How is information received and distributed in te&ations?

Face to face communication or through communicatieedia (e.g. mail, e-mail,
telephone fax...)?

Does it depend on whether the firm is local or taral?

Is it easier receiving information face to face?

Is large geographical distance a barrier for infation distribution or is it easy to
communicate through communication media?

Does there exist other information distribution riEas (e.g. language, culture,
confidence...)?

How can the barriers be reduced?

* Can any of the innovations made be related dirextindirectly to the information and
knowledge retrieved through the relations?

Which ones?
In what way?
Examples?
* For what can the information be used in generalifmmvations)?

* Do you receive more information through local aotigh non-local relations?

Why (e.g. type of firm, geographical distance, typé relations, confidence,
language)?

» Is the most useful information received througtalamr non-local relations?
Why?

» Does the firm lack any kind of relations?
What would they serve for?

Why don't they exist?
What type of information could the relation supthe firm with?
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Could they be of importance for innovations?

Have you adjusted the production to the needshardirms in the network (for example
tour-operators) or to the opportunities given byeotfirms (for example physical inputs or
services)?

Examples?
Consequences?

7. Other types of information distributors

From what other sources is information received?
Personal/social relations?

Are they professionals, friends, family or..?
Where are they from?

Employees?
Media?

Which ones: radio, television, newspapers, magazwibers? - Local, national,
international?

Tourists?

Other firms (not in the network)?
Which ones?
Where?
How?

Organisations (not in the network)?
Which ones?
Where?
How?

Does there exist other types of information distiins?
Which ones?
Where?

How?

Is the information local or non-local?
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Is the information general or specific?

Can any of the innovation made be related diremtiydirectly to information,
knowledge or learning from such information distitdrs

Which ones?
How?

From where do you receive most information: firmshie network or form other sources?

8. Information distributed by the firm

Does the firm distribute information?

What type?

Why?

How do you distribute the information (e.g. relasowith other firms, personal
relations, media)?

Does the firm guard information?
What type?

Why?
And what do other firms do in this aspect?

9. The general importance of information

Is it important for tourism firms to receive infoation/knowledge in general?
Why? / Why not?

Who has the responsibility of securing the distiiiuof information (firms,
organisations, universities...)?

Does the firm receive the information/knowledgeassary?

Where could the missing information come form?
Could the firm do something to receive the infotior?
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10. Innovations and alternative explanations

* Where do the idea and the inspiration to innovataefrom (-if it doesn’t come from the
network or from other information sources)?

How?

Examples?

What is the importance of these types of elemens®orces of ideas

What is needed to be able to ‘cultivate’ and/or thhese sources of ideas to innovate?

* Do you consider yourself an entrepreneur or thme &is entrepreneurial?

In what sense?

What does this mean?

Is it important when talking of innovations? -vinat sense?

Is it important to be an entrepreneur when tallohgelation with other firms? - In
what sense?
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English Resume

This thesis addresses the importance of innovat&tworks for innovations in tourism. In
contemporary innovation literature, innovation natks are generally argued to be an
important factor for the innovativeness of firmss fe production of tourism experiences
depends on a variety of network relations amonggoufirms, such innovation networks are
in this thesis hypothesized to be an importantofafdr innovations in tourism. Innovations
and innovation networks have however received gqitmnally limited attention from
tourism researchers despite that innovations indwuare generally argued to be important.
This thesis seeks to fill a little of this gap outism research.

The question of the importance of innovation neksadn tourism is analyzed through a case
study for which an open ended theoretical templaveides explanations for the observed. In
a first instance, in this theoretical template therism experience is conceptualized as the
result of complex combinations and interactiongoafrists, tourist destinations and tourism
goods/services. Innovations of such experiencesreleted to the tourism firms and are
considered as changes of the stages of interactibribe tourism goods/services. Such
innovations are argued to be important in a conteany context at the general level due to a
supposed slow and continuous change of phases @émaourism. At the same time, such
innovations are argued to be important for the iooetd development and survival of

particular destinations and of their tourism firms.

The general theoretical network discussions cetitee attention on the information and
production structures of innovation networks. Atiem is put, in particular, on the densities
and strengths of information networks and on theizbatal and vertical structures and
strengths of production networks. Such informatom production networks can hardly be
separated in real life and they are therefore #ta@lly combined and their benefits and
disadvantages discussed. Information networks ayeed to help firms to innovate due to
their capacity to distribute information supportiegploration and/or exploitation depending
on the strength and the densities of the netwdrks. theoretical discussion outlines certain

controversies about how such different strengtlisdansities influence information transfer
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S0 as to provide alternative explanations for olegmetworks. Structural holes, in such
information networks, are further argued to potahtirestrict the information benefits of the
networks. At the same time, the production stregwf networks are argued to be capable of
favouring and/or limiting firms’ capacities to invete depending on the strength of these
production structures. Beneficial network strucsuaee further argued to vary depending on
industry specific characteristics and firms’ nedds exploration, exploitation and for
overcoming structural holes. Those consideratiaesralated to the characteristics of the
tourism experience and the particularities of temri firms by applying ‘network
interpretations’ of general economic-geography ismar literature. Tourism firms are
theoretically argued to be in need of informatioporting both exploration and exploitation
for which the information structures of the tourisexperience networks may be of
importance. Additionally, different production netik structures and their benefits and
limitations are theoretically identified in the team experience innovation network and are
argued to potentially provide both the benefits &nel limitations of production network

structures.

The theoretical discussions furthermore criticalnsider the geographical characteristics of
innovation networks. Local networks are, at theegahlevel, theoretically argued to provide
firms with production as well as information bemefarising from the spatial proximity
among firms. Such local networks may however neekkIto non-local networks which
provide the local networks with important extermaformation. It is further questioned
whether local collective learning mechanisms prevaimilar benefits as local networks
making these more or less irrelevant when comparigidl non-local networks. It is also
guestioned whether proximities other than spatglch as economic, cultural and
organizational proximity, make ‘non-local proximityetworks’ more beneficial than local
networks. Finally, it is questioned whether thestatice of structural holes between local and
non-local networks - or ‘glocal holes’ - can be @ne by the existence of local networks.
Relating the considerations to the particular cttersstics of the tourism experience and of
tourism firms, theoretical arguments for and agaiosal destination networks are put
forward. On the one hand, the particularities @f tthurism experience and the concentration
of tourism firms on the tourist destination maydrgued to naturally induce local networks

which provide the benefits typical of such. On tlieer hand, it is hypothesized that tourism
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firms located on the same destinations are eitlbenpetitors with a lack of interests in
cooperating or they are too economically distantgton the benefits of local network
relations. Non-local proximity relations among tisar firms are, from that last point of view,
more likely to be observed than local networks anel they are more likely to provide
innovation network benefits. It is further quesgdnwhether such non-local proximity
networks may be of a stronger character than leedlorks among tourism firms due to the
abilities of strong networks to overcome the casts of distance and because destinations,
where diversity of firms is more important than haganeity, may not be the natural setting
for strong networks. It is, however, argued thdtedent tourism experiences and their
developmental history may result in different netkgoat different times of the history of the
experiences. It is as such not believed that oreifsp type of network organization should
always be found but rather that such networks waly with the characteristics of tourism
experiences. It is finally indicated that innovatioetworks may be just one element of many

influencing innovation processes which may alsod®irring at other ‘levels’.

Providing arguments both in favour of and agaihst éxistence and the benefits of local
destination networks, and arguing that networks npmssess different geographical
characteristics as well as indicating differeneiptetations of the information and production
benefits of innovation networks, the theoreticgbrach is established as an open ended one
not stating specific hypotheses, but rather progdexplanations for different possible
network configurations. As such the theoretical glate has been established as a tool for
understanding the observed. The observed congiatsase study of widely different tourism
experiences, their innovations and innovation nete/@n rural destinations of the province of
Malaga, Spain, and in the Costa del Sol, alsoenSpanish province of Malaga. Summed up,

the main conclusions of the case study are:

e The tourism firms of the case study are all innaxggtthough some more than others. No tourism firm

has ‘stopped innovating’.

+ |Local destination networks have been observed tf bBdoose but dense character. Non-local networks
are generally of a stronger but sparse character.
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Local horizontal competitive network relations ane pnly local network relations identified to be
importance for innovative activities. These are fiieiz only because of their provision of explovegi
information. They do, on the other hand, not sughby tourism firms with the benefits/limitations

production networks nor do they provide the tourfsms with exploitation. The destination is, inghi

of

of

way, a place of exploration through loose horizbotanpetitive networks only. Other local networks

have been identified but they are of no relevancénihovations.

Non-local networks, in the form of vertical diswiton networks, provide additional explorati
information and, at the same time, a certain degfaaformation supporting exploitation, as well

they bring production benefits.

Non-local horizontal chain networks mainly proviitens with access to exploitation and provide b

the benefits and the limitations of production rate helping the tourism firms to innovate butthe

same time, preventing them from innovating ‘onitleevn’. These relations furthermore limit the firms

local relations and make these irrelevant as inébion gained in such local relations can not bdiegp

in innovative activities.

ve

as

pth

Specific product development takes place in mamdg-local vertical network relations with suppliers

of specialized inputs. In these relations, explmta takes place and innovations carried thro

‘outside tourism’ are further developed and accouniated to the needs of the tourism firms.

igh

Within the destinations, the tourism firms see eaitier as partners rather than as competitors teespi

the existence of both primary and secondary glbo#ds (in the case of the Costa del Sol). The |
networks have a role to play in this aspect as $esm to be partly responsible for providing

environment of trust and common understanding.

Different firms have dissimilar networks of diffetegeographical characteristics providing differg
innovation network benefits.

The context of the networks - the tourism experienc seen to influence the characteristics of

pcal

an

the

networks and their benefits. Elements of the expegeinfluencing the networks are e.g. the

characteristics of destinations and the importasfceurism in these, the individuality of the tats
and their preferences, as well as the charactigif the tourism goods/services including

complementary offer

the
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Dansk Resume

Titel:
Innovationsnetvaerk og turismeoplevelser

Betydningen af geografisk organiserede produktiogsinformations-innovationsnetveerk for
innovationer af turismeoplevelser.

Denne afhandling fokuserer pa turistvirksomhedersiovationsnetveerk. | nutidig
innovationslitteratur bliver innovationsnetveerk iggppargumenteret at veere af betydning for
innovationer i virksomheder. Da produktionen afisoneoplevelser afheenger af en raekke
typer netveerksrelationer mellem turistvirksomhed@grsadanne innovationsnetvaerk i denne
afhandling antaget at veere af betydning for innowat i turistvirksomheder. Innovationer og
innovationsnetveerk har dog ikke i udpreeget gracvganstand for forskning, til trods for at
innovationer bliver argumenteret at veere af stalydréng, ogsa for turistvirksomheder.

Denne afhandling forsgger at fylde dette hul iKamsgen en smule.

Spargsmalet om betydningen af innovationsnetvatukismevirksomheder bliver analyseret
gennem et case studie, for hvilket en 'aben’ téskefortolkningsramme sgger at give
forklaringer pa det observerede. | denne teoretigolkningsramme bliver turisme-

oplevelser konceptualiseret som resultatet af kekgad kombinationer og interaktioner
mellem turister, turistdestinationer og turismegodeg -services produceret af
turistvirksomheder. Innovationer af sadanne turigpievelser bliver relateret il

turistvirksomhederne og opfattes som forandringetuasme goders/services ’interaktions-
scener. Sadanne innovationer bliver pa det geleerplan argumenteret at veere
betydningsfulde, grundet at turismen antages aéngédvaesentlige forandringer i form af et
langsomt og kontinuert 'fase-skift’ i den moderneigme. Samtidig bliver det argumenteret,
at sddanne innovationer altid er betydningsfuldedfn fortsatte udvikling og overlevelse af

specifikke destinationer og deres turistvirksomhede
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Den generelle teoretiske fortolkningsramme fokusengd innovationsnetveerkenes
produktions- og informationsstrukturer. Fokus retspecielt mod tsetheder og styrker af
informationsnetvaerk og mod horisontale og vertiksti@ikturer i produktionsnetveerk samt
mod sadanne produktionsnetveerks styrker. Sadaforeniations- og produktionsnetveerk kan
ikke adskilles i 'den virkelige verden’, og de [divderfor kombineret teoretisk, og deres
fordele og ulemper bliver diskuteret. Informatioesmerk argumenteres at understgtte
innovationer, da de distribuerer information af eenteksplorativ eller af mere specifik
karakter, hvilket afheenger af netveerkenes styrkpiteetheder. Den teoretiske diskussion
fremstiller visse kontroverser omkring, hvorledesdanne styrker og taetheder influerer
informationsdistributionen i netvaerkene for denatdgive alternative forklaringer pa de
empirisk observerede netveerk og deres fordele empar. 'Strukturelle huller i sddanne
informationsnetveerk bliver videre argumenteret atveh potentialet til at minimere
informationsdistribution i netveerkene. Samtidigt ivel det argumenteret, at
produktionsnetveerk har potentiale til bade at ustdéte innovationer og at underminere
muligheden for at innovere, hvilket afheenger afdpkdionsnetveerkenes styrker. Fordelagtige
netveerksstrukturer argumenteres yderligere at naariafhaengigt af industrispecifikke
karakteristika og af virksomheders behov for eksle og/eller mere specifik information.
Disse teoretiske overvejelser relateres til ovetger omkring turismeoplevelsernes og
turistvirksomhedernes specifikke karakteristika niifeceret i den generelle gkonomisk-
geografiske turismelitteratur, der bliver ’analygermed netveerks-brillerne pafart'.
Turistvirksomheder bliver bl.a. teoretisk argumeetteat have behov for bade eksplorativ og
for mere specifik information. Derfor bliver tunstksomhedernes netveerk af betydning for
virksomhederne. Derudover bliver forskellige protiloksnetvaerksstrukturer mellem

turistvirksomhederne identificeret, og deres po#dlistfordele og ulemper bliver diskuteret.

De teoretiske diskussioner vurderer yderligereidkiinnovationsnetveerkenes geografiske
karakteristika. Lokale netveerk bliver pa det gelieteoretiske niveau typisk argumenteret at
bringe virksomheder adgang til fordelene fra prdituds- savel som fra informationsnetveerk,
og sadanne fordele argumenteres at veere relatdradem rumlige naerhed mellem
virksomhederne i netvaerkene. Sadanne lokale nethvagriknidlertid deres begraensninger, og
derfor ma de veere knyttet til ikke-lokale netveeder giver adgang til betydningsfuld
‘'ekstern’ information. Det bliver i afhandlingen nderet, hvorvidt Kkollektive
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lzeringsmekanismer giver adgang til lignende typéormation som de lokale netveerk, og
hvorvidt sadanne lokale netvaerk dermed er oveddiDet bliver ligeledes vurderet,
hvorvidt andre ‘’afstande’ end rumlig afstand, sasaskonomiske, kulturelle og
organisatoriske afstande, resulterer i, at 'ikkeale naerhedsrelationer’ er mere fordelagtige
end lokale netveerksrelationer. Det bliver endeligirderet, hvorvidt de negative
konsekvenser af strukturelle huller mellem lokatg ikke-lokale netveerk - eller 'glokale
huller - kan elimineres gennem oprettelsen af lekaetveerk. Ved at relatere disse
overvejelser til de specifikke kendetegn af turisplevelser og turistvirksomheder, bliver
teoretiske argumenter for og imod eksistensenkaléoturistdestinationsnetvaerk fremfart. Pa
den ene side argumenteres det, at turismeoplevaskoncentrationen af turistvirksomheder
pa turistdestinationerne naturligt inducerer lokaktvaerk, der giver adgang til sddannes
typiske fordele. P4 den anden side argumenteresatigtiristvirksomheder lokaliseret pa
samme destination enten er konkurrenter, der ikkeker at samarbejde, eller er for
forskelligartede til at opna fordele af sadanne vaekssamarbejder. Ikke-lokale
naerhedsrelationer mellem turistvirksomheder blifglge det sidstneevnte argument mere
antagelige, og det er mere sandsynligt at de hringévaerksfordele. Det bliver ydermere
vurderet, hvorvidt sddanne ikke-lokale neerhedsoglat er af en steerkere karakter end lokale
destinationsnetveerk, grundet steerke netveerksnedaio mulighed for at overkomme
begreensningerne ved rumlig afstand, og fordi dastiner, hvor diversitet mellem
virksomheder er vigtigere end homogenitet, maske ikr det naturlige sted for steerke
netveerk. Det bliver dog argumenteret, at forskelligurismeoplevelser og deres
udviklingshistorie kan resultere i forskellige narkskonfigurationer. Det bliver derfor ikke
antaget, at én specifik netveerksorganisatorisk fafa vil blive fundet, men derimod at
netveerkene vil variere med turismeoplevelsers karmskika. Endeligt bliver det indikeret, at
innovationsnetveerk sandsynligvis blot er en blandange faktorer, der pavirker

innovationsprocesser, som ogsa kan forega pa arideauer’.

Gennem tilvejebringelsen af argumenter bade foinmay eksistensen og fordelene af lokale
destinationsnetveerk, og ved at argumentere, ataari&t\besidder varierende geografiske
karakteristika, samt ved at indikere forskelligertdtkninger af informations- og

produktionsfordelene ved innovationsnetveerk, reseitt den teoretiske indfaldsvinkel i en

aben fortolkningsramme, der ikke fremfarer spekéikypoteser, men som derimod tilbyder
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forskellige forklaringer pa forskellige mulige negvkskonfigurationer. Den teoretiske
fortolkningsramme er som sadan etableret som ektwgdtil at forstda det observerede. Det
observerede udggres af et casestudie af vidt fiiggkéurismeoplevelser, innovationer heraf,
og deres innovationsnetveerk, pa rurale turistdastiner i provinsen Malaga i Spanien og pa
turistdestinationen Costa del Sol, ligeledes |@ankt i provinsen Malaga. Opsummeret er de

vaesentligste konklusioner pa case studiet de fdigen

* Turistvirksomhederne i casestudiet er alle innoeathogle mere end andre. Ingen turistvirksomhed er

'holdt op med at innovere'.

+ Lokale destinationsnetveerk er blevet observeret w@mrende af en lgs men teet karakter. Ikke-lokale

netveerk er generelt af en steerkere men mindreaiaekter.

* Lokale horisontale netveerksrelationer er de enedtald netveerksrelationer, der er af betydning|for
innovationsaktiviteter. Disse er fordelagtige uédtklnde pa grund af, at de giver adgang til eksplona
information. De giver pd den anden side ikke adgahgerken til fordelene/ulemperne ved
produktionsnetveerk, eller til mere specifik infotina. Turistdestinationen er pa denne Vis
udelukkende et sted, hvor eksplorativ informatigsiridbueres i horisontale netveerk. Andre typer leka

destinationsnetveerk er blevet identificeret, messelhar ingen relevans for innovationer.

* lkke lokale netveerk i form af vertikale distribut® netveerk giver adgang til yderligere eksplorativ
information og samtidigt til information af en dedty mere specifik karakter, ligesom de ydermere

bringer produktionsnetveerkets fordele

» lkke-lokale keede-netveerksrelationer giver farstfregnmest adgang til specifik information samti(til
produktionsnetveerkets fordel savel som ulemperhpaper saledes virksomhederne til at innovere,
men begraenser samtidigt deres muligheder for aiveme selvsteendigt. Disse relationer begraenser
ydermere virksomhedernes lokale relationer og dgsedirrelevante, da den information, som disse

giver adgang til, ikke kan anvendes af virksomhedeiinnovative aktiviteter.

e Specifik produktudvikling finder sted i hovedsagelikke-lokale relationer med leverandgrer | af
specialiserede inputs. | disse relationer findevdpktudvikling sted og innovationer introduceret
‘'udenfor turismen’ bliver videreudviklet og retiabd turistvirksomhedernes behov.
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Appendix

Pa turistdestinationerne ser turistvirksomhedeinariien som partnere frem for som konkurrenter
trods af eksistensen af glokale huller (p& destinah Costa del Sol). De lokale netvaerk synesitié g
en rolle herfor, eftersom de er delvist ansvarfigeeksistensen af et miljg karakteriseret afdikig

feelles forstéelse mellem virksomhederne.

Forskellige virksomheder har varierende netveerk foeskelligartede geografiske karakteristika,

disse giver forskelligartede innovationsnetveerldste.

Netveerkenes kontekst - turismeoplevelsen - sa¥laere netvaerkenes karakteristika og deres forg
Oplevelsernes karakteristika, der ses at influerevaarkenes karakter, bestar bl.a. af destinatio

karakteristika og betydningen af turismen herijsternes individualitet og deres praeferencer s

turismegodernes/servicenes karakteristika inklutgaidbuddet af komplementaere goder/services,.

Lokale Kkollektive leeringsmekanismer ses at give mndgdil eksplorativ information, der e
komplementeer til den der gives adgang til via ndtesee, specielt i destination Costa del Sol grur

masse-turismeoplevelsens karakteristika.

Andre leeringsmekanismer er af betydning. Dissegestfog fremmest relateret til turisterne og
medarbejderne i virksomhederne. Det betyder, abvationsnetveerkene er blot en blandt mal

faktorer af betydning for innovationsprocesser.

Mens, pa den ene side, turistvirksomhedernes fligkeede innovationsnetveerk giver adgang
vigtige og differentierede fordele, formar de, @ dinden side, ikke at forklare turistvirksomhedst

forskelligartede innovative karakteristika.

Et reekke faktorer er blevet identificeret som veeeeafdbetydning for virksomhedernes differentierg
innovative karakteristika. Sadanne varierer melgrksomhederne, og bestar for eksempel af erfar
dogmer, turisternes efterspgrgsel og/eller desbinaines karakteristika
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