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Abstract
The Australian government has transformed the
national biosecurity framework by shifting from a
quarantine to a shared responsibility approach. This
reflects a move from centralised to network-based
governance. While network governance enables the
development of private and public networks needed to
enact a shared responsibility approach, it can sit in ten-
sion with this approach, which requires the sharing of
risk and legitimacy across an array of non-government
actors. Further, little is known about how the beliefs
and values of individuals involved in biosecurity
decision-making influence whether or how a shared
responsibility approach is enacted. We use an institu-
tional logics framework to investigate these issues and
found that despite risk-shifting and scale and efficiency
logics underpinning a shared responsibility approach,
a bureaucracy logic has remained dominant. While a
dominant bureaucracy logic can enable a shared respon-
sibility approach by providing clear guidelines around
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2 BRYANT et al.

biosecurity compliance, it can also create barriers by
creating ambiguity, or increasing reliance of actors on
government in the event of a biosecurity outbreak. It can
also reflect shadows of hierarchy in which governments
moving to network-based governance are either not
ready to share power or seek to retain authority over the
direction of their policy intention.

KEYWORDS
agricultural biosecurity, governance, institutional logics, meta-
governance, shared responsibility approach

Points for practitioners
∙ Enacting a shared responsibility approach is subject to
an array of challenges. However, little is known about
how the beliefs and values of individuals involved
in biosecurity decision-making influence whether or
how a shared responsibility approach is enacted.

∙ Problems can arise with implementation of a shared
responsibility approach particularly related to the dif-
ferent and conflicting ways in which decision makers
can interpret and understand a policy intention.

∙ Despite efforts from public and private partners to
work together, a shared responsibility approach is
dominated by a bureaucracy logic. This can provide
clear guidelines for actors around compliance but can
also create further dependence on government in the
event of a biosecurity outbreak.

1 INTRODUCTION

Robust governance is critical for ensuring a resilient and sustainable agricultural industry in Aus-
tralia (Clune, 2020, p. 49), particularly in relation to managing agricultural biosecurity. In this
paper, the term biosecurity refers to activity related to the prevention and management of pests
and diseases—such as recent examples of Foot and Mouth disease—that have the potential to
decimate sectors of the agricultural industry. Since the mid-1990s, the Australian government has
been involved in ongoing transformation of how biosecurity work is carried out, particularly in
relation to where responsibilities lie, and where and how biosecurity activities are coordinated.
Traditionally, governments utilised a quarantine approach in which emphasis was on preventing
the spread of disease at national and state borders by taking a ‘barrier’ approach (Nairn et al., 1996).
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BRYANT et al. 3

However, a review of Australian quarantine in the 1990s argued that policymakers needed to take
a much broader approach that included focusing on disease threats beyond the border to ensure
that Australia was prepared to respond to disease outbreak (Nairn et al., 1996). Consequently, a
partnership approach to biosecurity was advocated in which biosecurity responsibility would be
shared across multiple partners rather than being the sole responsibility of governments. This
reflects a shift from centralised to network governance in which governments develop networks
of ‘public and private actors’ (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009, p. 234) to help solve wicked problems.
Despite advocating for a partnership approach, a later review found that government had ‘failed

to build the institutions to underpin effective and comprehensive cooperative arrangements’
(Beale et al., 2008, p. 5) required for biosecurity partnerships to work effectively. In response,
the Australian government has since prioritised a shared responsibility approach. Central to
the shared responsibility approach is the sharing of biosecurity risk and responsibility across
government, industry, community groups, and private citizens, as evident in key government
documentation such as the Agricultural Competitiveness White Paper (DAFF, 2015) and the
Commonwealth Biosecurity 2030 strategic roadmap (DAFF, 2021).
Although the Australian government considers a shared responsibility approach to be ‘an

essential feature for effective biosecurity’ (Rawluk et al., 2021, p. 18), enacting it in practice has
been challenging. At a national level, a shared responsibility approach can lie in tension with the
government’s obligations under the World Trade Organisation’s (WTO) sanitary and phytosan-
itary (SPS) agreement. For example, the WTO (2022) requires biosecurity activities to comply
with international standards that ensure that trade barriers are not unfairly imposed on coun-
tries in an attempt to provide ‘disguised restrictions on trade’ (Maye et al., 2012, p. 155). However,
complying with WTO standards has been considered to potentially undermine a shared respon-
sibility approach, which is centred on engaging with practices to enhance biosecurity that are
‘deemed critical for the protection of Australian agriculture’ (Bryant & Higgins, 2019, p. 541).
At a sub-national level, a shared responsibility approach is challenged by the level of engage-
ment that is required across multiple actors and organisations, all of whom have their own sets of
objectives (Cook et al., 2010, p. 1307). Different objectives canmake alignment of biosecurity objec-
tives difficult, as each organisation brings ‘multiple [understandings and] layers that intervene in
implementation’ (Michel et al., 2022, p. 2) of a shared responsibility approach. These examples of
challenges involved in enacting shared responsibility arewell-known (Higgins et al., 2016; Rawluk
et al., 2021). However, a problem that remains is that we know very little about how the under-
standings, beliefs, and values of individuals involved in biosecurity decision-making influence
whether or how a shared responsibility approach is enacted and problems related to it framed
(Ward et al., 2004, p. 291). We investigate this through the theoretical lens of ‘institutional logics’.
Institutional logics (also referred to as logics) are ‘systems of cultural elements (values, beliefs,

and normative expectations) by which people, groups, and organisations make sense of and
evaluate their everyday activities, and organise those activities in time and space’ (Haveman &
Gualtieri, 2017, p. 1). Logics determine the cultural practices of an organisation, such as how
decisions are made, who has authority to make decisions, and how organisational members are
expected to act (Durand & Thornton, 2018). Knowledge of different logics that underpin organisa-
tions can provide policymakers with an understanding of how different actors approach a shared
responsibility approach, regardless of the context in which a shared responsibility approach is
being implemented. For example, knowledge of logics can draw attention to where problems can
arisewith implementation of a shared responsibility approach, particularly the different and often
conflicting ways in which individuals interpret and understand a policy, and then take action that
may differ from or be at odds with the policy intention. Previous research in a biosecurity context
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4 BRYANT et al.

has highlighted the existence of multiple logics and how these create challenges for biosecurity
implementation. Yet, Higgins et al. (2016, p. 1137) note that multiple logics can also ‘create condi-
tions inwhich particular logics becomedominant or lack alignmentwith other logics’. As such,we
argue that the emergence of dominant logics has potentially far-reaching implications for under-
standing why challenges in the implementation of a shared responsibility approach persist, and
how these might be overcome. This is an issue we investigate in this paper through the follow-
ing research questions: (1) Which institutional logics dominate in biosecurity decision makers’
interpretations of shared responsibility, and (2) What are the implications of these logics for the
enactment of a shared responsibility approach to biosecurity?
To address these questions, we outline and analyse the findings of a qualitative study that

investigated howactors fromnational-level government departments, organisations, and agencies
involved in biosecurity policy and planning interpret shared responsibility, and the implications
of these interpretations for the practice of a shared responsibility approach. In developing the
structure of our paper, we begin by exploring a shared responsibility approach to agricultural
biosecurity, followed by a discussion of institutional logics, and the methodology used. We then
examine three logics being the bureaucracy, risk-shifting, and scale and efficiency logics before
moving into a discussion of the dominance and implications of the bureaucracy logic for a shared
responsibility approach. While our focus in this paper is on the role of logics in the context
of agricultural biosecurity, we argue that it provides examples of how logics can influence the
implementation of a shared responsibility approach in multiple contexts.

2 A SHARED RESPONSIBILITY APPROACH TO AGRICULTURAL
BIOSECURITY

Despite being discussed at length in the context of agricultural biosecurity, it is difficult to locate
an explicit definition of a shared responsibility approach. We understand a shared responsibil-
ity approach as being the strengthening of coordination and collaboration between biosecurity
stakeholders in sharing resources, information, and risk, to develop a biosecurity system that
can withstand exotic pest and disease threats. The shift from a government-centred quarantine
approach to biosecurity to a shared responsibility approach reflects a move from centralised to
‘network-based forms of governance, building on horizontal interaction between public and pri-
vate policy actors’ (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009, p. 234). Networked governance involves the state
developing strategic partnerships with public and private actors to more effectively achieve its
objectives (Bell & Hindmoor, 2009), which, in the case of this paper, are related to creating a
more effective biosecurity system. Underpinning networked governance are several assumptions
including non-government actors being provided with an opportunity to engage in decision-
making, as well as the assumption that ‘local actors are better positioned to devise solutions “on
the ground”’ (vanDuijn et al., 2022, p. 661). Australia’s shared responsibility approach is consistent
with trends in networked governance in that it has involved developing a network of govern-
ment and non-government actors in which ‘the costs, duties and responsibilities of biosecurity
[are shared with] farmers’ (Enticott, 2016, p. 313) and farming industries (Higgins et al., 2016).
However, we argue that the Australian biosecurity framework also reflects meta-governance in
which an array of ‘instruments, methods, and strategies (Gjaltema et al., 2020, p. 1774) have been
developed to retain an element of control over the complex network of actors involved in a shared
responsibility approach (Koppenjan &Klijn, 2004). This is evident in the range of regulatory, edu-
cational, andmarket-based instruments developed by national and state governments to persuade
or enforce participation by other actors in biosecurity surveillance and reporting (Enticott, 2016).
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BRYANT et al. 5

A further challenge for enacting a shared responsibility approach is that it can sit in ten-
sion with meta-governance approaches that often seek to harmonise biosecurity implementation
(Higgins et al., 2016). One the one hand, in moving towards a shared responsibility approach
governments may not be ready to fully shift responsibility onto other actors, particularly when
actors were not traditionally required to play a role in sharing risk or coordinating biosecurity
activity but are now expected to maximise their efforts (Heritier & Eckert, 2008). In this sense,
meta-governance through regulation and compliance may be required as a shared responsibil-
ity approach is implemented. However, regulation and compliance can become more complex
within a shared responsibility framework especially when different actors are already engaging
in their own biosecurity practice. For example, the diversity of biosecurity activities that actors
engage in as well as the array of contexts (Hinchliffe et al., 2013) can lead to multiple interpre-
tations and operationalisations of biosecurity regulation. As such, governments face pressure
to reduce this diversity and harmonise biosecurity practice through dealing with fewer actors,
having clear reporting lines for biosecurity, and by encouraging actors to self-regulate (Schnei-
der & Scherer, 2019). Despite the tensions between meta-governance and a shared responsibility
approach, we argue that more needs to be understood about the tensions that play out amongst
actors involved in implementing a shared responsibility approach. Literature focusing on network
andmeta-governance often assumes that these tensions are likely to play out between government
and private actors (e.g. see Sørensen & Torfing, 2009, 2011) particularly as ‘the meta-governor is
often not a neutral broker in the governing process’ (Gjaltema et al., 2020, p. 1768) . However,
very little research has investigated the tensions or different approaches that might exist amongst
those tasked with developing and implementing a shared responsibility policy. We argue that an
institutional logics lens can provide further insight into this.

3 INSTITUTIONAL LOGICS

Institutional logics act as the ‘organising principles that . . . define what kinds of actors are autho-
rised tomake claims, shape and constrain the behavioral possibilities of actors, and specify criteria
for effectiveness and efficiency’ (Lounsbury, 2002, p. 255). Logics also determine appropriate pat-
terns of behaviour and activity, such as rules, roles, and expectations as to howwork is interpreted
and carried out (Thornton et al., 2012). It is common for multiple logics to exist in organisations
or industries simultaneously. In a study of the Australian beef industry, Higgins et al. (2016)
found that neoliberal, productivist, and agrarian logics exist highlighting different interpreta-
tions of responsibility for biosecurity. For example, a neoliberal logic underpinned the belief that
responsibility should be devolved to others, while a productivist logic underpinned beliefs that
commercial incentives were required for industry and farmers to take responsibility for biosecu-
rity. In comparison, an agrarian logic drove a belief that governments are ultimately responsible
for biosecurity. Building on this work, Bryant and Higgins (2019, p. 540) found that trade liberal-
isation and protectionist logics also influence the Australian biosecurity framework highlighting
tensions raised earlier in this paper about the Australian government’s obligations to WTO stan-
dards while also taking a ‘precautionary approach . . . to protect Australian agriculture’. A risk of
multiple logics such as these is uncertainty for actors taskedwith operationalising a shared respon-
sibility approach into their own contexts. However, multiple logics can create productive conflict
and space for change and promote innovative problem solving (Kyratsis et al., 2017; Lok, 2010).
They can also prevent poor or singular decision-making—which is especially important within
a meta-governance context—by enabling multiple interpretations of a problem to be considered
(McPherson & Sauder, 2013).
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6 BRYANT et al.

Despite the benefits ofmultiple logics, a single logic can become dominant, reflecting ‘powerful
organisational structures and cultures built upon enforcing institutional rules’ (Bryant &Higgins,
2019, p. 538). A disadvantage of a dominant logic is that it can stymie attempts to engage in debate
about a policy direction or policy change. It can also provide a framework for activity (Nicolini
et al., 2016, p. 229) in organisations or industries based on historical constructions of power rather
than the intent of a policy direction. A consequence of a dominant logic is that actors can struggle
to make sense of politics (Besharov & Smith, 2014) that may not align with a new policy direc-
tion (Hayes et al., 2014). However, McPherson and Sauder (2013) argue that actors are adept at
interpreting and working across both dominant and non-dominant logics and can develop new
‘understandings of normative behavior and repertoires of potential action’ (Glaser et al., 2017, p.
36). Further, dominant logics can blend with other logics that are present (Binder, 2007), lead-
ing to the formation of new logics as institutions engage in ongoing processes of policy change.
We argue that understanding the different logics that underpin a shared responsibility approach
at the level of policy development is critical for understanding the ‘institutional processes [that]
give shape to policy debates . . . [through dominant] beliefs, conventions and language’ (Hoffman
&Ventresca, 1999, p. 1374). It is also important to understand how orwhy actors approach a shared
responsibility approach in particular ways, and how this can lead to activity that either supports
or is at odds with the policy intention.

4 METHODS

This paper is derived from a larger study that investigated how governments, organisations, and
agencies within the Australian agricultural biosecurity context work together to enact a shared
responsibility approach. Central to this research is the examination of how different actors inter-
pret shared responsibility and how it is understood and enacted through their roles and individual
contexts. Accordingly, this research adopts a constructionist approach, which views reality as
being constructed upon an individual’s experience and social interactions (Alvesson & Sköldberg,
2017). Central to the constructionist approach is examination of the interpretive frames through
which individuals base their understanding of social interactions (Charmaz, 2017). As appropri-
ate to the constructionist approach, our focus in this research is on the individual as the unit of
analysis rather than seeking to make generalisations across specific industry, organisation, role,
or demographic groupings (Patton, 2014).
To investigate individual interpretations of the shared responsibility approach, we developed

a qualitative study of 19 participants employed across a range of roles involved in the biosecu-
rity policy and planning (see Table S1). Participants were recruited from federal government, and
national-level organisations using purposive sampling (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). This method
of sampling enabled us to recruit participants directly involved in biosecurity policy and planning,
and who also had an awareness of and involvement in enacting a shared responsibility approach.
As aligned with the constructionist approach, data were collected from participants in the form of
semi-structured interviews. Each interviewwas approximately 45min to 1 h in length and digitally
recorded for transcription.Within the interviews, participantswere asked a series of questions that
focused on their understanding of shared responsibility, their views on what the main drivers
for a shared responsibility approach were, how shared responsibility is practiced in their roles,
how they influence shared responsibility policy and practice within their roles, and whether they
thought shared responsibilitywas themost effective biosecurity framework forAustralian agricul-
ture. On completion of the interviews, all recordings were transcribed for analysis and interview
data were analysed with the assistance of NVivo for storage and coding.
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BRYANT et al. 7

Initial coding of the interview data involved developing open codes in which categories were
derived inductively from the data (Holton, 2007). Once these categories were established, the
data were analysed thematically to establish common themes, sub-themes, and patterns across
the data (Miles et al., 2019). Within these themes, we captured the bureaucracy logic, the scale-
and-efficiency logic, and the risk-shifting logic by engaging with a pattern-inducing analytical
technique (Reay & Jones, 2016), which involved identifying patterns focused specifically on
participants’ values and beliefs that were evident within the data. We present these logics below.

5 FINDINGS

5.1 The bureaucracy logic

The bureaucracy logic was evident in participant reports that despite moving to a shared respon-
sibility approach, compliance through regulatory frameworks and ‘conformity to . . . rules and
legal obligations’ (Meyer et al., 2014, p. 865) remained central to their understanding of it. Partic-
ipants drew attention to the role of national deeds and agreements related to biosecurity, such as
the Emergency Animal Disease Response Agreement (EADRA) and the Emergency Plant Pests
Response Deed (EPPRD), which establish the formal obligations of different actors. For example:

[EADRA provides] a very formal part of shared responsibility [that] plays out in
things like emergency responses arrangements . . . It stipulates [who does what] in
layers of government and the effected industries, cost sharing and so forth (NGA5).

One of the benefits of [EADRA] and the [EPPRD] is that your responsibilities are
laid out for you; you have already agreed to them. You’ve got a formal structure to
understand where I fit in respect of this shared responsibility because the deed tells
me where I fit (NIO3).

The formalisation of actors’ obligations within a shared responsibility approach was also evi-
dent in discussions around biosecurity legislation. For example, NGA5 reported that ‘we’re all
operating under the Biosecurity Act. That sets out a range of very explicit responsibilities [and] it
is very clear what we have to do’ (NGA5). In addition to the Commonwealth Biosecurity Act 2015,
the role of compliance was also evident in discussions of state and territory legislation. For exam-
ple, ‘a number of the states have put a general biosecurity obligation into their legislation, so that
helps to give real measures to shared responsibility, so there are a number of things happening
that do give some real weight to shared responsibility’ (NGA3).
The bureaucracy logic was also evident in discussions about the scope of non-government bod-

ies such as Animal Health Australia (AHA) and Plant Health Australia (PHA) in promoting a
shared responsibility approach. On the one hand, these agencies were deemed as critical to enact-
ing a shared responsibility approach through the provision on independent advice to industry.
For example, participant NIO10 reported that PHA provided essential input into ‘biosecurity sce-
narios and updates to our standard operating procedures around biosecurity’ (NIO10). Further,
AHA was considered as ‘an innovative approach [to managing biosecurity] and put us in great
stead in terms of developing response plans and some of the [biosecurity] surveillance systems’
(NGA1). Despite this, further comments provided by NGA1 indicate that AHA’s role in the shared
responsibility approach had become too broad:

 14678500, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1467-8500.12572 by U

niversity O
f T

asm
ania, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [19/12/2022]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



8 BRYANT et al.

You get to the point where the organisation has a life and identity of its own and I’m
not sure that AHA is working as well as it as in the past . . .when its mission was very
clear and tightly defined . . . our perspective is that AHA needs to be brought back to
a very narrow focus (NGA1).

Further, participant NIO4 indicated that AHA has shifted their focus from government to
industry too much:

Shared responsibility, if you go to AHA, it’s the agreements between all the different
livestock industries. But the sharing of responsibility [should be] between govern-
ment and industry itself because obviously government has got a massive role to play
(NIO4).

These comments suggest that concern about the sharing of legitimacy related to decision-
making around biosecurity is evident amongst several participants. We argue that this provides
further evidence of a dominant bureaucracy logic in which participants involved in policy devel-
opment highlight the need for governments to retain control over biosecurity as opposed to other
organisations having autonomy to act.

5.2 The risk-shifting logic

Central to the risk-shifting logic are reports from participants that highlight what a shared respon-
sibility approach seeks to achieve by placing emphasis on the role that actors ranging from
government through to private citizens are required to play for a shared responsibility approach to
be enacted. Nath (2019, p. 1114) argues that risk shifting reflects a ‘privatisation of risk . . . accom-
panied by a discourse on promoting greater ownership or encouraging more responsibility at the
individual level’. The need to shift biosecurity risk onto others was initially justified by participant
NGA1 who argued that:

It’s not simply a government responsibility to ensure that Australia is free or pests and
diseases . . . [its important] that industry play their part and indeed that consumers
and travellers are contributing (NGA1).

Similarly:

In shared responsibility, we’re talking about citizens, we’re talking about visitors,
we’re talking about everybody having a responsibility . . . they do have obligations
when they arrive at Australia’s border (NGA3).

The need to risk shift was also discussed by participants within the specific context of disease
outbreak and spread. For example, participant NIO3 reported of the need for farmers to take on
more responsibility for biosecurity in the context of an outbreak of disease in the Queensland
banana industry:

The bananas are an example that you can’t rely solely on government, not because
government wasn’t doing what they could, but the risk was beyond what simple
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BRYANT et al. 9

quarantine could deal with. The impact would have been less if [farmers] had on
farm biosecurity adopted prior to the incursion (NIO3).

Other examples focused wider in terms of highlighting the need to shift risk onto stakeholders
such asmachinery operators, truck drivers, andworkersmoving on and off farm. ParticipantNIO5
argued that these kinds of actors needed to understand and be responsible for biosecurity risks
that they created through their physical movements around different farms. For example, ‘a dairy
farm has got milk tankers coming on every day and they’ve got grain trucks coming on at least
once a week . . . that’s a lot of people coming and going on dairy farms. Depending on the farm,
they have lots of stock movements as well’ (NIO5). Participant NGA5 provided a further example
of the importance of shifting risk into machinery operators:

One of the huge frustrations is that the farming community can do a lot to protect
themselves, but they don’t. Not until they get an incursion. [A disease was] transmit-
ted fromKatherine to up near Darwin throughmovement of machinery and possibly
workers . . . If those processors had had their act in gear, then they should have been
protected (NGA5).

Beyond the farm context, NIO6 argued that biosecurity risk also needed to be understood and
shifted onto local government employees who are supposed to be responsible for identifying risk
‘around established pests and weeds’ (NIO6), while NGA5 argued that this responsibility needs to
go further in terms of being shifted into private citizens.

Many [disease outbreaks] are actually reported by specialists who have observed
something in their private life. [A plant disease] was reported by one of our staff . . .
who noticed something odd at a [gardening shop]; a tomato-potato [disease] inWest-
ern Australia [was reported] by a Department of Agriculture and Primary Industries
person walking home from work [who] noticed it in a garden (NGA5).

We argue that participant comments discussed in this section draw attention to the impor-
tance of sharing responsibility for biosecurity and the need to build public awareness for a shared
responsibility approach to be successfully enacted. They also draw attention to the scale of the
biosecurity system, which we discuss further in the following section.

5.3 The scale and efficiency logic

We argue that the scale and efficiency logic was also evident in participants’ interpretations of a
shared responsibility approach, reflecting what participants believed needs to happen for a shared
responsibility approach to be enacted. A scale and efficiency logic is underpinned by assumptions
that growth of a system—be it an organisation, industry, or biosecurity system—is the bestway for-
ward to achieve strategic objectives, while also strengthening position (Florio et al., 2018; Mullins,
2006). This is coupled with the view that efficiencies can be gained through networked collabora-
tions with other actors by drawing upon their knowledge or resources (Mullins, 2006). This logic
was initially evident in the comments such as the following:
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10 BRYANT et al.

We’re part of the globe. We can’t maintain a quarantine system; we have to maintain
a biosecurity system and thatmeans you have to utilisemore effectively the resources
that you have. That means working together . . . We’re facing so many threats from
increased [trade and environmental changes]; that’s been a driver to go ‘okay, how
do we have to change, that we have a systems approach,’ and that systems approach
means you have the national, state, regional, you have the local level (NIO3).

In addition to scale, other participants indicated that cuts to public funding also necessitated the
scale and efficiency approach to biosecurity. For example, NIO11 reported that sharing resources
is ‘about money without doubt . . . The federal department of agriculture, the state departments of
agriculture, they’re looking for increased efficiencies and generally that means cutting budgets,
cutting staff’ (NIO11). However, NGA2 argued that ‘it’s not just because of government fobbing off
its responsibility; it’s because there’s no way the government can do it all’ (NGA2).
The scale and efficiency logic was also evident in discussions about the need to draw upon a

broader range of expertise to ensure that biosecurity was more effective. For example, ‘govern-
ment isn’t the best at doing everything. They’re good at doing the government stuff, the industry
knows their industry, there are skills and knowledge out there. Tome it justmakes sense [to] work
together’ (NIO3). Using an example of disease eradication, participant NGA4 reported that ‘when
we’ve had major diseases to eradicate, we were only able to do that because industry has stepped
in . . . So, the only way we can work is if we are all joined up’ (NGA4). Participant NIO2 also
reported that in moving to a shared responsibility approach farmers have demonstrated a willing-
ness to take more responsibility for their own biosecurity contexts within a shared responsibility
approach, enabling further sharing of resources. For example: ‘there was a desire by producers,
farmers to take a bit more control over biosecurity’ (NIO2), whereas the traditional compliance
approach of government was ‘seen as a big stick in the biosecurity system . . . [and] not working
particularly well’ (NIO2). A similar view is also evident in the following participant’s comment:
‘many of our industry members have stepped into the gap [created by declining public funds] and
have begun investing in biosecurity that they know will protect their industry and the markets
they ultimately need to keep open’ (NIO1).
We argue that despite the evidence of the risk-shifting and scale and efficiency logics, participant

interpretations of a shared responsibility approach indicate that the bureaucracy logic dominates
beliefs and values related to biosecurity governance. We explore this in more detail throughout
the remainder of this paper.

5.4 The dominance of the bureaucracy logic

Despite risk-shifting and scale and efficiency logics, we argue participant interpretations of a
shared responsibility approach highlight the dominance of the bureaucracy logic. For example,
participant NGA3 indicated that while shifting risk and responsibility onto others was an impor-
tant goal of a shared responsibility approach, the need for regulatory accountability was always
evident and governments were expected to bear the onus of responsibility.

When the rubber hits the road and the finger pointing takes place, it’s always the
regulator who’s going to be held accountable. Even if [a disease] was introduced by
someone, there’d always be a view that the regulator should have stopped it. Should
have, could have, and is always omnipresent to all those things (NGA3).
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BRYANT et al. 11

Comments such as these suggest that despite risk shifting being essential to a shared respon-
sibility approach, shifting of risk within the biosecurity context may be symbolic (Nath, 2019)
rather than a planned or purposeful devolving of risk onto others (Hacker, 2008). This is evident
in reports from several participants who suggested that bureaucratic cultures within governments
make sharing responsibility of risk as well as meaningful collaboration between government and
non-government stakeholders difficult in practice. For example:

I think sometimes some of the government organisations see biosecurity as their sole
responsibility, and from an outside view, they cannot always be as good at collaborat-
ing in biosecurity as some of the other organisations that are more used to doing it
that way (NIO10).

Similarly:

There is still a view [in government] that we will develop something and then we’ll
give it to you to consult on. Whereas what [industry] say is, don’t do that, don’t even
start it. Bring in the industry, build it together (NIO3).

These views were reinforced by NIO6 who observed that despite rhetoric related to a shared
responsibility approach, a lack of collaboration and consultation is embedded in agreements such
as the Intergovernmental Agreement on Biosecurity (IGAB) that underpin a shared responsibility
approach:

[IGAB is] tightly defined around the issues and delivery of certain functions, but we
don’t have a strategy that brings on board other players [or] a mechanism for priori-
tisation at a national level that takes on board the views of nongovernment entities.
Even at a government level, beyond the IGAB there’s not a strong mechanism [for
promoting shared responsibility] (NIO6).

These comments suggest that while a shared responsibility approach provides avenues for
collaboration and sharing of risk in theory, such avenues for non-governmental biosecurity
stakeholders to provide input remain symbolic or limited in practice.
Similar tensions were also evident in reports highlighting the scale and efficiency logic. For

example, NIO4 reported that tensions remained with the sharing of resources between federal
government and other actors due to federal government continuing to play a meta-governance
role: ‘negotiations about who pays for what and proportions and how they should respond [to
a biosecurity threat], I mean every state wants to be ready, but it’s all still controlled on a
national basis’ (NIO4). Similarly, ‘we talk about shared responsibility, but we don’t share the
information between parties to allow shared responsibility. That’s one of the challenges that we
need to overcome’ (NGA7). NIO3 further questioned, ‘are we actually just giving lip service to
[shared responsibility] but utilising the same processes, the same structures, the same governance
models?’ (NIO3).
We also argue that questions about the role of organisations such as AHA provide further evi-

dence of the dominance of the bureaucracy logic. For a shared responsibility approach to work,
adaptive forms of governance that allow the sharing of power and responsibility are required
(Rawluk et al., 2021), which means that organisations such as AHA should ideally evolve and
play a role in shifting biosecurity governance towards stakeholders such as industry. However, a
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12 BRYANT et al.

dominant bureaucracy logic can mean that in practice, shifting legitimacy to other organisations
is problematic on the basis that the ‘primary means of providing accounts of legitimacy occurs
through conformance to the prevailing “institutional logic”’ (Kitchener, 2002, p. 398). While a
dominant bureaucracy logic can provide a strong regulatory framework, a risk is that efforts to
share responsibility could become too heavily focused on regulation and compliance. This in turn
can promote a command-and-control approach to biosecurity as opposed to the adaptive gover-
nance approaches that are required to extend the sharing of responsibility to a wider range of
actors (Rawluk et al., 2021). We argue that despite the existence of other logics that are more con-
sistent with adaptive governance approaches, participants continue to fall back on a bureaucracy
logic in highlighting the challenges involved in moving towards greater sharing of responsibility.
We tease these points out in the following section.

6 DISCUSSION

For a shared responsibility approach to be enacted, adaptive forms of governance are required
to enable a shift away from centralised decision-making to expand the bases of power and legit-
imacy to other actors (Meyer et al., 2014; Rawluk et al., 2021). Despite this, and notwithstanding
the efforts of government and industry to work together, the frameworks for activity related to
biosecurity are dominated by a bureaucracy logic. In addressing our first research question, we
argue that the bureaucracy logic dominates and has likely remained dominant for several rea-
sons, the first of which relates to the adoption of network governance approaches to biosecurity
in the shift to a shared responsibility approach. Theoretically, network governance can provide an
appropriate architecture for a shared responsibility approach to be effective as, by nature, biosecu-
rity reflects a problem that is more effectivelymanaged through a partnership between public and
private stakeholders (Sørensen & Torfing, 2009). However, in forming a network to enable shared
responsibility, ‘agreed upon norms, procedures, or “constitution” to predetermine where and how
a legitimate decision is to be taken’ (Hajer & Versteeg, 2005, p. 341) need to be determined and
require ongoing negotiation between actors. Without clear norms and procedures, actors may not
understandwho is responsible forwhat on a day-to-day basis, or the ‘rules’ that should be followed
across different aspects of a shared responsibility approach. Consequently, actors may draw upon
regulatory frameworks to frame their day-to-day activities, and to provide structure in situations
where unclear responsibilities create ambiguity for different actors’ biosecurity work (Wilkinson,
2011, pp. 968–969). In doing so, we argue that despite the existence of multiple logics, actors are
more likely to adhere to a bureaucracy logic that provides clear guidelines for activity reinforcing
its dominance within a shared responsibility approach.
We also argue that shadows of hierarchy can amplify a bureaucracy logic, especially if fed-

eral government engages in meta-governance practices rather than the devolving or delegation
of responsibility. Sørensen and Torfing (2009) argue that despite the role of multiple actors in
network governance approaches, shadows of hierarchy are ‘cast by public and/or private meta-
governors . . . who are capable of regulating and reducing the autonomy of the network’. This
means that, regardless of the shifting of responsibility onto others, governments retain authority
and can reassert ‘authority over decisions [especially] if those decisions should deviate markedly
from the goals of political (or administrative) leaders’ (Peters, 2011, p. 2). A shadow of hierarchy
can also be cast over other levels of government involved in biosecurity, particularly if federal
government delegates decision-making to sub-national levels of governance (Peters, 2011). For
example, states and territories in Australia have legislative authority to make decisions related to
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BRYANT et al. 13

biosecurity and are signatories to the Australian Intergovernmental Agreement on Biosecurity.
However, authority can be re-centralised to federal government, particularly in the event of a dis-
ease outbreak that requires national coordination. Similar shadows of hierarchy are also evident
in government–farmer relationships. That is, farmers are held accountable for biosecurity within
their own contexts but lack the authority needed tomake decisions, which is evident in centralised
‘ideals for biosecurity [that] landowners are expected to adhere to . . . as standards’ (Rawluk et al.,
2021, p. 18).
The dominance of a bureaucracy logic is perhaps not surprising given that federal government

was traditionally responsible for biosecurity and developed the architecture for a shared responsi-
bility approach. In this sense, we argue that the bureaucracy logic has shifted from amanifestation
of centralised governance to a reflection of meta-governance in which the federal government
has evolved ‘from government to governance [resulting] in the involvement of a wider range
of actors in governing processes’ (Bell & Hindmoor, 2009, p. 3). Consequently, the bureaucracy
logic has likely evolved from one of driving compliance and regulation, to a logic that also drives
activities related to oversight of relationships within a shared responsibility approach. Bell and
Hindmoor (2009, p. 66) argue that meta-governance is necessary for government ‘to achieve its
goals by working with and encouraging . . . private actors while retaining the necessary author-
ity to avoid slipping into relations of clientism . . . or other manifestations of government failure’.
Consequently, meta-governance of a shared responsibility approachmay be necessary to enhance
the ‘legitimacy of governance networks’ (Gjaltema et al., 2020, p. 1769) needed for Australia to
achieve its biosecurity goals.
However, there are implications of meta-governance for a shared responsibility approach,

which we argue a dominant bureaucracy logic can both enable and constrain, linking back to
our second research question. A bureaucracy logic can provide ‘an important incentive structure
for cooperation, particularly between non-state actors’ (Findlay, 2012, p. 7), especially in the event
of a disease threat or outbreak. That is, drawing upon rules, obligations, and processes of compli-
ance can provide clear guidelines for actors in relation to who they should work with and what
they should do in the event of a disease outbreak. As such, a bureaucracy logic can also enable
decision makers to carry on with their everyday work (Wilkinson, 2011) in complex or ambiguous
biosecurity contexts. A bureaucracy logic can also become interconnected with the risk-shifting
and scale and efficiency logics enabling the development of new patterns of work (Hayes et al.,
2014) that actors draw upon to make a shared responsibility approach workable. For example,
actors can draw upon regulations as guidelines for how to increase the scale of their biosecurity
work, or to determine how resources could be best shared to strengthen biosecurity practices. As
risk is shifted to individuals, regulatory approaches could also create risk parameters allowing
actors to develop a clear understanding of where they can innovate within their biosecurity prac-
tice, as well as understanding where such practices should comply with centralised standards. In
this sense, the bureaucracy and risk-shifting logics can co-exist by removing any doubt in terms
of what actors must comply with, while simultaneously providing space for individuals to engage
in biosecurity practices that align with their industry or personal contexts.
However, a dominant bureaucracy logic also has the capacity to constrain a shared respon-

sibility approach. For example, the promotion of centralised obligations of actors simultaneous
to promoting risk shifting has the potential to confuse messages about the purpose of a shared
responsibility approach and when actors are expected to act independently as opposed to adher-
ing to centralised obligations. This can result in ambiguity in relation to when actors are required
to act, as well as leaving them feeling as though they are not trusted tomake decisions about biose-
curity within their own contexts. A further constraint is that a dominant bureaucracy logic and
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14 BRYANT et al.

emphasis on compliance has the potential to reinforce a culture in which actors continue to look
to government to solve their problems related to biosecurity risk rather than holding themselves
accountable. We argue that given that the shifting of risk and responsibility onto others is a major
component of a shared responsibility approach, ongoing dominance of a bureaucracy logic could
create major constraints in terms of a shared responsibility approach progressing and even risk
progress made to date being reversed.

7 CONCLUSION

In concluding our paper, we argue that understanding the different logics that exist, as well as the
role that logics play in enacting a shared responsbility approach, has important implications for
policymakers for several reasons. Within policy contexts such as agricultural biosecurity, atten-
tion is often focused on the regulatory context, the role of institutions and organisations, or the
role of specific actors such as farmers, in determining whether or not a shared responsibility
approach has been successfully enacted. By focusing on institutional logics, we are able to also
understand the role and influence that historical and cultural practices play in determining how
biosecurity activity is prioritised at the policy level, as well as understand how individuals in pol-
icy roles interpret policy and priortise activity accordingly. This in turn can provide important
insight into where activity may diverge from the policy intent. For example, individuals guided by
strong bureaucracy logicsmaynot prioritise activity needed to share responsibilitywith others and
rather than empowering actors to share and take responsibility for risk, the focus may return to
issues related to compliance. This has the capacity to undermine logics that support such as shift
in policy direction, which can in turn create ongoing barriers for the successful implementation
of a shared responsbility approach.
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