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Abstract:

Purpose — The purpose of this paper is to examine the information flows, in terms of content and
process, underpinning the sharing of knowledge by managers and owners. Such an examination
reveals similarities and differences that will influence the generation and dissemination of
knowledge utilized in tourism business operations and contribute to innovation.
Design/methodology/approach — This paper examines information flows within the theoretical
and methodological framework of Social Network Analysis. The findings were derived from a
quantitative study of tourism managers and owners of a tourism hub in South-West England.
Findings — The main finding was that network structure characteristics determine the flow of
information within owners’ and managers’ social networks. The owners of smaller businesses
received information from several sources and, therefore, had fewer structural constraints and
reported larger structural holes. In comparison, the managers had more brokerage opportunities to
disseminate the information within their social networks.
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Theoretical implications — This paper highlights knowledge sharing between tourism business
managers and owners in an open network structure. First, an open network structure builds
innovation through the provision of non-redundant information. This is determined through the
effective size of structural holes and the dissemination of information through brokerage roles.
Second, the knowledge capability of a destination is built up through the social networking of
managers and owners. The generation and dissemination of knowledge in a tourism destination
are facilitated by the social networking activities of managers and owners.

Practical implications — Managers and owners of tourism businesses require knowledge through
information to assist with innovative business practices. The practical implication of this is that
the social networks of managers and owners have different network characteristics and that these
differences result in consequences for the innovation of business practices. Another practical
implication relates to the importance of managers in knowledge dissemination based on having
several brokerage roles in the tourism destination.

Originality/value — These findings are important because an understanding of social networks
and the flow of information is one of the keys to determining the influences on knowledge sharing
within tourism destination knowledge networks of owners or managers and their potential

contributions to innovation.

Keywords: tourism knowledge; inter-business; knowledge networks; structural holes; brokerage;

Social Network Analysis



Introduction

Knowledge sharing is required for innovation (Marasco et al., 2018; Rao et al., 2018; Weidenfeld
et al., 2010). While there has been research on knowledge sharing within businesses (Marouf,
2007), unpacking how knowledge is shared between businesses requires more exploration. Dias et
al. (2020) found that entrepreneurs communicate their local knowledge, which contributes to
innovativeness and self-efficacy because knowledge is not fully utilized unless it is transferred.
Raisi et al. (2020) have pointed to knowledge transfer within a destination as a major underlying
factor in destination competitiveness. Valeri and Baggio (2021) have noted the importance of
examining the flow of information and knowledge in the collaborative structures of intermediaries
in the tourism sector. Nevertheless, research focusing on intermediaries in the tourism sector
contributes to understanding one aspect of destination development. Also important are the
suppliers of tourism products and services, such as hotels and visitor attractions. An examination
of knowledge flows in a tourism destination and the potential use of these resources is important
for overall tourism destination development. This shortfall of research into if and how tourism
businesses share their knowledge with other businesses through participation in social networks
must be addressed.

One way through which tourism businesses gain knowledge is through the sharing of

information across social networks (McLeod, 2020; Sgrensen, 2007). Liebowitz (2007, p. 3) has
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defined social networks as personal relationships of groups with similar interests and views social
networks as essential for innovation. Valeri and Baggio (2022) have supported understanding
knowledge management at the destination level. The information flows between tourism
businesses may be viewed and analyzed using a network perspective. Social networks are arguably
the main mechanism for the flow of information that underpins knowledge (Valeri & Baggio,
2022).

The aim of this paper is to examine the underlying influences on the effectiveness of
managers and owners in obtaining shared knowledge through the flow of information from one
business to the next based on network connections and the use of Social Network Analysis (SNA).
The paper examines the flow of new or non-redundant information through an open network
structure. Agents share knowledge content through various types of social networks (Argote &
Ingram, 2000). The contributions of social networking to knowledge sharing and innovation
between tourism and hospitality businesses need to be understood. Such an examination will
determine any important similarities/differences that may influence the building up of knowledge
utilization and innovative capability within tourism businesses.

This paper begins with an introduction that suggests social networks as a mechanism for
knowledge sharing. A literature review follows with an exploration of knowledge sharing and
social networks. A debate is presented as to how an open or closed network facilitates innovation.
The methodology sets out the tasks involved in the data collection and analysis of Social Network
Analysis. The results and discussion sections provide the main findings regarding owner and
manager knowledge networks and the similarities and differences in terms of innovation. The
conclusion outlines a review of the research aim and objectives. The paper ends with a discussion

of the implications, limitations, and future research.



Literature Review

Background

The literature for this paper comes from two main bodies of academic discourse: knowledge
management and social networks. Knowledge management literature provides an understanding
of knowledge generation and dissemination within the tourism and hospitality industries. Social
network literature from the discipline of sociology provides an understanding of not only the
behavioral characteristics of individuals but also whether the ties between individuals influence
their behavior. Social Network Analysis (SNA) graphically illustrates the ties that link people
(agents) using systematic empirical data and mathematical and/or computational models

(Freeman, 2004).

Knowledge sharing

Knowledge sharing is a necessary process in the tourism sector for innovation and involves the
conversion of knowledge into information. Information is sent, and data are received, and this
content may be utilized at an appropriate time. Thus, knowledge diffuses through its conversion
into data and information. Diffused knowledge is shared knowledge. As proposed by Parent et al.
(2007), first, there is knowledge generation, followed by dissemination. It is upon the receipt of
data and information that knowledge is formulated. Knowledge sharing means that information
known to one person is made available to another (Awad & Ghaziri, 2004). This sharing may
involve a two-way process. Shared knowledge is absorbed for future use. The absorptive capacity

concept highlights the ability to acquire and use knowledge (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990) and, in



relation to tourism organizations’ absorptive capacity, is important for understanding innovative
practices (Thomas & Wood, 2015).

Davenport and Prusak (1998) have highlighted knowledge as framed by information and
then incorporated with experiences in a fluid manner to provide expert insight (a.k.a. intelligence).
The fluidity with which these processes occur makes understanding the processes difficult. Boisot
(1998) has suggested an information space (I-space), the knowledge-building processes of which
are codification, abstraction, and diffusion. This means that received information has been codified
and abstracted before it was diffused. Knowledge management in tourism requires adoption and
application (Cooper, 2006). Nyanga et al. (2019) have pointed to the importance of the ability of
tourism businesses to gather, store, and use information as business intelligence to gain a
competitive advantage.

Knowledge generation and dissemination are important activities for entrepreneurship (Phi
et al., 2017). Liebowitz (2007) has pointed to the generation and dissemination views of
knowledge and suggested that knowledge is both sticky, in that it is formed within an individual,
and fluid, since it flows easily from one person to another. This diffusion of information is a more
pervasive concept than knowledge transfer since it is organic in that information sharing is based
on mutual understanding and trust (Abrams et al., 2003; Bock & Kim, 2002). The term “knowledge
sharing” has been used to refer to an ongoing process based on certain inputs, outputs, and
moderators (Oyemomi et al., 2016).

Knowledge is a key ingredient of innovation. Networks are conduits of new knowledge,
and networks position an organization to exploit that knowledge (Binder, 2019). Kim and Shim
(2018) have suggested that a relationship exists between knowledge sharing, innovation,

performance, and social capital. Cognitive, relational, and structural capital build network density



and influence knowledge sharing among small and medium-sized businesses in a positive way.
Thus, the social capital in networks influences innovativeness and enhances competitiveness (Kim
& Shim, 2018). As knowledge is shared across organizations, it may also be utilized within an
organization to bring value. At an organizational level, the sharing of both tacit and explicit
knowledge in business contexts contributes to performance improvement (Oyemomi et al., 2016).
Also, within an organization, knowledge sharing through collaboration as a facilitating condition
stimulates employees’ tacit and explicit knowledge (Le et al., 2020). Rao et al. (2018) have noted
the importance of knowledge sharing for service innovation in providing a competitive advantage

for tourism enterprises.

Social networks

Social networking is a mechanism through which information is shared, and knowledge dynamics
contribute to understanding innovation in the tourism sector. Tourism researchers have explored
concepts of knowledge transfer in tourism using a network perspective (Raisi et al., 2020; Valeri
& Baggio, 2021). Informal networks are utilized to obtain information (Ingram & Roberts, 2000;
Zach & Hill, 2017). Networks are self-organized and may become more formalized with time
(Davenport & Prusak, 1998). Networking explicates tacit knowledge, which is “sticky” for being
derived from social interactions. Nonaka and Toyama (2003) theorized that tacit knowledge is
explicated through socialization. Booyens and Rogerson (2017) explored networking for tourism
innovation within small businesses as these cooperative relationships are important to the business.
Social interactions contribute to knowledge-sharing activities and result in innovative practices.

Raisi et al. (2020) have highlighted the network perspective of knowledge transfer. The nature and



extent of knowledge flows are dependent on the structures of social networks (Granovetter, 2005;
Kim & Shim, 2018; Raisi et al., 2020).

Social networks have a pattern or structure that determines the allocation of network
resources and influences innovative capability. Certain outcomes depend on whether tourism
actors engage with brokerage activities or the knowledge circulating in a network is redundant
(Zach & Hill, 2017). Within networks, the agents form the structural patterns, and the structural
patterns influence the actors. But not all agents are equal. Certain network positions have greater
informational value based on access to information within a network (Gulati, 1998). The effects
of network structure are important for the understanding of knowledge transfer within tourism
destinations (Del Chiappa & Baggio, 2015; Raisi et al., 2020).

The main debate in the literature is about whether closed or open structures are richer in
social capital, including information. The cohesion view (Coleman, 1988) suggests that closed
networks are beneficial, while Burt’s (1992) structural holes view suggests that open networks
have benefits. Latora et al. (2013) argue for a new measure called Simmelian brokerage based on
previous work by Krackhardt (1999) and named after the sociologist Georg Simmel to reconcile
social cohesion (closed network) and structural hole (open network) concepts of social structure.
The present paper on knowledge sharing and innovation highlights Burt’s (1992) structural holes,
in tandem with brokerage roles (Gould & Fernandez, 1989), to illustrate the generation of shared
knowledge that benefits managers and owners of tourism businesses.

Social network connections influence the generation and dissemination processes in two
ways. Brokerage and structural holes within knowledge networks create certain network outcomes.
Knowledge networks are mechanisms for the generation and dissemination of knowledge within

a tourism destination network. Despite concerns that businesses may not share their proprietary



information (Pena, 2002), these knowledge-sharing activities need to be understood and supported.
First, brokerage between social agents determines the provision of network resources (Burt, 2004).
Brokerage means that network resources are passed from one agent to another. Brokerage is
determined by the nature of the connections within a network. A broker is one who bridges the
structural hole. There are five brokerage roles in which the focal ego can control network
resources: consultant, coordinator, gatekeeper, liaison and representative (Gould & Fernandez,
1989). These brokers influence the availability and accumulation of social capital.

Second, structural holes are formed through the connections of the social actors, and these
provide advantageous non-redundant network resources (Burt, 1992). A structural hole is created
when a focal actor connects with others in the network to which the focal actor’s alters are not
connected. A focal actor receives new information through a structural hole. Burt’s (1992)
structural hole theory is related to Granovetter’s (1983) strength of weak tie theory. Strong and
weak connections are viewed in relation to the emotional intensity and intimacy and amount of
time and reciprocal services (Granovetter, 1983). Granovetter (1983) argued for the advantage of
weak ties as these provide new information. Strong ties provide redundant information
(Granovetter, 1983). Weak ties are particularly important for supporting information flow between

businesses (Friedkin, 1982).

Methodology

Research design

This paper uses Social Network Analysis as its theoretical and methodological framework to
examine the knowledge sharing of managers and owners. Social Network Analysis (SNA)

provides a set of tools illustrating nodes and ties to graphically reveal the inter-relationships, in



this case, of owners or managers. This broad research study utilized a realist approach (Knoke &
Kuklinski, 1982) to define the social network boundary in geographical terms. The Bournemouth,
Christchurch and Poole conurbation is the research study location. The conurbation has various
types of tourism businesses for making comparisons between managers and owners. The area is a
premier contiguous tourism destination with evidence of several group association networks.
Members of these associations network and engage in socialization.

Social networks can be studied either as “whole” or “ego” networks (Marsden, 2005). The
Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole conurbation study was based on collecting ego-network
data. An ego is a focal actor or business represented by either an owner or manager from whom
important information was received. The collected one-mode data show relationships between the
egos. The design did not involve egos reporting on the relationships between other egos or alters
within the defined location. This would have been a cognitive approach to the relationships.
However, such cognitive relationships are perceived, and perceived relationships may result in
connections being absent. In addition, only the received relationship data were collected since egos

would not know whether the information given would be important to the receiver.

Data collection

Within the conurbation under study, 507 possible tourism sector businesses were identified. An
initial list of businesses was provided by South-West Tourism and other sources, including general
hotel literature and guidebooks of local tourism departments. However, some of these businesses
were not in operation or were under joint ownership or management. Because each tourism
business in the conurbation could only appear once in the dataset, the network patterns observed
were not influenced by the sharing of knowledge between establishments that were part of one

business. Data were collected from May 2008 to February 2009. Disproportionate stratified
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sampling was applied. From the 310 businesses, 200 useable questionnaires were obtained—a
usable response rate 64.5% (Table 1). The drop-and-collect method was utilized and has the
advantage of a high contact rate, which places pressure on respondents to complete the

questionnaire (Brown, 1987).

Table 1 Stratified Sampling Frame of Managers and owners

Tourism business Number of Number of Respondent
businesses businesses sample
(revised)
Attractions 21 20 18
Bed and breakfast 75 60 33
Campsite and other 22 18 8
Guesthouse 55 41 23
Large Hotel 65 60 44
Self-catering businesses 211 62 40
Small Hotel 58 49 34
Total 507 310 200

The research study was designed to examine social networks of knowledge sharing between
tourism sector businesses in the conurbation. This paper is based on the captured data regarding
the knowledge-sharing process and content. The research instrument captured the information
content via open-ended questions. This allowed for the full information content to be captured,
thus warranting a mixture of methods to enrich the data. The information types were defined as
the knowledge content, and the network types were defined as the process (individual/group,
formal/informal). Respondents were asked to freely recall (over the last year) and list the tourism
businesses within the conurbation from which they had received important business information.
This is similar to the name generator instrument developed by Burt (1997). One advantage of the
free recall method, as compared to the fixed choice method, relates to the former method’s ability

to obtain ties that may not have been previously known to the researcher. Another advantage of
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the free recall instrument is that it is more reliable (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). This reliability is
enhanced by the importance or intensity of the relationship (Marsden 1990 in Wasserman & Faust,
1994). The free recall method supports content validity since there are no limits to the number of
businesses that can be named. The questionnaire also asked the respondent to list any other
businesses not previously named.

Innovation in the research design was the categorization of the various types of interactions
resulting in information-sharing connections: formal, informal, group and individual. The number
of times an ego (owner or manager) received important information from an alter within these four
network types determined the ego-network’s interconnectivity and also whether the ties were
strong or weak. Thus, by testing the ties within these four network types, convergent validity was
achieved. In addition, by collecting both individual and group network data, discriminant validity
was achieved. Convergent validity means similar alter data were obtained within the different
network types, while discriminant validity means that managers and owners perhaps differed in

social networking practices, particularly group and individual social networking activities.

Data analysis

The identification of egos within social networks was also important. UCINET 6 software and
NetDraw developed by Analytic Technologies were utilised (Borgatti, 2002; Borgatti et al., 2002).
Social network analysts utilize artificial boundaries (Christopoulos & Aubke, 2014). In this case,
a bounded area was identified using postal codes. Each node in a social network represents an ego
label —for example, BSHO1 (Bournemouth Small Hotel 01). At the end of the node’s identifier is
a unique number distinguishing one node of the same location and type from another (McLeod et

al., 2010). Unique numbers were also assigned based on the businesses’ postal codes. Thus,
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BSHO1 would be near BSHO02 except in cases where the particular type of business (a small or
large hotel) was located in another area, as was the case between the East and West Cliff of
Bournemouth.

A linked list was created using a Data Language (DL), with the manager or owner stated
first and alters after. Once the DL file was imported, the structural hole measures were calculated
and then applied to the node and label sizes. This was done to comparatively illustrate the more
important nodes, based on a structural hole measure, and ties within the main component network
structures. Thereafter, the data were analyzed to determine the patterns of information flows, the
number and size of structural holes, and the brokerage roles using structural holes and brokerage
measures.

More tourism research studies utilizing Social Network Analysis (SNA) as theory and
methodology are needed to unravel and advance knowledge in tourism (van der Zee & Vanneste,
2015). This paper unravels a difficult-to-understand process of knowledge sharing in an inter-
business context, analyzing the knowledge-sharing similarities and differences between managers

and owners in the next section.

Results

Information flows

The interconnections of the owners’ and managers’ networks were revealed. This mapping
illustrated the knowledge-sharing connections within the tourism destination. Social networking
is a mechanism for knowledge sharing, which is a precursor of innovation. Innovation is built up
through “structural holes” as potential sources for new information, and the type of brokerage

involved facilitates the disseminative capacity to improve the receipt of information. Thus, it is

13



posited that innovative practices in inter-business knowledge networks are facilitated by the

structural hole and brokerage role characteristics.
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Figure 2 Managers’ Information Connections

The above diagrams illustrate the owners’ and managers’ knowledge networks with evident
interconnections across the conurbation (Figures 1 and 2). The position of each node is based on
the information received from either owners or managers in other businesses, not their own. The
lines show a flow from one node to the next with an arrow indicating the direction of the
information flow. The node sizes were adjusted based on the structural hole measure. Therefore,
different node sizes represent a greater receipt of knowledge that was shared.

The visual evidence reveals two main connectivity gaps: one within the owners’ knowledge
network and one within the managers’ knowledge network. The hospitality actors within the
owners’ knowledge network may have greater innovative potential as a result of having two areas
of non-redundant contacts through which new information can potentially flow. For example, two
self-catering establishments in Christchurch (egos CSC08 and CSC25) and one Bournemouth bed
and breakfast property (BBBO03) are in a network position that connects the Poole and
Bournemouth owners within the owners’ knowledge network (Figure 1). Within the managers’
knowledge network, the main component of those egos that spanned the geographical boundaries
between Bournemouth and Poole were attractions (BA03, PA02) and large hotels (PLHO1,
BLH50) in Poole (Figure 2). Egos who potentially benefited from a network position between
Poole and Bournemouth managers were PSHO05, PA06, PLHO1, PLHO04, and PLHO5, and in
Bournemouth, BLH50, BBB20, and BSC19. Although a visual of the networks provides insights
into the flow of information within the destination, further analysis is necessary to understand

potential innovative capacity.
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A structural hole is the number of ties an ego has, minus the average number of alter ties
(Hanneman & Riddle, 2005). Although there was one main area of generative capacity, the
maximum structural hole size of an ego in the owners’ knowledge network was 16.76% less than
that in the managers’ knowledge network (see note in Table 2). These results clarified access to
knowledge resources based on the positions of owners or managers, implying that the position of
owner requires certain networking actions in individual/group or formal/informal social networks
to improve innovative capability. As theorized by Burt (1992), an actor in a structural hole receives
information that others do not have access to because they are not connected to it. They obtain

non-redundant or new information, which becomes a source of innovation.

Table 2 Tourism Businesses Maximum Structural Hole

Tourism Businesses Owners Managers
Maximum Maximum
Attractions 3.000 11.000
Bed and breakfast properties 13.000 5.667
Campsite 2.000 4.000
Guesthouses 11.735 1.000
Large hotels 4.071 9.500
Self-catering businesses 8.000 3.286
Small hotels 11.000 15.618
HIGHEST 13.000 15.618

Note: The figure of 13.000 is 16.76% less than 15.618.
Source: Authors

A constraint measure clarifies access to network resources. An ego with more than one information
source is less constrained (Hanneman & Riddle, 2005). The level of constraint was measured using
the maximum and minimum values achieved for each business category in the owners’ and
managers’ knowledge networks. As managers and owners interact and share knowledge, this
enterprising behavior reduces the level of constraint. The use of more information resources
improves innovative capacity.
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Table 3 Tourism Businesses Maximum and Minimum Constraint

Tourism Businesses Owners Managers
Maximum  Minimum  Maximum  Minimum

Attractions 1.000 0.375 1.000 0.101
Bed and breakfast 1.125 0.086 1.000 0.251
properties

Campsite 1.000 0.500 1.125 0.250
Guesthouses 1.000 0.128 1.000 1.000
Large hotels 1.000 0.185 1.125 0.124
Self-catering businesses 1.000 0.139 1.000 0.375
Small hotels 1.000 0.101 1.000 0.095
HIGHEST/LOWEST 1.125 0.086 1.125 0.095

Source: Authors

Small hospitality businesses engaged with more enterprising behavior as bed and breakfast
properties recorded a minimum constraint value of 0.086 (Table 3). The managers’ knowledge
network attractions and small hotel establishments recorded the lower constraint values. Owners

in smaller properties were less constrained and had more potential sources of information.

Brokerage

Brokerage is another indicator of innovative potential. A broker is an intermediary and in this case
shares knowledge with others in the network. According to Gould and Fernandez (1989) there are
five (5) brokerage roles that act in the sharing of network resources: consultant (sharing resources
between two), coordinator (sharing resources within the same group), gatekeeper (control resource
access), liaison (interconnect two groups) and representative (a group contact point). The

brokerage roles of managers and owners were calculated by analyzing the knowledge networks’
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main components via the Gould and Fernandez item in UCINET 6 software (Borgatti et al., 2002).

To compare the brokerage results, the brokerage scores were partitioned by the relative brokerage.
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Figure 3 Consultant Owners (Larger Nodes)

The brokerage roles in the owners’ and managers’ knowledge networks were compared. The

owners’ knowledge network contained eight consultants who shared knowledge between two other

business persons (Figure 3). Examples include BBB15 consultant potential brokering between

RGO1 and BGHO07, and BSH26 consultant potential brokering between BSH54 and BBB11. The

owners who were in small properties were particularly consultants in the knowledge network.
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Managers performed several brokerage roles including consultant, coordinator, gatekeeper and
representative (Figure 4). One brokering manager could share resources between 15 other agents
in the network and was a point of contact for 5 agents in the group. Brokerage facilitates tourism
business innovation. Managers were also gatekeepers because they belonged to a different group
and could potentially control shared information. Six gatekeepers also performed the consultant
role and, therefore, rather than limit the flow of information, these gatekeepers allowed
information to flow. Clearly, some managers, based on their brokerage roles, were disseminators
of knowledge within the tourism destination as compared to the relatively few owners who
brokered knowledge. In addition, some managers were able to access knowledge from different

sources based on larger structural holes’ effective sizes in their knowledge networks.

Table 4 Examples of Types of information Received by Managers and owners

Position Social Technical Managerial Strategic Local
Networks
Individual | Advertising Operation Competitor pricing | What type of trade
Business procedures (e.g., couples,
businessmen)
Individual | General advice Booking and Town Centre From other people
Personal on effective payment Master Vision and | about their businesses
advertising systems new government
Owners regulations
Group Advice handling | Budgeting National/local Local events
Formal difficult guest statistics information
situations
Group Website Legal documents | Upcoming Visions for Poole;
Informal | improvement and activities at Increasing tourism and
use attractions, events, | Visions for 2012
exhibitions and Olympics
meetings
Individual | Websites Restaurant cost | Visitor statistics Advertising attractions
Business and training and events
Individual | Where staff were | Marketing New business Businesses having
Personal being recruited strategies and markets difficulties
Managers from budgeting
Group Planning and Health and Visitor numbersto | Warnings about
Formal policing safety the conurbation problematic guests
information
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Group Advertising Managing Crime alerts and/or | Average room rate and
Informal collections security room occupancy

While the structure of the network can influence the outcomes of shared knowledge, equally
important is the type of information shared. Respondents were asked to categorize the information
they received into four types (local, managerial, strategic, and technical) within four social network
channels. Table 4 shows examples of the information types received based on the number of
similar responses or meaningfulness if there was only one response. Although respondents
indicated that they received these various types of information that does not mean that these were
new knowledge resources or that this information flowed across the network. Structural holes and

brokerage analyses are needed to understand these dynamics.

Discussion
Inter-business knowledge-sharing network processes are particularly important for smaller tourism
businesses (Cooper, 2006; Nyanga et al., 2019; Stare & Krizaj, 2018). By understanding the
mechanisms of inter-business knowledge sharing to facilitate innovative potential, these
mechanisms can be re-structured, resulting in greater innovative practices and more competitive
and profitable tourism businesses. The findings of this paper provide valuable insights into
measures of structural holes and brokerage roles as indicators of the effectiveness of knowledge
sharing. The inter-business relationships resulting in knowledge sharing were based on social
networking; however, the various sizes of the businesses resulted in differences in the receipt of
knowledge. Also, the nature of brokerage opportunities was revealed by a micro-analysis of
owners’ and managers’ social networks.

Social networking facilitates the sharing of knowledge, which is a form of social capital,

and knowledge resources improve business performance when these resources are applied
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(Bouncken & Pyo, 2002). Booyens and Rogerson (2017) note the importance of networked
collaboration when faced with the difficulties of growing a tourism business and improving
customer offers. With the dissemination of knowledge within a tourism destination, the
competitiveness of that destination will be strengthened. Therefore, social networking within a
tourism destination should be encouraged. The enterprising behavior of the managers in the
managers’ knowledge network allowed the sharing of information across various businesses,
creating less constraint for the attraction and small hotel business types.

Brokerage is an important concept and supports innovation (Valeri & Baggio, 2021).
Abernathy and Clark (1985) suggest that innovative practices are built through the acquisition,
transfer, and use of information. The social networking practices of managers resulted in several
brokerage roles being performed. Gatekeepers, who are also consultants, could be key innovation
drivers in the managers’ knowledge networks through enterprising behavior. Firms form
innovation partnerships with tourism firms that have higher brokerage value (Zach & Hill, 2017).
Based on the various brokerage roles that managers engaged with, the capacity for innovation was
enhanced. The existence of a tourism destination network may be a reasonable explanation for the
functioning of an inter-business knowledge network. Connections within a social network of
knowledge sharing have been revealed, and social interaction processes provide opportunities to

obtain brokered information resources.
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Figure 5 Tourism Destination Innovation

Tourism destination knowledge networks contribute to innovation processes. However, the extent
to which these processes are effective depends on several components within the destination. A
construct of tourism destination innovation is illustrated in Figure 5. First, the types of businesses
that exist will influence the innovation process. The composition of the number of small and large
tourism businesses will determine whether these are managed by owners or employees. Second,
owners’ and managers’ social networking activities, whether formal or informal, group or
individual, influence knowledge sharing as these create different opportunities for knowledge to
be shared. Third, enterprising behavior, linked with knowledge generation and knowledge
dissemination, occurs through social networking activities. Fourth, brokerage facilitates innovative

practices through the receipt of new information. Tourism destination innovation has to be
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understood as a created process built up through the components of business type, social
networking, enterprising behavior, and brokerage. In theory, a tourism destination with small
establishments that are owner managed may be more innovative than one with large
establishments. On the one hand, while managers are disseminators of knowledge, the content of
that knowledge may be redundant, thus limiting innovation. On the other hand, opportunities to
cross-fertilize managers, as knowledge disseminators, in the owners’ knowledge networks are

particularly important.

Conclusion

This paper has achieved its aim to examine the underlying influences on the effectiveness of
owners’ and managers’ acquisition of knowledge in open network structures. Tourism businesses
require knowledge to improve their business operations, and managers and owners contribute to
knowledge sharing in different ways. Information flows contribute to knowledge, and through
those connections, managers and owners acted as conduits of knowledge sharing across the study
area. The characteristics of the network structure also determined the sources of new or non-
redundant information that contributes to innovation. Inter-organizational socialization creates
opportunities for destination innovation, and these socialization processes continue as a result of
the value gained from networks (Milwood & Roehl, 2018). This paper supports innovation being
assisted through a socialization process, although the extent of innovation depends on certain
network characteristics. Arguably, the knowledge-sharing activities in both networks enabled
potential innovation through the extent of brokerage and structural hole sizes. However, the
smaller owner-managed and larger manager-led tourism businesses were more likely to enable

innovation.
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The value of knowledge relates to its sharing. Tourism businesses sharing their knowledge
performed certain brokerage roles that resulted in the exchange of information based on their
enterprising behavior. On the one hand, managers’ knowledge networks were brokerage rich as
information was being shared between intermediaries or bridges of actors therein. The brokerage
of knowledge contributes to the spread of information within a destination. Managers have
knowledge about the operation of tourism businesses, and by brokering that knowledge, the
tourism destination benefits overall. On the other hand, owners’ knowledge networks showed one
brokerage role between owners in small properties: that of consultant. While one consultant can
contribute to knowledge brokerage, greater knowledge dissemination between owners in the
destination is needed. As the owners are the investors in tourism products and services, such limits
to knowledge sharing could affect overall destination innovation.

This paper illustrates through the application of SNA that inter-business knowledge sharing
exists and that shared knowledge potentially contributes to tourism business operations based on
the content shared through the knowledge network. Knowledge content may be collected as
qualitative data. Qualitative data support network analysis elucidation (Mariani & Baggio, 2020).
The range of technical, managerial, strategic, and local knowledge resources (Table 4) shows how
tourism businesses are learning within the destination as these businesses produce tourism
products and services. Local knowledge contributes to innovativeness and self-efficacy (Dias et
al., 2020), further supporting the idea that inter-organizational networks build innovative
capability as network actors are enabled to implement innovations. For owners, local knowledge
included information about trade, while for managers, local knowledge included information about
the average room rate and room occupancy in the destination. In addition, owners learned about

advertising, website development, booking systems, competitor pricing, and destination vision.
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Managers learned about staff recruitment, marketing strategies, visitor statistics, and unsuitable
guests. Such information may innovate marketing plans for businesses. Knowledge required for
tourism business operation was being shared, and this contributed to the development of innovative
business practices, strategies, and policies in the tourism destination.

Overall, this paper has challenged the idea that knowledge sharing is simply an intra-
organizational process that benefits those working within the organization and illustrates that
within the tourism industry, knowledge sharing is an inter-business process with key knowledge
resources utilized in business operations being shared across destination knowledge networks of
managers and owners. The creation of knowledge networks with structural holes and brokerage
roles illustrates the value to be gained from open network structures as compared with closed

network structures.

Theoretical implications

An overarching theoretical implication is that the enterprising behavior and brokerage of tourism
managers and owners facilitated access to information. As theorized by Burt (1992), structural
holes provide a competitive advantage through the flow of non-redundant or new information.
Based on this paper, new information generated new knowledge content, and this is an innovation
advantage for a tourism business. Owners of smaller businesses received information from several
sources and, consequently, recorded larger effective structural holes. Network structures with
larger effective structural holes were dependent on the size of the property. In the case of managers,
the larger properties had structural holes of larger effective sizes, and in the case of owners, the

smaller properties had larger effective structural holes. This suggests that owner-managed
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properties may have greater innovative capability than larger properties, although this innovative
capability may be hampered by insufficient brokerage.

In theory, knowledge is seen as a competitive advantage and not shared with other
competitors. Organizations may facilitate knowledge transfer internally and prevent the external
transfer of knowledge (Argote & Ingram, 2000). Nonetheless, another theoretical implication is
that the key to knowledge sharing outside the business is social networking. Social networks are
sources of information utilized in businesses, and the differences in knowledge sharing across
owners’ and managers’ networks contribute to the innovation capacities of knowledge generation
and dissemination. A network with the greater generative capacity and rich in effective structural
holes may become innovative, although that innovative capacity may be concentrated and not
spread throughout the network in the presence of limited disseminative capacity and brokerage
opportunities. Structural holes and brokerage opportunities are two sides of the same coin, and

both are to be examined to determine potential innovative capacity within a tourism destination.

Practical implications

One practical implication is that the content of knowledge and the process through which this
knowledge is shared have been revealed. The Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole conurbation
case study illustrates that social networking is a mechanism for knowledge sharing. SNA
contributes to advancing methodology about knowledge flows across a geographical area.
Knowledge generation by receipt of new ideas and knowledge dissemination through brokerage
have substantial benefits for a tourism destination based on the content of said knowledge. By

identifying the technical, managerial, strategic, and local knowledge content shared within the
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owners’ and managers’ networks, tourism destination planners and managers have a better
understanding of the tourism destination’s knowledge needs. Knowledge is needed for innovation
to give tourism businesses a competitive advantage.

Another practical implication is that since social networking is a mechanism of knowledge
sharing within a tourism destination, these social networks have to be built up through the
managers and owners obtaining value from their social networks. Because the extent to which
knowledge will be shared relates to the social networking activities over time, improving social
networking will enhance destination innovation. The social networking activities were categorized
based on individual/group and formal/informal, and these are the mechanisms through which
knowledge was shared. The tourism destination could review opportunities to social network and
share knowledge based on these mechanisms, developing strategies to improve social networking

activities.

Limitations and Future Research

This paper provides an analysis of the information flows of managers and owners based on social
networking activities outside the confines of the business. Information-sharing activities that occur
within the businesses were not gathered. Employees may share information obtained from outside
the business that may contribute to innovation. This paper examined an open network structure to
determine its effective contribution to innovation. Understanding knowledge sharing within a
tourism destination may be examined further under various conditions based on the types of social
networks. Tourism businesses are faced with ongoing challenges to operate, and inter-business

knowledge dynamics assist with the management of these businesses. A linking of those
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information flows outside of the business with those inside of the business will further clarify

innovative capability and determine the usefulness of certain types of networking practices.
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