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On behalf of the EDA national directors, welcome 
to your final edition of the Economic Development 
Australia Journal for 2015. 

The Board would like to thank you for your continued 
support and membership of an organisation that 
is uniquely the peak national body for economic 
development practitioners in Australia.  

Recognising the ongoing growth of our sector, we are 
an organisation seeking to expand our relationships 
globally. EDA has a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MoU) with the International Economic Development 
Council of the United States and also with the Economic 
Development Agencies of New Zealand. In the near 
future, we are hopeful of announcing a third MoU with 
another international organisation. 

These relationships are important as they provide 
opportunities for learning and development and 
knowledge transfer. Recently five EDA members 
returned from an annual study tour of the USA, which 
included attendance at the International Economic 
Development Conference in Alaska. It is planned 
that representatives from the United States and New 
Zealand will participate in the National Economic 
Development Conference that will be hosted in 
Western Australia’s Swan Valley by the City of Swan 
from 5 – 7 October 2016.  Please mark these dates in 
your diary.

Again the 2016 conference will feature the National 
Awards for Economic Development Excellence.  Whilst 
all category finalists and winners from the 2015 
must be congratulated, I would in particular like to 
acknowledge two award winners. These are Mayor 
Lorraine Rosenberg from the City of Onkaparinga (SA) 
who received the Economic Development Leadership 
Elected Award and Neil McNish from the City of 
Marion (SA) who received the Economic Development 
Practitioner Award.  Both of these awards represent 
outstanding achievement.

SPN AND DIRECTOR ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

All of EDA’s activities are achieved through 
our volunteer practitioner base and the Board 
acknowledges the enthusiastic support and 
contribution of every EDA member, all EDA State 
Practitioner Network chairs and committee members, 
our part-time, dedicated office manager Naomi Braham 
who continues to support EDA and our enduring and 
loyal sponsors.

My sincere thanks and great appreciation to each of the 
current EDA directors for investing their valuable time, 
significant effort, good will and support. 

I would also like to acknowledge my employer, the City 
of Canning, which has enabled me the opportunity 
to contribute as national EDA chair for the past 12 
months.

Finally, congratulations to our new EDA members. The 
Board is delighted to welcome you to the EDA family 
and very much looks forward to working with you. 
Thank you for your continuing EDA membership and 
support.

On behalf of the EDA Board, I would like to wish you 
all a Happy Christmas and a safe and enjoyable festive 
season.

Mark Holdsworth
National Chair
Economic Development Australia (EDA) 
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INTRODUCTION

This is the first of three papers exploring regional 
innovation systems (RIS) in the Australian setting. As 
a term, regional economic development practitioners 
are generally not familiar with RIS yet they can readily 
identify important elements in its structure.

This paper considers the theoretical aspects of RIS in 
order to establish what constitutes a RIS. “Building 
blocks” and metrics are identified which can be useful 
in improving the performance of regional economic 
development in Australia. 

The second paper extends this work via a small scale 
study which involved two case studies of sub-regions 
of metropolitan Melbourne. The final paper draws 
conclusions which can serve to help change the way 
regional economic development is viewed in this country 
and the way in which it is practiced.

The knowledge economy drives economic success mostly 
on a global and national level and is fundamental to 
RIS. However, as noted in the 2014 State of the Regions 
report, Australian regions have major difficulties in 
coming to grips with the knowledge economy.

This paper adopts a systems approach as a basis for 
considering RIS. It outlines the major features of RIS and 
then, through two case studies, considers some issues 
which arise in the Australian regional setting. 

SYSTEMS

A useful definition of a system is as “an organised, 
purposeful structure that consists of interrelated and 
interdependent elements (components, entities, factors, 
members, parts etc). These elements continually 
influence one another (directly or indirectly) to maintain 
their activity and the existence of the system, in order to 
achieve the goal of the system,” (BusinessDirectory.com). 
Cooke and Memedovic (2003, P. 5) discuss the concept of 
system as it relates to RIS.

UNDERSTANDING 
REGIONAL INNOVATION 
SYSTEMS
BY BRIAN SCANTLEBURY

There are some aspects of systems of particular 
importance to RIS, including:
• the degree of interconnectivity of the interacting 

elements of the system, 
• what is within the system and in the outside 

environment, and 
• emergence (the properties which emerge as a 

result of the dynamics of the system which may not 
otherwise be observable).

These particular aspects will be highlighted in the case 
studies.

REGIONAL INNOVATION SYSTEMS

Constructs of a region have been considered by various 
writers (Beer et al, 2003; Karlsson and Olsson , 2006; 
Robinson, 2006, and Corvers  et al,  2009). In this paper, 
four different constructs are used to reconceptualise 
the region: organic, ecological, economic and political.  
These constructs highlight different aspects of the 
region which are important in the analysis of regional 
development.

The organic region is organised around the community 
(Lawrence, 2003; Jeffres  et al, 2011) and its supporting 
institutions. These institutions may be of a social or 
professional kind (Wuthnow,  2002; Ebstyne King and 
Furrow ,  2004; Tonts,  2005; Maybery , 2009) or serve a 
higher education or research purpose (Benneworth and 
Sanderson , 2007; Doyle , 2010). Social capital (Coleman,  
1988; Fukuyama,  2001; Farr,  2004; Onyx and Leonard, 
2010) and human capital (Onyx and Leonard, 2010) are 
fundamental to this construct.

The ecological region embraces human ecology and 
classes of geography, particularly human and regional 
geography (Thrift, 1991; Scott,  2001).

The economic region relates to the way in which 
people and organisations within a region interact, both 
endogenously and exogenously, to generate commerce 
and industry and to promote economic wellbeing (Dumais 
et al, 2002; Porter, 2003; Saunders  and Dalziel, 2004).
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The political region, in the context of this 
research, is a sub-national region which has its boundaries 
determined by a central authority. This authority may 
or may not reside in the region and may be the state or 
national government. The boundaries may be contestable 
on political grounds. Beer et al (2003, p. 44) refer to these 
regions as administrative regions. This construct can be 
viewed from the perspectives of community, political and 
economic principles (Walks , 2007; Saha, 2011; Libman,  
2012). 

In Australia, over at least 30 years, the guiding philosophy 
has been neo-liberalism (McGrath-Champ and Searle, 
2005; Beer et al 2005; Tonts and Haslem-Mckenzie, 2005). 
This is largely responsible for the “push down” effect 
where higher levels of political authority push roles and 
responsibilities down to lower levels without necessarily 
providing the required authority or resources (Keating, 
1997; Hudson, 2005). Leadership and elites (Engelstad,  
2010; Pakulski, 2012) play a fundamental role in the 
regional construct.

These constructs help to explain the operating 
environment of regional economic development 
(RED) and set the context for the strategic frameworks 

and practices of RED. These may be regarded as core 
elements of RED. The constructs also act as lenses 
through which to view the RED system.  They each act 
to identify the interdependent elements of the system 
and provide insights into the system dynamics.  

The system comprises the core elements mentioned 
above, the agents within a region, which include the 
community, industry and commerce, institutions 
and government agencies.  Certain capacities and 
moderators are also part of the regional system.  These 
interdependent elements form a regional economic 
system (see Fig 1).

In the knowledge economy, this system may evolve 
into a regional innovation system (RIS) but this requires 
deliberate action on the part of the agents.  This will 
become evident when considering the case studies.

Soete  et al  (2010, P7) state, ‘The central idea of 
modern innovation systems theory is the notion that 
what appears as innovation at the aggregate level is in 
fact the result of an interactive process that involves 
many actors at the micro level and that next to market 
forces many of these interactions are governed by non-
market institutions’.  This is a significant pointer to the 
nature of RIS.

 ‘The concept of regional innovation systems has 
no commonly accepted definitions, but usually 
is understood as a set of interacting private 
and public interests, formal institutions and 
other organisations that function according to 
organisational and institutional arrangements and 
relationships conducive to the generation, use and 
dissemination of knowledge’ (Doloreux, 2003).

Asheim and Coenen (2005, P1174), citing Cooke (2004), 
define RIS as “interacting knowledge generation and 
exploration subsystems linked to global, national 
and other regional systems”.  There are a number 

In Australia, over at least 30 years, 
the guiding philosophy has been 

neo-liberalism. This is largely 
responsible for the “push down” 

effect where higher levels of 
political authority push roles and 

responsibilities down to lower levels 
without necessarily providing the 
required authority or resources. 
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‘the essence of the creative process is “create and adjust”’.  
One might say in other words, R&D.  

However, it is not just R&D but other forms of creative 
development that contribute to innovation (Asheim 
and Coenen, 2005; Soete et al, 2010).  This can include 
various elements of design and of management systems 
development.  

The process involved in innovation is commonly identified 
as commercialisation of the new idea, device or method, 
following the views of Schumpeter and like theorists 
(Cooke, 2001).  However, a broader view of the process is 
appropriate, including diffusion and exploitation as in, say, 
management systems (Storey , 1994; Asheim and Coenen, 
2005;  Soete et al, 2010).  Innovation is also fundamentally 
bound up with learning and knowledge and with futures 
(Schwartz, 1996; van der Heijden et al, 2002).

‘It is also important to bear in mind that innovations are 
not exceptional phenomena; on the contrary, they can 
take place at any time in all areas of the economy. They 
therefore have to be seen as ubiquitous phenomena’ 
(Cooke and Memedovic; 2003, P. 5).

We can and should look beyond these linked concepts 
when assessing the nature of regional structure and 
performance.  Knowledge and learning are fundamental 
traits of any regional economic system but have even 
greater significance in the RIS.  Many writers have 
emphasised this point but it is the knowledge creation 
and sharing, and skills and competencies in regard to 
innovation and RIS which are the focus here.

Interesting general overviews are provided by Beer et 
al (2003) and Stimson  et al (2006).  Senge et al (2004) 
addresses deeper aspects of knowledge and learning 
while van der Heijden (2002) provides a futures aspect.  
From the point of view of commerce, Schwartz (1996, 
P180) argues the importance of knowledge and learning 
by sharing whereby ‘learning faster than your competitor 
comes to be seen as the only sustainable competitive 
advantage in an environment of rapid innovation and 
change’.

So then, what of the knowledge bases from which the 
learning derives?  Asheim & Coenen (2005) identify two 
forms of knowledge base, each contributing in different 
ways to innovation.  They are the analytical or science 
knowledge base and the synthetic or engineering 
knowledge base.  They relate in an obvious way to R&D 
and non-R&D approaches to innovation.  They also relate 
to radical innovation (R&D) or knowledge creation and 
incremental (non-R&D) innovation.  However, echoing the 
view or Schwartz (1996) above, ‘it is important to keep in 
mind that both learning and knowledge remain means to 
achieve competitiveness (through innovation) rather than 
intrinsic goods per se’  (Asheim and Coenen, 2005, P.175).

of important points which flow from this definition.  
Cooke (2001, P953) identifies five key, linked concepts 
and Soete et al (2010) identify similar points.  These 
points are:

• The region (set between national and local levels) 
which aligns with the brief discussion above.  
Soete et al (2010) talk of social capital and informal 
institutions (habits, practices and cultural norms) 
which are clearly evident at, and help to define, 
the region. Cooke and Memedovic (2003, P. 5) 
have a brief but enlightening discussion of the 
concept of region.

• Innovation which has nuanced meaning in relation 
to RIS and is considered in more detail below.  
Soete et al (2010) note the different meanings 
some writers attribute to innovation. Cooke and 
Memedovic (2003, P. 4) also discuss the concept of 
innovation as it relates to RIS.

• Network which Cooke  (2001, P953) describes 
as ‘reciprocal, reputational or customary trust 
and co-operation based linkages among actors 
that coalesces to enable its members to pursue 
common interests’.  Clusters (Cooke, 2001; Porter 
2003) are relevant to this concept.

• Learning referring to institutional learning 
embedding knowledge, skills and competencies in 
the actions of the agents (Cooke, 2001; Soete et al, 
2010).  The nature of the knowledge base (Asheim 
and Coenen, 2005) and the processes of knowledge 
transfer are fundamental to this concept (Asheim 
and Coenen, 2005 and Kimmerle  et al, 2010).

• Interaction (Cooke, 2001; Asheim and Coenen, 
2005 and Kimmerle, 2010).

These key linked concepts provide a suite of measures 
against which one might compare and assess the 
status of particular regions.  However, the basic terms 
need to be clearly understood and to recognise some 
flexibility of meaning or application.  For instance, 
there can be degrees of systemic behaviour and the 
concept of the region allows for spatial, temporal 
and other variability.  As noted above, the concept of 
innovation also has room for interpretation.

The Merriam-Webster dictionary defines innovation 
as, ‘a new idea, device or method; the act or process 
of introducing new ideas, devices or methods’.  This 
definition, in part, implies that an invention may 
be an innovation, but it is important to understand 
some differences in this regard.  First, there is in the 
second part of this definition, the idea that something 
is happening with this new idea, device or method. A 
creative process is at play and Senge  et al (2004, P153) say 
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Are the farming or food manufacturing sectors thriving 
in your city or region? The Australian Government is 
introducing a new mandatory, country-of-origin food 
labelling scheme, which aims to help drive sales for 
Australian food producers, while helping consumers make 
more informed choices based on the ‘Australianness’ of 
products. Find out everything you need to know in this 
spotlight on country-of-origin food labelling.

ABOUT THE AUSTRALIAN MADE, 
AUSTRALIAN GROWN LOGO 

The Australian Made, Australian Grown (AMAG) logo 
is Australia’s registered country-of-origin certification 
trademark for the full range of genuine Aussie products 
and produce. It is administered and promoted by the 
not-for-profit Australian Made Campaign Ltd (AMCL) 
and can be found on more than 15,000 products in 
Australia and around the world. 

The logo supports growers, processors and 
manufacturers in Australia by helping businesses to 
identify clearly to consumers that their products are 
Australian. At the same time, it provides consumers 
with a highly recognised and trusted symbol for genuine 
Aussie products and produce.  

FOOD LABELLING REFORM ON ITS WAY

For years now, AMCL has called for food labelling 
reform. Now it seems the Australian Government is 
committed to real change.

In July, the Government revealed a new mandatory 
country-of-origin labelling system for packaged and 

unpackaged food products for sale in Australia. The 
system will, for the first time, incorporate a bar chart 
showing what proportion of ingredients come from 
Australia and, for products made and grown in Australia, 
the Australian Made, Australian Grown (AMAG) logo.

The combination of the AMAG logo and the ingredients 
bar will give consumers more information about food 
products – certainly more than is conveyed by the 
current ‘made from local and imported ingredients’ 
descriptor (which will no longer be used).

Access to the new symbol, incorporating the AMAG 
logo where appropriate, will be free of charge via a 
Government website. The ACCC will be responsible for 
compliance.

The Government was initially hoping the new scheme 
will be introduced by the end of 2015, following final 
ratification by the States and Territories, but early 2016 
is now more likely.

Incorporating the AMAG logo into the new 
Government-mandated symbol will have enormous 
implications. The logo will now appear on thousands 
and thousands more food products than is currently 
the case and that will be very positive for the profile 
and the status of the symbol. 

On a slightly more challenging level, the Government 
has decided that there will be no charge for the new 
mandated symbol, and AMCL will no longer be able 
to licence companies to use the AMAG logo on food 
products, including those categories exempted from 
the new scheme (alcoholic beverages, soft drinks and 
confectionery). This will have a significant negative 
impact on the campaign’s revenue base.

HOT TOPIC: 
COUNTRY-OF-
ORIGIN 
FOOD 
LABELLING
BY CATHERINE SEKULOVSKI  
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Country of Origin Food Labels 

Grown in 
Australia 

‘Grown in’ country 
of origin claims

Companies will be encouraged to provide information on the origin of significant 
ingredients where possible

Imported food products must continue to 
declare their original country of origin

‘Made in’ country of origin claims

Made in 
Australia 
from less 
than 25% 
Australian 
ingredients

Made in 
Australia 
from more 
than 25% 
Australian 
ingredients

Made in 
Australia 
from more 
than 50% 
Australian 
ingredients

Made in 
Australia 
from more 
than 75% 
Australian 
ingredients

Made in 
Australia 

from 100% 
Australian 
ingredients

Made in 
Australia 
from 0% 

Australian 
ingredients

Mandatory labels

Providing additional information

Imported products

For more information: industry.gov.au/cool

‘Packed in’ statements (imported ingredients)

‘Packed in’ statements must also include a 
country of origin (made in or grown in) claim

Made in 
Australia 

from 
Canadian 

pork

Made in 
Australia 

from 
Australian 

milk

Made in 
Australia 

from 
Australian 
carrots and 
French peas

Packed in 
Australia
Made in 
Canada

Packed in 
Australia
Grown in 
France

Made in
France

Product of 
Canada

Economic DEVELOPMENT

AMCL will continue to licence manufacturers of non-
food products. The Government’s expectation is that 
the higher profile and official status of the AMAG logo 
will lead to its greater use in non-food sectors, and 
that this will ameliorate the negative impact on the 
campaign’s resources. 

At time of writing, the Information Standard, which 
will be subordinate legislation to the Competition and 
Consumer Act and will set out the operating detail for 
the new scheme, has not been released for comment. 

This will be the key document.

Also, there is not yet any clear direction from 
Government on its review of the safe harbour 
provisions for a ‘made in’ claim - another big issue in 
food labelling.

The Government’s proposed new system will apply only 
in the domestic marketplace and not to food products 
exported from Australia.

The detail of the relationship between the new symbol 
and the AMAG logo in export markets is still to be 
worked out. Companies will of course, be allowed 
to use the new mandated symbol on their exported 
products rather than have a separate (and expensive?) 
label run, but for those not wishing to disclose the level 
of Australian ingredients in their products to export 
markets, the option will exist to use the AMAG logo, 
under terms yet to be agreed.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND THE 
AUSTRALIAN MADE CAMPAIGN

Councils around Australia work with AMCL to support, 
connect and advocate for local businesses, and develop 
the community through business investment. 

Local Government plays an important role in educating 
Australian businesses about the opportunities available 
to them through country-of-origin branding, and AMCL 
is currently working to communicate the changes 
to country-of-origin food labelling regulations to 
Australian food producers through its network of Local 
Government ‘Campaign Supporters’. These include:
• Ballarat City Council
• Blacktown City Council 
• Cardinia Shire Council 
• Casey City Council
• Darebin City Council
• Hume City Council 
• Horsham City Council
• Glenelg Shire Council
• Gold Coast City Council
• Lockyer Valley Shire Council
• Melton City Council
• Mitchell Shire Council 
• Moonee Valley City Council
• Moreland City Council
• Whittlesea City Council
• Wyndham City Council
• Yarra City Council

If your council is interested in joining the  
campaign, call 1800 350 520 or email  
info@australianmade.com.au

Incorporating the AMAG logo into 
the new Government-mandated 

symbol will have enormous 
implications. The logo will 

now appear on thousands and 
thousands more food products 

than is currently the case and that 
will be very positive for the profile 

and the status of the symbol. 
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DEVELOPING  
AND SUSTAINING   
SUCCESSFUL 
RURAL 
ENTREPRENEURIAL 
COMMUNITIES 
THROUGH 
NETWORKS
BY DAVID POWER (BBS MARKETING AND 
ECONOMICS, MBS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND 
RURAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP, MA JOURNALISM)

The relationship between entrepreneurship and 
economic development is obvious, but the idea 
of developing rural entrepreneurial communities 
to mobilise local resources in order to support a 
competitive advantage has only received very scant 
attention. This paper explores the opportunity for 
rural communities to become more innovative by 
uncovering the constituent variables that enable 
them to develop their entrepreneurial capacity and 
capability. 

INTRODUCTION

A major objective of recent supranational and national 
policies is the socio-economic equity and cohesion of 
all regions in the developed world including Australia. 
As such, the central focus of these policies is the 
diversification and development of the non-farm 
rural economy in order to arrest the socio-economic 
decay of many rural communities. One of the major 
characteristics of Australia’s economic performance has 
been that national prosperity has been at the expense 
of certain regions within the national economy. 

Traditionally, economies of scale and scope and the 
resulting reduction in transaction costs are identified 
as the main reasons why multinationals and other 
organisations will tend to locate in centres of large 
populations. This creates a cycle in which areas of 
large population will continue to grow, while areas 
of lower population will continue to decline and 
become more dependent on lower skilled jobs and 
lower levels of industrial activity. Indeed, the socio-
economic characteristics of rural areas has changed 

rapidly in the last ten years: (1) depopulation and an 
increasingly ageing rural population, (2) the majority 
of rural dwellers are neither farming nor directly 
dependent on agriculture, and (3) although agriculture 
still continues to be the major generator of economic 
activity in rural areas, the long-term trend is for the 
relative significance of conventional farming to decline, 
especially as a provider of employment and incomes.

Although rural entrepreneurship has been 
acknowledged in academic and government circles 
as a key driver in socio-economic development in 
rural areas, few research agendas have addressed this 
issue. Consequently, the knowledge base concerning 
rural entrepreneurship is insubstantial, representing a 
‘green-field’ for researchers.

A review of the literature indicates that most 
entrepreneurship research tends to centralise the 
individual entrepreneur, such as his/her traits and 
characteristics, as opposed to entrepreneurship at a 
group level (Haugh and Pardy, 1999). 

Further, even when rural entrepreneurship is the 
primary research aim, the tendency is to focus more 
on the larger picture of rural sustainable development 
or regional development rather than at the local 
community level (cf. Efstratoglou and Psaltopoulos, 
1999).  

This highlights that there is a need for research 
concerning the role and functions of an entrepreneur’s 
socio-economic network and the effect of the rural 
context on the development and sustainability of rural 
entrepreneurship.

The purpose of this paper is to present insights 
into rural entrepreneurship by utilising a network, 
community-based view in order to examine how 
the rural context and an entrepreneur’s social 
embeddedness within the local community both 
inhibits and enhances entrepreneurial success. 

THEORETICAL FOUNDATION: SOCIAL 
EMBEDDEDNESS

The embeddedness literature is primarily concerned 
with the notion that economic actions are influenced 
by the social context in which they are embedded 
(Granovetter, 1985; Gulati, 1998). In essence, economic 
action does not take place in a social vacuum, but 
rather, economic actors, to varying degrees, are 
embedded in social networks of relationships that 
affect and shape the actions taken by the actors in the 
network (Uzzi, 1996; Marsden, 1981). 
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For Granovetter (1992), there are three broad 
analytical approaches for examining the influence of 
social networks: relational, structural and positional 
embeddedness. The first suggests that within a 
relationship, actors who are linked together by strong 
ties are likely to have higher levels of closeness, 
reciprocity and indebtedness than weak ties 
(Granovetter, 1973). 

Gulati (1998) suggests that relational embeddedness 
should facilitate a shared understanding of expected 
and accepted behaviour due to the increased likelihood 
that social actors will socialise, share sensitive 
information with each other and discuss opinions, 
which in turn will influence their actions. The actors 
are embedded in social attachments and affiliations, 
“a process that injects into the business exchange, 
expectations of trust and shared norms of compliance…
that become internalised through socialisation, 
generating powerful principles of self-enforcement 
that go beyond ‘good faith conformity’ norms; they 
furnish shared expectations that govern conduct  (Uzzi 
and Lancaster, 2004: 321). Indeed, for the authors, 
the stronger the social tie, the more probable it is that 
social actors will emulate each other’s behaviour.  

Structural embeddedness, on the other hand, refers 
to the overall architecture of the network; it is a 
congregation of how many parties interact with one 
another and how likely they are to discuss these 
interactions (Granovetter, 1985; 1992). For Jones et 
al (1997: 924), structural embeddedness is critical to 
understanding how social mechanisms coordinate and 
safeguard exchanges in networks because “it diffuses 
values and norms that enhance coordination among 
autonomous units, and it diffuses information about 
parties’ behaviours and strategies that enhances 
safeguarding customised exchanges” (Jones et al, 1997: 
924). 

In essence, it provides the foundation for social 
instruments to function effectively because it 
facilitates the fostering of a social order among the 
network actors. This social structure is the rules, often 
unconscious assumptions about how network agents 
act in their exchanges with others (Senge, 1990). 
These social rules govern network actions and shape 
dispositions towards the future, while at the same time, 
these rules are reaffirmed through being enforced by 
the actors in the network (Gulati, 1998). 

Furthermore, according to Gulati and Gargiulo (1999), 
positional embeddedness focuses on the actor’s 
purpose and overall situation in the network and the 
consequent information advantages. For example, 
the more central an actor’s network position, the 
more likely they are to have better information about 
a larger assembly of potential actors in the network 

(Sorenson and Stuart, 2000). Stuart (1998) explains 
that high positional embeddedness leads to a greater 
absorption of capacity and an increased likelihood 
to search beyond the existing information centre. 
Positional embeddedness aims to bridge the gap to 
other networks, influence existing networks and create 
new networks (Arya and Lin, 2007). 

Central actors have a larger intelligence dimension 
through which they have access to superior information 
about other actors (Gulati and Gargiulo, 1999). In 
addition, central actors have greater access to external 
assets as they are considered to be more prestigious 
(Brass and Burkhardt, 1992). Perceptible central actors 
in a network enhance their attractiveness to potential 
actors through information gathering; for example, 
under conditions of high uncertainty, the prestige of 
network positions introduces reputation differences 
which suggest that central actors have greater 
experience and networking capabilities (Arya and Lin, 
2007). 

Prior empirical studies investigating positional 
embeddedness state that actors with high centrality 
are pursued by other actors to enter alliances over 
potentially new actors (Stuart, 1998). However, high 
positional embeddedness of central actors makes it 
possible to form alliances beyond the area of high 
network concentration (Stuart, 1998). It is also widely 
acknowledged that actors with alternating positions 
within a network structure have an important 
role in the flow of resource, and ultimately in the 
entrepreneurial outcomes that follow (Hoang and 
Antoncic, 2003). 

In essence, this sense of shared social order is a 
congruent understanding among network actors of 
expected and accepted behaviour and so structural, 
relational and positional embeddedness allows the 
use of collective sanctions (Uzzi and Lancaster, 2004). 
This implies that the more structural, relational and 
positional embeddedness within a network, the more 
constraints there are on each actor’s behavior (Burt, 
1992; Gulati, 1998). 

Conversely, actors that find themselves deeply 
embedded can face major obstacles and this in turn can 
prevent the exploitation of further opportunities. Uzzi 
(1997) argues that excess embeddedness (eg. many 
strong ties and few weak ties) may very well obstruct 
the flow of information through a network due to the 
omission of necessary ties connected to the same 
actors. 

Depending solely on strong ties can create a tight 
network circle resulting in entry barriers. This eliminates 
a new actor from the public domain entering the 
cohesive network (as a result of overembeddedness) 
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that could greatly contribute to the network’s overall 
performance.

According to Granovetter (1985), embeddedness can 
lead to fraudulent behaviour due to actors becoming 
more embedded; trust becomes the cornerstone of 
the network and can generate circumstances where 
misconduct is favoured over ethical behaviour. This 
finding is consistent with Heimer’s (2001) analysis of 
corporate misconduct. 

Uzzi’s (1997) research on circumstances in which 
embeddedness can directly or indirectly obstruct 
economic performance showed that if actors within 
a network only associated with strong social ties 
generating entry barriers through narrow-mindedness 
rather than value, it is only then, as Portes and 
Sensenbrenner (1993) point out, that networks become 
a source of inefficiency and discrimination. 

Jones et al (1997) describe the most advantageous 
point of embeddedness as a point in time where actors 
are neither connected too tightly nor too loosely within 
the social network. It is only at this point that actors 
will only act on mutual exchange and the consequence 
of exchanging private information is limited due to trust 
issues within the social structure.Violation of trust can 
create powerful negative judgment and reverse the 
benefit of embeddedness (Uzzi, 1997). 

RURAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP: THE 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EMBEDDEDNESS, 
INDIVIDUAL AND COMMUNITY 

Wortman (1990) describes rural entrepreneurship as 
the creation of a new organisation that introduces 
a new product, serves or creates a new market, or 
utilises a new technology in a rural environment. A key 
driver in rural socio-economic development is rural 
entrepreneurship. 

Opportunities are arising in rural areas for rural 
entrepreneurs to generate economic activity by 
starting their own businesses; this in turn will create 
job opportunities for people living in rural areas 
(Gladwin et al, 1989). Economic activity in these rural 
communities provides local employment, encourages 
re-spending in the local area and can provide sufficient 
incomes for business owners (Gladwin, 1989).

Fostering rural entrepreneurship is critical in order to 
preserve livelihood in communities of low population, 
making use of limited resources and anticipating 
current and future trends (Henley et al, 2006; Petrin 
and Gannon, 1997). 

According to Van Der Ploeg and Renting (2000), the 
economic successes of some rural communities rely 
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on further diversification, development of clusters 
and adoption of new technologies. For  Kulawczuk 
(1998),  this is because rural entrepreneurship occurs 
in economically and socially depressed areas with 
inadequate infrastructure, economic stagnation, low 
levels of education, low skilled workers, low income, 
and a culture not supportive of entrepreneurship. 

Previous research by Smallbone et al (2002) has found 
that small firms in rural areas suffer from a number 
of disadvantages, such as distance from key markets, 
access to finance and embedding difficulties into an 
appropriate support structure. Indeed there is a general 
consensus in the literature about the obstacles to 
entrepreneurship: low population, remoteness, access 
to markets, capital, labour, peers and infrastructure, 
as well as cultural attitudes towards entrepreneurship 
(Dabson, 2001). 

Low population density limits local demand and makes 
it difficult for rural businesses to achieve economies 
of scale or critical mass (Low et al, 2005). Without 
such economies, their products and services must 
be sold at higher prices, often beyond the reach of 
local customers, thus limiting their market. Rural 
entrepreneurs have no choice but to sell outside their 
regions. 

The difficulties in achieving economies of scale are 
all apparent for those who provide services to small 
businesses. Entrepreneurs in rural communities are less 
likely to find the resources and services that are taken 
for granted in more urban locations (Dabson, 2001). 
Finding innovative ways of supporting entrepreneurs 
and encouraging indigenous business is now seen as 
critical for economic success in rural regions (Henley et 
al, 2006).

Extant research clearly indicates that entrepreneurs 
are vital to the establishment of economically vibrant 
rural communities. However, rural communities in 
general often find it difficult to attract high growth 
entrepreneurs as infrastructure and remoteness of 
rural places often restrict the entrepreneur’s ability 
to get the resources they need to build high-growth 
businesses (Henderson, 2002; Dabson, 2001).

Indeed, the success of entrepreneurs tends to vary 
within rural communities (Acs and Armington, 2003). 
For Dadson, it is the social and economic composition 
of rural communities which have a dampening effect 
on entrepreneurship (2001:36). Entrepreneurs rely on 
internal linkages that encourage the flow of goods and 
services, information and ideas. 

The intensity of family and personal relationships 
in rural communities can sometimes be helpful, but 
they may also present obstacles to effective business; 

relationship-business deals may receive less than 
rigorous objectivity and inter-community rivalries may 
reduce the scope for regional cooperation (Dabson, 
2001:37). More often than not, rural entrepreneurs 
are unable to gain convenient access to considerable 
markets and this often leads to inequality between 
rural and urban markets (Henderson, 2002). Similarly, 
Acs and Armington, (2003) state that entrepreneurs 
tend to find it difficult to build social networks in rural 
communities, which in turn limits creativity.

For Osgen and Minsky (2007), overcoming these 
obstacles requires a focus on  creating self-sustaining 
rural communities that will increase sources of income, 
support development of infrastructure, build capacity, 
revitalise the rural community and make a significant 
impact in alleviating poverty. 

For both Statopoulou et al (2004) and Jack and 
Anderson (2002), it is this embeddedness of the 
entrepreneur within the local rural community which 
is a key factor in the development and maintenance 
of self-sustaining communities and business. This 
perspective arises from Giddens’ (1984) Structuration 
Theory, whereby entrepreneurship is seen “as an 
embedded socio-economic process, i.e. a process 
drawing from the social context which shapes and 
forms entrepreneurial outcomes...” (Stathopoulou et al, 
2004: 415) and implies that entrepreneurial activities 
are enhanced and constrained by the rural community 
in which the entrepreneur is embedded. Indeed, in the 
entrepreneurial literature, there is firm evidence that 
entrepreneurial networks are critical to the creation 
and development of an entrepreneur’s new enterprise 
(cf. Jack et al, 2004). 

Based on the foregoing, in order to understand the 
concept of entrepreneurial embeddedness in a rural 
community, we must first analyse the entrepreneur 
at an individual level. This analysis will give an insight 
into the different behaviours of the entrepreneur and 
how these behaviours will affect the entrepreneur’s 
individual embedding into a community setting. 

THE INDIVIDUAL

Zimmer and Scarborough (1998:7) define the 
entrepreneur as, “One who creates a new business 
in the face of risk and uncertainty for the purpose of 
achieving profit and growth by identifying opportunities 
and assembling the necessary resources to capitalise on 
them”. 

Entrepreneurs develop from many sources including 
the ranks of the unemployed, private workers and 
corporate managers. Many begin as part-time 
entrepreneurs. 
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Entrepreneurs are defined as self-employed, which 
is the ‘simplest type of entrepreneur’ (Blanchflower 
and Oswald, 1998). These people satisfy the basic 
characteristics of entrepreneurs - they own their own 
business, exert management control in the business, 
and have the right to contract business profit. They 
also assume the risk of losing their business (Low et al, 
2005). 

Not all entrepreneurs are alike in their impact on local 
economies (Henderson, 2002). Some entrepreneurs 
start their own business to fulfil a dream or follow a 
chosen lifestyle (Low et al, 2005). The most important 
psychological factors identified are the need to achieve, 
locus of control, risk-taking propensity and tolerance of 
ambiguity. 

These traits, combined with demographic factors, 
are indicators of entrepreneurship. However, in the 
literature there is considerable debate as to whether 
entrepreneurs are born with these entrepreneurial 
qualities or whether these can be learned (Shapero, 
1975).

PSYCHOLOGICAL FACTORS

Need for achievement: according to McClelland 
(1961), entrepreneurs have a high need for 
achievement and that characteristic makes them 
more suited to creating new ventures. McClelland 
(1961) stressed the significance of family socialisation 
and parental influence in developing the need for 
achievement and he argued that people with a high 
need for achievement would desire to take personal 
responsibility for decisions involving degrees of risk. 
McClelland (1961), in his various studies, has shown the 
importance of the achievement motive for economic 
development. Founders of business have a higher level 
of need for achievement.

Locus of control: an internal locus of control is 
more strongly associated with entrepreneurship 
in terms of risk (Sexton & Bowman, 1985). People 
will attribute the reason why something happens 
either to themselves or to the external environment 
(Hansemark, 1998:35). Those who attribute control 
over occurrences to their own actions have an internal 
locus of control, while people who think things 
happen to them have an external locus of control 
(Rotter, 1975). 

Locus of control has been of great interest in the field 
of entrepreneurial research and has been identified 
as one of the most dominant entrepreneurial 
characteristics (Venkatapathy, 1984). Many studies 
have pointed out that founders of new business have 
more internal locus of control than non-founders 
(Begley and Boyd, 1987).

Risk-taking propensity: according to Knight (1967) 
and Drucker (1985), entrepreneurship is all about 
taking risk. The individual’s risk-taking propensity to 
exploit a gap in the market, along with time and capital 
investments into an uncertain venture, contribute 
immensely to entrepreneurial activity. Therefore, 
the performance of the entrepreneur is reflected in 
the individual’s willingness to put his or her career 
and financial security on the line (Cunningham and 
Lischeron, 1991). 

The propensity to take risk is closely associated with the 
individual’s orientation to taking chances in uncertain 
circumstances. Entrepreneurs prefer to take moderate 
risks in situations where they have some degree of 
control/ skill in realising profit. Sexton & Bowman 
(1985) point out that risk-taking can be dependent 
on the perception of the situation and the perception 
of the decision makers themselves as experts in the 
field (Prospect Theory) - individuals take more risks in 
situations where they feel competent. 
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Entrepreneurs in general, have a high need for 
autonomy and a fear of external control (Sexton & 
Bowman, 1985). Entrepreneurs enjoy the freedom 
of being their own boss and individual. The desire 
to manage ones’ owns business is a central feature 
of entrepreneurship, hence the high desire for self-
fulfilment.

Tolerance of ambiguity: ambiguity is defined as 
‘tendency to perceive ambiguous situations as 
desirable’ and tolerance of ambiguity as ‘the tendency 
to perceive ambiguous situations as sources of treat’ 
(Budner, 1962). Ambiguity occurs when there is ‘no 
clear interpretation of a phenomenon or set of events’ 
(Hunter, 2006: 45). 

Entrepreneurs know how to put the right people 
together to accomplish a task. Effectively combining 
people and jobs enables entrepreneurs to transform 
their vision into reality (Begley and Boyd, 1987).

DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS

Gender: gender is an important factor explaining 
the different prosperity levels of individuals towards 
entrepreneurial activity. Gender distribution of 
entrepreneurship also determines the character and 
societal impacts of the resulting entrepreneurship 
(OECD, 2004). 

Depending on the gender system of an economy, 
women’s entrepreneurial activity levels are usually 
lower than men’s levels. At the same time, women’s 
entrepreneurship tends to have different industrial 
composition than men’s entrepreneurship (Carter et al, 
2001). Women also start and manage firms in different 
ways and for different reasons than men (Brush, 1992). 

Women often have access to ‘fewer resources, 
less knowledge and have, in many countries, a 
lower societal position than men’ (OECD, 2004:30). 
Nevertheless, women’s entrepreneurship has been 
recognised during the last decade as an important 
untapped source of economic growth (OECD, 2004). 

Many of the studies carried out, to date suggest that 
entrepreneurship is a male dominated field, however, 
that trend is changing. The last decade has been one 
of the most successful for female entrepreneurs. 
Some sociologists emphasise the importance of 
entrepreneurial opportunity in the entrepreneurial 
process (Bridge et al, 1998).

Age: according to Singh and Verma (2001), the 
decision to become an entrepreneur is affected by 
different factors along an individual’s life cycle. Labour 
economists, using income-leisure choice models, 

have usually attributed the choice of leisure to older 
workers (Singh and Denoble 2003). This would indicate 
gradual decline in the propensity of individuals towards 
entrepreneurial activity as they become older. This 
decline starts past a climax point around the late 
thirties, at which point most entrepreneurs enter into 
entrepreneurship following a period of labour activity 
(Katz, 1994). 

The link between age and entrepreneurial activity 
is two-sided: whereas older individuals usually have 
greater tangible and intangible resources essential for 
successful business creation, younger individuals often 
have greater drive and ambition needed to persevere 
through the entrepreneurial process. 

Education: education influences people’s attitudes 
towards starting their own business (Donkels 1991, 
Krueger and Brazeal, 1994). Individuals with lower 
education levels may see in entrepreneurship an 
opportunity to advance, economically and socially, 
beyond the constraints imposed by their formal 
education (Donkels, 1991). However, individuals with 
lower formal education may have narrower scope 
of entrepreneurial opportunities available to them 
(Krueger, 1993). 

As for individuals with higher educational attainments, 
on the one hand, they tend to have greater technical and 
managerial skills that open up a larger array of possible 
entrepreneurial opportunities (Krueger, 1993) and on the 
other hand, greater formal educational levels have also 
been associated with greater employment opportunities 
leading to a higher opportunity cost of entrepreneurial 
activity (Johansson, 2000). 

Family: the family is inevitably one of the biggest 
influences on major life decisions, such as 
determination of a career path. Individuals coming 

The link between age and 
entrepreneurial activity is two-

sided: whereas older individuals 
usually have greater tangible and 

intangible resources essential 
for successful business creation, 
younger individuals often have 

greater drive and ambition 
needed to persevere through the 

entrepreneurial process.
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from families where there is entrepreneurial activity 
are much more likely to set up a business. The 
exposure to a business climate within the family from 
an early age, also seems to act as a strong influence of 
entrepreneurial behaviour (Grenholm et al 2004). 

Parents are the primary role models in the early 
socialisation of children. Parents affect both the 
personality development and career attitudes of 
their children. Factors such as parents’ occupations, 
social status, birth order, and the relationship with 
parents have been found to be determinates of 
entrepreneurship. According to Miguel at al, having 
had a mother who is a boss or a director has a 
negative effect on entrepreneurship, although the 
reasons for this are unclear. 

Having entrepreneurs in the family and among 
adolescent friends is highly significantly and robust, 
although interpreting this as a causal effect is 
complicated by identification problems.

It follows that entrepreneurs have the ability to 
perceive profitable opportunities even when young 
and that early life experiences shape prominent 
patterns of behaviour among entrepreneurs. The 
theory that the majority of entrepreneurs are first-
born children has been cited in several research 
studies as one of the primary demographic factors of 
entrepreneurs. 

The use of birth order as associated with 
entrepreneurship has centred on the assumption that 
individuals born first in their family inherit or develop 
a set of personality characteristics that predispose 
those individuals to entrepreneurial behaviours at 
some point during their lives. The theory is that first 
or only born children experience greater degrees 
of isolation than later born children. This is claimed 

to result in higher levels of motivation to achieve 
recognition through manipulation of material objects 
rather than social skills and sociability (Garavan, 
1997).

THE COMMUNITY

As previously discussed, embeddedness is the means 
by which an entrepreneur becomes part of a local 
structure (Jack and Anderson, 2002). Being embedded 
allows the individual entrepreneur access to necessary 
resources and more often than not, embeddedness 
within a community setting has created opportunities 
(Jack and Anderson, 2002). 

As a process, embeddedness entails developing 
credibility and acquiring knowledge of how business 
is conducted. Therefore, entrepreneurial embedding 
in a rural community has a significant impact on the 
entrepreneurs’ activities and influences the way 
their business is established and managed (Jack and 
Anderson, 2002). 

Uzzi (1997) explains that opportunities are unlikely to 
be available to those not embedded. Consequently, 
entrepreneurial embedding creates a link between 
the economic and the social spheres. The social bond 
enables rural entrepreneurs to exploit economic 
opportunity more effectively. 

Research into embeddedness can help to advance 
understanding of how social structure affects economic 
life (Jack and Anderson, 2002). Social embeddedness 
is relevant to entrepreneurship because it helps the 
rural entrepreneur to identify social resources as an 
essential step to founding organisations. Furthermore, 
being embedded within the social context means an 
increased likelihood of rural entrepreneurial activity.

Although rural businesses have been studied in many 
ways, few have considered the social aspects (Gulati, 
1998). A benefit of using rurality as a context is that 
social process is easier to observe and social influence 
is likely to be more obvious (Jack and Anderson, 2002). 

Being embedded had specific benefits for the rural 
business operation, knowledge and trust: knowledge 
about the entrepreneur and trust in them, together 
with knowledge about the local circumstances that 
the entrepreneur draws upon in the environment 
when establishing and developing a new venture. 
However, value is also produced by the establishment 
of the venture and grounded in its contribution to the 
local community. Hence, we see a circular process of 
embeddedness drawing from (the local environment) 
and giving to (the local environment) (Jack and 
Anderson, 2002).

As a process, embeddedness 
entails developing credibility 

and acquiring knowledge of how 
business is conducted. Therefore, 
entrepreneurial embedding in a 

rural community has a significant 
impact on the entrepreneurs’ 

activities and influences the way 
their business is established and 

managed.
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Wortman (1990) illustrates that by examining 
the entrepreneur within the context of rurality 
illustrates the importance of embeddedness in 
the entrepreneurial process. However, it means 
more than simply developing social networks 
although it is through these that social backing and 
acceptance occurs. This evidence suggests that the 
level of embeddedness in the local environment is 
determined by the networks, ties and relationships 
of the entrepreneur (Granovetter, 1985). Thus social 
networks provide the means for becoming embedded. 
Jack and Anderson (2002) explain that embedding is 
a two-way process of gaining credibility, knowledge 
and experience. Hence, reciprocity provided the 
entrepreneur with knowledge contacts and resources, 
but this was only achieved when the local community 
knew the entrepreneurs. Being socially embedded 
essentially enables access to latent resources otherwise 
not available to the individual entrepreneur (Jack and 
Anderson, 2002). 

Enhancing economic redevelopment of 
entrepreneurially depressed areas must begin at a 
local community level, then progress to a regional 
and then a national level (Crego, 1985). Enticing 
economic development in depressed areas often 
involves going beyond the ‘community walls’ and 
encouraging industry from more economically vibrant 
areas. This tactic assumes that entrepreneurs choose 
environments in which to operate over opportunity 
exploitation whereas research categorically stresses the 
latter. 

Ventures are inhibited by entering communities by 
the local residence (Johannisson, 1987). Schumpeter 
(1934) has discovered that there are also a number of 
external forces that inhibit entrepreneurial activity at a 
community level. He also stresses that entrepreneurs 
face resistance from the social environment within the 
community. This is consistent with the research findings 
by Johannisson (1987). However, Welsch (1988) has 
devised a list of such inhibiting external factors:
• Conflicts between reformers and conservatives
• Neglecting research and development
• Poorly developed university system
• Uneven distribution of capital
• Volatility of stock markets
• Exporting of jobs
• Viewing entrepreneurship as a prerogative of the 

lower classes
• Inadequate accounting infrastructures and 

regulatory framework
• Lack of rewards for individual improved 

performance

Johannisson (1987) found in relation to more rural 
communities, one-company towns are characterised 
by anti-entrepreneurship attitudes and enforcement. 

Shapero (1975) reached similar conclusions regarding 
communities in which all resources, such as employees 
and networks etc, cluster around a single industry. 

According to Friedman (1987c), other constraints 
on rural entrepreneurship include organisational 
deaths exceeding births. Lower educational levels, 
insufficient capital for investment, distance to markets, 
and networking problems associated with low 
population density all have a negative effect on enticing 
entrepreneurial activity into an entrepreneurially 
depressed community (Low et al, 2005). 

Negative attitudes towards entrepreneurial injections 
into rural communities and the perception that 
business ownership is associated with low social status 
have been cited as obstacles by Lessem (1980) and 
Timmons et al (1980).

Research on the obstacles to business formation, 
then, substantiates the variables that stimulate 
entrepreneurship. At the community level, 
entrepreneurs create new jobs, increase local incomes 
and wealth and connect the community to the larger, 
global economy (Henderson, 2002: 51). Communities 
that are both small and remote make it difficult for rural 
entrepreneurs to build economies of scale (Henderson, 
2002: 51).

CONCLUSION 

In part, the focus of this paper was to move traditional 
rural entrepreneurial research away from the individual 
focus to the integration of entrepreneurship at a rural 
community and network level. 
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The central argument is based on the belief that 
entrepreneurs are embedded socially within the rural 
community and that this embeddedness is a major factor 
in the development and maintenance of rural enterprise 
(Jack and Anderson 2002; Morrisson 2006), that is, the 
entrepreneur’s activities are enhanced and constrained 
by the rural community in which the entrepreneur is 
embedded in (Stathopoulou et al 2004). 

This article may provide some assistance, through 
its theoretical discussion on the factors and 
variables influencing entrepreneurship in local rural 
communities, thereby providing future research with a 
significant knowledge base on which to build.  Indeed, 
modelling the sequence of events and interactions 
among local actors and other agents that have unfolded 
over time, to shape, modify, and develop a sustainable 
rural entrepreneurship community is a key part of our 
future research agenda. 
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Generating new jobs is a key issue for many regional 
economies. One relevant area that has received 
relatively little attention in regional Australia is the role 
of high-growth Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs).  

Jack Archer from the Regional Australia Institute (RAI) 
explains the opportunity practitioners have to better 
support this part of our business communities as well as 
the methods the RAI is testing to make new impact in 
this area. 

WHAT ARE HIGH-GROWTH SMEs?

The vast majority of companies only experience modest 
growth. And the number of businesses that decrease in 
size is similar to the number that increase their size. 

High-growth SMEs are the companies that sit outside 
this trend. They achieve at least 20% annual growth 
for three years or more. Estimates on how many 
high growth SMEs you can expect in any business 
community vary around the world, ranging between 
3-10% of all SMEs1. 

In understanding high-growth SMEs, you also need to 
look past the fads. While everyone is very interested 
in tech start-ups right now, research shows that high-
growth SMEs occur in all sectors of the economy. In 
fact, groundbreaking UK research by NESTA found them 
to be equally present in ‘high-tech’ and ‘low-tech’ 
sectors of the UK economy2. 

High-growth SMEs are typically driven by entrepreneurs 
with serious growth ambitions and strong business 
leadership capability. They are most often young 
businesses that have moved through the initial start-
up phase and found their growth pathway. They are 
very different and have different needs to most SMEs 
whose growth is lower and ambition less marked and 
so require a specialised approach to support.

So why should we care about this small group of 
companies when there are so many other issues to 
consume our time?

The simple answer is because of their outsized 
contribution to jobs and innovation in the economy.

The most striking result of research on these businesses 
is their contribution to job creation. The average high-
growth company in the UK tripled its employment 
over a three-year period, starting with around 60 
employees in 2005 to reach over 170 in 2008. Recently 
released work in Australia shows that over the period 
2006–2011, the largest contribution to job creation in 
Australia (40%) came from young SMEs: firms aged 0–5 
years that had 1–199 employees. The contribution of 
young SMEs to gross job creation in Australia was 50% 
compared with the OECD average of 41%. 

High-growth firms are also likely to contribute 
disproportionately to innovative activity in the 
economy. We know that SMEs contributed to 54% of 
all “significant technological innovations” in Australia3, 

WHICH HIGH GROWTH 
SMEs ARE DRIVING  
JOB CREATION IN YOUR 
LOCAL AREA?
BY DAVID SPEAR

Recently released work in  
Australia shows that over the 
period 2006–2011, the largest 
contribution to job creation in 

Australia (40%) came from young 
SMEs: firms aged 0–5 years that 
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and it is the faster growing firms that are more likely to 
continue to innovate successfully in a way that drives 
local economic benefits. 

This is a core reason why regional economic growth 
is highly correlated with the presence of many small, 
entrepreneurial employers – not a few big ones. 

HOW DO WE BEST SUPPORT HIGH- 
GROWTH SMEs IN LOCAL AND REGIONAL 
ECONOMIES?

This is all great news but the challenge we face as 
practitioners is a gap in support at the local and 
regional levels for these businesses. While national 
and state industry policy is focused on high-growth 
SMEs in a few priority sectors, only a few businesses in 
a region will fit the mould. Because these businesses 
occur across the economy, many high-growth and high-
growth potential businesses will not be able to access 
support from these programs, limiting overall local and 
regional impacts. 

We also know that in regions, the business ecosystems 
and management skills that enable high-growth SMEs 
are often weaker than in metropolitan areas. This makes it 
more difficult for high-growth potential SMEs to contribute 
effectively to new jobs in many areas, particularly outside 
the CBDs and major metropolitan areas.

The good news is that local and regional economic 
development practitioners can do something to change 
this. 

The first area of focus for practitioners should be on 
the health of the local or regional business ecosystem. 
Although there are different approaches and ecosystem 
models, successful ecosystems are seen generally to 
require the following conditions4: 

1. A pro-entrepreneurship culture
2. Guidance from experienced entrepreneurs
3. A supportive regulatory environment
4. A collaborative business culture

5. Visible successes and role models
6. Risk tolerance
7. Availability of capital
8. Technical skills

Local and regional economic development practitioners 
can seek to influence many aspects of this ecosystem. 

Pro-entrepreneurship culture, collaboration and visible 
successes and role models are something that can be 
facilitated through events, communication and support 
for business networks and other local initiatives. Finding 
people and groups in the community who exemplify 
these features and nurturing their efforts through 
funding, publicity and public support can help to drive a 
positive environment for high-growth businesses. 

A supportive regulatory environment is also an aspect 
where local practitioners can have an impact. Identifying 
how local SMEs seeking to expand their business are 
treated by local government is one important question. 
Are they confident to approach the council with their 
ideas and options? Will they get good access and 
information to help them build growth plans that are 
likely to meet regulatory requirements? This can be 
crucial to retaining and attracting high-growth businesses 
in an area and may warrant dedicated services.

Finally, and probably most importantly, is to identify 
and provide targeted support to high-growth 
businesses. Guidance and mentoring from people with 
experience is an important factor in business success, 
particularly if there are weaker networks and culture in 
your area. 

High growth SME CEOs need to develop strong 
growth plans and are constantly pushing beyond the 
boundaries of their experience. Supporting structured 
mentoring programs can be an effective way of 
targeting support to high growth SMEs to improve their 
success rate5. 

Confirming whether this support is available at a level 
of quality needed for high-growth firms is an essential 
part of any strategy.
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The most crucial aspect to any initiatives in this area is 
that they target the highest potential businesses. Nine 
out of 10 businesses won’t be high growth SMEs so 
it is essential to target your actions rigorously to the 
businesses that can make a difference. 

Our assessment is that we have a lot of work to do to 
better identify and support high-growth SMEs. The 
Regional Australia Institute has begun piloting a high-
growth SME support method in regions – we call it the 
Regional Accelerator. 

This approach reviews a business ecosystem using 
available data and engagement with key players 
to identify the gaps that need to be filled by good 
economic development strategy. Regional Accelerator 
then provides growth mentoring to the area’s highest 
potential SMEs on a competitive basis to help stimulate 
accelerated job creation and the visible success stories 
that will inspire others.

This is a new way of doing things in regions and we are 
now in the midst of our first pilot in the Southern Inland 
region of NSW, with a second coming very soon. The 
RAI will evaluate the results and share the lessons from 
this work so that others can use the insights and the 
model in their practice. 

We are still building our knowledge in this area and 
it will take experiments in different areas to get the 
approach right. If you have experience at the local or 
regional level in targeting high-growth SMEs or think 

your area could be a great spot for a pilot, we would 
love to hear from you. 

Regardless of where you are in Australia, identifying and 
supporting high-growth SMEs should be an important part 
of every practitioner’s economic development toolkit.

ABOUT THE AUTHOR

Jack Archer is CEO of the Regional Australia Institute. 
Information on the Southern Inland Regional 
Accelerator can be accessed at www.sira.net.au or by 
contacting David Spear on (02) 6260 3733. 

For further information about the Regional Australia 
Institute and to keep the conversation going, go to 
www.regionalaustralia.org.au/get-involved/

REFERENCES

1.  Dept of Industry Report on Employment Dynamics of Australian 
Entrepreneurship http://www.industry.gov.au/Office-of-the-Chief-Economist/
Research-Papers/Pages/The-employment-dynamics-of-Australian-
entrepreneurship.aspx 

2. Nesta, the vital 6% research summary http://www.nesta.org.uk/publications/
vital-6 

3.  Peacock, R. (2004). Understanding small business: practice, theory and research 
(2nd ed.). Scarman Publishing, Adelaide: Australia.

4.  StartupAUS Crossroads 2015 http://startupaus.org/wp-content/
uploads/2015/04/Crossroads-2015.pdf 

5.  Green R, Management Matters http://www.industry.gov.au/industry/
OtherReportsandStudies/Documents/ManagementMattersinAustraliaReport.pdf 

vol. 8 no. 4  2015  |  22



Economic DEVELOPMENT

INTERNATIONAL  
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
STUDY TOURS
BY SIMON MILLCOCK 

EDA has been supporting members in their quest for 
greater knowledge through international relationships, 
including a memorandum of understanding (MoU) with 
the International Economic Development Council (IEDC) 
based in the USA. 

This enables EDA members the opportunity to attend 
the annual IEDC conference at IEDC membership rates. 
Former EDA director and current Queensland SPN chair, 
Simon Millcock, has been coordinating International 
Economic Development Study Tours since 2011.

The 2015 EDA International Study Tour explored 
urbanisation and the role creativity has in developing 
communities through the use of local fresh produce, 
community markets, restaurants, micro-breweries and 
local food.  

The tour visited the Oregon cities of Astoria and 
Portland and Washington State cities of Olympia, 
Tacoma and Seattle, which are all creating inner 
city vibrancy through projects that have the ability 
to engage people and involve them in the creative 
placemaking process. The tour then travelled onto the 
conference in Anchorage, Alaska.

The Study Tour featured meetings, presentations and 
site visits, including examples of leading downtown 
developments based on the local themes of creative 
industries, arts, markets, food, micro-breweries and 
business incubators. The delegation also had the 
opportunity to provide presentations on economic 
development in Australia.

This was the third International Economic Development 
Study Tour and plans are underway for 2016 to coincide 
with the IEDC in Cleveland, Ohio. 

The following two articles outline case studies from 
the tour and to gain a further insight into the study 
tour, John Mouland from RDA Central Coast NSW has 
developed a series of videos which can be accessed at
https://www.facebook.com/EDAStudyTours/videos

All delegates would like to thank the wonderful support 
provided by IEDC members and economic developers 
in the USA and the friendships and the learnings which 
were made.

For further information or to express an interest in 
further study tours, contact Simon Millcock on 0407 819 
000 or email simon.millcock@townsville.qld.gov.au
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One of the focus areas for this year’s 2015 EDA 
International Study Tour was the role that creative 
industries (including artisans and crafts people) have 
in developing their local economies, and what better 
place to visit than Portland, Oregon (USA).  Portland 
has an outdoors lifestyle, a strong community that has 
a focus on buying local and is a hotbed for attracting 
smart and creative people.   

Portland is supportive of start-ups and is a leader 
in innovative green initiatives, technology and 
social programs, which makes the city a magnet for 
entrepreneurs, creatives and those seeking to make a 
difference and positive change.

Many of our cities and communities can look at the 
example of Portland and become trailblazers and risk 
takers, without fear of the unknown.

The EDA International Study Tour group (comprising 
Steve Chapple, John Mouland, Phil Walker, Anne Petch 
and Simon Millcock) was fortunate to meet with one 
of Portland’s amazing social entrepreneurs, Kelley 
Roy, who has been immersed in the City’s creative 
community and identified a strong need for shared 
tools, space and knowledge. 

Kelley has helped expand the maker culture in 
Portland. Back in 2011, a small band of thinkers and 
makers took over a warehouse in the heart of south-
east Portland and established Art Design Portland, 
or ADX for short. The Study Tour Group had the 
opportunity to spend a morning in ADX and meet with 
some of the creative makers. We also spent valuable 
time with Kelley and even had a try at being creative 
ourselves!

ADX is a hub for collaboration where individuals 
and organisations make and learn. By sharing tools, 
knowledge and experience, they are doing things 
better – working together. ADX makerspace, learning 
centre and custom fabrication shop allows anyone 
to bring their idea to life. This is all set within a 
14,000-square foot facility where high-profile 
designers work alongside students, retirees share their 

knowledge with novice builders, and entrepreneurs 
collaborate with hobbyists.

The following story is told by Kelley and one which 
many of us in economic development can learn from 
as we grapple to find ways to attract, retain and 
support the weird, the innovators, the start-ups and 
the artisans within our communities. 

“There is something about Portland, and I felt it when 
I first visited in 1994. I knew as soon as I saw the City 
from the top of the Fremont Bridge, that I had found 
my new home. 

I had been planning to move to Seattle, but I instantly 
connected with Portland: the people, the place, the 
culture. Nestled compactly at the base of the west 
hills, with the beautiful Willamette River meandering 
through it and a stunning collection of bridges, Portland 
felt very European. The scale felt right; it was easy to 
navigate and the people were super-friendly. 

It was grittier back then: the Weinhard Brewery 
occupied the centre of the City, and the adjacent 
industrial area (now the exclusive Pearl District) was 
full of punk-rock art galleries, potholed gravel streets, 
and run-down warehouses used for band practice and 
after-hours parties. 

During my 20 years of living in Portland, I have seen the 
City grow and attract creative people from all over the 
country. Drawn by Portland’s reputation for a thriving 
start-up culture and can-do attitude, people are moving 

CASE STUDY FROM 
EDA INTERNATIONAL 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
STUDY TOUR
BY KELLEY ROY WITH AN INTRODUCTION BY SIMON MILLCOCK

Kelley Roy
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here now, sometimes without a job, and oftentimes 
with a dream to start something of their own. 

Once they’ve arrived, many of them find themselves 
inspired by those around them and easily build a support 
network of like-minded people. There is a certain quality 
to people who take these risks - one part resourcefulness 
and one part industriousness, with a dash of punk-rock 
and a pinch of scrappiness, it’s a quality I adore.

As urban economist Joe Cortright explained in an article 
in CityLab in response to an article in the New York 
Times:

 Portland State University researchers Greg Schrock 
and Jason Jurjevich have shown that the young and 
talented people coming to Portland are decidedly 
entrepreneurial. On average, they’re 50% more 
likely to start their own businesses. Portland ranks 
third nationally among large metro areas in the 
fraction of its college-educated young adults 
running their own businesses.

This entrepreneurship has been a genuine boon to 
local economic growth, as has the ease of attracting 
bright young workers from elsewhere.  Metro Portland 
ranks ninth in the top 100 metro areas in economic 
performance, according to the Brookings Institution, 
based on job growth, productivity and the housing 
market.

Entrepreneurs are already contributing to the rapid 
growth in Portland’s food and tech sectors, and the 
handcrafted goods industry is not far behind. It is 
the combination of these three industry sectors 
that is making Portland the darling of national and 
international media, investment and tourism. Large 
troops of Japanese tourists are flocking here to 
experience our culture and buy our goods. There is now 
a Portland pop-up shop in Tokyo and many Portland 
businesses have opened second locations in other cities 
around the country and are exporting their goods to 
locations around the globe, including Melbourne and 
Tokyo.

But Portland isn’t just about experimental restaurants, 
handmade goods, craft brewing and a funky food-cart 
scene. It also wins people over because of its proximity 
to nature — many who move here to start businesses 
cite the easy access to hiking and camping as one of 
their primary reasons for being drawn to Portland. 

People also seem to be attracted by the city’s strong 
civic values. It may sound like a utopian fantasy, but 
the fact is that this is a city filled with people who 
care: about each other, about where their food comes 
from, about who made their beer and spirits and how, 
about how their transportation choices impact the 
environment, and about how much time they spend 
adventuring with friends.
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The facts bear this out. Portland has the highest bicycle 
ridership in the country, the highest concentration 
of craft brewers, one of the nation’s most successful 
farmers’ markets and an incredibly active citizenry. We 
are voracious consumers of handcrafted, locally made 
goods and are outdoor enthusiasts with an evangelistic 
drive to protect this place we call home.

Portlanders kind of have it figured out and people across 
the country are catching wind of the Portland way of life. 
Whenever my parents visit and we go into a local coffee 
shop, they say, ‘Why aren’t all of these customers at 
work?’ Well, they are at work. Portlanders are redefining 
work. What it looks like. What it feels like. Where and 
how it happens. What it is. And people around the globe 
are taking notice. 

Portlanders are a purpose-driven bunch and if one of us 
gets a thing in our craw, we’re going to give it a go and 
see if we can make it work. While people have ideas 
everywhere, here’s what sets Portland apart: when we 
ask for support from each other, we get it. And we’re 
not afraid someone is going to turn around and steal our 
idea. Want to know what Portland’s intellectual property 
law is? ‘Don’t be a jerk. Don’t steal other people’s ideas’.

Portland is often criticised for having a slacker attitude 
and poor work ethic compared with big cities like New 
York or Los Angeles. But I have a different perspective. 
Portlanders are the scrappiest, most hardworking and 
adventurous bunch of people I have ever been around. 

Portlanders are doers. We are not afraid to try and fail, 
and the relative affordability of the city makes such risk 
taking possible. We don’t need huge amounts of money 
to start our business and live our dream. We work hard, 
but we know when to call it quits and enjoy ourselves. 
We support each other in our endeavours and many of 
us have three or four things we do to make a living—our 
way. 

We are playing in bands, starting our own line of leather 
goods, and writing books. We are designers by day, poets 
by night and snowboarders and surfers whenever the 

conditions are right. And we are able to do this because we 
don’t need a lot of frivolous material items. Our consumer 
habits are different. We don’t need to wear a new outfit 
every day so that we can climb the corporate ladder.

While people in larger and more expensive cities are 
clawing their way to the top (and barely getting by), we 
in Portland are sharing things in order to live the life 
we want to lead. Portlanders embrace the real sharing 
economy (from cars to tools to housing to work space). 
We collaborate on projects and bring our collective 
networks of support together to crowdfund our projects. 

We share knowledge, experience, and space so we can 
do the things that we love. As we learn from each other 
along the way, we make fewer mistakes, and we figure 
out how to create better things that last longer. Then 
we can go on to help others who are just starting out. 
Then we go camping.

As a result of this generous, collaborative spirit and 
tenacious, entrepreneurial streak, we have an incredibly 
strong network of creative people working together to 
make things happen. Like Paris in the 1920s or New York in 
the 1950s, talented creative types are constantly making 
connections over great food and drink and planning and 
scheming about new and interesting projects. 

Instead of feeling threatened by others, we feel inspired and 
motivated by the prospect of collaboration—we know that 
our network of friends and supporters is our biggest asset.

 After moving back to Portland in 2008 and taking a 
look around at this fantastic energy, I quickly realised 
the potential of these expansive networks of creatives. 
I explored this topic through the lens of food carts back 
in 2010 while the idea of ADX was being conceived. 

ADX officially launched in January 2011 and opened its 
doors six months later. The original idea was to channel 
all of the amazing creative energy swirling around by 
bringing people from a variety of backgrounds together 
under one roof to share space, tools and knowledge 
and to work together. 
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By harnessing that energy and giving it some structure, 
ADX has helped to create new jobs; new product lines; 
new businesses; and new ways of thinking about art, 
design, and production. 

Since its inception, ADX has become a support system 
and hub for the new artisanal economy, which values 
well-made, handcrafted goods that support people, 
planet, and profit equally. ADX’s mission is to elevate 
Portland as the creative capital of the world.

Today, ADX helps designers and makers of all stripes 
with all aspects of their business, whether they need 
help taking their products to market or creating 
profitable business models that lead to more and 
longer-lasting quality jobs in the new artisanal 
manufacturing sector. It also serves as a space for 
artistic exploration through both traditional and new 
technological mediums. 

ADX hosts poetry readings, music shows for all ages, 
art exhibits, meetups and hackathons on a regular 
basis to keep the spirit of discovery and creative 
expression alive. The blending of artists, designers 
and technologists under one roof at ADX is an ongoing 
catalyst for Portland’s thriving artisan economy. 

In short, ADX is at the heart of what I like to think of as 
the Portland Renaissance.

Portland has a long history of industriousness and 
creativity, but in the past, artists and designers working 
in different specialties have tended to stick together: 
photographers with photographers, ceramicists with 
ceramicists, woodworkers with woodworkers. That 

makes a certain amount of sense, of course—those 
artisans can share tools and materials and speak the 
same language. But what happens when you bring 
artists and designers from all backgrounds together 
under one roof and give them access to tools and 
each other? And even more important, what happens 
when you bring young people into this environment 
and engage them in a new way of learning from each 
other and the community around them? I have been 
discovering the answers to these questions and many 
more since opening the doors to ADX in 2011.

I have had the good fortune of being at the helm of 
an extraordinary experiment in urban life. Portland 
is at the forefront of a new American manufacturing 
revolution and ADX has been an important catalyst in 
shaping the handcrafted goods movement. 

To find out more visit http://www.adxportland.com/

ABOUT THE AUTHOR
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EDA STUDY TOUR – 
ASTORIA, OREGON 
AND ANCHORAGE, 
ALASKA 
BY ANNE PETCH 

25 SEPTEMBER – 8 OCTOBER 2015

Like all study tours, there is a myriad of 
information, experiences and friendships that you 
take away with you, but there are also the blinding 
flashes of the obvious that you are able to share 
with your hosts that hopefully encourage them 
to look at their assets from the perspective of 
unforeseen opportunity.

The theme of the EDA 2015 International Economic 
Development Study Tour, which culminated in the 
International Economic Development Conference 
in Anchorage Alaska, was the rising star that is the 
craft brewing industry and the phenomena of food 
carts and local artisan markets, all of which proved 
major employers, and in the case of food carts and 
local markets, respected in the US as 21st century 
business incubators.

All international study tours ex Oz begin with a long 
flight; change that to flights and in the case of 2015, 
a follow on two hour drive from Portland Oregon to 
Astoria.

Our EDA study tour group consisted of tour leader/
organiser Simon Millcock (Qld), Steve Chapple (Vic), 
John Mouland (NSW), Phil Walker (NSW) and Anne 
Petch (SA).

The following observations and thoughts were 
formed from our discussions with the many locals 
we were privileged to meet in formal settings, 
over informal meals, on guided walking tours and 
enjoyable visits to local breweries including the 
Annual Pacific Northest Brew Cup in Astoria.

With a very special thank you to Erik Andersson, 
Economic Development Manager at Pacific Power for 
assisting with the program and Linda Nguyen from 
Tacoma who joined the group in Astoria.

CASE STUDY: ASTORIA OREGON

Originally marked only by a small log structure 
known as Fort Clatsop in the early 1800s, Astoria 
became the base for The Pacific Fur Company, 
a subsidiary of John Jacob Astor’s American Fur 
Company. The company’s primary fur-trading 
post, Fort Astoria, was built in 1811, holding 
the distinction of being the first permanent US 
settlement on the Pacific coast. 

Apart from its early association with fur trading, 
Astoria, located on the mighty Columbia River and 10 
nautical miles from the mouth of the Pacific Ocean, 
relied heavily on fishing, logging and processing 
for its economic survival. During the latter part of 
the 20th century, these industries declined and 
so, therefore, did local business and community 
confidence. 

The turnaround in Astoria’s fortune has occurred 
over the last 10 years and it is a story of 
entrepreneurship, passionate local champions, and 
partnerships while preserving and capitalising on 
what they had. It is also a story of a community that 
was prepared to accept outsiders, new thinking and 
proactively seized opportunity as it appeared.

We would like to share with you our collective 
thoughts from the Astoria debrief session.

Hitting the road to Astoria
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1. WHAT DID YOU SEE AS THE KEYS TO 
ASTORIA’S SUCCESSFUL REBOOT?   

• Leadership from business and community 
members.

• Acknowledgement that with the decline in fishing 
was a requirement that they reinvent themselves 
with other industries, eg. – food, craft brewing and 
tourism.

• Prepared to back ‘outsiders’ or folk who were ‘new’ 
to the Astoria but who had a vision / dream about 
making Astoria even better so that they and others 
could enjoy it. It is about the ’spirit’ of people who 
can see a future beyond the present. Without that 
local support, innovators potentially would have 
just walked away. 

• A commitment to ensure no private development 
of the waterfront would exclude the public from 
accessing the views of the waterway – and if 
occurring, a ‘shared’ public path must be built by 
the developer.

• Rebuilding the Commodore Hotel and other fine 
buildings (left to ruin) to their original glory, but 
with modern touches was a great example of 
downtown redevelopment. 

 

• Establishing a vocational training certificate based 
around the restoration of historical buildings and 
opportunity for exporting local expertise.

• Bringing to life unused cellars accessed from the 
streets.

• Having the confidence to define itself as hipster 
and trendy.

• Authentic – 
proposed street art 
was vetted, street 
rubbish bins were 
customised to 
resemble original 
fish canning labels 
and original building 
signage was retained. 
The restorations were 
so congruent that 
one had the feeling of 
standing within a film 
set.

• Outside investment – The Pacific Power Company 
assisted with local restorations in relation to energy 
efficiency. Outside investors created restaurants, 
cafes and restored the three hotels.

2.  WHAT WERE THE ASTORIA LOCAL 
BUSINESS OUTPUTS THAT IMPRESSED YOU 
THE MOST?   

• Vision of an even better future, building on the 
abundant natural beauty of their environment - the 
landscape, rich history, sense of self connectedness 
in a small town community (this can sometimes 
be perceived as something quite different - eg. 
small mindedness but in this case, a strong sense 
of business supporting business appeared genuine 
and common amongst most). 

• The street dock - transient moorage tour boats 
bringing between 12,000-30,000 visitors per year 
led to cruise ships (17 scheduled for 2015) and 
approximately 3,000 visitors at a time.

 

• Film Industry Museum, the purchase of the old 
dockland railway line and train now used to shuttle 
tourists, the Maritime Museum with a fishing 
boat inclined on a 30-foot wave , the fascinating 
water front pylons that are protected and wait in 
readiness for new construction and opportunity.

Restoration of heritage 
building with retention of 
original signage

Keeping history alive by recycling 
old fish processing labels

Re-instated dock 
precinct railway 
line and train
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• The ‘birth of cable TV’ was on the second floor 
of the pet supply store. The inventor Ed Parsons, 
invented cable TV and operated the world’s first 
cable system - he picked up his TV signal from 
an antenna on the roof of the Astor Hotel and 
distributed the signal via cable to people’s homes 
and businesses. 

• The Fort George Brewery is a good example of an 
urban renewal loan grant and lottery funds. The 
site was rezoned and now has approximately 30 
restaurant employees and 50 brewery employees.

3. WHAT WERE THE ASTORIA COMMUNITY 
OUTPUTS THAT IMPRESSED YOU MOST?  

• Sense of community and pride in their town - that 
the community rejected the outside consultant’s 
solution of building an aquarium (!) and opted to 
develop their own unique vision for the waterfront, 
successfully bringing it back to life.

• Designated one of ‘America’s Dozen Distinctive 
Destinations’ by the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation. 

• The Heritage Square, Garden of Surging Waves 
located opposite Town Hall, which is a memorial to 
the Chinese, erected through donations and grants. 

 

• The Brew Cup Festival – no evidence of any paid 
crowd security personnel and real beer glasses!!  
80% of attendees were visitors but the community 
values of Astoria held.

 

• Pride and confidence – they know that collectively 
they have secured their town socially and 
economically for the next decade and are 
now entrepreneurially aware and looking for 
opportunities that reflect their collective vision.

Pylons preserved and in waiting

Hops to boot!

Chinese Memorial

Young entrepreneurs 
have been welcomed 
and have added their 
own flavour
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4. AND ON A FINAL NOTE OF APPROVAL   

The first whale ever was spotted up river close to 
Astoria this fall and last season, 2,500 sea lions, up from 
400, took over waterfront Pier 39 and that’s a lot of 
honking! 

The study tour participants would also like to 
acknowledge the warm hospitality of the City of Astoria 
/ Astoria Community Development Board and the 
wonderful hospitality provided by Chris Holen from 
Baked Alaska and Rosemary Johnson, the retired City 
Planner. 

For further information, please feel free to contact;
• Simon Millcock: Simon.Millcock@townsville.qld.

gov.au
• Steven Chapple: stephenchapple@bigpond.com
• Anne Petch: fpaust@internode.on.net
• John Mouland: john.mouland@rdacc.org.au

ABOUT THE AUTHOR

Anne Petch, Director of Funding Partnerships Australia, 
works with metro, regional and remote communities 
to kick-start and revitalise communities. Her expertise 
also includes training and capacity building through 
strategic planning and funding partnerships. Anne 
has hands on experience in the development of smart 
communities including mitigation of digital disruption 
within the local economy.

storia water front shot from Baked Alaska restaurant

Chris Holen, 
proprietor of 

Baked Alaska, who 
is credited with 

kick-starting the 
turnaround in 

Astoria’s economic 
renewal
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ORCHARD 
HOUSE –   
A LANDMARK 
PARTNERSHIP 
IN ARMADALE 
BY RAY TAME 

CITY OF ARMADALE

Located only 28 kilometres from Perth’s CBD, the City 
of Armadale is a rapidly growing Strategic Regional 
Metropolitan Centre. The suburb has a direct link to 
major transport routes including road, rail and air 
networks.

Armadale offers the benefit of living in a modern city 
nestled amongst a backdrop of the Darling Ranges and 
its associated recreation and tourism opportunities.

Armadale is the second fastest growing Local 
Government area in WA and the fourth in Australia, 
with a current population of 82,267 (September 2015).

Industrial development is set to surge in the coming 
years. The Forrestdale Business Park (FBP) is poised to 
establish itself as the heart of industry for the south-east 
metropolitan corridor. New businesses are choosing 
Armadale as the place to establish themselves, with 
multi-national manufacturing giant Hitachi Construction 
Machinery an anchor-tenant at Forrestdale.

Armadale is a gateway for retail, commercial and 
residential activity. Businesses, developers and 
residents alike are drawn to the attractive and 
affordable investment options available and to the 
City’s continued rapid growth.

Recent figures show the City is forecast to grow to a 
population of 144,703 by 2036.

The number of dwellings in the City of Armadale will 
effectively double between 2011 and 2036, from 
25,295 to 52,740.

Averages from 2015-2036:

• 8.1 people will move into the City of Armadale 
EVERY DAY for the next 21 years

• 57.1 people will move into the City of Armadale 
EVERY WEEK for the next 21 years

• 247 people will move into the City of Armadale 
EVERY MONTH for the next 21 years

THE ISSUE

Over the past decade, Armadale has experienced 
unprecedented growth in population and commercial, 
retail and industrial activity. That growth is showing no 
signs of stopping and is in fact accelerating, with annual 
population growth rates forecast at over 5% – twice 
that of the Perth metropolitan region and four times 
the national average.

This projected growth has meant it is crucial that 
the City develops and adopts a strategy that clearly 
articulates the action needed to stimulate, attract 
and maintain business activity, investment and 
employment.

Traditionally blue-collar and proud of its roots, the City 
wanted an action-focused strategy, something that 
produced real results for the community yet did not 
create an unnecessary financial burden.

At the same time, the State Government was falling 
behind in the accommodation of much needed 
services in the region. Private commercial and business 
ratepayers were also looking to the City for leadership 
for the redevelopment of Armadale’s City Centre, 
encouraged by new residents who demanded inner-city 
amenities at their doorstep.

The City saw an opportunity to work with a range of 
partners to deliver an innovative solution to these 
issues - a multi-storey commercial building in the City 
centre - Orchard House.
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The City looked at partnership opportunities with 
State and Federal Government agencies and private 
businesses. It developed a unique and innovative project 
that would revitalise the civic precinct and provide much 
needed office infrastructure for the City centre.

THE PROCESS

After preliminary investigations, State Government 
protocol required that expressions of interest for State 
office accommodation be called. The City registered 
its interest and after being shortlisted as a supplier, 
engaged in a dual process of negotiating commercial 
leases with the State whilst developing concept plans 
and costings for a large scale commercial building.

Innovation and creativity in the development of the 
commercial lease for Orchard House have been key to 
this project. The City saw a need for the construction of 
a landmark building in the City centre to attract further 
investment and development and to meet the growing 
demand for modern, quality commercial office space in 
Armadale.

The State Government was looking for efficiency 
and cost savings. The City was able to negotiate a 
commercial lease prior to construction, achieving a 
favourable long term tenancy rate.

THE OUTCOMES

Armadale now has a modern, purpose built, 
environmentally friendly building located in the City’s 
civic centre. With two of the four floors leased prior to 
construction, one floor occupied by the Council itself, 
and the final floor recently tenanted, the payback 
period for the building is less than 10 years. Financially, 
the community has benefited in that the cost of the 
asset is fully subsidised from an alternative revenue 
source other than the City’s own funding sources.

The Department for Child Protection and Family 
Services occupies two of the four floors and has 
experienced the benefits first-hand. Over 200 staff have 
been centralised into one building, including 130 who 
relocated from outside the City of Armadale, allowing 
them to work together under one roof for the first time.

The building’s location in the heart of the Armadale City 
centre, leads to some indirect benefits for people who 
work or visit the office. Armadale is well serviced by 
public transport with regular bus and train services. The 
building is equipped with end-of-trip facilities (showers, 
change rooms and lockers) and bicycle storage for 
employees who wish to cycle/run/walk to work – 
encouraging self-contained employment and an active 
workplace.

Armadale CEO Ray Tame, NGAA Executive Ruth Spielman, 
Armadale Mayor Henry Zelones OAM JP, Armadale Economic 

Development Manager Scott Jarvis
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Orchard House is adjacent to inner city parks, major 
shopping centres and local industries. The influx of 
employees and visitors to Orchard House has boosted 
Gross Regional Product (GRP) by $15.56 million, further 
stimulating job creation and economic development in 
the region.

Orchard House is clearly a leader in Local Government 
infrastructure projects. The City of Armadale was able to 
capitalise on the State Government’s need to centralise 
services and utilise the opportunity to accommodate some 
City staff and expedite development of the civic precinct.

THE SUCCESSES

The additional 130 workers relocated in the Armadale 
City centre leads to a further increase in indirect 
demand for intermediate goods and services across 
related  industry sectors. Economic modelling projects 
the creation of 68 new jobs in the City of Armadale 
based on this increased demand.

Orchard House has had the following impact on the 
local economy:
• An increase of 130 jobs in the Social Assistance 

sector. This sector of the economy is estimated to 
increase by 4.3%, with the total City of Armadale 
economy estimated to grow by 0.8%.

• The main impacts outside of the Social Assistance 
sector include Retail Trade ($0.84m), Administrative 
and Support Services ($0.52m) and Construction 
($0.50m).

• The  GRP  in  the  City  of  Armadale  is  estimated  
to  increase by $15.56m.

AWARD-WINNING

The City of Armadale’s landmark building Orchard 
House, recently won the 2015 National Growth Areas 
Alliance (NGAA) Congress Award for the Infrastructure 
which has proven to be a catalyst for economic 
development, jobs or community connection category.

Innovation and creativity in the Orchard House 
development were key to this project and the NGAA 
award is recognition of a wonderful facility that the City 
is very proud of.

ABOUT THE AUTHOR

Ray Tame is the Chief Executive Officer of the City of 
Armadale, a growth City on the south-eastern edge of Perth. 
Armadale is one of Western Australia’s fastest growing local 
government areas, with a current population of 82,267 
which is set to grow to 127,585 by 2028. 

By profession Ray is a Civil Engineer, Emeritus Member 
of the Institute of Engineers Australia and a Fellow and 
Past-President of the Institute of Municipal Engineering. 
He is a member of LG Professionals Australia.  

Industry sectors  
(1-digit ANSIC)

Jobs 
created in 
the City of 
Armadale

Jobs 
created 
for City of 
Armadale 
residents

Retail Trade 16 10
Accommodation and Food 
Services

9 7

Education and Training 6 3
Other Services 6 4
Administrative and Support 
Services

6 4

Transport, Postal and 
Warehousing

4 3

Manufacturing 4 4
Professional, Scientific and 
Technical Services

3 3

Rental, Hiring and Real Estate 
Services

3 3

Wholesale Trade 3 2
Arts and Recreation Services 2 1
Construction 1 1
Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing 1 1
Financial and Insurance Services 1 1
Information Media and 
Telecommunications

1 1

Public  Administration and Safety 1 1
Electricity, Gas, Water and Waste 
Services

1 1

Mining 0 0
Total industries 68 49

Source: National Institute of Economic and Industry Research 
(NIEIR) ©2015.

WA Premier Colin Barnett 
and Armadale Mayor 

Henry Zelones OAM JP
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INNOVATIVE 
COLLABORATIONS 
SHOULDN’T TAKE A FIRE 
TO GET STARTED 
BY TRACY SCOTT-RIMINGTOM 

MTNS MADE, the new cultural identity for the creative 
industries in the Blue Mountains, was launched last 
week and is a wonderful example of how a region 
can back its creative talent by clustering like-minded 
companies and people together to grow a local economy. 

It came about as a result of the funding provided to 
the local community on the back of the devastating 
bush fires in the Blue Mountains in 2013. It’s all about a 
local creative industries cluster driving collaboration for 
increased innovation and long term jobs.

In the most recent indices from the OECD, Australia 
ranked 33 out of 33 countries on the ‘collaboration’ 
index. This year the Global Creativity Index by the 
Martin Prosperity Institute at the University of Toronto 
rated Australia as no. 1 for ‘creativity’; a world leader 
on talent, or human capital, which is a primary driver 
of economic growth along with technology.  Yet this 
achievement is not reflected in the continual down 
grading of our productivity and economic performance. 
So what’s going wrong? 

To find the answer, we need look no further than to 
the economic levers our governments use to stimulate 
business growth - and those they don’t. At the recent TCI 
Network conference in Daegu, South Korea, the focus was 
placed squarely on the importance of clusters globally in 
a creative economy and the need for new agendas for 
companies and policy makers. Unlike the most dynamic 
and innovative first world economies, Australia doesn’t 
invest in ‘clusters’ or networks of strategic networks of 
like-minded businesses with a shared vision and passion 
for success of a particular industry sector. 

Tracy Scott-Rimington, a director of the TCI Network 
and Regional Development Coordinator for Regional 
Development Australia Brisbane, said that clusters are 
about collaboration.

‘And collaboration needs to be mobilised - it doesn’t 
happen automatically,’ said Ms Scott-Rimington.

‘What’s more, new evidence shows unplanned 
communication is vital to the innovation process. 

Competitive clusters provide the environment for 
unplanned communications to take place,’ she said. 

‘For all we have done well as a nation, we have forgotten 
to mobilise the collaboration and connectivity needed to 
thrive in a networked and interconnected world, we have 
forgotten to fund clusters for growth and prosperity’.

Clusters also connect the pool of talent, industrial 
capability and know-how embedded in regions to give 
start-ups a better chance of survival too. Evidence 
here shows that where start-ups have unhindered 
access to critical intel and the tacit knowledge and 
support they require to succeed and sustain in the 
global marketplace over the long term, their chances of 
surviving “death valley” are far greater. Why risk being 
nothing more than a nation of “start-up pop-ups”. 

Successful start-ups come from locations where 
they are embedded in local industrial ecosystems 
and connected not only to the local assets and tacit 
knowledge shared, but to the myriad of supportive 
infrastructure they will require to make the grade. 
They must be connected. They must be part of a wider 
cluster of collaboration.

Ms Scott-Rimington said, ‘to mobilise the necessary 
collaboration required to reach our full economic 
potential as a competitive nation, funding for clusters 
must be included in our new innovation policy.  

‘To propel national competitiveness even further, a 
regional innovation policy could embed the development 
of competitive clusters across Australia’s cities and regions 
and fire up a culture of collaboration and connectivity to 
drive innovation. Otherwise, all we may be left with is a lot 
of smoke and hot air’, said Ms Scott-Rimington.

For further information on “Clusters in a Creative 
Economy”, go to TCI 2015, Daegu, South Korea at 
http://www.tci-network.org/news/993   

Find out more about the TCI Network, the global 
practitioners network for competitiveness, clusters 
and innovation at http://www.tci-network.org/
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The Directors and Staff of Economic 
Development Australia would like to 

wish you a very Merry Christmas and 
a prosperous New Year.

Merry 
Christmas


