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ABSTRACT 

 
 

This thesis investigates management issues arising in Australian strata title tourism 

accommodation (STTA) properties. It is believed to represent the first comprehensive 

academic analysis addressing STTA management issues.  

 

A sequential mixed methods approach has been adopted comprising exploratory 

and in-depth interviews and a questionnaire survey. The research draws on stakeholder 

theory to identify key STTA stakeholders and describe the nature of their involvement in 

the industry. The study also examines the owner/manager relationship in STTA properties 

and determines factors affecting unit owner satisfaction. In addition, management 

challenges are identified and discussed and a typology of STTA properties is developed. 

 

Based on the qualitative data collected, nine generic STTA best governance 

management recommendations are presented. Agency theory has been drawn upon in 

determining that it appears that tension between agent (manager) and principal (unit 

owner) is greatest in owner/operator complexes and those managed by a corporate entity. It 

has also been concluded that the most sustainable form of STTA management delivery is 

in branded hotel operations.  

 

The quantitative data collected provides statistically significant evidence that STTA 

unit owners are more satisfied in independent management complexes relative to STTA 

complexes where the management rights are owned by a corporation.  

  

 

 

Key words: Strata title tourism accommodation, strata title management, unit owner 

satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER 1.0  

INTRODUCTION 

Background  

 This chapter serves to introduce this thesis concerned with the management of 

strata title complexes used for short-term tourist accommodation.  

 As at March 2005, serviced apartments accounted for 21% of the total tourism 

accommodation room stock in Australia (Jones Lang LaSalle Hotels, 2005). The vast 

majority of serviced apartments are owned under strata titled schemes. The growth of 

the serviced apartment sector is such that it has been estimated that serviced apartments 

will account for 62.6% of all new room stock in Australia in the short term (Jones Lang 

LaSalle Hotels, 2005). When these facts are recognised in combination with the highly 

idiosyncratic management issues posed by strata titled tourism accommodation (STTA) 

(Guilding et al, 2005), the research attention commanded by this sector (particularly 

compared to the hotel sector) is startlingly slight. 

 Although accommodation is one of the most fundamental elements of the 

tourism product (Goss-Turner, 1996; Sharpley, 2000), the largest sub-sector of the 

tourism economy (Cooper et al, 1998) and STTA represents an increasingly prevalent 

form of tourism accommodation ownership (National Tourism Investment Strategy 

Consultative Group, 2006; Jones, Lang, LaSalle Hotels, 2005), we know very little 

about the workings of the fast growing STTA sector. 

 A strata titled property scheme refers to a ‘subdivision of land and / or buildings 

into units, which can be owned separately, and common property, which is owned 

communally’ (Ball, 1984). These schemes operate under the jurisdiction of legislative 

provisions such as Queensland’s Body Corporation and Community Management Act 

1997 (Ardill et al, 2004). Approximately three and a half million people live or work in 

strata schemes in Australia (NCTI, 2007). 

  



 2 

 The significance of the STTA sector has only recently begun to attract the 

interest of the federal government. The Australian Government launched the National 

Tourism Investment Strategy (NTIS) on 14 March 2006. The objective of the NTIS was 

to identify impediments to private sector investment in tourism assets and recommend 

remedies to address these. A section of this document was dedicated to accommodation, 

or more specifically, strata title units. The NTIS report noted that ‘Serviced apartments, 

or strata title units, have been the fastest growing segment of tourist accommodation in 

the past 5–10 years’ (p.37, 2006). The report also made a recommendation that ‘The 

Australian Government encourage state and local governments to recognise the 

development of strata title apartments and their potential mixed use’ (p.39, 2006). Some 

examples of strata title schemes in operation across Australia include (but are not 

limited to): residential home units, residential apartments, short term accommodation 

(holiday units and apartments), nursing homes, car parks, holiday cabins and space at 

caravan parks, eco resort cabins, youth hostel rooms, managed hotel rooms, and gated 

residential communities.   

 The remainder of the chapter will detail the motivation for the study, outline the 

research objectives and describe the structure of the thesis. 

Motivation 

 This PhD study can be seen to have grown out of an earlier study that the 

researcher conducted. This prior study investigated pricing approaches used by resident 

managers in tourist-based strata title complexes (Cassidy and Guilding, 2007). The 

study involved the conduct of in-depth interviews with Resident Managers (RM’s). In 

the context of conducting these interviews, a plethora of other strata title management 

issues were exposed. These issues highlighted a significant opportunity to conduct 

novel research exploring management issues in this sub-element of the tourist 
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accommodation industry, as well as challenges arising from the complex network of 

relationships that exist therein.  

 As already noted, there is a paucity of prior academic research in this area. The 

hospitality management research literature can be criticised for its outdated, and  

somewhat narrow view concerning the provision of short-term accommodation, as it has 

a continuing predilection to focus exclusively on the traditional hotel model that sees 

accommodation properties owned under a single title. This model is significantly 

different to the strata title accommodation sector as there are multiple titles and owners 

(sometimes hundreds) in single strata titled complexes. Further, under the Australian 

model, the property manager is not an employee of the property owners. He is self-

employed, having paid a substantial amount for the management rights of a strata titled 

complex (and typically also purchasing a basement unit in the complex as an additional 

investment).  

 The growth of this particular tourism accommodation sub-sector is significant 

(see Figure 1.1). Between 2000 and 2003, serviced apartments in all Australian states 

and territories (with the exception of the ACT) surpassed the growth rate for all other 

forms of accommodation, averaging a growth rate between 16% and 40% in all states 

and territories. Hotel growth for the same period was negligible; in fact a decline 

ranging between 5% and 80% was recorded across the states and territories (Australian 

Bureau of Statistics (ABS), 2000; 2003). There are a variety of reasons that may 

account for the relative decline in flat/home and hotel growth. The increasing popularity 

of strata titled properties in gated communities is likely to be reducing demand for 

traditional house and land packages and also flats. Also, the increasing cost of real 

estate is negatively impacting on first home owners’ entry to the market and making the 

financing of hotel projects much more challenging without one or more elements of 
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strata titling in the development (thus changing parts of hotel developments to serviced 

apartments).  

It should be noted that the majority (60-80%) of strata titled complexes (tourism and 

non-tourism) are small (2-10 units) and the ABS does not monitor data for properties 

with less than 15 units. This signifies that the depiction of high STTA growth is actually 

understated in Figure 1.1. In light of this, a growing call from practitioners, industry 

professionals and professional associations for research into the strata title sector is 

emerging.  

 

 

 

Figure 1.1
Accommodation establishment growth, 2000-2003 (source ABS)
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Research objectives 

 The broad aim of this thesis is to further our understanding of strata title 

accommodation management issues in Australia. More specifically, the study’s 

objectives are: 
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(i) To explore and describe the nature of strata title management issues from a range 

of stakeholder perspectives. 

(ii) Develop a typology of governance and management models used by Australian 

strata title complexes that have a tourist accommodation focus. 

(iii) To develop recommendations of best management and governance practice in 

the provision of tourism strata title accommodation. 

(iv) To determine factors affecting STTA unit owner satisfaction. 

 

Table 1.1  

Overview of research objectives 

Objective 
Number 

Objective 
Research 

Orientation 

1 To explore and describe the nature of strata title 
management issues from a range of stakeholder 
perspectives. 

Qualitative 

2 Develop a typology of governance and management 
models used by Australian strata title complexes that 
have a tourist accommodation focus. 

Qualitative 

3 To develop recommendations of best management and 
governance practice in the provision of tourism strata 
title accommodation. 

Qualitative/ 
Quantitative 

4 To determine factors affecting STTA unit owner 
satisfaction. 

Quantitative 
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Thesis structure  

 Chapter 2 reviews the stakeholder theory literature that provides a framework 

that has assisted the study in three ways: a) identifying key players in the STTA 

industry network, b) developing a hierarchy within the network and c) providing a basis 

for a discussion of the nature of relationships between, and within, stakeholder groups. 

Chapter 3 represents a more broad sweeping literature review encompassing a range of 

literary perspectives and empirical studies pertinent to this multi-disciplinary topic.  

 Chapter 4 provides an overview of issues surrounding the research 

methodologies applied in the study. Chapter 5 presents the findings of the first empirical 

phase of the study which involved the conduct of a series of exploratory interviews. 

Chapter 6 provides an introduction to the second empirical phase of the thesis which 

involved the conduct of a cross case comparative field analysis. Literature pertinent to 

case study research is described in this chapter.  

 Chapter 7 presents the findings of the second empirical phase when analysed 

from an agency theory perspective. Chapter 8 also outlines findings from the second 

empirical phase, however the observations made are not the result of applying an 

agency theory lens. 

 Chapter 9 presents the formulation of hypotheses, questionnaire design and 

survey administration for the third empirical phase. Chapter 10 presents an outline of 

descriptive data captured by the survey while Chapter 11 is concerned with 

documenting the results of hypothesis testing.  

 Chapter 12 concludes the thesis by outlining the main contributions of the study 

as well as highlighting its limitations and implications. Recommendations for further 

research are also outlined.   

 



 7

Conclusion 

 This chapter has introduced the thesis by outlining the topic under examination, 

the motivation for the work, the research objectives pursued, and the thesis structure. At 

the outset of this study, it was believed the research had the potential to provide 

significant contributions.  

(i) Firstly, despite the growth and significance of the STTA sector, this represents 

one of the first in-depth studies to shed light on management issues arising in 

this short-term accommodation sector.   

(ii) It will provide a novel application of the stakeholder theory in the context of the 

STTA sector.  

(iii) Valuable descriptive information concerning the industry will be developed for 

government agencies/departments and other key stakeholder groups.   

(iv) The study will be the first to identify management models and develop a 

typology of these models. No prior work attempting to provide a classification 

of management models used in STTA has been found.  

(v) It will attempt to identify elements of best STTA management practice. Again, 

no prior work with such a focus has been found in the literature.  

(vi) It will provide valuable descriptive information in regard to the factors affecting 

Queensland strata title unit owners’ satisfaction with their STTA investment. 
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CHAPTER 2.0  

LITERATURE REVIEW – PART 1, STAKEHOLDER THEORY 

Introduction  

The tourism accommodation strata title industry can be viewed as highly 

fragmented, comprising many stakeholder groups that includes (but is not restricted to): 

unit owners, resident managers, body corporate managers, shareholders (in the case of 

corporations that buy up management rights), tourists, building developers and real estate 

agents. It is in light of this somewhat bewildering range of stakeholders that the 

stakeholder literature will be drawn upon to initially map out the sector’s composition. A 

focus on the management perspective of all stakeholders should be made explicit at this 

point in the thesis. It is also acknowledged that stakeholder theory is generally applied to 

single corporate entities or networks,     

Stakeholder theory has been identified as an appropriate framework to map out 

the strata title accommodation industry and provide a structure, whereby the complex 

network of relationships can be described in terms of involvement and significance. 

Stakeholder theory facilitates the determination of what distinct parties are involved in 

the provision of a particular service or product. 

 The researcher has chosen to utilize the same structure as Corfield (1998), for 

the review of stakeholder theory literature. This involves organizing the literature under 

the following headings: Evolution of the theory; What is stakeholder theory? Who are 

the stakeholders? and the classification systems that have been suggested by academics. 

The subsequent section details economic support for stakeholder theory, moral and 

ethical support for stakeholder theory, the legal perspective, possible shortcomings and 

lastly, the current applications of the theory in a global context. As an extension to the 

structure provided by Corfield (1998), in the review conducted here,  the heading of ‘the 

manager and stakeholder theory’ has been adopted as a result of the importance of the 
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manager and his specific relevance in regard to the research objectives. Further, at the 

end of the review there is a section that examines stakeholder theory and its potential 

application to the tourism and hospitality industries. The main contribution that will be 

made to the stakeholder theory literature derives from the novel application to the 

tourism and hospitality industries and in particular the strata title tourist accommodation 

industry. 

 It appears there are two very different streams of thought apparent in the body of 

literature that incorporates stakeholder theory. At one end of the spectrum there is 

stakeholder theory that has a corporate perspective and at the other end of the spectrum 

is the regulatory/government perspective. The corporate perspective tends to favour the 

view that the less stakeholders involved, the easier it is to make decisions effectively, 

economically and efficiently. The government or regulatory perspective is to involve as 

many interested parties as possible to identify all stakeholder groups. Examples of this 

can be seen with community consultation, invitations to known stakeholder individuals 

and groups to attend meetings or contribute input.  This approach could be seen as 

politically motivated, in an effort by the regulatory body to gauge levels of resistance 

and ultimately secure votes. It should be noted that the corporate stakeholder theory 

perspective will be adopted in this study as it is more pertinent to the research objectives 

being pursued. 

Analysis  

 A background has been provided to assist in understanding stakeholder theory. 

Knowing the theory’s origins, how it has developed and evolved, will assist in 

understanding the nature of its current usage in the literature and also how it can further 

pursuit of the research objectives of this project.   
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2.1.1. Evolution 

 Galaskiewicz (1996) describes network research as being a “handmaiden 

theory”, since it is often used to support the elaboration of other theories but rarely 

becomes the focus of its own development. Stakeholder theory appears to have a similar 

history.  Evidence of stakeholder concepts can be traced back as far as Barnard (1938), 

and these concepts are present in the thinking of systems theorists (March and Simon, 

1958) and corporate planners (Mason & Mitroff, 1981). Since the existence of 

stakeholders is a constant factor in all organizational life, and therefore difficult to 

discount in any organizational model, many theorists use stakeholder ideas to support 

their arguments. It was not until Freeman (1984) integrated stakeholder concepts into a 

coherent construct, however, that “stakeholderism” moved to the forefront of academic 

attention. Freemans (1984) Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach brought 

stakeholder theory into the mainstream of management literature. As clearly expressed 

in the title of the book, one central purpose is to enable managers to understand 

stakeholders and how to strategically manage them (Frooman, 1999). 

 Preston and Sapienza (1990) traced the origins of the stakeholder approach if not 

the actual use of the term, as having occurred some 30 years earlier, during the 

depression, when the General Electric Company identified four major stakeholder 

groups: shareholders, employees, customers and the general public. In 1947, Johnson 

and Johnson’s President, listed the company’s “strictly business’’ stakeholders as 

customers, employees, managers and shareholders. Using this approach, Robert Wood 

Johnson developed the well-known business credo of Johnson & Johnson. In 1950 

General Robert Wood, who lead Sears rapid postwar growth, listed ‘the four parties to 

any business in the order of their importance’ as ‘customers, employees, community 

and stockholders’ (Preston and Sapienza, 1990, p.362). He maintained that if the 

appropriate needs and interests of the first three groups were looked after effectively, 
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the company’s stockholders would be beneficiaries. Profit, in General Woods view was 

a by-product of success in satisfying responsibly the legitimate needs and expectations 

of the corporation’s primary stakeholder groups (Clarkson, 1995a)  

 A number of academics have developed and enhanced Freeman’s work. Carroll 

(1989) was one of the first to use the stakeholder approach explicitly as a framework for 

organizing business and society topics. Brenner and Cochran (1991) and Hill and Jones 

(1992) offered stakeholder models as alternative approaches to Wood’s (1991) 

corporate social performance (CSP) framework for integrating the field. Their efforts 

have led other researchers to realize the stakeholder model potentially could ‘explain 

and guide the structure and operations of the established corporation’ (Donaldson and 

Preston, 1995, p. 70). Several authors (Brenner and Cochran, 1991; Donaldson and 

Preston, 1995; Hill and Jones, 1992; Jones, 1995) have treated the stakeholder construct 

as the foundation for a theory of a firm and as a framework for the business and society 

field. Thus stakeholder thinking has matured from a handmaiden logic supporting the 

advancement of other theories to a master theory in its own right. Efforts to create a 

testable stakeholder theory (Jones, 1995) as well as Brenner and Cochran’s (1991) work 

are evidence of a movement toward theory explaining how organizations function.  

2.1.2. What is Stakeholder Theory? 

 It was Freeman, one of the early proponents for a stakeholder view of a 

company who, in 1984, defined a stakeholder as ‘any group or individual who can 

affect or is affected by the achievement of an organisation’s objectives’ (p.46). This 

work is considered to be of a pioneering nature and is consistently referred to 

throughout the stakeholder literature. This marked the first attempt to describe the 

stakeholder theory as an explicitly managerial approach to organisational strategy. 

 Phillips (2003) best defines stakeholder theory simplistically as a theory of 

organizational management and ethics (p.15). Instead of focusing exclusively on 

  



 12 

shareholders, the stakeholder concept tries to incorporate the interests of all those who 

are influenced by the actions of the company. The stakeholder approach is the idea that 

it is appropriate for businesses to serve stakeholders and not only shareholders (Weiss 

1994). Freeman (1998) suggests that the company is morally bound by a set of implicit 

social contracts with these stakeholder groups, whereby the interests and welfare of all 

stakeholder groups are balanced so that no single group (such as the shareholders) is 

consistently favoured over others and similarly, that no group is persistently neglected. 

 The stakeholder perspective is that corporations are obliged to evaluate and 

balance the far reaching economic, political environmental and ethical consequences of 

their decisions for those individuals and groups upon whom a company depends on 

success (Snell, 2004).  The Pennsylvanian Stakeholder Statue (as cited in Corfield) 

defines the concept as: 

directors, in considering the bests interest of the corporation in 

discharging their duties, are permitted to consider the effects of any 

action upon all groups affected by such action, including shareholders, 

employees, suppliers, customers, creditors of the corporation and 

communities in which offices or other establishments of the corporation 

are located (1998 , p.214). 

 Stakeholder theory development has centred around two related streams: firstly, 

defining the stakeholder concept and, secondly, classifying stakeholders into categories 

that provide an understanding of individual stakeholder relationships (Rowley, 1997). 

According to Donaldson and Preston (1995), stakeholders are ‘persons or groups with 

legitimate interest in procedural and/or substantive aspects of corporate activity’. 

Stakeholders are identified by their interest in a corporation, whether or not the 

corporation has any corresponding interest in them. Freeman (1995) also urges that the 

stakeholder groups ‘must participate in determining the future direction of the firm in 
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which they have a stake’ (p.11).  ‘Stakeholder’ went from an appealing description of a 

firm’s theoretically under-represented constituencies to ‘stakeholder management’ - a 

well-elaborated method of decision making in organisations (Phillips, 2003). 

2.1.3. Who are the stakeholders? 

 This has been one of the most controversial topics addressed in the literature, 

that is how to determine who qualifies as a stakeholder, and who is not. Where do we 

draw the line? There is the question of whether all stakeholders should be treated 

equally, or whether priority should be given to some. Freeman’s (1984) definition of a 

stakeholder appears to be what most researchers are basing their perspectives on, 

however debate still exists as to whether to broaden or narrow the definition. Examples 

include Hill and Jones’ (1992) definition of stakeholders as ‘constituents who have a 

legitimate claim on the firm’ (p.133). Carroll (1993) also argues that groups or 

individuals can be stakeholders by virtue of their legitimacy, but he broadens the scope 

of the definition to include those who have power. Clarkson (1995b) suggests an 

alternative approach for identifying and evaluating stakeholder claims, which narrowly 

casts stakeholders as risk-bearers. 

 Many groups may be influenced in different ways by the decisions and actions 

in a company, but may not even know about it (Petersen, 2002). Willets (1997) 

addresses the obvious, but makes a valid distinction between stakeholder interests. 

There is no reason why the interests of different stakeholders should coincide. He gives 

the example that shareholders might not mind when a company relocates or closes down 

business in order to enhance profitability, whilst the employees involved would 

presumably argue differently, and the local community would have their interests along 

with the suppliers, and so on. Kujala (1998) comments that  ‘companies do not exist just 

to satisfy the needs of their owners or stockholders, but they have a much wider range 
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of important stakeholders who affect or are affected by the company’s actions, and who 

set moral expectations to companies and their managers’. 

 Rowley (1997) proposes that since stakeholder relationships do not occur in a 

vacuum of dyadic ties but rather, in a network of influences, a firm’s stakeholders are 

likely to have direct relationships with one another.  Freeman and Evan (1990) argued 

that the stakeholder environment consists of “a series of multilateral contracts among 

stakeholders” (p.354). This changes the original concept of all stakeholders surrounding 

a focal organisation. In reality, it is unlikely that all stakeholders would be linked to one 

another but there is the strong likelihood of between-stakeholder relationships. The 

result of this would influence a stakeholder’s behaviour and consequently, the demands 

it places on the focal organisation.    

2.1.4. Classifications 

 This section will provide an overview of stakeholder theory classification 

schemes. Clarkson’s (1995) primary and secondary categories will be discussed; along 

with the normative, derivative and non-stakeholder classifications proposed by 

Simmons (1979) and extended by Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997), Donaldson (1999) 

and Snell (2004). The philosophical and abstract descriptions proposed by Argenti 

(1997) and Campbell (1997) are also mentioned. The very broad uses presented by 

Gamble and Kelly (1996) and Kelly, Kelly and Gamble (1997) are compared to the 

more realistic approaches of Stoney and Winstanley (2001). 

 There has been substantial research based on producing classification schemes 

for categorising stakeholders. Common to all the classifications is a focus on the 

individual influences from each stakeholder group and dyadic ties between an 

organisation and each of these stakeholders. Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997) tackle this 

problem by proposing a theory of stakeholder salience, defined as “the degree to which 

priority is given to competing stakeholder claims” (p.854); whereby, stakeholders and 
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their claims are classified based on the relative presence of three characteristics: 

legitimacy, power and urgency. Using these three attributes, the authors suggest that 

identification is “comprehensive and useful” and attempts to bridge the “broad vs. 

narrow” debate. Other schemes for classification include Carroll’s (1989) environmental 

sorting and primary and secondary classification; Freeman’s (1984) internal and 

external change distinction; and the Scandinavian contributions which focus on types of 

transactions (Nasi, 1995). 

 Frooman (1999) uses Freeman’s (1984) definition but agrees with Goodpastor’s 

(1991) observation that this definition implies two types of stakeholders, strategic and 

moral. He describes the strategic stakeholder as the one who can affect the firm. There 

is a managing of interests; these stakeholders and their interests must be “dealt with” 

(Freeman, 1984, p.126) so that the firm can still achieve their interests. Here the 

stakeholder theory intersects the strategy literature (e.g. Clarkson, 1995a; Freeman, 

1984; Hill & Jones, 1992; Huse & Eide, 1996; Rowley, 1997). Alternatively the moral 

stakeholder is the one who is affected by the firm. Stakeholder theorists seek some 

balancing of interests. The stakeholder literature then intersects with the ethics literature 

(e.g. Burton & Dunn, 1996; Cohen, 1995; Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Evan & 

Freeman, 1988; Freeman & Evan, 1990; Phillips, 1997; Wicks, Gilbert & Freeman, 

1994). 

 Another stakeholder theory classification system worthy of note is Clarkson’s 

(1995a) contribution which separates and defines primary and secondary stakeholders. 

The definition of a primary stakeholder is: 

one without whose continuing participation the corporation can not 

survive as  a going concern. Primary stakeholder groups typically are 

comprised of shareholders and investors, employees, customers and 

suppliers, together with what is defined as the public stakeholder group: 
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the governments and communities that provide infrastructures and 

markets, whose laws and regulations must be obeyed, and to whom 

taxes and other obligations may be due. There is a high level of 

interdependence between the corporation and its primary stakeholder 

groups (p.106). 

 From this perspective, Clarkson (1995) states that the corporation is made up of 

a system of primary stakeholder groups and a complex set of relationships between and 

among groups with different interests, objectives, rights, responsibilities and 

expectations. It is the managers’ responsibility to create sufficient wealth, value or 

satisfaction for each stakeholder group in that system for continuing success and 

survival. The definition of a secondary stakeholder is: 

those who influence or affect, or are influenced or affected by, the 

corporation, but they are not in transactions with the corporation and are 

not essential for its survival. The media and a wide range of special 

interest groups are considered … They have the capacity to mobilize 

public opinion in favour of or in opposition to, a corporation’s 

performance, as demonstrated in the recall of Tylenol by Johnson & 

Johnson (favourable) and the Exxon Valdez oil spill (unfavourable) 

(p.107). 

 Secondary stakeholder groups are not essential for the corporation’s survival. 

They can however cause significant damage, may be opposed to the programs and 

policies that the corporation has adopted to fulfill its responsibilities or to satisfy the 

expectations and needs of, its primary stakeholder groups. As Freeman commented: 

Some groups may have as an objective simply to interfere with the 

smooth operations of our business. For instance, some corporations 

must count “terrorist groups” as stakeholders. As unsavoury as it is to 
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admit that such ”illegitimate” groups have a stake in our business, from 

the standpoint of strategic management, it must be done (1984, p.53).  

 The literature also discusses extensively, normative, derivative and non-

stakeholders as classifications for involvement of individuals and groups depending 

upon the interest and impact or potential impact, on the organisation. Normative 

stakeholders are those to whom the organization has a moral obligation of stakeholder 

fairness, over and above other social factors simply by virtue of them being human 

(Simmons 1979). These groups represent the answer to the question, for whose benefit 

… should the firm be managed? Derivative stakeholders are those groups whose actions 

and claims must be accounted for by managers, due to their potential effects upon the 

normative stakeholders. Their legitimacy is derived from their ability to affect the 

organisation and the normative stakeholders. The controversial inclusions to this group 

from a manager’s perspective are the news media and activists. Managers do not need to 

worry as much about the well-being of the news media as they would their owners, but 

the extent that the media can affect share-owners well-being (as normative 

stakeholders), managers should take account of these effects and manage them in the 

best interests of the share-owners, the organisation and the other normative 

stakeholders. Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997) call derivative stakeholders either 

‘dangerous’ or ‘dormant’ stakeholders as they can affect the corporation but have no 

legitimate relationship with the organisation. Non-stakeholders are groups and 

individuals who are not stakeholders at all. 

 Snell (2004) believes, along with other theorists (see Donaldson 1999), that 

stakeholders fall into two mutually supporting camps. The first camp takes the approach 

on instrumental grounds, that stakeholder-oriented companies perform better financially 

in the long term relative to other companies. The second camp emphasizes normative 

aspects, that it is simply the ‘right’ for companies to adopt the stakeholder approach. 
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Both camps reject the psychological egotism and agency arguments of Friedman 

(1970), and express concern for others needs and welfare. They both assume that 

capitalism is compatible with ethical principles and that it works more effectively when 

decision-makers embrace morality of a reasonably high standard. 

 Depending on which version of stakeholding is examined, stakeholder theory is 

intended to provide the basis for a personal philosophy, a new and enlightened 

corporate ethos, a framework to guide changes in corporate governance and even a 

platform for widespread economic and political reform. For example, where Campbell 

(1997) views stakeholding as a relatively abstract concept, informing a company’s 

purpose or mission, what Argenti (1997) describes as a philosophical foundational 

stone, Gamble and Kelly (1996, p.24) see it as a concrete set of public programs in areas 

such as health, training and education, which can be used to develop a more inclusive 

and democratic society. In the more recent work of Kelly, Kelly & Gamble (1997, 

p.249) an extension to the scope of stakeholding is provided to also include economic 

policy, welfare, the constitution and corporate governance as alternate areas of reform. 

However, McDougall (1995) objects to such an expansive approach and argues that if 

stakeholder capitalism is to have any real meaning, it must be operational where people 

work at the level of an organization and not at a national legislation and welfare policy 

level (Stoney and Winstanley, 2001).   

Economic support for Stakeholder Theory 

 Economic support for the theory arises from the view that long-term profitability 

of a company is dependent on more than just concentration on shareholder wealth 

(Corfield, 1998). Recently, the stakeholder concept has found support throughout the 

modern international corporate world. It is the basis of US anti-takeover statutes, 

recognizing non-constituency shareholders, and is the predominant corporate 

governance structure in Germany and Japan (Corfield, 1998). The theory has also been 
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given consideration by UK politicians, notably Tony Blair (Phillips, 2004). There are 

suggestions from the law literature that with the increasing pressure of unions and 

employee disputes, the stakeholder framework may be useful in a global marketplace 

where long term strategic planning has a higher value than stock market prices (Karmel, 

1993).  

 Regardless of the individual performance of managers, in good times profits will 

increase, and in bad times profits will fall. It therefore makes good economic sense to 

strive for economic stability to support business for the long run. It is this long-term 

view that is the current focus of economists and explains the support that economic 

advocates have given to stakeholder theory (Corfield, 1998). Stakeholding is 

instrumental in increasing efficiency, competition and profitability (Stoney and 

Winstanley, 2001). Campbell (1997) is unequivocal about this point ‘I support 

stakeholder theory not for some left wing reason of equity, but because I believe it to be 

fundamental to understanding how to make money in business’ (p.446). Whilst market 

forces lend great weight to the implementation of stakeholder theory, the theory remains 

an ethical model and has not attracted legal support (Corfield, 1998). 

 In the commercial world, the ‘stakeholder concept’ has been the subject of 

increasing discussions with the development of industrial relations issues and economic 

theories. Some researchers take the hardline approach that a corporation is not able to 

sustain itself without appropriate attention to all those who take a stake in its 

performance; obviously this not only includes customers, but also suppliers, creditors, 

neighbours, society in general and of course the employees (the most directly affected).  

There is also the growing sense that rank and file employees and middle-management, 

disproportionately share the risk, but not the gains of corporate success (Corfield, 1998).    

 Traditionally, the measure of corporate success has been limited to the 

satisfaction and creation of wealth for only one stakeholder, the shareholder. It has been 
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demonstrated that the pursuit of this single measure is self defeating (Clarkson, 1988). 

Stakeholder is no longer synonymous with shareholder. The economic and social 

purpose of the corporation is to create and distribute increased wealth to its primary 

stakeholders, without favouring one group at the expense of others (Clarkson, 1995a). 

Moral and ethical support for Stakeholder Theory 

 If organizations are entities unto themselves, capable of bearing legal 

obligations, then they are also capable of bearing moral obligations. One such 

obligation is stakeholder fairness (Roberts, 2004).   

 Daboub and Calton (2002) discuss an interesting issue relating to the topic of 

ethical responsibility. They elaborate on the shift in corporate strategy from vertical 

integration to strategic alliances, resulting in the positive aspects of elimination of 

boundaries, more flexible organizations and greater interaction between individuals and 

organization. One of the negative aspects is the disaggregation of ethical and legal 

responsibility. Contemporary development in business ethics now have created a 

challenge to create a governance process that incorporates the voices of all stakeholders, 

especially the voices of those stakeholders who have legitimate and urgent moral 

claims, but lack the power to establish those claims. As we move away from the 

traditional organization to the boundaryless organization, it becomes increasingly 

difficult to monitor behaviour and enforce contracts. Granovetter (1985), for example, 

suggests that mutual trust in a relationship reduces the danger of opportunistic 

behaviours and may eliminate the need for bureaucratic control mechanisms. 

 Clarkson (1995a) believes that resolving conflicting interests fairly requires 

ethical judgement and choices. He states that the moment a corporation and its 

managers define and accept responsibilities and obligations to primary stakeholders, and 

recognize their claims to legitimacy, they have entered the domain of moral principles 

and ethical performance, whether they know it or not. As long as managers can maintain 
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that stakeholders and their profits are supreme, the claims of other stakeholders can be 

subordinated or ignored. There used to be no need for the manager to be concerned with 

fairness, justice or even truth. The single-minded pursuit of profit justified any 

necessary means so long as they were not illegal. But as managers make decisions and 

act in terms of stakeholder management in resolving inevitable conflicts of interest 

between stakeholder groups, they can no longer rely on the ‘invisible hand’ to solve 

problems and instead must deal with the ethics and moral principles themselves. When 

ethical judgements and choices may become issues of survival, the management of 

ethics and ethic’s programs in a corporation becomes a matter of strategic importance. 

Legal perspective 

Stakeholder theory currently has no recognition in Australian Corporations Law. 

As Orts (1992) has noted, the trend that began in the U.S. toward stakeholder law can be 

found in existing and emerging laws of many developed countries. The so-called co-

determination laws of Germany require employee representation on second-tier boards 

of directors. The Companies Act of Great Britain mandates that company directors 

should include the interests of employees in their decision-making (Companies Act, 

1980). The ‘harmonization’ laws of the European Community (EC) include provisions 

permitting corporations to take into account the interests of customers, creditors, 

potential investors and employees (Orts, 1992). Finally, the well known corporate 

governance model in Japan, through both law and custom, presumes that Japanese 

Corporations exist in a tightly connected and inter-related set of stakeholders, including 

suppliers, customers, lending institutions and friendly corporations (Donaldson and 

Preston, 1995). 

 Economists such as Blair (1998) from the UK question whether the theory 

should be made law in the interests of public policy. In addressing this question, Blair 
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raises a number of grounds that create difficulties in establishing legal certainty, 

sufficient to legislate. These include: 

(a) Inability of management to define the class of stakeholders whose interest must 

be taken into account. 

(b) Inability of management to assess the respective stakeholders’ ‘stakes’ in the 

corporation. Competing interests mean management must have a formula to 

prioritize interests and allocate risks. 

(c) Stakeholders, as against shareholders presently have no control over 

managements’ decisions or no means of enforcing what effectively amount to a 

company’s social obligations. 

(d) It is a concern that management can diffuse responsibility by being answerable 

to many stakeholders and accountable to none. 

The Manager and Stakeholder Theory  

 This research project will be investigating and exploring the role of the manager 

within the strata title tourism accommodation industry at a number of levels. In phase one 

of the research, the manager and his status in the current stakeholder network will be 

investigated and also what he perceives as the major issues in the industry and the effect 

he has on other stakeholders. The manager/owner relationship will be investigated 

extensively in the second phase of research. This phase will also consider management 

good practices from a manager, owner and industry expert perspective. Due to extensive 

discussion in the literature, the significant relationship and specific relevance to the 

research objectives, this section has been included in the review to more closely examine 

the role of the manager. This section will discuss the problems associated with the 

manager in a stakeholding environment, the manager as a stakeholder himself, 

accountability of managers to other stakeholders and whether or not managers believe 

they are practising stakeholder management. 
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 The role of the manager in stakeholder frameworks described in the literature is 

somewhat inconsistent. Aoki (1984) recognized only investors and employees as 

significant stakeholders and saw managers as ‘referees’ between these two stakeholder 

groups. He did not acknowledge the essential role of management in identifying the 

stakeholders or, the fact that managers are stakeholders themselves and indeed a very 

privileged class in the enterprise.  

 Preston and Sapienza (1990) discuss the problems with stakeholder management 

and outline the inherent tension between its multidimensional objectives and the status 

of managers as stakeholders. They state that professional managers actually control the 

company, determining the constituencies and policies of the board and interacting with 

a remote, numerous and ever-changing population of shareholders only through stock 

prices and dividend checks. In light of this they conclude that ‘stakeholder 

management’ are the managers themselves. 

Williamson (1985) is almost alone among academics, in emphasizing the fact 

that managers of the firm are one of its most powerful constituencies and that wittingly, 

or unwittingly, they are extremely likely to practice opportunistic and self-aggrandizing 

behaviour. It is feared by some that a shift from the traditional shareowner orientation to 

the stakeholder orientation will make it more difficult to detect and discipline self-

serving behaviour by managers, who will always claim to be serving some broad set of 

stakeholder interests while they increase their powers and emoluments (Donaldson and 

Preston, 1995). Orts (1992) saw this as the ‘greatest danger’ of the new ‘constituency 

statutes’ for corporate governance, although he did support this approach.  

This concern has two dimensions. Firstly, the conventional model of the 

corporation in legal and managerial terms has failed to discipline self-serving 

managerial behaviour. In an era of multi-million dollar CEO compensation packages 

that continue to increase when profits and wages decline (Bok, 1993), it is difficult to 
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conceive that managers could potentially have greater scope for self-serving behaviour 

than they have already. Secondly, the very nature of stakeholding prohibits any undue 

attention to the interests of any single constituency, however, over time statutory and 

common law are capable of achieving arrangements that encourage a broader 

stakeholder conception of management, one which eschews single-minded subservience 

to shareholders interests, while at the same time restraining the moral hazard of self-

serving managers (Donaldson and Preston, 1995). Stakeholder theory fails to provide an 

algorithm for day-to-day managerial decision making, due to the level of abstraction at 

which the discussions are taking place (Phillips, 2004). 

Phillips (2004) suggests that stakeholder theory provides unscrupulous managers 

with a ready excuse to act in their own self-interest, thus resurrecting the agency 

problem that the shareholder wealth maximization imperative was designed to 

overcome. “Opportunistic managers can more easily act in their own self interest, by 

claiming that the action actually benefits some stakeholder group or other” (p.20) All 

but the most egregious self serving managerial behaviour will doubtless serve the 

interests of some stakeholder group and work against the interests of others. By 

appealing to the interests of those who benefit, the manager is able to justify the self-

serving behaviour. So the stakeholder theory in this sense effectively destroys business 

accountability, because a business that is accountable to all is effectively accountable to 

none. Alternatively, accountability may increase. The manager who does attempt to 

justify self-serving behaviour by reference to some stakeholder group does not mean it 

is a persuasive or viable behaviour. Indeed, those stakeholders against whose interests 

the manager has acted will certainly have reasons for doubting their justifications and in 

turn will be answerable to these groups as well. 

Managers’ actions affect different stakeholders, so it is important to develop 

tools for analyzing managers’ views of accountability and responsibility in stakeholder 
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relations (Kujala, 1998). Corfield (1998) discusses that there are more than just 

economic issues to be taken into account when a manager is embarking on a corporate 

governance journey under the stakeholder theory. He reminds us that  

Companies do not exist to satisfy the needs of their owners and 

stockholders, but they have a much wider range of important 

stakeholders who affect and who are affected by the company’s actions, 

and who set moral expectations to companies and their managers 

(Kujala, 1998). 

There is ample evidence to suggest that managers believe themselves, or are 

believed by others to be practicing stakeholder management (Donaldson and Preston, 

1995). Baumharts’ (1968) early survey of upper level managers revealed that eighty 

percent of managers regarded it as unethical management behaviour to focus solely in 

the interests of shareowners and not employees and customers.  Ongoing empirical 

studies by both Clarkson (1991) and Halal (1990) found that although managers are not 

making explicit reference to ‘stakeholder theory’, the vast majority apparently adhere to 

practice one of the main foundations of the theory, namely that their role is to satisfy a 

wide range of stakeholders, not just the shareowners. When 889 “executive managers” 

were asked to rate the importance of 16 different stakeholders in management decision-

making, the overall results showed “myself” as second only to “customers”. Employee 

groups appeared high on the list but confirming the worst fears of the critics, 

“stockholders” were far down, roughly tied with the “general public” for managerial 

attention (Posner and Schmidt, 1984). 

Hill and Jones (1992) attempted to integrate stakeholder theory with agency 

theory, constituting what they call a “generalized theory of agency” (p.132). According 

to this conception, managers “can be seen as agents to [all] other stakeholders” (p.134). 

The basis of their paper is that stakeholders are drawn into relationships with managers 
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to accomplish organizational tasks as efficiently as possible, hence the stakeholder 

model is linked instrumentally with organizational performance. Similar themes emerge 

from the firm-as-contract analysis of Freeman and Evan (1990): 

Managers administer contracts amongst employees, owners, suppliers, 

customers and the community. Since each of these groups can invest in 

asset specific transactions, which affect the other groups, methods of 

conflict resolution, or safeguards must be found (p.352). 

The stakeholder interpretations of both agency theory and firm-as-contract 

theory give special attention to the differential position of and special role of managers 

over and above all other stakeholders. Hill and Jones (1992) emphasized “information 

asymmetry” (p.140) between managers and other stakeholders and contrasted the 

concentration of resource control by managers with the diffusion to control within 

stakeholder groups, where there may be no mechanism to gain command over a 

significant portion of the group’s total resources. They also stressed the importance of  

monitoring devices that have the effect of reducing information asymmetry (g. public 

reporting requirements) and enforcement mechanisms including law, “exit” (the 

possibility, or credible threat of withdrawal from the relationship) and “voice” (p.143).   

Phillips (2004) cites Hill and Jones’ (1992) discussion of ‘stakeholder –agency 

theory’ whereby they argue that the manager’s interest in organizational growth (citing 

remuneration, power, job security and status as motivating this interest) runs contrary 

not only to the interests of stockholders but also to the interests of other stakeholders. 

Stakeholder Theory Shortcomings 

As with any theory, many defects and criticisms can be identified. This section 

aims to provide a discussion of these and addresses the broad themes of practicality, 

identification, early development, moving beyond the dyadic analysis and ethics. 
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Recent literature maintains that, although stakeholding is theoretically sound, the 

practical application of the theory is far from perfect. Petersen (2002) believes that 

stakeholder proponents have a simplistic view of business, more suited to those 

belonging to an era other than ours. The idea of involving all stakeholders in decision-

making would seem rather far-fetched and impossible to implement on any kind of 

consistent praxis. He extends his argument regarding implementation of stakeholder 

theories, stating that stakeholder models seem to represent more of a placebo than an 

active cure against runaway logic and its consequences. The legal fraternity agrees that 

whilst market forces lend great weight to implementation of stakeholder theory, it still 

remains an ethical model and has not attracted legal support (Corfield, 1998). 

Earlier criticisms have included many perspectives including that there needs to 

be frameworks for constructing stakeholder arrangements not just at the local and 

national levels, but also at the regional and global levels (Perraton 1997). Darling 

(1997) comments that “the importance of securing participation by the workforce, by 

providing proper motivation to get improved performance and therefore, success is a 

major part of the philosophy of stakeholding”. This version of stakeholding represents a 

way to enhance productivity while reducing the potential adverse reactions from the 

workforce. Kay (1997) believes that much of the stakeholding is common sense and, is 

already practised by successful companies. 

Preston and Sapienza (1990) identified several fundamental problems with the 

stakeholder model. Firstly they believe there is difficulty in identifying specific 

stakeholder groups and achieving any type of balance amongst the diverse and 

potentially competitive interests of these groups. Secondly, a problem arises in the fact 

that managers are stakeholders themselves, and architects of ‘balance’ among the 

interests of others. This flows onto some problematic issues regarding stakeholder 

management. Certain individuals may simultaneously occupy multiple roles, eg 
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employees and shareholders. Also, many stakeholder models include adversary 

associations including competitors, rather than the traditional set of supportive links in 

the framework. It is noted, however, that the problem of addressing these conflicting 

interests and achieving balance has not been included in the literature.     

Windsor (1998) points out that stakeholder theory is arguably at an early stage 

of intellectual development, identifying Donaldson and Preston (1995) as having only 

recently revolutionised our conception of stakeholder theory by delineating nested 

descriptive, instrumental, and normative dimensions with the latter at the core. Windsor 

also notes that Donaldson and Preston characterise ‘the bulk of earlier stakeholder 

literature as blurred theorising (1995, p.66). While stakeholder theory has achieved a 

degree of acceptance in the strategic management literature, now being commonly noted 

in new textbooks as a tool of strategic analysis, there is substantial resistance to 

stakeholder reasoning in the financial-economics literature (Windsor, 1998) There is a 

counter-movement favouring stronger stockholder rights and corporate governance 

standards; shareholder value and economic value-added notions are gaining currency 

(Price, 2004).  

Gioia (1999) draws on his experience in a former life when he was Ford Motor 

Company’s Recall Coordinator, when responding to Jones and Wicks’ presentation of 

“convergent stakeholder theory”. Although they discuss the importance of 

“practicability” which Gioia applauds, he states that ethical stakeholder theory should 

not only be practicable in the theoretical realm but should also make some applied 

difference as well. He argues that managers simply do not find these simplistic 

approaches credible because they do not adequately represent the complex social, 

economic and organisational realities that managers’ face. Gioia (1992) documents his 

amazement at the apparent naïveté of some members of the academic business ethics 

community, lacking a sense of the pragmatic forces operating in the corporate world.     
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Rowley (1997) tried to react to his greatest criticism of the theory by 

contributing a model based on social network constructs. He believes that researchers 

need to move beyond the analysis of dyadic relationships whereby concentration has 

been primarily focused on classifying individual stakeholder relationships and 

influences. This analysis cannot be extended to explain how a firm reacts to its 

stakeholders, because each firm faces a different set of stakeholders, which aggregate 

into unique patterns of influence. As firms must answer the simultaneous demands of 

multiple stakeholders, the model he has developed provides a mechanism for describing 

the simultaneous influence of multiple stakeholders and for predicting a firm’s 

response. This model considers structural influences and the impact that those who do 

not have a direct relationship with the firm, but whom nevertheless affect how the firm 

behaves. 

 By failing to ground the stakeholder concept in the tradition of critical 

sociology, concepts such as power, structure, conflict and resistance are often on the 

periphery rather than at the centre of debate and for this reason Stoney and Winstanley 

(2001) criticize stakeholding as ‘being naïve, superficial and unrealistic’, and 

representing ‘little more than a hollow wish list of well meaning if misguided 

aspirations’ (p.606). Their continued debate and discussion in the academic literature 

has resulted in a baffling exchange of stakeholder interpretations that have little in 

common and serve to mystify rather than clarify the intellectual terrain, rendering 

practical applications implausible if not impossible.  

 Jensen (2001) asks why managers and directors of corporations have embraced 

stakeholder theory. Clearly, he believes that there are self-interested motives at work: 

Because stakeholder theory provides no definition of ‘better’, it  leaves 

managers and directors unaccountable for their stewardship of the 

firms resources. With no criteria for performance, managers cannot be 
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evaluated in any principled way… By expanding the power of the 

managers in this unproductive way, stakeholder theory therefore 

increases agency costs in the economic system. Viewed in this way, it 

is not surprising that many managers like it. (p.305) 

 In summation, Petersen (2002) is cynical and continues with the negative 

argument regarding the practical application of stakeholder theory.He feels that if there 

is any question of choosing between the values of one group of stakeholders and the 

future of the company, then logic will always prevail. Attempts directed to any type of 

pseudo-corporate citizenship, based on stakeholder involvement, seemed doomed for 

failure. Snell (2004), states however that the stakeholder view of justice is a foundation 

of modern business ethics, debunking the agency argument by saying that businesses 

have a wide constituency of interests to look after and protect, other than shareholders. 

Sternberg (1997) argues that balancing stakeholder benefits is an unworkable objective, 

as the number of people whose benefits need to be taken into account is infinite. 

Current Applications 

The stakeholder theory is being used extensively around the world in a diverse 

variety of settings and disciplines and in various forms. It has transcended academic 

boundaries and is a concept which is used by politicians, managers and consultants. It 

has been used to discuss issues of corporate governance, stakeholder based economies 

and multi-stakeholder dialogues. There has been practical application in government 

agencies and social settings along with many corporate examples. Some academics even 

discuss the failure of successful stakeholder management and the disastrous effects that 

follow. Stakeholding is increasingly evident at an international level, informing political 

and economic debate in institutions such as the European Economic Union and trading 

negotiations such as GATT. 
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 Failure of successful stakeholder management can have disastrous 

consequences. Clarkson (1995a) explains that if any primary stakeholder group such as 

customers or suppliers becomes dissatisfied and withdraws from the corporate system, 

in whole or in part, the corporation will be seriously damaged or unable to continue as a 

going concern. For example, the inability of Dow Corning in 1991 to keep its customer 

and public stakeholder groups satisfied with the safety of one of its products led to the 

collapse of the stakeholder system for that product and complete withdrawal of that 

division from its leading position in the breast implant market. The refusal of suppliers 

of capital to continue investing in Olympia and York’s commercial paper in April 1992 

resulted in its bankruptcy filing a month later. Earlier in the 1980s, the top managers of 

A.H.Robins and the Manville Corporation did not acknowledge that there were 

justifications for health concerns and lawsuits of many of their customers. The 

disruption of their stakeholder systems and the ensuing bankruptcies were the 

consequence of their inability to satisfactorily manage their relationships with primary 

stakeholder groups. The breakup of AT&T can be attributed to this giant corporation’s 

inability to satisfy two primary stakeholder groups, customers and the public whose 

interests were represented by the Department of Justice.  

 It would seem that stakeholder theory is being revitalized by both industry and 

academia embracing the concept of corporate governance. These two appear to 

complement each other favourably. Good corporate governance is defined as providing 

“proper incentives for the board and management to pursue objectives that are in the 

interests of the company and the shareholders and should facilitate effective monitoring, 

thereby encouraging firms to use resources more efficiently” (taken from the recently 

published preamble for Principles of Corporate Governance prepared by the OECD). 

Presently, the interest may actually be shifting from stakeholder models to corporate 

governance, where the main focus quite clearly is on shareholders, but with prudent 
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regard for the interests of other stakeholders (Petersen, 2002). Corfield (1998) echoes 

the thoughts of many in the recent literature introducing the stakeholder concept as an 

effective and progressive means of corporate governance.   

 Germany and Japan have been used as exemplars of stakeholder based 

economies and their post war success has been identified as further meriting an 

inclusive approach. Recent declines, however, in economic performance have raised a 

question whether capitalism can be regulated in this way without compromising 

productivity, competition and growth. In these two rich economies, there are signs that 

the socially desirable company provisions are under pressure to be withdrawn as they 

represent a threat to sustained profitability. In Japan, firms such as Toyota are 

questioning their commitments to their stakeholders including the so-called guarantees 

of lifetime employment (Stoney and Winstanley 2001). In Germany, industrial giants 

continue to lay off workers, complaining that the nationally imposed inclusive measure 

is too cumbersome. Siemens for example, is one of many German companies to 

distance themselves from stakeholder measures, recently replacing them with Economic 

Value Added (EVA), a new form of stakeholder measurement developed in the USA 

(Economist, 1997).  

 We can see stakeholder theory and processes involved across multi disciplinary 

fields to achieve successful outcomes. Winn (2001) explains the multi-stakeholder 

negotiations that resulted in an agreement on sustainable forestry practices on 

Vancouver Island, Canada. Also instructive is the work of the World Business council 

for Sustainable Development, which was formed in January 1995 through a merger 

between the Business council for Sustainable Development (BCSD) in Geneva and the 

World Council for the Environment (WICE), as an International Chamber of Commerce 

(ICC) initiative. These two parent bodies had been spearheading business response to 

the challenges arising from the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, and the 
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WBCSD, as a coalition of some 150 international companies from 30 countries and 

more than 20 major industrial sectors, has now become the leading business voice on 

sustainable development (Daboub and Calton, 2002). 

 Donaldson and Preston (1995) argue strongly that the theory’s application is to 

the ‘investor owned’ corporation only. Although stakeholder concepts have been 

applied in other settings such as government agencies and social programs, these 

situations are fundamentally different due to the fact that, evidentiary considerations and 

conceptual issues (e.g. the meaning of property rights) are unique to the corporate 

setting.    

Application to the Tourism and Hospitality Industries 

 Application of stakeholder theory to the tourism and/or hospitality industry and 

their areas of research respectively, work consistently well. This is due to the fact that 

tourism is rarely a single product but more often a package, a bundle or consortium of 

products and services which gets classified as an industry. This notion alone lends itself 

to the theoretical underpinning of stakeholding. The next step in applying the basic 

stakeholder framework is to combine the additional parties who are affected by the 

tourism product or service to include such identities as the environment and to include 

all elements on a political, social, economic and physical level. By encompassing the 

environment, not only are the primary stakeholders involved but also the secondary 

stakeholders are also included in the umbrella of stakeholders who affect or will be 

affected by the tourism product or service being offered.  

 The stakeholder theory has been used in a small number of tourism applications 

including planning, regional tourism and destination management. Most recent, were 

the works of Cassidy and Guilding (2007) investigating price setting in strata titled 

properties, Sheehan and Ritchie (2005) exploring identity and salience for destination 

stakeholders and Ryan (2002) who discussed what he called the issues of ‘new tourism’ 
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(equity, management, power sharing and sustainability). In regard to hotels, stakeholder 

theory has been utilized to examine diverse issues including process development and 

assessment (Sigala and Chalkiti, 2007), abnormal earnings and systematic risk (Jeon, 

King and Lee, 2006) and stakeholders’ environmental influence in the Spanish hotel 

industry (Cespedes-Lorente, Burgos-Jiminez and Alvarez-Gil, 2003). Earlier works by 

Huckstein and Duboff (2003) reviewed Hilton Hotels delivery of value to all 

stakeholders and Chung-Herrera, Enz and Lankau (2003) who developed a 

competencies model for future hospitality leaders.  This list has the potential to be 

extended extensively due to the compatibility with the industries and the adaptability of 

the theory. It is proposed that the stakeholder framework whether utilized in the simple 

or extended form can be helpful in a variety of settings and scenarios relevant to the 

tourism and hospitality industry (inclusive of research in this area) to understand the big 

picture and to assist in establishing and analyzing the relationships that exist in each 

setting. 

 The major adjustment in conversion of theory to practical application in tourism 

is the fact that the majority of business-related stakeholder literature refers to the firm or 

corporation as the focal point. It is only the applied research usually from the social 

science discipline i.e., social network theory and actor/network theory, that does not 

refer to the firm or corporation and uses the framework to map a network of inter 

relationships between stakeholders. Hence, Rowley’s model (1997) is possibly the most 

appropriate when looking from the perspective of these two industries (tourism and 

hospitality). 

 The theory can be applied to explore many issues and a few examples will be 

given to illustrate this point. Firstly risk management, in tourism. A natural disaster or 

crisis affects a great number of parties involved in the tourism process, not just the 

tourists. The stakeholder framework can be applied to identify possible stakeholders 
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who are targets, and then to plan accordingly for allocation of risk, provision of 

assessment and audits based on this information. 

 Sustainable tourism recognizes that many stakeholders are involved however, to 

date, minimal use of stakeholder theory has been applied to this type of tourism issue. A 

recently published document by the Department of Environment and Heritage (2004), 

entitled “steps to sustainable tourism” lists step 2 as identifying stakeholders by 

considering when and who should be consulted or involved. It then suggests that 

effective working relationships are developed (p.13). This step is clearly using elements 

of stakeholder theory however not explicitly, possibly due to the fact that the audience 

for the document would not appreciate a fully academic approach and would likely 

respond better to a more vocational or practical approach. 

 Practical application in mainstream tourism products such as package tours that 

incorporate flights, accommodation, transfers, meals, day-tours, theme parks, dinners 

and cruises – all of which are pre-purchased, provide an instant stakeholder framework. 

In the area of planning and destination management, the instant framework that could be 

constructed would include stakeholders such as the community, residents, local 

businesses servicing the tourists i.e. photo developing, laundry operators, food and 

beverage providers, government departments on a local, state and federal level to 

encompass licensing, legislation and regulating. Similarly, a framework can be quickly 

developed for the tourism service providers which would include accommodation, 

flights, tours, attractions, transfers, travel companies at retail, wholesale, corporate, 

groups and incentive levels.  
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Conclusion 

 This chapter has presented a review of the stakeholder literature and includes 

defining stakeholders, identifying who is a stakeholder and various classifications of 

stakeholders. Discussions from economic, moral, ethical and legal perspectives have 

been presented together with theoretical shortcomings. 

 The manager as a stakeholder has been explored specifically due to two factors. 

Firstly there is a large volume of literature available and secondly, the topic is relevant 

to this research project. Current global applications of stakeholder theory have been 

presented and applications in the tourism and hospitality industry have received 

particular attention. This provides context for the chapter utilization of this theoretical 

framework in future tourism and hospitality management research endeavors. 

 As this study does not fit perfectly into one discipline or stream of literature, the 

following chapter will review other literatures drawn upon (from a variety of 

disciplines) to inform the three phases of empirical research undertaken in this PhD 

study.  
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CHAPTER 3.0  

LITERATURE REVIEW: OTHER PERSPECTIVE ON  

STRATA TITLED TOURISM ACCOMMODATION 

Introduction 

In addition to stakeholder theory, the research conducted has been informed by 

other theories drawn from a range of disciplines. As the Strata Titled Tourism 

Accommodation (STTA) sector is so diverse, this multi disciplinary approach appears 

particularly appropriate. Literature consulted includes management accounting, general 

management, marketing and tourism and hospitality studies. Due to the paucity of a 

strata title specific academic literature, the researcher has also drawn on professional 

commentaries provided in industry based publications. It should be acknowledged that 

this arm of the literature has a significant non-academic content. A section reviewing 

the case study literature has also been included. 

This chapter is structured under the following headings: Agency Theory, 

Stakeholder-Agency Theory, Corporate Governance, Hotel Management, Customer 

Satisfaction, Professional Commentaries and Case Study Research. 

3.1.1. Agency Theory  

It is proposed that agency theory will provide a particularly pertinent theoretical 

framework to view the relationship between resident managers (RMs) and unit owners in 

different strata title organisational models. This represents an extension of Guilding, 

Warnken, Ardill and Fredline’s (2005) work that used the Lambert (2001) framework to 

consider the generic relationship between strata title unit owners and RMs. The proposed 

study will move beyond the generic relationship to consider specific relationships arising 

in different strata title governance models.  
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Agency theory has been developed through the financial economics literature, 

concerned primarily with the relationship between managers and shareholders. More 

recently, authors in the management field have begun to explore the implications that 

agency theory might have for other disciplines such as organizational behaviour, 

organizational theory and strategic management (Eisenhardt, 1985, 1988, 1989; Kosnik 

1987). Lambert (2001) states that the agency theory literature has been one of the most 

important theoretical paradigms in accounting in the last twenty years. The primary 

feature of agency theory that has made it attractive to researchers is that it recognizes 

conflicts of interest, incentive problems and mechanisms for controlling incentive 

problems. An agency relationship is one that is defined by one or more persons (the 

principal[s]) engaging another person (the agent), to perform a service on their behalf, 

which involves delegating some decision making authority to the agent (Jensen & 

Meckling, 1976; Ross, 1973). The cornerstone of agency theory is the assumption that 

the interests of principals and agents diverge. The principal can limit divergence from 

his/her interests by establishing appropriate incentives for the agent, and incurring 

monitoring costs to limit opportunistic action by the agent. Further, it may pay the agent 

to spend resources (bonding costs) to guarantee that he/she will not take certain actions 

that would harm the principal, or to ensure that the principal will be appropriately 

compensated if he/she does take such action (Hill & Jones, 1992; Wearing, 2005).   

Agency theory is based on the assumption that agents will behave 

opportunistically if their interests conflict with those of the principals. Resolution of this 

problem is more difficult, according to the theory, due to information asymmetry 

favouring agents and because of the potentially differing attitudes to risk held by the 

two contracting parties. In effect, agency theory is founded on the triad of agency 

opportunism, information and risk (Sharma, 1997). The strength of the theory is that it 

leverages these three fundamental concepts, together with an emphasis on efficiency, to 
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define a problem structure that is inherent to a wide range of business transactions. 

Eisenhardt notes that the: 

‘domain of agency theory is relationships that mirror the basic agency 

structure of a principal and an agent who are engaged in cooperative 

behaviour, but have differing goals and different attitudes toward risk’ 

(1989, p.59).  

3.1.2. Potential for conflict 

The development of agency theory is often traced back to Berle and Means 

(1932), although some writers suggest that one can go back to The Wealth of Nations, 

written in 1776 by Adam Smith. Letza, Sun and Kirkbride (2004) point out that the 

agency problem was effectively identified by Smith when he argued that company 

directors were not likely to be as careful with other peoples’ money as with their own. 

Subsequently, the firm was viewed as the nexus of a set of contracting relationships 

between individuals.  

Scheifer and Vishny (1997) argue that although the agency problem is an 

important perspective in the contractual view of the firm, analysis focuses on the 

impossibility of writing complete contracts. Hart (1995) offers three reasons why 

principals and agents tend to write incomplete contracts. Firstly, they say it is difficult 

for people to think ahead and plan for all possible contingencies; secondly, it is hard for 

the contracting party to negotiate effectively, especially where prior experience may not 

be a helpful guide; thirdly it is difficult for plans to be written down in such a way that 

an outside authority such as a court would be able to interpret and enforce the contract. 

Moreover, Aghion and Bolton (1992) argue that as a result of contractual 

incompleteness and wealth constraints, it is not possible to resolve all potential conflicts 

between the agent and principal. 

  



 40 

The owner-manager agency relationship has been discussed extensively in the 

management literature and for the past two decades has been dominated by concerns 

regarding managerial opportunism (cf. Eisenhardt, 1989; Fama & Jensen, 1983; Jensen & 

Meckling, 1976; Walsh & Seward, 1990). Lambert suggests that there are four basic 

reasons for conflict of interest and these are:  

(i)  effort aversion by the agent, 

(ii)  the agent can divert resources for his private consumption or use,  

(iii)  differential time horizons e.g., the agent is less concerned about the future period effects 

of his current period actions because he does not expect to be with the firm over the 

long term, or  

(iv)  differential risk aversion on the part of the agent (2001, pp.5-6). 

 Guilding et al. (2005) utilize Lambert’s (2001) four reasons as a framework to 

discuss the owner/manager relationship in STTA complexes. 

3.1.3. Divergent claims 

Agency theory focuses on the divergent interests of managers and stockholders 

(Hill & Jones, 1992). This argument can be traced back to the early managerial discretion 

literature of the 1960s (Baumumol, 1969; Marris, 1964; Williamson, 1964). This theory 

holds that stockholders are wealth maximizes, while managers maximize a utility 

function that includes remuneration, power, job security, and status as its central 

elements. The agency/managerial literature suggest that satisfying the claims of 

stockholders involves maximizing the efficiency of the firm (Fama, 1980) while 

satisfying the claims of management requires increasing the size of the firm. Desire to 

increase the size of firm, results in a managerial preference for maximizing the growth 

rate of the firm, principally through diversification (Aoki, 1984; Marris, 1964). High 

share valuation is described by Wearing (2005) as possessing many associated benefits 

for a manager. The main benefit being the manager’s own job security combined with the 
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fact that a higher valuation makes it more expensive for another corporation to gain 

control and consequential potential loss of employment for the agent. A notable problem 

is the fact that management incentives may be set in such a way that they focus too much 

on short-term objectives (Wearing, 2005). 

3.1.4. Power Asymmetry 

As a result of their position, agents possess certain information that could be of 

benefit to the principal, particularly in terms of determining if the agent has behaved 

appropriately. The possession of unequal amounts of information between the 

contracting parties (principal and agent) is termed ‘information asymmetry’. The 

rationale of mainstream agency theory runs as follows. A principal owning capital needs 

certain work to be done, therefore offers a contract in a competitive market to agents. 

An agent (who is competing for the work offered by the principal with other agents) 

accepts the contract and is bound by the centralized legal system that respects property 

rights of the principal and the sanctity of contracts. Moreover, as Eisenberg notes ‘The 

authority of an agent can be terminated by his principal at any time [and] an agent must 

normally follow the principal’s instructions’ (1976, pp.2-3). The principal, in other 

words, has both the power to design and enforce a contract. Hence, although equity is at 

the base of the philosophical foundation of neoclassical economics, mainstream agency 

theory strongly suggests a power asymmetry, favouring principals (Sharma, 1997). 

Bohren describes the agency theory in similar unsophisticated terms but with the power 

in favour of the agent: 

The principal …. delegates decisions to an agent who has private 

information about his abilities, efforts and the outcomes of a stochastic 

process. The two parties have conflicting goals and possibly different 

risk attitudes, and the economic problem is to design contracts which 

maximize the principal’s expected utility of wealth, given that the agent 
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will maximize his own expected utility and also never accept a contract 

which offers less than his best alternative (1998, p.746). 

To address the contractual difficulties that arise from information asymmetry 

and anticipated agent opportunism, agency theorists recognize two basic attributes of 

exchange which principals must address: (1) the cost of monitoring and (2) the cost of 

metering (Williamson, 1985).  Monitoring costs are incurred when the principal 

attempts to monitor the agent’s behaviour. If this proves too costly, the principal can 

choose to focus on metering the outcomes of the agent’s outcomes. The key distinction 

between behaviour and outcome metering is that the latter results in risk being 

transferred from the principal to the agent (Guilding et al., 2005). Research as early as 

Berle and Means (1932) recognized that when monitoring is costly and actions are 

unobservable, managers may exert less effort, consume perquisites, or invest in other 

non-value maximizing activities (such as building empires) all to the detriment of 

shareholder value. 

Therefore, as noted by Jensen and Meckling, agency theory recommends ‘that 

the principal can limit divergence from his interest by establishing appropriate 

incentives for the agent and by incurring the monitoring costs’ (1976, p.81). The broad 

use of the ‘term monitoring includes more than just measuring and observing the 

behaviour of the agent. It includes efforts on the principal’s part to control the behavior 

of the agent through budget restrictions, compensation policies, operating rules, etc’ 

(1976, p.81). Principals can overcome the information asymmetry problem by 

monitoring management, however this can be costly for individual principals as 

discussed further below. The overall costs of information gathering can be reduced if 

systems are put into place to provide relevant information to all shareholders (Wearing, 

2005). For example, this could be achieved through the provision of regular, audited 
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financial reports or by ensuring that the systems operate to deter agents from benefiting 

from the use of their privileged information. 

3.1.5. Monitoring Structures 

An information flow exists between managers and stakeholders. As insiders, 

managers are in a position to filter or distort the information they release to other 

stakeholders. Management control over critical information complicates the agency 

problem. It makes it extremely difficult for stakeholders to identify if managers are 

acting in their interests. Gathering of additional information regarding managerial 

activities is the obvious choice for individual stakeholders to monitor performance, 

however the costs associated with collection and analysis of this data can often deter 

further investigation. This is a likely situation when the firm is diffused. Diffusion 

occurs when a stakeholder group contains many individuals/entities, whereby no single 

party has command over a significant proportion of the group’s total resources. This 

gives managers greater discretionary control over the use to which the firm’s resources 

are put, increasing the potential for residual loss to be born by the principals.  

3.1.6. Exploiting power differentials 

Turbulence can occur either through external environmental factors beyond a 

firm’s control or through a firm’s in-house efforts. Management may try to take 

advantage of this turbulence and uncertainty by engineering a system to make the 

stakeholders more dependent on management than management is upon them. This 

involves taking strategic actions that reduce the concentration of stakeholder power and 

increase the concentration of management power. Increasing the concentration of 

management power requires strategies that increase the amount of resources under 

management’s control. This would include such actions as horizontal mergers and 

acquisitions to increase the concentration within an industry, vertical integration to gain 
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power over suppliers and co-operative agreements between the managers of different 

firms including joint ventures, purchasing alliances and price leadership agreements 

(Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).  

Power differentials created by the above strategies limit the ability of the 

stakeholders to enforce implicit or explicit contracts. It is very difficult for stakeholders 

to establish a credible threat when power is diffused among many individuals and 

collective action is difficult to achieve. Monitoring is then also difficult, as less 

powerful stakeholders are less able to demand that management makes itself 

accountable. 

Agency theory assumes efficient markets and rejects the idea of power 

differentials between managers and stakeholders. However, resource dependency theory 

(Pfeffer & Salanicik, 1978) implicitly assumes inefficient markets that allow for the 

existence of unequal resource dependencies (power differentials) between managers and 

stakeholders. The adoption of the Austrian perspective on market processes allows us to 

treat power and efficiency within the framework of the same model. There is the 

existence of power differentials between the parties to a contract. Power differential is 

defined as a condition of unequal dependence between the parties to an exchange 

(Emerson, 1962; Pfeffer, 1981). An efficient market implies that principals and agents 

have the freedom of exit from and entry to contractual relationships. So according to 

mainstream agency theory, if an agent does not like the terms of a contract, or the 

governance structures that police the contract, he/she can always seek a better alternative. 

Of course, this argument ignores the fact that an alternative may not always be available. 

However, agency theory suggests that contracts between an agent and a principal, along 

with the governance structures that police them, are determined by market forces.  
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This logic breaks down if the efficient market assumption is dropped (Perrow, 1986; 

Putterman, 1984). If the markets surrounding the firm are inefficient, as occurs when 

contracting is limited, then existence of power differentials will be present. If agents are 

unable to exit from contractual obligations without substantial loss, or the supply of 

agents exceeds the demand for agents by principals, power shifts toward the principal. 

Similarly, if principals are unable to dismiss agents or if there is a shortage of agents, 

power shifts toward the agents. 

Despite the safeguards suggested by agency theory, several researchers have 

shown that concerns still remain about agent opportunism, because principals are often 

at the mercy of agents (e.g. Bazerman, Neale, Valley, Zaajac & Kim, 1992; Herman, 

1981; Kesner, Shapiro & Sharma, 1994; Kosnik, 1987; McLaughlin, 1990). These 

concerns are particularly significant in commonplace business interactions such as 

attorney-client, builder-owner and doctor-patient, where the more knowledgeable agents 

serve less informed principals (Sharma, 1997). 

A number of academics have suggested that agency theory can provide a useful 

means of advancing accounting research (Baiman, 1982, 1990; Scapens, 1984; Spicer, 

1992; Tiessen and Waterhouse, 1983). Scapens (1984) suggests that agency theory can 

be used to predict the situations where budget based contracts might be expected to be 

used. In his review of how agency theory has been used to inform management 

accounting research, Baiman (1982, 1990) believes using the agency model has 

provided further insight in the areas of budgeting and variance analysis, standard 

costing, cost allocations and the controllability principle. 

Not all academics have agreed upon the potential of agency models to inform 

research into management accounting practice, however. For example, Anthony (1965) 

criticizes these models as being unrelated to the issues facing managers working with a 

diversity of products and complex production environments. Kaplan (1984) suggests 
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that the potential to extend agency theory to a theory of managerial behaviour is ‘rather 

strained’ and that ‘... focusing entirely on an effort-aversion or conflict of interest story 

will be overly restrictive as we study the role of management accounting practices in 

actual organizations’ (1984, p.604). 

Stakeholder-Agency Theory 

Stakeholder theory has been used in this study as a framework to establish and 

identify the key players involved in the STTA sector. Agency theory has also been 

utilized to examine the specific relationship between two of the stakeholder groups, the 

resident manager and the STTA unit owner. These two theories have significant 

differences in terms of concepts and applications, however, there are elements in the 

theories that are consistent and compatible. Great effort has gone into reconciling these 

two theories to develop a stakeholder-agency theory. In light of this, a description of the 

theory is provided here.  

Gamble and Kelly (2001) argue that incremental changes are being made to the 

traditional shareholder model. These changes are often referred to as ‘enlightened 

managerialism’, whereby companies have adopted voluntary codes in order to 

disseminate good practice. Jensen (2001) concludes in favour of enlightened value 

maximization and also enlightened stakeholder theory so that to be successful over the 

long term, ‘managers must pay attention to all constituencies that can affect the firm’ (p. 

305). In other words, for a firm to be successful and survive, it must address the needs 

of all its stakeholders. Hill and Jones (1992) attempt to modify agency theory in order to 

analyze stakeholder issues and in doing so arrive at a ‘stakeholder-agency theory’. 

Under this theory, some of the features of the agency model and stakeholder theory are 

combined to make the two approaches more appealing (Wearing, 2005). 

Hill and Jones (1992) best explain the theory through a comparison to agency 

theory: 

 



 47

Although similar to agency theory in many respects, stakeholder-agency 

theory is based on assumptions concerning market processes that are 

substantially different from those underlying the finance version of 

agency theory. The result is a paradigm whose predictions are not 

always consistent with those of agency theory. While agency theory 

operates on the assumption that markets are efficient and adjust quickly 

to new circumstances, here the existence of short to medium-run market 

inefficiencies are admitted. The result is the introduction of power 

differentials into the stakeholder-agent equation. Although the idea of 

power differentials is at variance with the traditional agency approach, 

in our view the approach developed here increases the explanatory 

power of the paradigm. …. Moreover, many of the concepts and much 

of the language of agency theory can be applied to stakeholder-agent 

relationships. All of this suggests that principal – agent relationships, as 

defined by agency theory, can be seen as a subset of the more general 

class of stakeholder-agent relationships (pp.132-134). 

3.1.7. Discussion 

When we analyze the principal-agent framework, the focus of attention is 

essentially on the conflict between the agent and the principal and the problem is to 

maximize principal wealth and agent wealth whilst minimizing agency costs. In the 

stakeholder framework, the problem is somewhat more complex because of the added 

conflicts between a range of stakeholders. Although different groups may have 

competing claims (for example, increased wages to employees would not be compatible 

with increased dividends to shareholders), nevertheless ‘on a more general level, each 

group is seen as having a stake in the continued existence of the firm’ (Hill and Jones, 

1992, p.145).  
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Wearing (2005) explains that whilst some argue that the principal agent model 

appears to focus exclusively on the interests of shareholders, it may be that managers 

are over concerned with shareholders who are only interested in short term profits and 

therefore managers neglect the long term. Blair (1995) refers to this as ‘market myopia’. 

Short run gains at the expense of long-term performance. The stakeholder theory stands 

in direct contrast to this. The principal-agent theory has an underlying assumption that 

profit maximization is the main motivation for a company’s strategy and tactics, 

whereas, stakeholder theory stresses the importance of all parties who are either 

affected, either directly or indirectly, by a firm’s operations. Wearing (2005) goes on to 

explain that in an agency setting, shareholders receive dividends and capital gains as a 

reward for risking their investment in a company. In comparison, stakeholder theory 

makes the important point that employees also risk their capital, human capital, when 

they work for a firm. Under stakeholder theory, it is just as important an investment as 

financial capital and one could argue that employees are not in a position to reduce their 

risk through diversification. 

Whatever the magnitude of their stake, each stakeholder is a part of the nexus of 

implicit and explicit contracts that constitutes the firm. However, as a group, managers 

are unique in this respect because of their position at the centre of the nexus of 

contracts. Managers are the only group of stakeholders who enter into a contractual 

relationship with all other stakeholders, they are also the only group with direct control 

over the decision making apparatus of the firm, although some stakeholders, particularly 

the suppliers of capital, have indirect control. It is therefore incumbent upon managers 

to make strategic decisions and allocate resources in a manner most consistent with the 

claims of other stakeholder groups. 

The unique role of managers suggests that they can be seen as the agents of 

other stakeholders; hence the term stakeholder-agency theory. It is incorrect, however, 
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to suggest that all other groups of stakeholders are therefore principals in the implied 

sense of agency theory. In agency theory, principals hire agents to act or perform a 

service on their behalf. With the exception of stockholders and customers, few 

stakeholders can be said to hire managers, in fact the opposite is the case for the 

employee group of stakeholders. Nevertheless, there is a parallel between the general 

class of stakeholder-agent relationship and the principal-agent relationship articulated 

by agency theory. Both types of relationships involve an implicit or explicit contract, 

the purpose of which is to try to reconcile divergent interests (Hill and Jones, 1992). 

When comparing the two theories, the purpose of the firm in agency theory is 

presumed to be the maximization of wealth. The supporters of stakeholder theory would 

argue that such a narrow objective is incompatible with the responsibilities of the 

modern firm, which takes into account the effect of its actions on employees, 

relationships with suppliers and customers and the environment (Wearing, 2005). 

Alternately, supporters of agency theory would argue that managers’ interests should be 

closely aligned with shareholder interests, for example, if directors’ bonuses were tied 

closely to profitability. This would benefit the business as a whole, and ultimately other 

stakeholders also. So in this way, the agency perspective purpose of profit maximization 

is not incompatible with improving the lot for all stakeholders.   

Corporate governance 

The recently fast expanding body of corporate governance literature is 

particularly relevant to the research project. Theorists have tried to make sense of 

corporate governance issues by attempting to understand how corporations are governed 

and how existing systems can be improved. The two main approaches taken to address 

these issues have been agency and stakeholder theory (Wearing, 2005). It is difficult to 

exclude the topic of corporate governance from the thrust of this study as it is so closely 

intertwined  not only with the most pertinent theories, but also issues being examined 
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and researched in the field. This section contains a description of what constitutes 

corporate governance and outlines its relevance to the research project. The conceptual 

applications of corporate governance are reviewed and include utilitarianism, 

deontology, justice, stakeholder approaches and character virtue. The practical 

challenges encountered in day-today management are reviewed under the subheading of 

ethical dilemmas. These include moral responsibility, reasoning and ethos. The section 

concludes with a commentary on the status of corporate governance in the ‘real world’. 

In the literature on the theory of a firm, the term ‘separation of ownership and 

control’ is widely encountered. An explanation of the distinctive features of share 

ownership, relative to ownership of a physical object is warranted. Kay and Silberston 

comment: 

When I tell you that I own my house, you will infer that I decide who may 

enter it and live in it and who not; that I determine how it will be furnished or 

decorated; and that I have the right to dispose of all or part of it and keep the 

proceeds for my own benefit. When I buy a share in BT (British Telecom) I 

enjoy none of these rights in relation to BT, except a limited version of the 

last. (1995, p.87).  

In the nineteenth century, it could be reasonably argued that company owners were 

in control and that in fact, the owners were also the managers. But in the twentieth 

century, managers are viewed as in control (Wearing, 2005). Berle and Means (1932) 

proposed the separation of ownership and control as an explanation for problems 

confronting owners who attempted to exert their rights over managers. They recognized 

that control can rarely be segregated or defined, and they distinguished five major types 

of control: 

i) Control through almost complete ownership 

ii) Majority control 

iii) Control through a legal device without majority ownership 

 



 51

iv) Minority control 

v) Management control. 

The following section sketches out five bodies of thought, which overview the 

substance of ethical thought and argument. The first part concentrates on five 

conceptual applications of corporate governance, whilst the second part considers the 

practical challenges involved in confronting organizational pressures and solving ethical 

dilemmas arising in day-to-day managerial work. 

3.1.8. Conceptual applications 

3.1.8.1. Utilitarianism 

Utilitarianism is based on the ideas of Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) and John 

Stuart Mill (1806-1873). It is a rule-based system of ethics that weighs the worth of all 

that is achieved, produced, delivered or dumped. Bentham assumed that the most ethical 

policy or course of action was that which gave rise to the ‘greatest good for the greatest 

number’ of those affected. Mill (1998, p.28) similarly advocated the ‘greatest happiness 

principle’, which holds that ‘actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote 

happiness; wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of happiness’. 

3.1.8.2. Deontology 

Deontology, or duty-based ethics, is based on the idea that we are morally 

obliged to follow fundamental rules and principles, regardless of the consequences 

(Frankena, 1963). It focuses on the manner and spirit in which we interact with other 

individuals, groups, organizations and collectives. Utilitarians are preoccupied with 

actual results and outcomes, but for deontologists, correct intentions and means of going 

about one’s activities are all important. Goodpaster interpreted the German philosopher, 

Immanuel Kant’s (1724-1804) commandments and applied them to business and 

management. Goodpaster (1984) argued that business people are obliged to keep the 

following list of general ‘common sense’ principles (Snell, 2004, p.246): 
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i) Avoid and prevent harming others 

ii) Help those in need 

iii) Do not lie or cheat 

iv) Respect the rights of others 

v) Keep promises or contracts 

vi) Obey the law 

vii) Be fair 

viii) Encourage others to follow these principles.  

3.1.9. Justice 

Another great school of thought and practice, once again rule-based, relates to 

justice, which in modern Western societies assumes the notion of rights and the 

principle of fairness (this overlaps with deontology).  Compared with deontology, the 

underlying emotional basis of justice ethics is much stronger and is potentially 

explosive and perhaps implosive (Snell, 2004). People typically become distraught by 

perceived injustice (Batson et al., 2000). 

3.1.10. Stakeholder approaches 

This is the idea that it is appropriate to serve all stakeholders and not only 

shareholders (Weiss, 1994). This perspective also holds that corporations are obliged to 

evaluate and balance the far reaching economic, political, environmental and ethical 

consequences of their decisions for those individuals, groups and institutions upon 

whom a company depends for its survival and success. 

According to Freeman (1998), the company is morally bound by a set of implicit 

social contracts with each of the stakeholder groups, and is thus governed by 

distributive justice. Therefore, the interests and welfare of all stakeholder groups are 
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coordinated and balanced, so that no single group is consistently favoured over the 

others, and no group is persistently neglected. 

3.1.11. Character virtue 

The fifth approach to business ethics shifts attention away from the content of 

ethical decision making, towards a manager’s social manner and conduct; the ideal 

ethical manager being someone of good character and sound personal integrity (Snell, 

2004). Virtue ethics has a long history in both East and West. Confucius (c.551-479 BC) 

and a long line of Chinese philosophers have advocated a self-disciplined approach to 

life (Ivanhoe, 2000). The Greek philosopher, Aristotle (384-322 BC) emphasized a very 

similar set of qualities for good leaders (Aristotle, 1952). Morris (1997) suggests that 

contemporary team players should be loyal, sincere, reliable, trustworthy, benevolent, 

sensitive, helpful, empathetic, modest, open, tolerant, faithful, committed, dignified and 

self disciplined.   

Maclagan (1998), one of the strongest proponents of the character virtue 

perspective, would argue that it is the manager’s responsibility because he or she always 

has to act and make choices. He contends that managers are moral agents of an 

organization, and not vice versa. 

3.1.12. Ethical dilemmas 

After reviewing conceptual applications, it is now pertinent to consider the 

practical challenges involved in facing organizational pressures and solving ethical 

dilemmas that can arise in day-to-day managerial work. 

3.1.12.1. Moral responsibility 

Middle managers’ everyday ethical dilemmas mostly raise questions where the 

central theme is the apparent mightiness of embedded systems that, on the surface at 

least, seem to override the will and judgment of individual functionaries, who feel 
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dwarfed, yet somehow responsible. The implied, and niggling, sense of guilt, the need 

to offer excuses, suggests a shadowy recognition that while we cannot be purely 

independent, we are rarely, if ever, forced by the transcendent structural arrangements 

(Snell, 2004). Rather, we are trapped by the webs of meaning that we ourselves have 

been spinning in collaboration with others (Barnes, 1988). 

Toffler (1986), in her interview study of US managers’ dilemmas, found that 

these were difficult to encapsulate, and involved many contrasting and possibly 

competing values, along with a variety of organizational pressures and demands. She also 

found that managers usually wanted to do ’the right thing’, but were uncertain of their 

responsibilities, unsure about what to do and often felt unable to put their preferred 

solutions into practice. Two-thirds of the dilemmas reported to Toffler related to the 

management of relationships. 

3.1.12.2. Moral reasoning 

No critical account of business ethics is complete without examining the 

controversial model of stages of moral reasoning development proposed by Lawerence 

Kohlberg (1927-87). Kohlberg explored the conditions under which the ability to 

engage in critical moral reasoning may grow and develop. According to the proponents 

of the model, at stages one and two, morality is confined to the pre-conventional. 

Typically, the individual operates from pure self-interest and expediency – only 

concerned about personal gain or loss: ‘What’s in it for me?’ ‘Why should I bother to 

help?’ ‘Who’s in charge?’ Stages three and four represent conventional morality, where 

conformity is valued for its own sake. At stage three the concern is to please close 

friends, family and associates by meeting their expectations. At stage four, professional 

integrity and lawful pursuit of corporate-minded goals becomes an important end in 

itself. Morality at stage five and beyond is post-conventional. At this level, rules or 

goals are seen as invalid unless founded on a concern for social justice and collective 
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well-being. Kohlbergian researchers claim to have found that less than one fifth of 

adults reach stage five (Hersh et al., 979; Trevino, 1986; Trevino and Youngblood, 

1990; Weber, 1990), and stages six and seven are rare (Colby et al., 1983, p.60). The 

orientation of stages six and seven concern: a) defending everyone’s right to justice and 

welfare universally and b) respecting the cosmos as an integral whole, extending well 

beyond humanity (Snell, 2004).   

3.1.12.3. Moral ethos 

Moral ethos has been described as the implicit, unwritten, informal codes of 

conduct in organizations. Some academics assume that the typical moral ethos 

predisposes individuals to act amorally: ‘Organization culture may influence 

perceptions of instrumentalities for motivation to engage in unethical behaviors’ 

(Knouse and Giacalone, 1992, p.373); ‘There is no cause for optimism in the idea that a 

solitary individual may withstand the organization’s blandishments and maintain a 

strong moral sense. For while some rare individuals will do so, many will not’ 

(Schwartz, 1990, p.44). Others argue that ‘company tradition’ (Ryan, 1994) or 

‘corporate culture’ (Schlegelmilch and Houston, 1990) can be a force for high ethical 

standards.   

In conclusion, the conceptual applications discussed above, combined with ethical 

dilemmas, and both the stakeholder theory and the agency theory approach to corporate 

governance will no doubt, be debated for years to come. However, for the sake of 

theoretical analysis, it is useful to identify two distinct approaches to corporate 

governance – one based on the importance of ‘shareholding’ and the other based on the 

importance of ‘stake holding’. Perhaps in the corporate world, governance is likely to lie 

somewhere between these two extremes.  
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3.1.13. Hotel Management  

Due to the fact that there is a paucity of literature concerned with STTA, the 

researcher broadened the search to include the most pertinent hotel management body of 

literature. Although the business contexts encountered are somewhat different, 

personnel qualities required to manage a hotel and the qualities required to manage a 

STTA complex bear some similarities. In this section, firstly, the general management 

styles existing in hospitality are discussed. The issue of what makes a good hotel 

manager is addressed by reviewing literature regarding essential competencies and 

finally the issue of benchmarking is discussed in an attempt to evaluate performance 

levels of individuals and their respective properties. 

In the management literature, substantial coverage has been given to autocratic 

and democratic management styles, the former associated with various interpretations of 

Taylorism and the latter with the human relations’ movement (Fulop and Linstead, 

1999). Horstman (1992, p.287) holds that the strategic purpose of management control 

is to secure employee compliance with different managerially defined objectives, 

ranging from ‘management coercion’ (an autocratic style) to ‘management seduction’ (a 

democratic style). An autocratic style is said to produce better results in the short term, 

due to compliance based on fear (Bass, 1981; Likert and Likert, 1976), while several 

studies have noted that democratic styles induce more subordinate satisfaction and 

better long-term performance than autocratic styles (Fulop and Linstead, 1999). A third 

style, referred to as ‘laissez faire’, involves managers who ‘give the group complete 

freedom, provide necessary materials, participate only to answer questions and avoid 

giving feedback; in other words, they do almost nothing’ (Bartol, Martin, Tein and 

Matthews, 1995, p.453). 

It is widely contended in the hospitality literature that hotel general managers 

contribute to hotel success (Connell, 2001). Contributing to this success is the influence 
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that managers have on the way employees work. The effective management of staff is 

one of the most challenging issues facing leaders and managers and explains why the 

nature of management has been the subject of extensive research for many years (Hunt, 

Wallace and Richards, 1996; Savery, Mazzarol and Dawkins, 1996; Starkey, 1998). 

Despite there being no universal agreement as to what constitutes effective 

management, there is a strong theme in the literature supporting the view that it is a 

critical factor affecting organisational success (Dawson, 1996; Senior, 1997). 

3.1.14. Competencies 

Extensive discussion regarding the key competencies of hotel managers can be 

found in the hospitality literature. A selection of key themes and pertinent findings is 

provided below. 

Up until 2000, there were three major hospitality management competency 

studies completed. Research by Tas (1988) looked at GM-trainee competencies from a 

hotel-industry perspective. In 1994 Okeiyi and his team reported on entry-level food 

and beverage competencies from the point of view of educators, employers and 

students. Also in 1994, Tas and colleagues studied property management competencies 

that employers wanted from management trainees. The researchers structured their 

findings into a theoretical model. This model was based on Sandwith’s (1993) 

competency domain model which groups competencies into five areas: a) conceptual-

creative; b) leadership; c) interpersonal; d) administrative and e) technical. Kay and 

Russette (2000) identified hospitality management competencies considered essential 

for success and believed that their findings had implications for site based management 

training and also academic institutions’ curriculum development. Their study 

incorporated managers from food and beverage, front desk and sales departments. The 

skills identified as ‘essential’ for all departments included: i) recognizing customer 

problems, ii) portraying enthusiasm, iii) maintaining professional and ethical standards, 
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iv) cultivating a climate of trust, v) having a working knowledge of products and 

services, and vi) adapting creatively to change. Maxwell and Steel (2003) reported on a 

recent study of commitment among managers in large hotels. They noted that securing 

organisational commitment amongst managers can offer greatest managerial and 

organisational performance dividends. 

A 1999 survey of 369 members of the Club Managers Association of America 

(CMAA) sought to determine the most valuable competencies for a club manager. It 

was found that prospective competencies in descending order of importance were: 1) 

budgeting, 2) financial statements, 3) communication principles, 4) in-house 

communication, 5) cash-flow forecasting, 6) employee relations, 7) balancing job and 

family 8) time management 9) supervision tactics 10) several other items (Perdue, 

Woods and Ninemeier, 2001, p.63). Although Club management is distinct from the 

traditional hotel manager’s role, there appears to be a close association in general 

management skills, accounting and finance and human resources.  

In a study of 80 Spanish hotel and restaurant managers, it was found that a 

combination of ‘technical managerial competence’ and ‘generic managerial 

competence’ was required to manage an organisation in the hospitality industry. Agut, 

Grau and Peiro (2003) note that managing an organisation involves adaptive responses 

both to job tasks and a changing environment. To cope with these demands, the 

traditional management framework based on skills and knowledge is insufficient. 

Interrelated sets of managerial competencies have recently been identified (Kanungo, 

and Misra, 1992; Lawler, 1994) and defined as ‘technical’ and ‘generic’ (Boyatzis, 

1982; De Ansorena, 1996; Levy-Leboyer, 1997). Technical managerial competence 

includes effective marketing, accounting, quality management and customer care (Agut 

et al., 2003). Generic managerial competence refers mainly to a manager’s self-

regulation capacity and self-control in job development (Kanungo and Misra, 1992). It 
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also includes other personality traits, attitudes and motivation and the ability to cope in 

a less programmed environment. These findings support those of Grau et al. (2000, 

2002) suggesting Spanish hotel and restaurant managers need to improve their 

competencies with respect to computing, languages, health and risk prevention, 

marketing, work organisation, human resources management and customer profiles and 

behaviours (Agut et al., 2003).    

3.1.15. Benchmarking 

Benchmarking appeared in the late seventies (Bergin, Jago and Deery, 2000). 

Benchmarking is now a commonplace term in business and many definitions have been 

proposed for the term (Spendolini, 1992; Liebfried and McNair, 1992; Ogden, 1998; 

Elmuti, 1998). One of the more succinct definitions of benchmarking is provided by 

Watson (cited in Ahmed and Rafiq, 1998, p.228): ‘A continuous search for, and 

application of, significantly better practices that lead to superior competitive 

performance’. 

An analysis of various definitions used for the term ‘benchmarking’ highlights 

three key characteristics: measurement via comparison; continuous improvement and 

systematic procedures in carrying out a benchmarking appraisal. 

In studying the accommodation sector’s business performance, Bergin et al. 

(2000) found that benchmarking is often confused with the practice of competitive 

comparison studies, which is simply a component of benchmarking. They also proposed 

benchmarking strategies that can be adopted for use in the hospitality industry. These 

include accessing data from agencies that already have the required information e.g., the 

Australian Bureau of Statistics; working with specific business groups to improve 

performance i.e., develop cooperative networks; adopting a strategic and globally 

focused approach to benchmarking, eg., environmental management issues could be a 

key area important to sustainable business; drawing on schemes facilitated by external 
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agencies. Ogden (1998) notes that external agencies can be effective in encouraging the 

take-up of benchmarking, but may well need to raise the awareness of the importance of 

benchmarking. 

Evaluating a general manager’s performance through benchmarking has been 

attempted by Morey and Dittman (1995). By controlling for market differences with a 

linear programming model, Morey and Dittman demonstrated how a hotel chain can 

develop benchmarks and score the hotel managers’ levels of efficiency. Using such 

scores can identify the practices used by the most efficient general managers. By 

comparing each manager’s use of resources with that of a peer group of managers 

(similar environment, similar revenues, and similar services), an objective benchmark 

for resources consumed can be determined for each general manager. That efficiency 

score is the ratio of resources consumed to the actual expenditures. Using these input 

factors, a composite ‘general manager’ is derived as a target for particular general 

managers. The factors measured by Morey and Dittman included physical 

characteristics, factors determined by the market, factors controllable by the general 

manager and measured outputs that included total room revenue for the year and the 

average level of guest satisfaction. 

Customer satisfaction 

It is difficult to conceive of an owner satisfaction literature in a corporate setting 

without considering the perspective of shareholders, however in the STTA context, the 

unit owner does not own the entity managing the property. For this reason, to help 

frame the issues relating to owner satisfaction, the customer satisfaction literature has 

been drawn upon. This section seeks to define the following questions: what is 

satisfaction? what is customer satisfaction and how is it measured? Finally the term 

industrial satisfaction is explored with reference to its relevance to unit owner 

satisfaction. 
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3.1.16. What is satisfaction?   

This question has been extensively debated amongst researchers and managers 

alike. Woodruff et al (1983) describe satisfaction as an emotional result of comparing 

perceived outcomes with salient expectations. Satisfaction is often conceptualised as an 

attitude-like variable referring to a particular object (Oliver, 1997) and offers the 

following definition: ‘Satisfaction is the consumer’s fulfilment response. It is a 

judgement that a product or service feature, or the product or service itself, provided a 

pleasurable level of consumption-related fulfilment, including levels of under- or over- 

fulfilment’. Satisfaction is found to be a very complex concept with numerous 

measurement issues (Cooper et al., 1989).  

3.1.17. What is customer satisfaction? 

A great number of studies have investigated the process by which customers 

form judgements about service experience (Bagozzi et al., 1994; Bolton and Drew, 

1991; Yuksel and Remington, 1998). Customer satisfaction has received special 

attention from researchers and practitioners due to its critical role in the formation of 

purchase decision making. One of the biggest challenges of management in service 

industries is providing and maintaining customer satisfaction (Su, 2004). 

Hunt (1977) defines customer satisfaction as the favourableness of the 

individual’s subjective evaluations of the various outcomes and experiences associated 

with buying or using a product, or more simply, a customer’s post-purchase evaluation 

of a product or service offering. From a marketing perspective, customer satisfaction is 

achieved when the customer’s needs and wants are fulfilled (Lam and Zhang, 1999). 

Gunderson et al. (1996) define customer satisfaction as, ‘a guest’s post-consumption 

judgement of a product or service that can in turn be measured by assessing a guest’s 

evaluation of a performance on specific attributes’ (p.72).  
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Customer satisfaction is also generally assumed to be a significant determinant 

of repeat sales, positive word-of-mouth, and customer loyalty (Bearden and Teel, 1983; 

Fornell at al., 1996) and increased satisfaction is positively associated with customer 

retention (Anderson and Mittal, 2000). 

3.1.18. Measuring customer satisfaction 

The purpose of measuring customer satisfaction is to assess the quality of the 

existing management practices and identify directions for improvement (Su, 2004). 

Various measurement approaches to satisfaction have been developed. 

Oliver (1981) introduced the expectancy-disconfirmation model for studies of 

customer satisfaction in the retail and service industries. This theory posits that 

customers form their satisfaction with a target product or service as a result of 

subjective (or direct) comparisons between their expectations and perceptions (Oh, 

1999). Oh and Parks (1997) conducted a critical review of customer satisfaction 

research and suggested that expectancy-disconfirmation is widely accepted and applied 

conceptually in the study of customer satisfaction. Despite its popularity, the 

expectancy-disconfirmation model has been criticized for problems with the 

measurement of expectations. 

Some researchers believe that measuring expectations may not be an efficient 

way of evaluating satisfaction (Oliver, 1997; Pearce, 1991; Yuksel and Remington, 

1998). It is argued that if expectations are measured after or even simultaneously with 

the consumption experience, these expectations have been biased by the experience. 

Given the operational and theoretical difficulties associated with the measurement of 

satisfaction, some researchers believe that perceived performance alone is the best 

predictor of satisfaction (Oliver, 1997). No agreement on valid measures of satisfaction 

has yet been reached (Babin and Griffin, 1998; Giese and Cote, 2000; Taylor and Baker, 

1994).    
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3.1.19. Industrial customer satisfaction 

From a strata title perspective, the industrial consumer satisfaction literature 

appears to be the most aligned with the STTA sector with respect to the components 

and dimensions of satisfaction. This is due mainly to the ongoing relationship that 

exists between the two contracting parties. It has been said that in industrial markets, 

relationships are long term oriented, enduring and complex (Ford, 1980; Hakansson, 

1982; Turnbull and Wilson, 1989; Hutt and Speh, 1992). Therefore the customer is no 

longer a passive buyer, but an active partner. The satisfaction of the customer may play 

an important role in establishing, developing and maintaining successful customer 

relationships in industrial markets (Homburg and Rudolph, 2001). 

Research in the consumer goods area typically relates satisfaction to a single 

discrete transaction (e.g. Cardozo, 1965; Churchill and Surprenant, 1982). Hakansson 

(1982, p.14) states:  

The relationship between buyer and seller is frequently long term, close 

and involving a complex pattern of interaction between and within each 

company. The marketers’ and buyers’ task in this case may have more 

to do with maintaining these relationships than with making a 

straightforward sale or purchase. 

Against this background, it is obvious that customer satisfaction in industrial 

marketing should be understood as relationship-specific rather than a transaction-

specific construct (Homburg and Rudolph, 2001). The parallels between STTA unit 

owners’ satisfaction and industrial customer satisfaction appear to be closely aligned 

due to the strength and ongoing nature of the relationship.    

Professional Commentaries 

The academic literature concerned with STTA can be viewed as little more than 

fledgling. Academic STTA studies include Warnken et al (2002) who commented on 
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the growth of STTA and challenges arising for tourism destinations, Guilding et al 

(2005) who, as already noted, took an agency perspective on the STTA owner / manager 

relationship and Cassidy and Guilding (2007) who reviewed unit pricing approaches 

taken by STTA. Pizam (2006) defines and discusses the benefits, challenges and 

sustainability of condominium hotels, Everton-Moore et al (2006) provided a 

jurisdictional stocktake of strata title law in Australia and Blandy et al (2006) theorize 

power in multi-owned residential developments. 

Because of the paucity of this academic literature, much of the most pertinent 

STTA literature is of a professional orientation. These professional commentaries have 

assisted in providing the researcher with an industry perspective. The themes to be 

discussed are structured according to the following headings: concept, background, 

developing, financing, management rights, investment and global trends. 

3.1.20. Serviced Apartment Concept 

The emergence of the serviced apartment concept is thought by Parkinson and 

Short (1998) to be ‘a reflection of the increasing maturity in the accommodation 

industry’ (p.9). The tourism serviced apartment concept can be seen as a niche in the 

accommodation market between residential apartments, which offer long-term 

accommodation, and traditional hotels that offer short stay traveller accommodation 

(Barge, 1997). A key element of serviced apartments is their ‘residential feel’ compared 

with the traditional hotel concept (Parkinson and Short, 1998). Serviced apartments 

comprise multiple rooms with separate dining and living areas, so people do not have to 

live in their bedrooms as is the case in hotels (Brown, 1991). They are also distinct from 

hotels due to the provision of self catering kitchen facilities (Murino, 1989).   

Pizam (2006) notes that condominium or condo hotels have drawn the attention 

of real estate investors, lenders and hotel operators  A condo hotel is one in which the 

units (rooms or suites) are owned by individuals and then are rented out on a daily basis 
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to transient guests (Higley, 2005, p. 34). In some cases, the renting to transient guests is 

mandatory but in others it is voluntary since the owners may want to use the units for 

themselves and/or their families year-round (Pizam, 2006). Waite (2005) sees a 

condominium as having two key attributes: 1) ownership by an individual of a separate 

interest in a discernable space (the condominium unit) and 2) ownership of a 

proportional but undivided interest in a common area. There have been some recently 

constructed projects that have married a condominium with a hotel component to create 

a new development or redevelopment (Waite, 2005). The ‘common area’ (defined 

above), is owned and operated by condo owners as a ‘common interest development’ 

and this is usually where the hotel operator comes into play. 

Although the project might look and feel like a hotel, by definition, at 

least some portion of the condo units are owned by private unit owners 

but are used by the hotel for hotel guests. The hotel operator is usually 

steward for property management, creating enhanced values by 

providing premium services, amenities, design, rental programs, and 

brand recognition for the branded properties (Waite, 2005).   

Pizam (2006) suggests that it is too early to determine whether hotel condos are 

a stable and secure product that will continue to expand and flourish for years to come, 

or just an experiment that failed to fulfil its promises to investors, developers and hotel 

operators alike. 

3.1.21. Background to STTA growth 

The high incidence of financial failures and losses suffered by lenders in the 

1990s resulted in both leaders and financiers adopting a far more conservative approach 

to the financing of new accommodation developments (Howarth Asia Pacific, 2004): 

In response to the unprecedented growth in demand for residential 

apartments, and faced with the difficulties of raising the capital for 
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traditional style hotels, property developers turned their focus toward 

strata titled serviced apartments. The pre-sale of individual strata units 

to investors sharply reduced the funding risks; however it did not deal 

with the inherent market risk and volatility associated with the tourism 

industry (p.1). 

Alan Midwood, a Rider Hunt director is quoted by Gleeson (1994) explaining 

the big picture in the following manner: 

The shortage of investment capital worldwide means Australia is 

unlikely to find many major investors who want to become long-term 

owners of hotels, but three-star tourist hotels in the popular and under-

supplied Queensland resorts will provide good returns to small investors 

from a combination of good yield plus capital gain and the tax 

advantages of negative gearing. Strata title hotel rooms will provide a 

vehicle by which the Australian small investor can benefit from the 

fastest growing industry of this decade and probably the next (p.16). 

The basic blueprint for strata titling hotel bedrooms in Queensland came from a 

study conducted by the Surfers Paradise Chamber of Commerce, following a conference 

on the difficulties of attracting finance for the development of hotels (Gleeson, 1994). 

The major outcome of the study was a particular noted advantage of the strata title 

approach: ie, the interest bill that causes headaches for the long term owners of hotels is 

an advantage in the hands of small investors who use negative gearing. 

3.1.22. Developing STTA complexes 

After so many developers lost money through developing resorts in the 1980s, 

construction of the traditional resort model has been non-existent for the past decade 

due to its failure to ‘stack up’ as a viable business model. However, there appears to be 
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strata titled resorts popping up everywhere in Australia with revivals in Queensland, 

New South Wales, Victoria and Western Australia.  

This approach appears to provide a way for developers to diminish the risk. 

Developers have found a type of investor willing to accept a non-commercial return, ie., 

the “mum and dad” investor. Whilst commercial investors may want a ten percent 

return, “mum and dad” investors can be willing to buy into a four percent return as their 

investment also provides a lifestyle choice. Ryder (2004) notes that if a resort provides 

income of $10 million, a commercial investor demanding a 10 percent return will not 

pay any more than $100 million. If it costs $200 million to build the complex, the 

developer has serious problems. But if the developer can find investors who are willing 

to accept a four percent return, the value jumps to $250 million and the project becomes 

viable. Another example is illustrated below: 

Through strata titling, developers are able to minimise their risk by 

selling apartments (usually off the plan) to investors that are willing to 

accept an expected income return in the vicinity of 4% before 

construction commences. The units are primarily sold as capital growth 

investments which offer a lifestyle component (sometimes with 

guaranteed returns) or where the income is pooled and distributed 

equally or even leased (Gibson, 2005, p.6).  

Ryder’s (2004) article raises a concern that there have been no supply or demand 

studies to determine the need for these new types of complex. He notes that the market 

is being driven by the hunger of investors to buy apartments but not the demand for 

tourist accommodation that will be the end product. Ryder concludes: ‘But if you’re 

developing a holiday-let apartment tower and you have investors’ names on every unit, 

that’s the last thing on your mind’. 
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The Western Australian Tourism Commission (2003) discusses examples of 

poorly developed strata title facilities: ‘Some have been blatantly developer-profit 

motivated, and “tourism” has been used as the vehicle to gain the required planning and 

development approvals’ (p.3).  

Parkinson and Short (1998) note that in some markets, serviced apartments enjoy 

regulatory advantages over hotels. They use the example of Hong Kong where serviced 

apartments are classified as residential and so are not subject to the same stringent 

building regulations as those applied to hotels. Barge (1997) estimates that as a 

consequence, it is 50% cheaper per square metre to develop a luxury serviced-apartment 

than a five star hotel. Similarly, in Singapore, zoning loopholes mean serviced 

apartments are able to be developed in residential areas where hotels are not permitted 

(Parkinson and Short, 1998). 

3.1.23. Financing STTA complexes 

Inherent problems with financing units are discussed in a Howarth Asia Pacific 

report: 

To increase the attractiveness of the serviced apartment investment, the 

developer offered rental guarantees for an initial period, at a set 

percentage of the purchase price. The guaranteed income was in effect 

built into the purchase price, resulting in purchasers having to pay a 

premium for their serviced apartment. Upon expiry of the guarantee 

period, the rental income would revert to the trading performance of the 

property. … The inherent problem with these structures is that the 

majority of serviced apartment buyers borrow funds to purchase the 

property, over say a 10 to 25 year loan period, whereas the guarantee 

period falls well short of the mortgage period. Thereafter, the yield from 
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trading performance is often less than the guarantee amount which place 

further financial pressure on the owner (2004, p.2).   

3.1.24. Management Rights 

Developers lift profitability by selling off the management rights business for 

which there is strong demand, with developers often fetching $3million to $6million for 

the management rights. The value depends on the number of units expected to be in the 

letting pool (Batchelor in Ryder, 2004). Developers then lift profitability by selling on 

the management rights business for which there tends to be a strong demand. At the 

time of writing, the management rights industry is in a very strong position, with a 

couple of listed companies, S8 and BreakFree, buying many high profile management 

rights businesses over the past couple of years (Ryder, 2004). Gibson (2005) expands on 

this situation: 

The traditional mum and dad type operators have been consolidated by 

the corporates who have since created several brands, all of whom have 

recently been aggressive in the acquisition of additional management 

rights … Advances in technology are also aiding the expansion of the 

corporate players, as the importance and benefits of marketing and 

distribution systems are resulting in increased trading, purchasing 

power and ultimately performance of the product. … Big operators need 

to deliver on their benefits, not cause a higher cost structure and overall 

lower returns for investors (p.16). 

3.1.25. Investment in tourism accommodation  

Despite the growth in Australia’s tourism accommodation market, tourism has 

failed to attract its fair share of investment. Institutional investors have shied away from 

the sector, due to the volatile returns, low barriers to entry and low profit margins. To 
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address this problem, the Property Council of Australia and the Tourism Taskforce 

commissioned Jones Lang LaSalle to research investors’ attitudes to hotel investment in 

Australia (Jones Lang LaSalle, 2003). This report identified 15 factors inhibiting new 

investment in the tourism accommodation sector. Participants in the study included 

investors, potential investors, asset consultants, fund managers, brokers, consultants, 

analysts and financiers. The impediments identified are as follows: 

i) High trading volatility which leads to unstable cash flows. 

ii) The sector’s poor past performance. 

iii) A perception that hotels involve more risk than other property types that is not 

reflected in the returns. 

iv) Poor alignment of operator and owner objectives. 

v) General lack of understanding about the industry among the investors. 

vi) A perception that hotels are over priced and undervalued. 

vii) Lack of industry specific information to guide investment choices. 

viii) Poor liquidity and a lack of exit strategies. 

ix) Small size of hotel market. 

x) The industry’s dependence on other sectors. 

xi) The capital intensive nature of tourism accommodation. 

xii) Inappropriate government intervention in the hotel sector. 

xiii) Poor alignment between fund managers and investors. 

xiv) Low barriers to new entrants resulting in over-supply. 

xv) Unrealistic investor expectations. (Jones Lang LaSalle, 2003, p.4-5). 

There are a number of factors that Barge in Jones Lang La Salle Hotels (2003) 

believes have now made hotel property a more widely accepted investment target by a 

much broader cross section of investors. These factors include: reducing returns in the 

commercial property market coinciding with a period of strong hotel performance; 
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increasing availability of finance; pressure on hotel operating companies to grow their 

distribution, resulting in the increasing willingness to take on leases; plus the emergence 

of a number of different ownership vehicles. 

Gleeson (1994) explains that the phenomenon of investing in the tourism 

industry through STTA unit purchase is based on the premise that the small investor can 

become a part owner of the whole operation that has historically been the exclusive 

domain of big time entrepreneurs. 

From an investor’s perspective, little distinction is made between serviced 

apartments and hotels, although there are differences in the characteristics of the income 

stream. For example, serviced apartments tend to operate at above average occupancy 

levels compared with hotels, but with below average operating costs when eliminating 

catering services. Given the limited documentation on the sector in terms of historic 

performance and future demand, coupled with the less predictable nature of the income 

stream relative to more traditional property assets, Foxley (2001) predicts that serviced 

apartments are unlikely to attract broad institutional investment interest in the near term.    

For the most successful outcome for tourism, operations and the investor, the 

Western Australian Tourism Commission (2003) recommends that units are either 

leased back to a tourism manager for an agreed return, or form part of a collective 

investment scheme that falls under Australian Securities and Investment Commission 

regulation in which revenues are pooled, expenses (including manager/operators 

remuneration) are shared and the resulting profit is distributed to unit owners. Similarly, 

Solicitor Micheal Teys, of Brisbane firm, Kinneally Teys, was quoted by Gleeson 

(1994) advising that the most suitable financial structure from an investor’s perspective 

for hotel strata titling was income pooling, where the income from all sources is pooled 

and shared in proportion to the individual investment.   
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3.1.26. Global trends 

Despite the growing interest in the serviced apartment sector in the UK and in 

particular, London, there is relatively little research on the market available to operators, 

developers or potential investors in the sector (Foxley, 2001). Compared to the serviced 

apartment sectors of countries such as Australia, the Far East and the USA, the UK 

market is immature, small, and dominated by a large number of small operators (Jones 

Lang LaSalle, 2000; Travel and Tourism Intelligence, 1997; 1998). As a function of this 

immaturity, the market is fragmented and lacks the consistency of quality found in more 

developed overseas’ markets (Foxley, 2001).   

Earlier research shows that serviced apartment occupancies were considerably 

higher than other comparable accommodation sectors. Rowe (1993) has indicated that 

the serviced apartment concept in the US typically achieves occupancy rates 10-12% 

higher than traditional hotels. In 1992, serviced apartments in London had average 

occupancy rates of 80-85% compared with their hotel counterparts, which achieved 60-

65% (Howarth, 1993). In terms of Asia Pacific locations, Barge (1997) has reported that 

serviced apartments in Bangkok averaged 88% occupancy in 1996, while Sydney 

averaged 80% and those in Singapore averaged above 90%. FPDSavills noted that the 

occupancy levels of the three major serviced apartment brands, Oakwood Premier, 

Discovery Suites and Linden Suites, in Metro Manila averaged between 70-75% in 

2001 (Garcia, 2002).  

3.1.26.1. United States 

Serviced apartments were introduced during the early 80s with the Marriott’s 

Residence Inn dominating the market for many years. The US now features a highly 

developed serviced apartment market, with corporate travellers the primary target 

market (Jones Lang LaSalle Hotels, 2002). 
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3.1.26.2. Australia and New Zealand 

Currently, it is estimated Australia has 668 serviced apartment complexes, with 

over 35,000 units (Jones Lang LaSalle Hotels, 2002). Jones Lang LaSalle (2000) 

believes that serviced apartments appeal to a wide range of investors, especially the 

‘mum and dad’ investor as they do not require substantial funds, given that they are sold 

as apartments on a per-unit basis under strata title structures.  

Ryder (2004) notes that the resorts mushrooming up around Australia have a 

particular characteristic in common – they have units rather than hotel rooms that are 

strata titled for sale to individual investors who have usage rights along with income 

earning potential. The modern concept of a resort includes residential land, a golf course, 

and a resort hotel with rooms/units sold off to individual investors. There is a professional 

operator running the resort either with a leaseback where a guaranteed return on capital is 

provided, or a management scheme where all units go into a pool to be operated together 

and each investor receives a share of the profit in accordance with the amount that their 

unit has been rented out. All serviced apartment complexes developed in the recent past 

in Auckland have been developed using strata titles (Parkinson and Short, 1998). 

3.1.26.3. Europe 

Whilst serviced apartments are well established in the US and the Asia Pacific 

region, the European sector is at an earlier stage. Due to a different demand profile, the 

market is fragmented and lacks the consistency of quality found in the more developed 

markets overseas. 

Within Europe, business travel takes place over much shorter periods. 

… the current supply is dominated by higher-end accommodation with 

corporate providing the core area of demand, … There is definite 

evidence that the serviced apartment sector is developing, manifested 

by new construction and the emergence of international brands 
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throughout many European cities. Regional operators particularly in the 

UK, France and Germany have pursued development plans, with major 

brands including Citadines, Maeva, Pierre et Vacances and Cheval 

Apartments. … The recent performance of the serviced apartment 

sector has been mixed, with leisure-based properties such as those in 

Spain, performing above their city centre counterparts (Jones Lang 

LaSalle Hotels, 2002, p.3-4).  

Case study research 

Creswell (2003) suggests using a five part deficiencies model as a general 

template for writing a strong introduction to qualitative research. The model comprises: 

i) Identify the research problem. 

ii) Document studies that have addressed the problem. 

iii) Note deficiencies in the studies. 

iv) Comment on the importance of the study for an audience. 

v) Prepare a purpose statement. 

This model has been used to structure the current section. As will be noted later 

in this chapter, the unit of analysis in this phase of the study is the generic 

organizational type adopted for the delivery of STTA. Throughout this chapter the term 

‘organizational form’ will be used to describe the entity under analysis, i.e. the 

organization adopted to deliver STTA.     

3.1.27. The research problem 

The research problem that is being addressed in this phase of the study can 

perhaps be best stated as a research question. In essence, the research question is: 

Can an optimal organizational form for the provision of STTA be identified?  
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3.1.28. Review of most pertinent literature 

The first paper to look at the STTA industry (Warnken, Russell and Faulkner, 

2003) noted the rapid growth of STTA complexes in Australia and compared the 

number of stakeholders involved in managing STTA complexes with the number of 

parties involved in hotel management. The problem of ‘multi-stakeholder’ issues for 

destination rejuvenation where STTA complexes predominate was discussed together 

with the need for planning authorities to address the issue of aging STTA complexes. 

Guilding, Warnken, Ardill and Fredline (2005) focused their research on resident 

managers in STTA complexes using an agency theory perspective to look at the 

different interests of both resident and investor unit owners. More recently, Warnken, 

Guilding and Cassidy (forthcoming) wrote ‘A review of the nature and growth of multi-

titled tourism accommodation complexes’. This paper commented on the growth of 

STTA and looked at STTA issues from an international perspective.  

Perhaps the most comprehensive investigation of STTA issues is found in a 

CRC Sustainable Tourism technical report (Guilding, Ardill, Warnken, Cassidy and 

Everton-Moore, 2006) which provides an overview of strata title legal provisions in 

each Australian state and territory, outlines management issues and describes the nature 

of the relationships of STTA stakeholders with the tourism industry. 

There have also been two additional papers published regarding STTA from 

both marketing and legal perspectives. Cassidy and Guilding (2007) documented the 

price setting practices in STTA in Australia and concluded that pricing strategies tend to 

be intuitive and unsophisticated. They found that location impacts heavily on pricing 

and that there is a lack of accountability to unit owners by resident managers regarding 

pricing policy. Ardill, Everton-Moore, Fredline, Guilding and Warnken (2004) provided 

a commentary on the Queensland community titles legislation with particular focus on 

amendments to the Body Corporate and Community Management Act 1997, legislated 
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in 2002 and 2003. This paper also promoted the notion of a new regulation module for 

properties where tourism is the primary use.  

3.1.29. Deficiencies in the existing literature 

The existing literature regarding STTA is clearly nascent and limited. 

Management issues in the sector have received minimal attention and no consideration 

has been directed to the relative merits of different organizational forms used in the 

STTA sector.  

Although Guilding et al. (2005) explored the relationship between the manager 

and the owner from an agency theory perspective, this study only addressed a generic 

organizational form providing STTA in Australia. Similarly, Warnken et al. (2003) 

spoke of the conflict of interest in regard to the diverse range of stakeholders involved 

in STTA but did not attempt to address any managerial issues, concentrating their 

discussion on a single organizational form. 

Guilding et al. (2006) outlined management issues, however they did not 

investigate or explore different management structures or what elements of 

organizational form are most effective in the provision of STTA. 

3.1.30. Audience  

The study is being conducted with academic and practitioner audiences in mind. 

It is expected that STTA organization designers, as well as tourism and government 

policy officials will be particularly interested in the findings. Further, the inconsistency 

of the growth of the sector and the minimal degree to which it has commanded the 

attention of academics, signifies that the research can make a considerable impact in 

academic journals. 
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3.1.31. Purpose statement  

A good qualitative purpose statement contains important elements of qualitative 

research, using research words drawn from the language of that inquiry (Schwandt, 

2001) and employs the procedures of an emerging design based on the experiences of 

individuals in a natural setting (Creswell, 2003). The purpose of the comparative case 

studies in this project is to discover, understand and describe the elements of best 

management and governance practice in the provision of STTA from the perspective of 

resident unit managers and investor unit owners.  

Conclusion 

The multi-disciplinary nature of this research project has necessitated a broad 

literature review. This chapter has described a relevant literature drawn from a variety 

of disciplines (management accounting, general management, marketing and tourism 

and hospitality management). These literatures include discussion of agency theory, 

stakeholder-agency theory, corporate governance, customer satisfaction, hotel 

management and case study research. A consideration of these theoretical perspectives 

have provided a broad context for this STTA management study. 

Also, professional commentaries have been drawn upon to provide a ‘snap-shot’ 

view of the status of the sector. These commentaries have also highlighted some 

potential managerial problems and implications specific to STTA management.  

The next chapter will provide an overview of the methods employed in 

conducting the study’s three empirical phases.  
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CHAPTER 4.0  

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY OVERVIEW,  

GENERAL PRINCIPLES AND METHODS. 

Introduction 

This chapter provides an overview of the theoretical paradigms, methodologies, 

principles and methods applied during the empirical phases of this study. The study 

comprises three empirical phases that can be seen to incorporate a sequential mixed 

model design (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003). In this type of study, questions for the 

second strand of study emerge from inferences gained in the first phase of the study and 

issues addressed in the third phase have been influenced by observations made in the 

second phase. The three phases are: 

i) Exploratory interviews 

ii) In-depth structured interviews 

iii) Survey. 

This chapter is structured as follows. Initially, an introduction of the theoretical 

paradigms is presented. Then the mixed methods approach is discussed to rationalize 

the approach taken in the study. Both qualitative and quantitative research approaches 

are discussed and the relative merit of each commented upon. The general research 

principles of objectivity, reliability, validity, replication, representiveness, 

generalisability, sampling and approaches are then discussed. The interview and survey 

methods of data collection are then considered in more detail. The chapter concludes 

with a brief summary of the major topics covered.   

Theoretical paradigms 

The paradigm used to inform this research project is primarily social 

constructivism which is originally founded in the human social sciences. A paradigm is 

a set of beliefs regarding how the world operates or functions. Paradigms represent 
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specific perspectives on ontology, epistemology, methodology and axiology (Jennings, 

2005). 

Social constructivism is the paradigm that maintains the world is constructed of 

multiple realities. These realities become subjectively known through the use of 

qualitative methodology and a value laden axiology that acknowledges the intrinsic 

values of undertaking research projects (p.212). 

Under the social constructivist paradigm, the focus is on understanding. This 

appears most appropriate for exploratory and explanatory oriented research. The 

ontology (the world view or representation of reality particular to a specific theory or 

paradigm) encompasses multiple perspectives and realities. The epistemology is 

subjective, the methodology is qualitative and the axiology is value laden. 

4.1.1. Qualitative methodology 

The qualitative methodology provides a framework for empirical material (data) 

collection and analysis that enables researchers to gather empirical information in its 

textual entirety. The empirical materials are not substantively reduced or represented 

numerically. 

4.1.2. Quantitative methodology 

The quantitative methodology provides a framework for data collection and 

analysis enabling researchers to reduce, analyze and report the collected data 

numerically and statistically.  

4.1.3. Comparison of methodologies  

The following comparison of methodologies has been informed by a table 

provided by Jennings (2005, p.217) that gives insight into the major differences 

between the two paradigms. The quantitative (deductive) paradigm is based on causal 
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relationships (ontological perspective) whereas the qualitative (inductive) paradigm 

illuminates multiple realities.  

The epistemological stance in qualitative methodologies is subjective rather than 

objective (quantitative) and the purpose concerns interpretation rather than explanation. 

The research position is as an insider in qualitative approaches and an outsider in 

quantitative approaches. The research design is structured and replicable in quantitative 

research, whereas it is emergent or developmental and content specific in qualitative 

methodologies. 

In quantitative methodologies, sampling is probabilistically determined, the 

analysis is statistically determined and reporting style is scientific, as opposed to the 

non-probabilistically determined sampling, emblematic themes for analysis and 

narrative style reporting found in qualitative methodologies. The outcome of the two 

approaches is significantly different, as quantitative outcomes are generalisable to the 

population of interest, whereas qualitative methodologies tend to be case specific.    

Mixed methods  

As a result of the critique of positivism in regard to its ability to explain business 

phenomenon adequately in their real-world contexts, the development of mid range 

paradigms (mixing of methods) has resulted in order to achieve what some business 

researchers believe is the best of both methodologies (Jennings, 2005). Research using 

mixed methods utilizes both qualitative and quantitative methodologies to varying 

degrees at different stages in a research project. This usually signifies the data are 

collected sequentially and involves the integration of the data at one or more stages in 

the research process (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003).  

Academic commentary suggests that a combination of qualitative and 

quantitative methods used to investigate organizational phenomena yields greater 

information than can be achieved through reliance on a single method (Currall and 
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Towler, 2003). Qualitative and quantitative research methods can therefore be seen as 

complimentary rather than opposing approaches (Lee, 1991; Morris, Leung, Ames and 

Lickel, 1999). Combining the two approaches can enrich knowledge by filling gaps that 

studies adopting a singular approach are unable to achieve (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 

2003). 

The advantage of using both qualitative and quantitative methods is the 

accomplishment of both discovery and justification within a single research project 

(McCall and Bobko, 1990). Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003) see the ultimate advantage 

of using mixed methods to be the quality of inferences made at the end of a series of 

study phases.  

It has been suggested by Morgan (1998) that a sequential mixed methods design 

is particularly appropriate when testing elements of an emergent theory resulting from 

an initial qualitative phase and can be used to generalize qualitative findings to different 

samples. Furthermore, Morse (1991) indicated that one purpose for selecting a 

sequential exploratory design would be to determine the distribution of a phenomenon 

within a chosen distribution.  

Qualitative research 

There is high consensus concerning what constitutes qualitative inquiry and 

several characteristics can be identified (Bogdan and Biklen, 1992; Eisner, 1991; 

Marshall and Rossman, 1999). Rossman and Rallis (1998) and Creswell (2003) 

combine both traditional perspectives and also newer perspectives in qualitative inquiry: 

participatory and self–reflective research techniques. Creswell (2003) identifies the 

following qualitative research characteristics: 

i) By attending the natural setting (or site) of the participant(s), the researcher 

develops a level of detailed appreciation about the participant’s context. 
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ii) Qualitative research now uses multiple methods and increasingly involves active 

participation by the participants.  

iii) Qualitative research is emergent rather than tightly prefigured. The theory or 

general patterns should emerge through the data, beginning with initial codes, 

developing into broad themes and then coalescence into a broad interpretation. 

iv) The researcher makes an interpretation of the data, including developing a 

description, analyses for themes or categories and finally draws conclusions. 

v) The qualitative researcher should view social phenomena holistically. The more 

complex, interactive, and encompassing the narrative, the better the qualitative 

study. Visual models of many facets of a process or phenomena aid in 

establishing this holistic picture. 

The researcher needs to describe a research problem that is best understood by 

exploring a concept or phenomenon. Morse (1991) comments:  

Characteristics of a qualitative research problem are: a) the concept is 

“immature” due to a conspicuous lack of theory and previous research; 

b) a notion that the available theory may be inaccurate, inappropriate, 

incorrect or biased; c) a need to explore and describe the phenomena 

may not be suited to quantitative measures. (p.120). 

Qualitative methods are: 

…useful as aids or tools to help respondents think about their own 

worlds, and consider possibly for the first time, the way they construct 

reality” (Easterby-Smith et al., 1991, p.71). 

4.1.4. Advantages of qualitative research 

Currall and Towler (2003) note that qualitative methods have several advantages 

in organizational research:  
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i) data obtained via interviews are rich in detail (qualitative techniques often 

involve sustained interaction with the people being studied in their own language 

and on their own turf). 

ii) The researcher’s intimate knowledge of organizational history and norms 

provides an interpretative framework and without such a framework, the findings 

could be misconstrued.  

4.1.5. Disadvantages of qualitative research     

Disadvantages of qualitative research include: 

…. the labour-intensiveness (and extensiveness over months or years) 

of data collection, frequent data overload, the distinct possibility of 

research bias, the time demands of processing and coding data, the 

adequacy of sampling when only a few cases can be managed, the 

generalizability of findings, the credibility and quality of conclusions, 

and their utility in the world of policy and action. (Miles and 

Huberman, 1994, p.2). 

Quantitative research 

Quantitative research focuses on hard data rather than opinions, looks for 

regularities in the data obtained, and attempts to produce generalizations from the 

specific example to the wider population of organizations (Pugh, 1983). 

Sarantakos (2005) lists the central criteria of quantitative research as: 

i) Use of empirical methods 

ii) Objectivity 

iii) Value neutrality 

iv) Clarity in design and procedure 

v) Distance between researcher and subjects of research 

vi) Measurement and quantification 
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vii) Accuracy and precision 

viii) Validity and reliability 

ix) Replicability 

x) Representitiveness and generalisation 

xi) Strict reliance on methods and their results 

xii) Rigorous, disciplined, systematic and reality-bound procedures 

xiii) Strict research design constructed before research begins 

xiv) Ethical considerations (p.33). 

Although the positivist basis for quantitative research is still strong, suggestions 

have been made that it is weakening, particularly as new theories have been developed 

or old ones adapted in social sciences in the areas of philosophy and psychology. The 

majority of social scientists still employ a quantitative methodology; as Schrag (1992, 

p.6) states: ‘despite the attacks leveled against it, the positivist paradigm is hard to 

avoid’. 

4.1.6. Advantages of quantitative research 

The main strengths of the scientific approach lie in precision and control. 

Control is achieved through sampling and design; precision through quantitative and 

reliable measurement (Burns, 2000). Furthermore, hypotheses are tested through a 

deductive approach and the use of quantitative data permits statistical analysis. Overall, 

the method provides answers which have a much firmer basis than the layperson’s 

common sense, intuition or opinion. 

4.1.7. Disadvantages of quantitative research 

Concerns with quantitative methodology reflect concerns with the underlying 

positivist paradigm, therefore a critique of quantitative methodology is a critique of 

positivism. Sarantakos (2005) summarises concerns with the quantitative approach:  
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i) Quantitative research defines reality as objective, when reality is not objective 

but is instead interpreted social action. 

ii) Hypotheses are formed before the research begins, biasing the course of study 

and restricting research options. 

iii) Quantitative research restricts the experience by directing what is perceived by 

the senses and employing only standardized tools based on quantifiable data. 

iv) The researcher is neutralized in quantitative research, to the extent that they are 

depersonalized and alienated from the world that they are studying. 

v) Strict research design restricts the process, inhibits the motivations and initiative 

of the researcher, limiting effectiveness and producing artificial data that does 

not reflect reality as a whole. 

General research principles 

The general research principles reviewed here include (but are not limited to):         

objectivity, reliability, validity, replication, representitiveness, generalisability, 

sampling and inductive or deductive approaches. 

4.1.8. Objectivity 

Objectivity is the research principle requiring all personal values and views of 

the researcher to be kept out of the research process. The logic of objectivity is based on 

the argument that research has the task of capturing and presenting reality as it is, and 

not as it is imagined, interpreted or wanted to be by the researcher. Some researchers 

refer to objectivity as “transparency”.   

4.1.9. Reliability 

Reliability refers to the capacity of measurement to produce consistent results. 

This consistency is also characterised by objectivity and precision and refers to the 

ability to produce the same findings every time if a procedure is repeated. Qualitative 
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researchers give little, if any, attention to reliability. This is because the qualitative 

methods used are radically different to those applied by quantitative researchers. 

4.1.10. Validity 

Validity is a methodological practise pertinent to quantitative and qualitative 

research (Lancy, 1993; Maxwell, 1992; Miles and Huberman, 1994; Steinke, 2000). 

With respected to a research instrument, validity concerns relevance, precision and 

accuracy. Validity is an integral part of the research process (Lancy, 1993; Steinke, 

2000, Volcott, 1990), although it often appears using different terms such as 

trustworthiness, credibility and authenticity.  

Validity and reliability are often confused terms. In an attempt to highlight the 

distinction, we can say that validity asks: Does the instrument measure what it is 

supposed to measure? and, reliability asks: Does the instrument produce the same 

results every time it is employed? (Sarantakos, 2005). 

4.1.11. Replication 

Replication concerns the ability for a study to be repeated by other researchers to 

allow validity checking. Qualitative research and replication are somewhat incompatible 

as there tends to be primary interest in the views of a small set of subjects, rather than 

the whole community. 

4.1.12. Representitiveness  

Representitiveness is the research principle that reflects the capacity of research 

to produce findings that are consistent with (representative of) what appears in the target 

population (Sarantakos, 2005), ie., determining the degree to which findings can be 

generalised. In quantitative research, procedures are employed to deal with the sample 

selection, size and composition. In qualitative research, it is considered irrelevant as it 
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opposes the qualitative paradigm and the size of sample and procedures do not permit a 

claim of representitiveness. Qualitative researchers are interested in the principle and 

compensate by increasing the number of cases or purposefully searching for contrasting 

cases to promote representitiveness. 

4.1.13. Generalisability 

Generalisability refers to the ability of generalizing findings beyond the 

boundaries of the study. High generalisability is closely associated with high 

representativeness. 

4.1.14. Sampling  

There are two types of sampling, probability and non-probability. In probability 

sampling, each element of the population has a known nonzero chance of being 

included in the sample. In non-probability sampling, there is no basis for estimating 

how closely the sample characteristics approximate the characteristics of the population 

from which the sample has been obtained (Black and Champion, 1976 in Pizam, 1994). 

Unfortunately, there is a serious and major weakness with this sampling type. Since 

non-probability sampling does not depend on chance as a selection procedure, the 

researcher cannot properly control the probability of a unit being included in the sample 

and therefore cannot claim representativeness of the population. However, as stated by 

Kerlinger (1973), this weakness can be mitigated by exercising care in selecting 

samples. 

4.1.14.1. Purposive sampling 

Purposive sampling is one of three non-probability sampling techniques. 

Purposive sampling is a sampling procedure in which the representativeness of the 

sample is based on an evaluation by the researcher or some other “expert” (Cox as cited 
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in Pizam, 1994). The researcher uses “expert” judgement as to which respondents to 

choose and picks only those who meet the purpose of the study. (p.102).  

Targeting people in positions that make them good informants can be a useful 

research approach. A benefit of this type of sampling approach is that the researcher 

seeks the informants’ stories and perspectives and is far more open to complexity, 

ambiguity and issues that have not been anticipated or considered (Knight, 2002). 

4.1.14.2. Quota sampling 

Quota sampling is a procedure in which the researcher sets a ‘quota’ of 

respondents to be chosen from specific population groups, defining the basis of choice 

(gender, marital status, education, etc) and determining quota size. The choice of 

respondents is left up to the researcher.  

In this study, non-probability purposive sampling has been adopted for phase 

one and two. A combination of purposive and quota sampling have been utilised for 

phase three of the project. 

4.1.15. Inductive vs Deductive Approaches  

Research can proceed inductively (moving from particular cases to 

generalisation) or deductively (moving from the general to the particular). The 

deductive approach is used if the phenomenon under investigation has already been 

described by theory. If there is no existing theory or the existent theory available is 

inadequate, the inductive approach may be more applicable. With the inductive 

approach, the researcher allows categories to emerge from the data naturally. This is 

accomplished by pulling together quotations and observations that reflect similar 

underlying concepts and placing them into categories based on those concepts 

(Shepherd and Achterberg, 1992). Both approaches have been utilized in this study: the 
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inductive approach predominant in phases 1 and 2 and the deductive approach 

predominant in the survey phase. 

Research methods 

The specific methods employed in the three phases of the research project are 

now considered. Phases one and two employed the interview method, with phase one 

utilizing exploratory in-depth interviews and phase two adopting lightly structured 

interviews. Phase three involved a combination of mailed questionnaire survey and 

web-based survey data collection methods and then statistical analysis. 

4.1.16. Interviews  

Interviewing is seen as: 

… the opportunity for the researcher to probe deeply to uncover new 

clues, open up new dimensions of a problem and to secure vivid, 

accurate inclusive accounts that are based on personal experience. 

(Burgess, 1982, p.107 cited by Easterby-Smith et al., 1991, p.73). 

4.1.16.1. Exploratory and lightly structured interviews 

The in-depth interview has long been recognized as a penetrating method 

available for assessing a person’s knowledge and attitudes (Shepherd and Achterberg, 

1992). It is notable that Petersen (1994) comments: 

Individual interviews are particularly useful in travel research when the 

goal is to understand. (p.489). 

There are several types of interviews used for soliciting information. For phase 

two of the study, the chosen approach has been ‘lightly structured interviews’. This is a 

trade off between varying ends of the structured to unstructured scale. Pizam (1994) 

describes unstructured interviews as a flexible approach in which the content of the 

questions, their sequence and their wording are left to the discretion of the interviewer, 
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however, interviews can be organised around open-ended questions and lightly 

structured. Knight (2002) notes that even when interviews are likely to be exploratory, 

conversational and free-flowing, they still need to be carefully planned. He believes this 

to be a suitable approach when in the early enquiry stages of the territory being mapped.  

4.1.16.2. Qualitative Data Analysis 

The discussion below details the analytical methods employed in phase one of 

the study. Most analytical methodologies require repeated reviewing of the data for 

themes or categories to emerge. These themes or categories are then interpreted by 

being exposed, examined, explained and illustrated through examples (Amino, 2002). 

Shepherd and Achterberg (1992) see qualitative data analysis as characterised by the 

breaking down and building up of analytic structure in data.  

In the interests of simplicity, analysis can be treated as indexing or coding data 

and developing and reflecting on the interpretations of the data. The business of 

interpretation permeates the whole research activity. This is done more reflectively 

when the researcher goes through the different categories of data and the counter-

examples looking for the simplest stories, hypotheses or judgements that make sense 

(Knight, 2002). Anfara et al (2002) provides a list of practical suggestions that can 

enhance the validity and reliability of qualitative studies. This includes: multiple 

sources of evidence, an established chain of evidence, pattern matching, replication of 

logic, use of proper case study protocol, and member checks.  

One commonly recognized approach for analysing qualitative data is to use 

coding. Coding is defined by Shepherd and Achterberg (1992) as a process of 

identifying ‘conceptual frameworks within which the analysis can be organised’ (p.91). 

They see it as a data reduction strategy, whereby a voluminous amount of data is 

subsumed into a more manageable number of representable categories. There are many 

differing views on the best way to code data, however researchers agree that the method 
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employed should be clearly defined and documented so that subsequent researchers can 

replicate the study. Shepherd and Achterberg (1992) reflect the views of other research 

commentators when they say: 

The researcher should have a rationale for coding the data in a certain way and 

the rationale for coding be made explicit (p. 91). 

The coding of qualitative research can be a very subjective process requiring 

considerable judgement on the part of coders, unless specific steps are taken. One 

popular approach is to involve more than one individual in the coding of data. This is 

known as ‘inter-rater reliability’ and strengthens the ‘goodness’ of qualitative research. 

Knight (2002) suggests that it is traditional to calculate inter-rater reliability to show 

how close your judgements are to theirs. 

Essentially, the interpretation of data stage involves attaching meaning and 

significance to the analysis, explaining descriptive patterns and looking for relationships 

and linkages among descriptive dimensions. In an effort to assist the researcher in 

generating meanings from data collected, Huberman and Miles (2002) have developed a 

comprehensive listing concerning a suggested approach. The following is a summarised 

version of this list: 

a. Look for patterns and themes 

b. Begin sense-making early, i.e., try to develop stories that draw themes together 

c. Early on, try imagining clusters of themes, concepts and cases 

d. Explore metaphors as ways of drawing the data together 

e. Try counting to see whether something is as common as it seems 

f. Compare and contrast to see whether categories are distinctive 

g. If appropriate, group or cluster themes, cases and explanations 

h. Try un-clustering – splitting clusters is a way of testing whether the clustering 

helps in the identification of sub groups, sub categories and sub themes 
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i. Keep thinking about suitability of themes, be prepared to revise definitions 

examples and counter examples 

j. Explore the relationships between variables by trying to identify stories that 

might link them 

k. Look for mediators and moderators 

l. Check whether your analysis can be put into a story that holds together, that is 

plausible and that it can be related to the picture drawn from the literature 

review. 

4.1.17. Structured interviewing 

Structured interviews use similar questions to those employed in self-response 

instruments and also combine open ended questions. These are orally presented with the 

advantage that the interviewer is able to interpret questions, clear up misunderstandings 

or even gather data from those who are not familiar with the instrument designer’s 

language.  

4.1.18. Mailed questionnaire survey 

The terms ‘survey’ and ‘questionnaire’ are often used interchangeably, however, 

as Sarantakos (1998) points out, they are very different: 

In general, surveys are methods of data collection in which information 

is gathered through oral or written questioning. Oral questioning is 

known as interviewing; written questioning is accomplished through 

questionnaires (p.223). 

Surveys can be classified as descriptive, explanatory, predictive or evaluative 

and the style is dependent on the objectives of the study (Babbie, 1990). The type of 

survey used in phase three of this study is best described as a combination of both 

descriptive and explanatory. Descriptive surveys describe the population and enable the 
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researcher to describe the ‘who’, ‘what’ and ‘how’ of the study population. Most 

descriptive surveys gather data on gender, age, educational background, etc. 

Explanatory surveys are designed to test a hypothesis (or causal relationship). Through 

data analysis, the researcher determines the existence of relationships, usually testing 

several hypotheses.    

Mail surveys use questionnaires to gather data and rely on respondents being 

literate or conversant with the language used (Jennings, 2001). Neumann (2000, pp.271-

2) notes the following advantages for mail surveys: 

i) The cheapest method when research is conducted by only one researcher. 

ii) Allows the researcher to target dispersed geographical areas. 

iii) Are completed at the respondents’ convenience. 

iv) Provides anonymity, although if anonymity is not present, confidentiality 

assurances need to be offered. 

v) Removes interviewer bias as the interviewer is not physically present. 

vi) Can achieve high response rates from well educated respondents or when there is 

high interest in the topic.  

Mailed questionnaires also have their disadvantages however. Brownell (1995), 

believes that they are frequently weak in measurement, scaling and instrument 

development. In addition, response rates tend to be poor, it can be difficult to ascertain 

if there is non-response bias, and maintaining respondent interest and motivation to 

complete the questionnaire can be a problem (Brownell, 1995). Neumann (2000, p.272) 

notes other disadvantages: 

i) Mail surveys are not always fully completed and returned. 

ii) Return of surveys can take some time. 

iii) To increase response rates, use of reminder cards can increase costs. 

iv) Use of reminder cards also increases the time component. 
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v) Absence of a researcher results in a lack of control or assurance that the surveys 

will be completed. 

vi) Respondents are unable to seek clarification. 

vii) The researcher has no way of knowing the literacy levels of the respondents. 

viii) The researcher is unable to make observation notes. 

ix) The researcher can never be sure the targeted respondent actually answered the 

questions. 

x) Questions of a complex nature are not responded to well.     

4.1.19. Web-based questionnaire survey 

‘There is no other method of collecting survey data that offers so much potential 

for so little cost as Web surveys’ Dillman (2000, p.400). 

This method eliminates the close correspondence between sample size and 

survey data collection costs. The enormous potential for Web survey methods must be 

balanced against an equally large weakness – variable access to a computer.  Dillman 

(2000) advises that certain populations including members of professional organizations 

or associations will have access to computers. For these types of populations, this 

problem would not appear to be significant. 

Another challenge confronted when utilizing web surveys is the effects of 

computer literacy. Dillman (2000) suggests that surveys need to be designed with the 

less knowledgeable, low end computer user in mind. Furthermore, designs involving 

cutting edge technology have been discarded in the interests of creating simpler surveys. 

As promoted by Dillman (2000), a conservative approach, minimizing the differences in 

question displays has been adopted in phase three of this study. If the results are to be 

combined with those obtained from a mail questionnaire, Dillman recommends using 

the mail layout that exists. 
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Conclusion 

This chapter can be seen to have provided methodological background to the 

study as it has outlined the theoretical paradigms and methodologies evident in 

qualitative and quantitative research. The general principles of research have been 

discussed in relation to this study. The specific methods employed for each phase of the 

research: exploratory in-depth interview, structured interview and questionnaire survey 

have all been discussed and described in detail. The next chapter concerns the 

exploratory interview findings. 
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CHAPTER 5.0  

EXPLORATORY INTERVIEW FINDINGS 

Introduction  

Drawing on exploratory interview data collected, this chapter describes how the 

stakeholder theory framework has been used to provide an outline of the network of 

stakeholders comprising the strata titled tourism accommodation (STTA) sector. 

Stakeholder theory has assisted in the development of these findings in three ways. 

Firstly, stakeholder theory has enabled the researcher to identify key players. Secondly, 

it has enabled the researcher to develop a hierarchy, as Clarkson’s (1995) model has 

been drawn upon to distinguish between primary and secondary STTA sector 

stakeholders. Thirdly, it has provided a basis for discussing these parties and how they 

compete. The later work of Phillips (2003) provides a network structure to examine the 

relationships existing between the stakeholders and STTA organizations and also the 

nature of the inter-relationships between the different STTA sector stakeholders1.  

The chapter continues with a consideration of broad themes noted in the 

interview data collected. These themes affect a cross-section of the STTA sector 

stakeholders and are discussed under the headings: legislative issues, the growth of 

corporate STTA entities and the evolution of three generic STTA management models. 

Methodology  

The empirical data was collected over a two month period spanning May and 

July 2004. On site interviews were conducted in New South Wales, Victoria and 

Western Australia. It should be noted that an in-depth qualitative study approach such 

as this is not purporting to constitute a representative sample of all stakeholders of the 

population of interest. Rather, it was considered that a purposive sampling approach that 

                                                 
1 It  should be acknowledged that the term ‘management stakeholder’ could be applied to all 
primary, secondary and tertiary stakeholders described in this chapter. The rationale for using 
such a term would be to highlight that the 'management stakeholder' focus of the study signifies 
that the scope of STTA sector issues appraised is limited to those carrying management 
implications.     
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focused on experienced professionals and those most closely involved with the STTA 

industry had the potential to yield rich and insightful data in this exploratory data 

collection phase.  

In addition to conducting interviews, this research phase has been informed by a 

series of meetings held with an industry reference group in 2004. This industry 

reference group comprised mainly Queensland representatives. It included 

representatives from the Queensland Resident Accommodation Managers Association, 

the Unit Owners Association of Queensland, Gold Coast City Council, Pacific 

International Hotels, the office of the Commissioner of Body Corporate Queensland, 

Queensland Department of Tourism, Fair Trading and Wine Industry Development, 

Tourism Queensland, and the Western Australia Tourism Commission.  This group met 

formally on three occasions in 2004 and communication was supplemented with many 

instances of informal email and telephone contact.  

This industry reference group provided important contacts in connection with 

developing the initial listing of subjects targeted for the exploratory interviewee sample. 

This initial listing was then extended as the interview data collection commenced and 

further suggestions of potential subjects were provided by interviewees. The initial 

approach to prospective subjects was made via a telephone call. In most instances, this 

was followed up by mailing a letter together with an information sheet explaining the 

nature of the research being undertaken. This was followed by a telephone call or email 

confirming participation and arranging interview details.  

Thirty four exploratory interviews were conducted (see Tables 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3). 

Table 5.1 identifies thirteen categories of stakeholder groups listed under the heading of 

‘Interviewees’. The number of parties interviewed for each stakeholder group is listed in 

the right column of the table. Table 5.2 presents details for each interviewee including 

the stakeholder group and state in Australia represented by each individual. The 
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‘Interviewee Identifier’ letter corresponds to the individual and is utilised throughout 

the chapter to refer to this interviewee or to identify what they said. Some interviewee’s 

represented more than one stakeholder group, if so, the multiple stakeholder groups 

represented are listed for each individual. Table 5.3 aggregates the interviewees’ details 

and classifies according to the location of the interviews. 

 The interviews were semi structured in-depth interviews which had one to two 

hours duration. Almost all interviews were tape-recorded and took place at the 

participants’ place of work. The interviews were predominantly conducted face-to-face 

and supplemented by telephone interviews with those parties who were unable to attend 

meetings on the interstate visits. Confirmation of information, facts or data was also 

collected by follow up phone calls lodged with the interviewees after the initial meeting.  

 

Table 5.1  

Breakdown of stakeholder groups 

Interviewees No of parties 

Resident Managers 3 

Owners 1 

Body Corporate/Strata Title institutes 3 

Real Estate Institutes 3 

Financiers 4 

Developers 5 

GTOs (state government tourist offices) 4 

Apartments with a strata title interest 4 

Management Rights Brokers 2 

Consumer Affairs 1 

Consultants 1 

Lawyers 2 

Ministerial Task Force 1 

Total 34 
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Table 5.2  

Interviewee details 

Interviewee 
Identifier 

Stakeholder Group State 

A Developer Qld/Vic 

B Hotel group with strata title interest All Australia 

C State Tourism Office Vic 

D Publicly listed company Qld, NSW, Vic. 

E Body corporate service provider 

Hotel group with strata title interest 

NSW 

F Developer NSW and Australia 

G Developer 

Property investment fund 

Financier 

Commercial property management 

NSW and Australia 

H Management rights broker NSW, Qld 

I Body corporate service provider 

Institute of strata title managers – President 

NSW 

J Focus group of 8 resident managers NSW 

K Management rights broker 

Lawyer 

Vic 

L Financier NSW 

M Institutional investment fund NSW and Australia 

N Hospitality consultant WA 

O Tourism Task Force – STO Regional manager 

Local MP as chairperson 

Department of planning and infrastructure 

WA 

P Institute of strata title managers – President and Vice 
President 

Body corporate service provider 

Lawyer 

WA 

Q Body Corporate service provider 

Real Estate Institute representative 

WA 

R Developer WA 
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Table 5.3  

Aggregate table of interviewees’ details 

 Melbourne Perth Sydney Merimbula Brisbane Totals 

Conference attendance *     1 

Real Estate Institutes * * *  * 4 

Body corporate/Strata Title institutes * * *  * 4 

Body Corporate Managers * * *  * 4 

Management Rights Brokers *  *   2 

Government Tourist Office * * *  * 4 

Professional Consultants^ * *** ***   7 

Apartments with Strata Title interest * ** **  * 6 

Developers * *** ***  ** 9 

Ministerial Task Force (WA)  *    1 

Resident Managers  *  * * 3 

Financiers   ***   3 

Tourism Associations    * * 2 

Unit Owners Association     * 1 

Total # 9 14 16 2 10 51 

^  Private Consultants include Lawyers, Hospitality consultants, Academics, Chamber of Commerce and Training companies. 
#  The discrepancy in the totals on the two tables is explained by some interviewees holding various offices i.e., the president of a strata 

title institute also runs their own body corporate management company, therefore interviews were conducted gaining both perspectives 
of the interviewee, one financier was also a developer, a member of the Ministerial Task force was also the interviewee for the GTO and 
so on.  
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A number of informal discussions also took place with other parties interested in 

the research and who have been keen to relate their experiences, whether as 

professionals or as owners, resident managers (RMs) or tourists involved in the 

industry. It should be acknowledged that the view of the researcher has been influenced 

by all information sources secured in the course of conducting the study 

Before any of the interviews were held, approval for the research was obtained 

from the Griffith University Human Research Ethics Committee. Key ethical 

considerations for this project included providing research participants with full 

knowledge of the project’s purpose, ensuring participants’ rights were clearly set out 

and understood, providing informed consent and outlining issues regarding anonymity 

and confidentiality. 

This chapter focuses primarily on the problematical issues surrounding the strata 

title industry. Indeed it is very apparent that within the above themes, threads of 

ambiguity, dissonance and incongruence abound, as is evidenced by some tension 

evident between the different stakeholder groups. 

The findings have been organized under stakeholder headings. Inevitably, 

however, some findings overlap, as issues arise that are pertinent to more than one 

stakeholder group. In such cases, the finding has been associated with what appears to 

be the most relevant stakeholder group. Excerpts from the transcribed interviews are 

provided as support or exemplifications of issues described. In some cases, it has been 

necessary to reduce the length of the quote cited. In such instances, three full stops (…) 

have been inserted into the text to signify that words provided by the interviewee have 

been excluded. The utmost care has been taken to ensure that in applying this approach, 

the context and intent of what the respondent stated has not been distorted or altered. 
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Outlining the STTA sector using stakeholder theory  

The individuals and parties involved in the STTA sector are extremely diverse 

and fragmented. The majority of the key players have distinctly different perspectives 

and varying degrees of interest in each STTA complex and the whole sector.  

Freeman (1984) provided a particular representation of stakeholder theory as a 

map in which the firm is depicted as the hub of a wheel and stakeholders are identified 

as ends of the spokes around the wheel. More recently, Phillips (2003) operationalised 

Freemans model by identifying the following stakeholders as spokes in the wheel: 

competitors, natural environment, customers, financiers, employees, media, activists, 

communities and suppliers. The spokes of the wheel have bi-directional lines indicating 

that each stakeholder can affect or be affected by the organisation. Figure 5.1 has been 

adapted from Phillips’ (2003) configuration by tailoring the model to represent the 

STTA context. Refinements made in applying the model to this context include:  

a) The hub of the wheel represents the STTA complex.   

b) The stakeholders are other tourism accommodation providers (eg., hotels) as 

competitors, the natural environment, tourists as customers, financiers include 

major banks and small investors, employees include small sub-contracting 

entities (providing services such as pool cleaning, linen laundry, air-conditioning 

and lift maintenance, gardening), suppliers and communities (e.g., local 

residents and governmental bodies).   
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Figure 5.1 STTA Stakeholder Map (from Phillips, 2003) 

 

It should be noted that the similar depiction of each spoke of the wheel does not 

imply that the relative influence and involvement of each stakeholder grouping is the 

same. The length of the spokes on the wheel from the hub (complex) to the spokes 

(individual stakeholder) could be made to vary greatly to reflect varying degrees of 

influence. Furthermore, the task of defining involvement diagrammatically would prove 

difficult, as each of the stakeholders’ involvement levels and time of involvement (in 

regard to the lifecycle of the complex) varies significantly dependent upon the stage of 

the cycle.  

In an egalitarian world, stakeholder priority would not exist, as all stakeholders 

would have equal rights. The reality of STTA stakeholder relationships departs greatly 

from an egalitarian view, however. For example, an investor owner would have more of 

an effect on, and be more affected by, a STTA complex than would be the case for a 

swimming pool contractor who might visit the complex every second week to service 
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the pool. The investor will have made a substantial financial investment, whereas for the 

contractor, the STTA complex might represent one of a hundred accounts. Similarly, if 

there were low occupancy at the complex, the investors would be greatly affected by 

low or no returns whereas the pool cleaner’s visitation may be reduced to once a month. 

The effect is negative in both situations, but the quantum of the effect varies greatly 

across the two types of stakeholder. 

It should be noted that the stage in the life of a STTA complex will have a major 

impact on the nature of stakeholder involvement. For example, at the physical design 

and then construction phase, developers, architects and building engineers would be 

heavily involved in a complex. This underscores the degree of subjectivity that is bound 

to be exercised when attempting to identify a set of stakeholders associated with the 

provision of a product or service.  

It could be said that several of the stakeholders could be considered ‘marginal’ 

on the grounds that their involvement levels are minimal. Low involvement levels may 

be due to the fact that a particular stakeholder maintains this status for a short term 

relative to the length of the strata title complex’s life.  An example to illustrate is the 

building engineer required to certify the building prior to occupation. He clearly can 

‘affect or be affected by’ according to Clarkson’s (1995) definition, however this 

stakeholder is not essential for the corporation’s survival. The time taken for him to 

carry out inspections and report on them is negligible when compared to the 

involvement levels of a resident manager at the same complex. For the day’s work 

exerted by the engineer, the resident manager is living on-site and dealing with the 

operations at the complex twenty four hours a day, seven days a week. 

Similarly, service providers to the strata complex could be considered to have 

low involvement levels compared to other stakeholders and consequently be regarded as 

‘marginal’. The involvement of a telecommunications company when compared to the 
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involvement of a unit owner is minimal. The telecommunications company may send 

out a technician to install a phone system, taking a few hours. Once this task has been 

performed, the only involvement / communication is a quarterly account sent to the unit 

owner. The unit owner has made a significant investment, possibly the biggest 

investment in their lives, so their involvement level is considerably higher. Another 

example is illustrated by the pool contractor’s involvement commented on above. 

Another group worthy of discussion when considering stakeholders verging on 

‘marginal’ status are those from regulatory bodies, government departments and 

professional associations. The nature of these entities’ involvement is low, however all 

complexes must conform to the regulations set on a local, state and federal level. On a 

local level, the developers of strata complexes must conform to planning regulations 

specified at a local council level. The state determines licensing requirements for the 

resident managers of these complexes and the federal government imposes taxation 

laws which affect the unit owners who have purchased their property as an investment. 

Another way of viewing these marginal regulatory stakeholders is to consider 

the relationship between the industry as a whole rather than the relationship between 

each individual stakeholder and each individual complex. Therefore the local, state and 

federal examples above would apply to the strata title accommodation industry and not 

an individual complex in particular. It could be claimed that the regulatory bodies, 

governments and professional associations are stakeholders in the industry and do not 

have individual relationships with each complex, making them a marginal 

consideration.  

It could be argued that the traditional stakeholder model with the hub and spoke 

conceptualisation has limited validity. This is because it depicts relationships as dyadic 

and independent of one another. The model is configured largely from the focal entity’s 

vantage point and defined in terms of actor attributes. A model that overcomes this 
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problem of depicting relationships as dyadic and independent was developed by Rowley 

(1997) (see Figure 5.2). This model, which is based on social network analysis, attempts 

to examine the characteristics of entire stakeholder structures and their impact on an 

organisation’s behaviour as a network of influences rather than individual stakeholder 

relationships. Rowley’s model also recognises that a firm’s stakeholders are likely to 

have direct relationships with one another. Figure 5.3 represents an application of 

Rowley’s model to the STTA context. It depicts the STTA complex as the focal 

organisation at the centre of a network of stakeholders that are simultaneously involved 

in their own networks and interlinked to other stakeholders that have an interest and can 

affect the STTA complex.  
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Figure 5.2 Focal organisation in a network of stakeholders (Rowley, 1997) 
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Classifying primary and secondary stakeholders  

In addition to identifying the STTA stakeholders, an attempt has been made to 

distinguish between primary and secondary STTA stakeholders. This procedure has 

been pursued by drawing on Clarkson’s (1995) model of primary and secondary 

stakeholders. Clarkson sees the corporation as comprising a system of primary 

stakeholder groups and a complex set of relationships between and among groups with 

different interests, objectives, rights, responsibilities and expectations. He sees the 

corporation’s management as responsible for creating sufficient wealth, value or 

satisfaction for each stakeholder group to ensure the corporation’s continued success 

and survival.  

The definition of a primary stakeholder is ‘one without whose continuing 

participation the corporation can not survive as a going concern’ (Clarkson, 1995, 

p.106). Applying this criterion to the STTA sector, it appears that the primary 

stakeholder groups are: unit owners, resident managers (RMs) and tourists who 

purchase the STTA service.  
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It appears Clarkson’s (1995) representation of primary stakeholders is broader 

than the interpretation given here in identifying primary STTA stakeholders. In this first 

identification of primary STTA stakeholders, it was decided to keep the model 

relatively simple. It is believed that if any of the three stakeholder groups listed above 

were not involved, the lack of participation on their part would not allow the dynamics 

of the STTA entity to survive.  

The definition of a secondary stakeholder is: 

Those who influence or affect, or are influenced or affected by, the 

corporation, but they are not in transactions with the corporation and are 

not essential for its survival (Clarkson, 1995, p.107). 

Secondary stakeholder groups are not essential for the corporation’s survival. 

They can, however, cause significant damage, may be opposed to the programs and 

policies that the corporation has adopted to fulfill its responsibilities or to satisfy the 

expectations and needs of, its primary stakeholder groups. As Freeman commented: 

Some groups may have as an objective simply to interfere with the 

smooth operations of our business. For instance, some corporations 

must count ‘terrorist groups’ as stakeholders. As unsavory as it is to 

admit that such ‘illegitimate’ groups have a stake in our business, from 

the standpoint of strategic management, it must be done (1984, p.53). 

Following Clarkson’s definition, the following parties have been identified as 

STTA secondary stakeholders: real estate agents, state tourist offices, developers, 

financiers, body corporate committees, body corporate service providers and management 

right’s brokers. At different stages in the life of a STTA complex, all of these groups 

have the power to significantly affect the focal organization.  
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5.1.1. Tertiary stakeholders 

As discussed earlier in section 5.3, there are several stakeholders who could be 

considered ‘marginal’, particularly due to their low levels of involvement. It is striking 

that the stakeholder literature has not extended Clarkson’s (1995) concept of primary 

and secondary stakeholders to include further classification of a tertiary stakeholder 

group. No reference has been found that conceives of new groupings outside the 

primary and secondary groupings. It is feasible in the STTA sector that a tertiary group 

of stakeholders could be identified. This tertiary classification could be defined as 

including stakeholders that have no direct association with any particular STTA 

complex, instead having a relationship with the industry in its entirety. In certain 

circumstances, this tertiary stakeholder group would have some impact on the industry 

but it would be an occasional and not an ongoing relationship. In light of this, it would 

appear that the STTA tertiary stakeholder classification would include, but not be 

limited, to regulatory bodies i.e. government at federal (legislation, taxation office) state 

(legislation, titles, dispute resolution, tourism), or local levels (planning, rates, 

infrastructure, tourism). Also, the media, local residents, insurance industry, energy and 

telecommunications providers could be considered as tertiary stakeholders. 

Primary Stakeholders 

In the interests of parsimony and clarity of exposition, the decision has been 

made to restrict this investigation to the supply side of the industry. For this reason, 

tourists as a primary STTA stakeholder group will not be investigated further. To 

include consumers in the modeling of the industry would have detracted from an 

attempt to develop an appreciation of the key stakeholder networks involved in the 

provision of STTA. So, only owners and managers will be described and discussed as 

examples of primary STTA stakeholders.  
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5.1.2. Unit Owners 

Unit owners comprise two distinct sub-sets: investor owners and resident 

owners. The interests of these two groups are sufficiently different to warrant them 

being considered separately. In addition, separate consideration will be given to the 

collective body representing strata title unit owners as a whole. 

5.1.3. Resident Owners 

Resident owners use their units as their principal place of residence. Guilding et 

al (2005) describe a resident owner as gaining: 

… no financial advantage from the success of the resident manager’s 

sub-letting performance. Many resident owners might actually desire 

that the condominium complex have a low occupancy level, and 

therefore derive satisfaction from a resident manager proving to be 

ineffective with respect to sub-letting activities. The resident owner 

can be expected to be more narrowly interested in the resident 

manager’s performance with respect to efficiently and effectively 

completing his care-taking responsibilities (i.e., maintenance and 

cleaning of the condominium building and grounds) p. 412. 

As resident owners are in closer physical contact with a condominium complex 

than investor owners, the former can be expected to take a greater interest in the 

aesthetic appearance of the complex than the latter.  

Resident owners have not been focused on as a distinct group of stakeholders as 

they have been regarded as falling beyond the boundaries of the STTA sector. A case 

could be made for including them as a secondary stakeholder, however this has not been 

done in this chapter. 
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5.1.4. Investor Owners 

Investor owners are primarily interested in seeking maximum economic gain 

from owning a unit. This gain is achieved by managing the balancing act between 

attempting to maximise the sub-letting occupancy level of a unit with maximising the 

rate charged when sub-letting (i.e., maximising the unit’s rental yield), minimising the 

cost associated with maintaining the unit, and seeking the maximum capital gain upon 

sale of the unit. The problem of getting owners to invest to maintain the economic 

viability of their unit was noted in the exploratory interviews. Interviewee D comments 

on investors: 

the problem is they buy them, then don’t want to spend any money to 

maintain them. That’s the biggest dilemma in our industry, getting 

them to upgrade their apartments. 

Given an investor owner’s economic perspective on his investment, he can be 

expected to be primarily focused on the resident manager’s sub-letting performance. 

Guilding et al states that: 

Because both the investor owners and the RUM derive a substantial 

portion of their investment returns from letting out apartments to 

holiday makers, their goals appear to be relatively well-aligned (2005, 

p.414). 

It was noted that this stakeholder group receives extensive criticism from a 

range of other stakeholder groups in regard to their choice of investment. Interviewee G 

described developers who: 

are selling a product to Mums and Dads, who to their credit are probably a little 

naïve and they are probably thinking they are buying a residential product or a 

very sexy, fantastic part of the tourism industry and how fantastically strongly 
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that’s growing and they are going to make a lot of money. But, the reality is that 

the unit they purchased is a risk they are taking on.  

5.1.5. Unit Owners Associations 

Queensland appears to have the most developed strata titled unit owners 

association. This may be directly attributable to the relative maturity of the market and 

the number of Queensland units that are purchased and then placed in a short-term 

letting pool.2  

The only one other Australian unit owners association that was identified during 

interviews is the Owners Corporation Network (OCN) of Australia which is based in 

Sydney, NSW. This group represents residents in large complexes (usually located in 

central business districts). It has a history of addressing strata titled complex problems, 

many of which appear to originate from actions taken by complex developers. The 

management problems resulting from the sheer size of these developments appears to be 

at the root of some of the problems addressed by the OCN. Currently, it also appears 

that a major problem concerns owners offering their unit for short term leasing in a 

resident designated complex. Several interviewees noted that local councils are trying to 

address this problem.  

The president of the Institute of Strata Title Management (NSW) advised that 

the institute was attempting to develop a unit owners association.  There was a unit 

owners association registered in Western Australia in 1986, however it ceased operation 

due to a lack of financial support. A representative of the real estate institute is currently 

attempting to reconstitute an active Western Australian unit owners association.  

                                                 
2 Guilding et al, [2005] note that this facet of ownership can give rise to increased complexity 
and governance problems in strata titled complexes. 
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5.1.6. Resident managers 

Day-to-day maintenance of larger buildings requires the appointment of a 

caretaker. This person is primarily responsible for maintaining the complex’s good 

technical working order and upkeep of the common property, which usually includes 

gardens, pools, hallways, undercover car parks, walkways, stairways, etc. Tourism 

complexes with a number of units in the short-term letting pool also require an onsite 

resident manager with a limited letting agent’s license for renting out apartments to 

holiday makers. In Queensland, in many cases, these two functions are covered under a 

single management rights contract. These contracts are generally drawn up by the 

building’s first owner (the developer) on behalf of the body corporate, and can be 

purchased by individuals or companies with the necessary qualifications.  

A resident manager can earn a return on his investment in the management rights from 

three main sources:  

a.  from any capital gain earned upon sale of the management rights;  

b.  from commissions earned through sub-letting (holiday or long-term stays) 

investor owner units;  

c.  from remuneration earned in connection with general building service and 

maintenance functions performed.  

It is particularly apparent with respect to his or her function as a letting agent 

that the resident manager’s interests are closely aligned with the tourism role of a 

complex (Guilding et al, 2005). This is because higher occupancy rates result in higher 

commissions earned by the manager.  

As a result, management rights for a building with a high proportion of units in 

the letting pool tend to sell for more than management rights in buildings with a lower 

proportion of units in the letting pool.  The way that a resident manager structures day- 
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to-day operations and the use of sub-contractors can also enable a resident manager to 

boost their businesses profitability. Interviewee H advises his current concerns and 

issues for the industry: 

There’s not much in the way of security of tenure for management 

rights and that’s one of the concerns for the people forking the money 

out. The other one is real estate agents that are continually 

undermining and competing to take on the rent roll to the developer 

selling them out… Look, its difficult enough for people to borrow the 

funds anyway and it’s a case where you are taking multi-million dollar 

businesses or fairly solid businesses so they’ve got to either have 

access to the funds or be able to borrow and if you’ve only got a 10 

year term, there’s not a great deal that excites the banks to be able to 

finance them.  

Interviewee A provided the following comments that provide an insight into the 

skill set need to be a resident manager: 

A lot of our managers come from New Zealand, seems to be a very 

popular way of immigrating to Australia. Once you are here, you buy 

some management rights and instantly have made an investment into a 

business in Australia. You have income from day one and you have a 

place to live and something to do. You have fulfilled your 

requirements for immigration and you get to live on the Gold Coast 

and have a good lifestyle … and it doesn’t take … any difficult skills to 

run a management rights business. 
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Secondary Stakeholders 

5.1.7. Real Estate Industry  

The Real Estate Institute of Australia was formed to serve and protect the 

interests of real estate agents. The Real Estate Institute has been heavily involved in the 

growth of the strata title owned property sector. This involvement does not always 

appear to have been for the good of the sector, and there is a widely-held perception that 

real estate agents tend to have a narrow focus on self-serving interests. Heavy 

involvement in the development of the strata title owned property sector has signified 

that real estate agents have always prospered regardless of other market factors.   

Real estate agents’ strata title owned property sector involvement is at many 

levels:  

a. Acting as agent in the sale of units and apartments in strata titled complexes. 

b. Acting as agent in the sale of management rights businesses required to operate 

these complexes. 

c. Developing and delivering training to resident managers via ‘on site managers’ 

courses required to gain accreditation (accreditation is then required to gain a 

licence from the office of fair trading to operate a management rights’ business). 

d. Acting as an industry advisory body on resident manager issues. 

e. Providing property management services to strata title complexes: holiday, short 

term and residential leasing. 

All of the above activities provide a substantial source of income to the real 

estate agency profession, with many real estate agents specialising in the strata titled 

sector.  

5.1.8. Management Rights Brokers 

Management rights brokers are real estate agents who exclusively sell 

management rights businesses. These brokers have been an integral part of the 
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Queensland STTA sector for many years. They also exist in New South Wales and have 

only recently started infiltrating other remaining Australian states and territories. There 

are one or two proactive brokers involved in establishing bases for their businesses in 

new states and territories, and it appears likely that once the market has been 

established, others will follow. It appears these brokers see themselves as selling a 

lifestyle product to potential Resident Managers, not necessarily a business. Supporting 

some of the early commentary concerning Victoria real estate agents’ resistance to 

management rights development, one broker (Interviewee K) commented: 

Now our problem is real estate agents in the Institute of Victoria are 

very much opposed to the introduction of management rights, for 

obvious reasons. We get no support from them. 

5.1.9. Body Corporate Committee 

The body corporate committee is elected by the unit owners to represent their 

interests. The resident unit manager is accountable to the body corporate committee. As 

already noted, because investor owners’ interests can conflict with the interest of 

resident owners, a power struggle can result with regard to who has representation on a 

body corporate committee. 

5.1.10. Body Corporate Service Providers 

Body corporate service providers are also known as body corporate management 

companies or strata title management companies. Body corporate and community 

management has become a complex legal and administrative matter. As a result, a 

number of specialist consultancy firms have developed over the last 20 years providing 

services to bodies corporate and their committees, property developers and any other 

party with an interest in body corporate management.  
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Consultants in these firms have developed expertise in drafting community 

management schemes for new buildings, advising existing body corporate committees 

on legal and administrative matters, compiling required documentation for body 

corporate AGMs and other body corporate matters. These firms also provide body 

corporate management services that include administering the collection of sinking and 

operational fund levies, setting operational budgets, the design of sub-contractor 

contract specifications, the conduct of maintenance reviews, insurance matters, etc. 

5.1.11. Competitors 

Competitors to the STTA sector comprise other providers of tourism 

accommodation. The most notable competitors are hotels. Hotels are primarily 

considered competitors to the STTA sector as both groups are trying to tap similar 

markets, whether family, leisure or corporate guests. As a consumer planning a trip to a 

specific destination, a component of accommodation is required to make the itinerary 

complete.  

5.1.12. Financiers 

Australian financial institutions such as banks and credit unions have 

considerable interest in stimulating building activity and, also, tourism development. 

The interest rate and loan covenants prescribed by a bank seeking to finance property 

developments determine how accessible capital will be for property developers. 

Banking and investment guidelines also dictate how many units must be sold ‘off-the-

plan’ before property developers will extend further funds for the construction phase of 

a new building. Interviewee L commented: 

Banks are imposing on the developer the same conditions that they 

want you to do in a strata apartment block: 25-40% presales, 
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feasibility must have 25-30% profit on cost and the developer must be 

strong enough to stand behind any potential loss on the development. 

In addition to making loans to developers, financial institutions also provide 

loans to the purchasers of units. In many cases, the bank lending to the developer 

negotiates a position that gives it privileged access to the first purchasers of units. Also, 

financial institutions extend loans to the purchasers of management rights, using the 

resident manager’s unit as security. As a relationship with a developer can provide a 

financial institution with considerable long-term loan related business over the lifetime 

of a building, there would appear to be a significant incentive for the lending institutions 

to court the business of property developers.  

5.1.13. State Government Tourist Offices  

Government tourist offices (GTOs) appear primarily concerned with the 

marketing of their own state, with a strong focus on new product and up-coming 

campaigns. To the outside observer, it appears obvious that strata titled accommodation 

constitutes a substantial proportion of tourism accommodation provided within the 

states, and one might thus anticipate it would be of interest to the state government 

tourist offices. This does not appear to be the case, however. Interviewee C commented: 

Strata titling as long as I have been here is not an issue. Management contracts 

have not been an issue as they have been in Queensland. 

5.1.14. Developers 

Developers represent the initial owner of a STTA complex and, as a result are 

responsible for setting up the first community management scheme, sinking fund and 

operating fund contribution levels, and contractual arrangements for management rights. 

Developers frequently draw on the consulting expertise of specialist body corporate 

service companies in connection with establishing these administrative arrangements. As 
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the first owner of a building, the developer also collaborates extensively with real estate 

agents when selling units, retail space (if provided) and management rights. A special 

working relationship develops between these two parties when managing the sale of units 

in large, multi-storey condominium complexes. As already noted, financing the 

construction of large complexes, necessitates the sale of a certain proportion of the units 

‘off-the-plan’, i.e., before they are built. This highlights the early involvement of real 

estate agents at the pre-construction phase. This initial capital flow can be critical to the 

developer securing further loan funding to finance the complex’s completion.  

Through strata titling, developers are able to minimise their risk by selling 

apartments (usually off the plan) to investors who are willing to accept an expected 

income return in the vicinity of 4% before construction commences. The units are 

primarily sold as capital growth investments which offer a lifestyle component 

(sometimes with guaranteed returns) or where the income is pooled and distributed 

equally or even leased (Gibson, 2005, p.6).  

The view of management rights as being a valuable asset to be sold was evident 

in several interviews. Interviewee A commented: 

The last 10 years in Queensland has been our bread and butter. It’s been 

very lucrative. When I say that – it’s been the cream on top of the 

development cut … In Queensland we normally sell management rights prior 

to the completion of the project, sometimes we have a waiting list. At the 

commencement of a project, we’ll get enquiries almost immediately. 

Similarly, Interviewee K said: 

Well that’s often because the sale of management rights off the plan is like 

icing on the cake. 
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Themes affecting multiple STTA stakeholder groups 

Some issues pertinent to several stakeholders were noted. Due to the broad 

number of stakeholders affected by these issues, they will be addressed here under the 

following headings: legislation and the development of corporate STTA entities.  

5.1.15. Legislative issues 

There appear to be significant shortcomings in the existing legislation affecting 

strata title developments. This varies across the states due to the state-based 

jurisdictional nature of strata title legislation. Concerns about the legislative 

environment were raised by the majority of interviewees. A very common theme 

emerging from the interviews was the lack of consistency across the states. Interviewee 

F typifies this theme: 

It’s just a fact of life. We’d like planning rules to be standardized 

across Australia, but it will never happen. 

It appears that in all states the relevant legislation is outdated due to new 

products being developed and offered to the market by developers. Several interviewees 

raised concern stating that the respective Acts governing strata titled developments were 

satisfactory and adequate twenty or thirty years ago. However these same Acts no 

longer cater for, or allow scope to encompass, many buildings and developments 

constructed in more recent years. Examples cited by interviewees involved 

developments with multiple community title schemes within one building, 

developments that had a mix of residential, retail, commercial and tourism components 

all with separate strata schemes and large complexes that housed in excess of 200 units 

(all strata titled) within one complex that are common (and in fact mainstream in some 

CBD areas) today. Interviewee E stated: 

It’s interesting because the Strata Titles Act doesn’t envisage the type 

of development that’s operated by hotel operators under strata. 
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These findings are also evidenced in the recent literature. The National Tourism 

Investment Strategy discussion document noted: 

Local governments are yet to recognize the development of the mixed 

use of serviced apartments and their impact on the market (2006, 

p.38). 

Another fast growing trend which will also be facing these problems is the 

‘gated community’ type of development that first started in the US and has become 

extremely popular with big residential developers in Australia. The problems associated 

with these types of large development primarily relates to the legislation that does not 

accommodate their needs and requirements.  

The two most significant legislative concerns raised by stakeholder groups 

related to either planning and to a lesser extent, licensing (of operators). The planning 

issues raised varied greatly depending upon the location of each STTA complex. As the 

planning is administered on a local government level, individual local councils can have 

a huge impact on the opportunities or challenges faced by developers. The councils who 

are pro-development are more likely to allow development proposals to be passed that 

would not be possible in more conservative local government setting. These two 

challenges are explained in the National Tourism Investment Strategy discussion 

document: 

The construction of strata title units is subject to residential 

development regulation, not the regulations applying to short-term 

accommodation. Consequently, serviced apartments are not subject to 

the same level of regulation and accreditation as other tourist 

accommodation (2006, p.38). 

The Gold Coast City Council is a good example and represents a long term case 

study of a council that has been pro-development, encouraging developers to pursue 
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business opportunities (often at the expense of other factors). Western Australia, at the 

other end of the spectrum, has been more cautious with their planning approvals at a 

local level. The W.A. state planning minister commissioned a Ministerial Taskforce to 

investigate issues associated with strata titling in tourism developments and requested 

recommendations for the state to implement uniformly at a state level. The Ministerial 

Taskforce (2006) is of the opinion that the inherent problems faced by its Queensland 

counterpart (due to lack of development approval scrutiny) could be avoided or 

minimized if the planning regulations set were rigorous enough. The taskforce 

identified that the planning stage of development is critical in providing the foundation 

for correct ‘set-up’ of the development, reducing the potential future problems and 

preventing escalation of these problems identified in the state of Queensland. 

The difference in each state’s approach is possibly due to the fact that Western 

Australia is a less developed state in regard to strata titled tourism projects, and has the 

distinct advantage of being able to view Queensland’s’ development and current 

associated problems. This factor combined with an over-arching desire to secure the 

‘future of tourism’ in Western Australia will possibly lead to developing a more 

sustainable STTA model in W.A. The development in Queensland has been motivated 

and driven by the real estate industry primarily to benefit developers and real estate 

agents with limited thought of the impact or the sustainability of the tourism industry in 

the long term. 

Interviewee N said:  

What I find is planning and tourism don’t work together. That’s one of 

the major problems. 

Victoria, similar to Western Australia, is more restrictive in regard to 

development applications. Interviewee C used the state development ‘2030 strategy’ as 

an example of policy slowing development down: 
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Under that strategy, regardless of the land being freehold, you cannot 

strata title for major tourism developments. Actually it covers a huge 

slab of Melbourne. 

He cited examples of the Yarra Valley and similar areas to the East of 

Melbourne which were very difficult, if not impossible, to getting planning applications 

passed. 

Under current planning legislation, the zoning of strata title complexes proves to 

be a constant challenge for investors who do not fulfill the initial zoning requirements 

of the building complex. There were some innovative responses and strategies in place 

to deal with some of the zoning challenges. Interviewee L spoke of a development that 

didn’t allow unit owners to live in the development where they had purchased: 

Its interesting because at Cypress Lakes, down the road, which is quite 

well known as a development and as a ‘non permanent stay –

residential’ development, what the people there do is, live there and 

have a post box in town. Councils have never enforced the 12 weeks a 

year rule. 

Further, Interviewee E cites a similar CBD example: 

This building has a handful of units that are not in the pool. One unit 

from day one opted not to go in the management pool, now although 

its not in the hotel pool, technically the zoning through the 

development approval is for tourism use and therefore it is prohibited 

to have permanent occupancy … There is one bloke who had two units 

and opted out of the pool of managed units and enquired to the council 

… (for) their definition of a temporary accommodation and they told 

him the easiest way is that if linen is provided, then its not considered 
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permanent accommodation. So he rents the units out with provided 

linen so he can get away with that. 

Manager licensing requirements in each state are different and depend upon the 

department assigned to govern strata title developments. In Queensland the department 

that issues licensing for accommodation managers is the Department of Fair Trading. In 

Victoria, licenses are issued by the Office of Consumer Affairs. In Queensland, 

completion of a restricted letting agents’ license is required in order to be an 

accommodation manager. In Victoria, the equivalent of a full real estate agents license 

is required. There was much criticism due to the inconsistent and great variations in 

licensing requirements across the states. It was also indicated that the need for national 

accreditation was long overdue. Interviewee B spoke of the nonsensical logic of the 

current accreditation system: 

What the laws are doing at the moment is actually isolating good 

operators from the business, so unless you are a real estate agent you 

can’t operate one of these things in Victoria, NSW and WA; 

Queensland – is a different story. 

One interviewee from regional NSW (interview J) commented: 

It means if you are Victorian and you want to buy management rights, 

go to Queensland and run it then come down and buy one here. 

5.1.16. Development of corporate STTA entities 

In the last few years, the STTA sector has seen the emergence of two publicly 

listed corporations: MFS Ltd (owner of the former Breakfree company) and S8 Resorts.  

These companies have established a significant presence in the tourism accommodation 

market through purchasing management rights in existing STTA properties. They have 

then employed managers to provide the ‘caretaking’ aspect of the management rights 

responsibility. This highlights a key factor differentiating this corporate model from the 
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conventional management rights model. Unlike the conventional ‘mum and dad’ 

management rights scenario, in this corporate model, the on-site manager does not own 

the management rights. The model can therefore be seen to obvert one of the 

fundamental claimed benefits of the management rights model which sees the manager 

having the incentive of serving his unit owners’ interests, as this will increase the value 

of his own business (the value of the management rights).  

It should be noted that these ‘corporates’ provide a performance based incentive 

to their managers. By comparison to what is available if the manager was operating his 

own business independently, however, this incentive can be seen to be limited. The 

commitment level can also be expected to be not as high when the manager is operating 

as an employee due mainly to the risk transfer. In this case, the company assumes the 

risk and pays a salary to the employee; rather than the risk being assumed by the 

manager who purchased the management rights business personally. This issue is the 

subject of more significant analysis in the study’s next empirical phase.   

The benefits of the corporate model appear to be twofold. Firstly, corporates 

develop a portfolio of properties that operates and exists, ‘under’ one brand. The 

advertising levy imposed on all unit owners generates a large sum as a result of the 

sheer volume and quantity of unit owners. Therefore the marketing budget is 

substantial. Interviewee D commented: 

So this financial year, we’ll spend about 5.5 million on marketing. 

The company benefits by building awareness and a company profile by pooling 

funded provided by individual unit owner contributions in many complexes. The second 

benefit of the corporate model is the capability that it provides to operate a central 

reservation system.  

In this corporate model, all unit owners are party to an individual lease contract 

with the company, so the returns are restricted to those agreements. The management 
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fee paid by the owners goes directly to the company whose primary expense is the 

salary of the manager employed. Profits generated can then be distributed as dividends 

to the owners of the corporation (i.e., shareholders).  

The existence of unit owners as well as company owners highlights a fairly 

fundamental governance issue confronted by these new players in the STTA sector. 

Who are their primary stakeholders? To whom should the company be more 

accountable: its shareholders or its unit owners? A conflict of interest is apparent in 

terms of how the corporation manages the interests of unit owners and shareholders. 

Increasing unit owner contributions might be consistent with increasing corporate and 

shareholder wealth, but could well be inconsistent with the interests of the unit owners. 

If the corporation were to attach a high importance to the relative interests of the unit 

owners, then the profits available to shareholders would be compromised. 

Interviewee D, working for a corporate entity business owning multiple 

management rights did not see this conflict of interest in such stark terms. He addressed 

the issue by noting a need for a balanced approach. He commented: 

Your return to your unit owners is governed by your agreement … but 

over time as we spend more money on marketing and our brand gets 

bigger, we’ll attract other wholesalers and that’s where the growth for 

our shareholders is, it’s a balancing thing. You have to balance the 

return to the owner otherwise he can take his unit out of your letting 

pool and you haven’t got anything.   

5.1.16.1. Implications of the growth of corporate STTA entities 

The implications of this new corporately owned management rights model 

appear to be far reaching. Firstly, the conventional management rights (mum and dad) 

operators now have to compete in a very different market. Instead of competing with 

complexes with the same type of resources, they are competing with a national company 
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that has a centralized retail (selling direct to the public) and wholesale (block bookings 

for travel wholesalers) distribution system. As already noted, the advertising budget of 

the owner/operator pales into insignificance, when compared to a $5.5 million 

marketing budget of a publicly listed company. The level of sophistication from 

booking through to delivery of service has been increased suddenly. 

It appears tourists are benefiting from the corporate model’s entry to the market. 

Their large and increasing product base appears to be enabling them to provide 

packages such as ‘2 for 1’ deals and also other very competitively priced packages.  

It appears this model comes at a price, however, to the unit owner who is forced 

to comply with the guidelines imposed by the company to be a part of the letting pool 

program or ‘go it alone’ by employing an independent real estate agent to provide a 

letting management service. Although the volume of business is guaranteed with the 

company, the owners are constantly competing with each other for the business. There 

can be problems where the managing corporation also owns units in the complex due to 

the incentive that a corporation may well feel to give priority to letting its own units 

first. The marketing levy imposed by the company could be argued to be of 

questionable direct value to the individual unit owners. This is because the money funds 

the promotion of the corporate brand name and not the complex or an owner’s particular 

unit within a complex. There appears to be little accountability around this issue. 

Review of the interview transcripts of the data collected in empirical phase two 

(described in Chapter 6) provides some support for this view:   

X (names a corporate company) takes money from X (names a 

complex) unit owners to enhance the trade name of X (corporate 

company). They do nothing for the X (complex) apartments in its own 

standing. Our advertising money from X (complex) is being used to 
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advertise one of their other buildings in Coffs Harbour or some place 

else on the NSW coast. 

5.1.16.2. The future of corporate STTA entities 

One of the strategies revealed by one of the corporates is to increase market 

share and brand positioning by acquiring another 1,000 rooms within the next four 

years. Their focus is on purchasing the management rights of properties that have at 

least eighty rooms in their letting/rental pool. Interviewee D commented: 

So any resort that has over 80 rooms, we can support a management 

couple and infrastructure in that resort but less than 80 rooms, you 

can’t do it, it doesn’t support itself. 

This company has also diversified into the new business area of franchising. The 

benefits of exposure of brand are increased as are the new income streams derived from 

selling these businesses and also gaining a fee for the properties on-going inclusion in 

the franchising program.  

Gibson (2005) explains the impact of this sector and provides advice for the 

future: 

The traditional mum and dad type operators have been consolidated 

by the corporates who have since created several brands, all of 

whom have recently been aggressive in the acquisition of additional 

management rights … Advances in technology are also aiding the 

expansion of the corporate players, as the importance and benefits of 

marketing and distribution systems are resulting in increased trading, 

purchasing power and ultimately performance of the product … Big 

operators need to deliver on their benefits, not cause a higher cost 

structure and overall lower returns for investors. (p.16) 
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Identifying three generic STTA management models  

Following on from the discussion above, the interview findings point to the 

existence of more than one type of governance structure that has evolved in the STTA 

sector. Chapter 6 discusses the main differences between the types and Chapter 8 

provides a comparison of the relative merits of these different governance structures.  

Table 5.4 provides an outline of the main forms of governance structure noted 

from the exploratory interview data collected. Nine specific types are presented in the 

table, however underlying this categorization, there appears to be three generic 

management models.  
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Table 5.4  

Organisational Forms Identified in the Provision of STTA 

Management Operations 

Number 
Generic type of 

STTA management 

Type of operation Location Zoning/Use Market 
Average 

complex size 
(units) 

Management status Staff 
Distribution of 

funds 
Primary risk taker other 

than unit owner 

1 Owner Operator MR NSW NSW south 
coast 

Tourism Leisure/ self drive 8 Management Rights Nil Direct return RM 

2 Owner Operator MR QLD Gold and 
Sunshine Coasts

Mixed 
residential/ 

tourism 

Leisure/ flight 
packages 

10-40 Management Rights Casual over busy 
times 

Direct return RM 

3 Owner Operator MR NSW NSW CBD 
Sydney 

Residential Residents/ 

Illegal short-term 
leases 

200+ Either developer retains 
MR and employs OR 

sells off MR 

Employed staff N/A Developer 

4 Branded ST Hotel CBD in capital 
cities 

Tourism Corporate 50-60 Employed RMs and 
Franchisees 

Employed staff Pooled 

Agreed return of 
9% 

Management company 
or franchisee 

5 Branded 

 

ST Hotel CBD in capital 
cities 

Tourism Corporate 60-120 Management company Employed staff Individual leases 
and agreed 

returns 

Management company 

6 Branded ST Hotel CBD in capital 
cities and 
regional 

Tourism / some 
residential 

Corporate 60-120 Management company Employed staff Individual leases 
and agreed 

returns 

Management company 

7 ESTO 

 

Corporatised MR Gold and 
Sunshine Coasts 

and Northern 
NSW 

Mixed 
residential/ 

tourism 

Leisure/ flight 
packages 

80+ in letting 
pool 

Employed RMs and 
Franchises 

Employed staff Individual leases 
or guaranteed 

minimum returns

Management company 

8 ESTO 

 

Corporatised MR Regional and 
CBD 

Mixed 
residential/ 

tourism 

Leisure and 
corporate 

80+ in letting 
pool 

Employed RMs with an 
equity share in the 

business 

Employed staff Individual leases Management company 
and RM 

9 Branded ESTO 

 

Combination of 
Corporatised MR 

and ST Hotel 

Regional and 
CBD 

Mixed 
residential/ 

tourism 

Leisure and 
corporate 

80+ in letting 
pool 

Management Rights or 
employed RMs 

Employed staff Individual leases Management company 

* MR – Management Rights, ST – Strata Title, CBD – Central Business District 
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A brief description of table 5.4 is provided to assist its interpretation. 

Next to a number identifier, the first column refers to the generic type of STTA 

management classification identified and developed for this study. Column two 

indicates the business operations carried out by the respective organizational form i.e., a 

management rights business, a strata title hotel or a corporatised MR business. Column 

three identifies the locations or destinations where business activity for the operation 

exists. Column four specifies the general use of the complex i.e., whether the operations 

are primarily tourism, residential etc. Column five specifies the market that each of the 

organizational forms appeals to. Column six gives typical sizes of the complexes 

managed by each of the organizational forms in terms of unit numbers. Column seven 

indicates the status of the manager in each organizational form. Column eight identifies 

the type and tenure of additional staff required to operate each organizational form. 

Column nine displays how the income is typically distributed to unit owners in each 

organizational form. Further discussion including the differences between the main 

types of organizational forms is detailed in Chapter 6 (refer section 6.8). 

There appears to be three basic generic organizational forms underlying Table 

5.4: 

1. Mum and Dad / Owner operator 

2. Branded strata title hotels 

3. ESTOs (Emerging Strata Title Organisations)  

In terms of the evolution of STTA, the first model applied was the conventional 

sole owner or partnership management rights model. In the mid 1990s, companies that 

had traditionally managed hotels began to increase their market share by managing 

hotels that are owned via a strata title scheme.  

In 2000, there was the emergence of a new type of management model, whereby 

corporate entities bought up management rights. Gibson (2005) describes the emergence 
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of this model as similar to that of the hotel operators expanding their brand through the 

serviced apartment area of the accommodation sector. He comments: 

Equally serviced apartment operators have seen the same opportunity 

and gained first ground by consolidating the ownership of the 

management i.e. S8, Breakfree, Oaks etc. (2005, p.7). 

A description of the three generic types of management rights 

delivery follows:  

5.1.17. Type A - Mum and Dad / Owner Operator 

These businesses are widely referred to by practitioners as ‘Mum and Dad’ 

operators, and for this reason the label will be used here. They are usually located in 

regional tourism destinations catering to the leisure / family holiday market. The typical 

size of a complex can vary from 12 units up to 80. The ‘Mum and Dad’ label suggests a 

couple and generally ‘Mum’ attends to reservations, check-ins and check-outs, enquiries 

and accounts, whilst ‘Dad’ focuses on facilities management and maintenance. This 

type of STTA organizational form appears to pride itself in being able to offer a very 

personalized service. The majority of these operators purchase a management rights 

business and frequently see themselves as making a lifestyle decision to settle into semi- 

retirement. The owner operator couple may employ casual staff to assist during peak 

periods. The ‘Mum and Dad’ owner operators are all independent and unbranded. The 

only tourism affiliation they may have is being part of a regional tourism association to 

assist in marketing and promotion.  

A large proportion of the holiday apartment sector is still operated by ‘Mum and 

Dad’ type operators, many of whom have had little or no experience in either the 

hospitality industry or physical building management when they first invest. Although 

this has improved considerably over recent years, the standards of performance of these 

types of operators can vary considerably (Gibson, 2005, p.2). 
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5.1.18. Type B - Branded – Strata title hotels 

Strata titled hotels offer either the full service of a traditional hotel or limited 

services, marketed with or without a brand name attached. These businesses used to be 

predominantly located in central business districts and catered primarily to the corporate 

market offering an alternative of more space than a standard hotel room for business 

travelers. In recent years, the location of strata title hotels has expanded to city fringe 

locations and regional areas. This migration has seen expanded market share to 

incorporate holiday, VFR (visiting friends and relatives) and the leisure market. The 

branded hotel product offers a consistent network of properties that appear to the 

consumer to be the same as a traditional hotel. The reception area is manned at all times 

and while the services on offer can vary, they are comparable with standard offerings in 

traditional hotels.  

Chains or “brands” of serviced apartments have emerged in recent years and in 

many cases are starting to offer service levels approaching those available in many 

hotels (Gibson, 2005, p.2). 

5.1.19. Type C - Emerging Strata Title Organizations (ESTO’s) 

This is a new and rapidly evolving type of STTA provider. There can be huge 

differences in the organizational structures, management and strategies, however these 

organizations have been grouped together due to the fact that they exhibit significant 

similarities. Despite this, it should be acknowledged that the ESTO classification 

represents a broader grouping than those classifications already discussed. Because of 

this, it is difficult to conceive of an archetypal ESTO. Most ESTOs are trying to ‘brand’ 

themselves in the marketplace by expanding their property portfolio, centralizing their 

operations and aiming to present a chain of properties in a variety of destinations. 

Through centralizing, the benefit of cost cutting is realized and also the economies of 

scale with regard to purchasing and buying power can be used to the organizations’ 
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advantage. ESTO’s generally originate from regional tourism areas (frequently as ‘Mum 

and Dad’ operations), and then expansion has occurred in other regional areas and/or 

CBD locations, depending upon the individual strategy of the organization. The 

marketing costs are funded by the individual unit owners by way of a levy through 

management, and the properties are then either marketed as a brand or alternatively, 

some ESTOs are continuing with the standard practice of marketing individual 

properties. 

The organizational model of ESTO’s is basically a Mum and Dad owner-

operator, type A management structure at an individual property level that has been 

replicated to produce a chain of properties forming a brand that can be used to facilitate 

marketing. Some industry experts have referred to this type of organizational structure 

as the ‘commercialization of management rights’. In addition to the set up just 

described, some ESTOs are starting to use the franchise business model. 

Conclusion 

This chapter has identified and classified the key players involved in STTA by 

drawing on stakeholder theory concepts. The theory has also allowed development of a 

hierarchy and discussion regarding the relationships between the stakeholders and 

STTA organizations. Whilst primary and secondary stakeholders were identified and 

classified in STTA according to the literature, it has also been acknowledged that this is 

a fairly arbitrary exercise. The proposition of developing a third tier of stakeholders, 

labeled as tertiary stakeholders (in line with Clarkson’s concept) has also been 

discussed. 

The chapter has also provided a consideration of STTA legislative issues and a 

commentary on the development of corporate STTA entities. 

Nine types of STTA governance structures were identified in Table 5.4. It was 

also noted that there are three underlying generic STTA organizational forms. These 
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three types have been introduced, however further discussion and comparisons will be 

made regarding the relative merits of these governance structures in Chapters 6 and 8. 

Chapter 6 will discuss the research method for phase two of the research and 

typology advancement, Chapter 7 will discuss the findings using agency theory and 

Chapter 8 will report on other observations emanating from the second empirical phase 

of research. 
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CHAPTER 6.0  

FOCUSED INTERVIEWS: RESEARCH METHOD  

AND TYPOLOGY ADVANCEMENT 

Overview 

This chapter provides an introduction to the second empirical phase of the study 

by overviewing the focused interviews that have been undertaken. The first purpose of 

the interviews was to advance a typology of STTA organizations. The second purpose 

was to collect data that will enable a comparison of the relative merits of the different 

STTA types identified. As the analysis constitutes a comparative appraisal of the 

relative managerial merits across different STTA organizational forms, it can be 

described as constituting a cross case comparative analysis. In light of this, the 

methodology to be applied in case study research will be outlined.    

The chapter is structured in the following manner. Initially an overview of issues 

associated with the conduct of cross case comparative studies is presented. The sample 

of interviewees that have provided data to facilitate the cross case comparative study, 

are then described. The chapter concludes by outlining the development of a typology 

that classifies the different organizational forms that STTA service providers can 

assume. It appeared from the first interview phase that service provider’s in STTA 

organizations can be classified according to three main types: 

1) Mum and Dad operators managing a single property. 

2) Strata titled hotels i.e. STTA properties that provide no self catering facilities. 

3) Owner operators managing multiple properties. 

This chapter will outline refinements made to this initial classification. This is an 

important step in the thesis as the cross case comparative study will focus on differences 

between the generic STTA types identified. 
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The comparative case study research design  

Yin (2003) defines the research design as “a logical plan for getting from here to 

there, where ‘here’ may be defined as the initial set of questions to be answered, and 

‘there’ is some set of conclusions (answers) about these questions” (p.20). Another 

description of research design is as a blueprint of research dealing with at least four 

problems: what questions to study, what data are relevant, what data to collect and how 

to analyze the results (Philliber, Schwab and Samsloss, 1980). 

Yin (2003) sees the following as important elements to consider when designing 

case study research: i) a study’s questions; ii) its unit of analysis and iii) the criteria for 

interpreting the findings.3 

6.1.1. Research questions  

As was noted in the introduction, the research questions pursued are based upon 

the concept of identifying an optimal organizational form and exploring whether it is 

affected by one or more key contingency factors. Miles and Huberman (1994) 

recommend that researchers use a limit and write no more than a dozen questions in all. 

Creswell (2003) suggests writing one or two central questions, followed by no more 

than five to seven sub-questions. These sub-questions should narrow the focus of the 

study but leave open the questioning. The study’s central research question is as 

follows:  

i)  What are the elements of best management and governance practice in the 

provision of STTA? 

The sub questions are: 

ii)  What are the main generic types of organizational forms used to deliver tourist 

accommodation in strata title owned properties? 

                                                 
3 Yin also referred to ‘propositions, if any’, however in light of the exploratory standing of this 
phase of the research, no propositions have been advanced.  
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iii)  What are the differences between the main types of organizational forms used to 

deliver tourist accommodation in a strata title owned property? 

iv)  What are the best elements of governance and management practice in each of 

the main types of STTA organizational form identified?  

v)  Are there distinct differences in attitudes to STTA good practice held by owners, 

managers and industry experts? 

vi)  How can the current management and governance practices be improved?  

6.1.2. Unit of analysis 

The unit of analysis for this phase of the study is the organization, i.e., the focus 

is on the entity that manages the provision of the STTA product. This is not to be 

confused with the unit of data collection which is at an individual level - the data will 

come from a range of individual perspectives (owners’ perspective, managers’ 

perspective and the industry experts’ perspective)4.  

6.1.3. Criteria for interpreting a study’s findings 

The criteria for interpreting the findings, is primarily informed by the agency 

theory perspective and in particular Lambert’s (2001) model which has provided a 

framework to guide the research. The agency theory informed analysis is the subject of 

the next chapter (Chapter 7). In the subsequent chapter (Chapter 8), further factors that 

have not been captured by Lambert’s model have been identified wherever it is felt their 

identification provides a richer understanding of issues arising in STTA governance and 

management. 

                                                 
4 It should be noted that in further research a primary focus could be directed to determining the 
differential views of STTA stakeholder groups. In such a study, the stakeholder groupings would 
constitute the unit of analysis.  
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Strategies of inquiry 

Creswell (2003) recommends the following tasks be included in qualitative 

research: a) identify the specific strategy of inquiry that will be used, b) provide some 

background information about its disciplinary origin, its applications and a brief 

definition, c) Discuss why it is an appropriate strategy and d) identify how the use of the 

strategy will shape the types of questions asked, the form of data collection, steps of 

data analysis and the final narrative.  

a) Case Study. 

 The specific strategy of inquiry that will be used is a comparative case study. 

Stake (1995) sees case studies as involving a researcher in in-depth exploration 

of a problem, an event, a process, an activity or one or more individuals. The 

case(s) are bounded by activity and time and the researcher collects detailed 

information using a variety of data collection procedures over a sustained period 

of time.  

b) Background. 

 As a research strategy, the case study is used in many situations to contribute to 

our knowledge of individual, group, organizational, social, political and related 

phenomena. Case studies continue to be used extensively in social science 

research including the traditional disciplines of psychology, sociology, political 

science, anthropology, history and economics; as well as the practice oriented 

fields of urban planning, public administration, public policy, management 

science, social work and education (Yin, 2003).  

c) Why does a case study represent an appropriate strategy? 

 This project will be partly exploratory and for the most part, descriptive and 

explanatory. It is exploratory in the sense that it is the first study to focus on key 

best management factors in delivering STTA. The exploratory analysis will lay 
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the basis for the formulation of pertinent hypotheses and propositions for further 

inquiry. An explanatory analysis will also be conducted due to a focus on 

determining the operational links affecting the design and implications of STTA 

organizational form, i.e., the study will move beyond the documentation of 

frequencies and incidence which typify exploratory studies.   

d) How the strategy will affect other components of the study.  

The form of data collected will be typical of a case study strategy (as 

recommended by Yin, 2003) by using multiple sources of evidence including 

transcribed interviews, reflective interviewer notes, and electronic-mail correspondence. 

In addition to this data, as suggested by Yin (2003), other information will be collected 

in order to increase the study’s reliability and construct validity. This includes creation 

of a case study protocol and case study database. Data analysis will involve classifying 

themes and the properties that categorize them. Further details of the analysis are 

provided in section 6.8. 

Use of theory 

Unless grounded theory is being used, use of theory comes at the beginning and 

provides a lens that shapes what is looked at and the questions asked (Creswell, 2003). 

As already noted, agency theory will be used as a theoretical lens or perspective to 

guide the study and raise questions in regard to the potential conflict and dynamics of 

the relationship between the resident unit manager and the investor unit owner. More 

specifically, Lambert’s (2001) potential reasons for conflict will provide a framework to 

structure the issues, with each of the reasons being addressed and illustrated further with 

direct citations from the individual case study interviews.  

Definitions, limitations and significance  

Yin (2003) states that possible limitations of data collection methods can be 

reduced by following three principles: a) use of multiple sources of evidence, b) 
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creating a case study database and c) maintaining a chain of evidence. When used 

properly, these principles help to deal with the problems of establishing the construct 

validity and reliability of case study evidence.    

The weaknesses of using explanation building for analysis are clear. Yin (2003) 

warns that analytic insight is demanded of the researcher and that the progression of the 

iterative process can allow a drift away from the original topic of interest. Cross case 

analysis relies strongly on argumentative interpretation with the constant challenge of 

developing strong, plausible and fair arguments that are supported by the data. In the 

conduct of the case study reported in this thesis, due consideration has been given to 

following the safeguard measures extolled by Yin (2003).  

The researcher’s roles 

The investigator’s contribution to the research setting can be useful and positive 

rather than detrimental (Locke, Spirduso and Silvermanm (2000). Introspection and 

acknowledgement of biases, values and interests or reflexivity are important. The 

personal-self becomes inseparable to the researcher-self. It represents openness and 

honesty to acknowledge that all research is laden with values (Mertons, 2003). 

In this study, the researcher’s perceptions of management issues, conflicts and 

motivations have doubtlessly been influenced by prior experiences. The researcher 

brings knowledge of the tourism industry structure and processes, the impact of the real 

estate industry on this environment and perspectives gleaned as a tourist experiencing 

the product and services offered by STTA complexes. Due to the researcher’s previous 

experiences as a travel consultant, marketing manager in the travel industry, trainer for 

TAFE travel and tourism courses and as a licensed real estate agents representative, 

certain biases (including influence on the validity and reliability) are bound to be 

introduced to this study.  
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6.1.4. Bounding the study 

Creswell (2003) talks of study bounding and suggests that this should be 

considered from the perspectives of setting, actors, events and processes.  

i)  Setting 

 Data has been collected throughout Australia, with interviews held at the 

interviewees’ place of work or via telephone interview.  

ii)  Actors 

 The participants in this phase of the study are drawn from three categories: 

resident managers, unit owners and industry experts. The nature of the resident 

managers’ and the investor owners’ position was described in Chapter 5. 

Industry experts are those who have extensive experience in the field of STTA. 

They come from a broad range of disciplines and backgrounds. 

In order to achieve an Australia-wide representation, purposive sampling of the 

participants was employed; however, due to the nature of the industry (being somewhat 

dominated by Queensland) and the researcher’s location, there is an over-representation 

of participants from Queensland. Part of the reason for this stems from the fact that 

resident managers owning management rights businesses do not exist in all Australian 

states.  

iii)  Events 

 The focus of this study is on management and governance practices in STTA, 

and the perception and meaning of experiences expressed by the participants. 

This focus resulted in the assimilation of unanticipated information and making 

sense of events described by the interviewees.  

iv)  Processes 
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In analyzing the data collected, particular attention has been paid to STTA 

organizations’ management structures and in particular their operational 

procedures, differences and similarities.   

Data collection strategies/procedures 

Data was collected from September through November 2005. This initially 

involved a pilot project (comprising 5 interviews) to refine the drafted questions. This 

allowed for modification in research design and field procedures. Recorded interviews 

with 38 participants were then conducted (interview questions presented as Appendix 

A). Use of an interview protocol for recording information during the interviews also 

assisted in the procedure (interview protocol presented as Appendix B). Follow up 

interviews were completed in November and December, 2005. Clarification of any 

ambiguous information gathered was achieved by way of email correspondence with the 

participants after the initial interview. Confirmation or clarification was also achieved 

by consulting corporate websites, follow up phone calls and member checking.  

Another useful data collection technique involves ‘table shells’ as suggested by 

Miles and Huberman (1994). These table outlines define the rows and columns of the 

data array, prior to collection. The benefit of this device is threefold. The researcher 

knows what data is to be collected, as indicated by the table, and it also ensures that 

parallel information will be collected where a multiple-case design is being used. 

Finally, the table shells aid in understanding what will be done with the data once it has 

been collected. 

To further strengthen the data collection phase, the researcher took notes 

throughout the interviews and made notes immediately after each interview was 

completed to minimize loss of data from failed memory recall. A field diary was also 

kept by the researcher to make notes, diagrams and tables regarding themes or issues 

arising during the data collection period.  
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Data analysis procedures/interpretation 

Schatzman and Strauss (1973) claim that qualitative data analysis primarily 

entails classifying things, persons, events and the properties that categorize them. 

Mirriam (1988) and Marshall and Rossman (1989) contend that data collection and 

analysis must be a simultaneous process in qualitative research. 

Two analytical strategies were primarily applied, explanation building and 

cross-case synthesis (Yin, 2003). Explanation building involves analyzing the case 

study data by building an explanation about the case (a specialized form of pattern 

matching). This is appropriate for both explanatory and exploratory case studies, 

however in the case of the latter; the goal is not to conclude a study but to develop ideas 

for further research. The second technique is specific to the analysis of multiple case 

studies and is especially relevant if there are more than two cases involved. Yin (2003) 

advises that multiple cases yield more robust findings.  

During the analysis period, the data was organized categorically and 

chronologically. It was reviewed repeatedly. Identifying and describing patterns and 

themes from the perspective of the participant(s) and then attempting to understand and 

explain these patterns and themes was undertaken, as suggested by Agar (1980). A list 

of ideas, issues or themes was chronicled, as suggested by Merriam (1988), in the 

researcher’s field diary.  

To further promote validity, the following strategies were employed to check the 

accuracy of the findings: 

i) Triangulation of data – data was collected through multiple sources including 

multiple interviews, document analysis, corporate websites, etc. 

ii) Member checking – some participants served as a check throughout the analysis 

process. An on-going dialogue regarding the interpretation placed on the 

participants’ reality and meanings heightened the truth-value of the data. 
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iii) Participatory modes of research – Several participants (industry experts) were 

consulted repeatedly during the comparative case study, from the design of the 

project to checking interpretations and conclusions. 

iv) Peer examination – my supervisor, a professor of hospitality management and 

my associate supervisor, a senior lecturer from the environmental science faculty 

have served as peer examiners.  

v) The issue of acknowledging and being aware of the potential for researcher bias 

was discussed earlier. 

Reporting the findings 

The structure for the multiple case study report is a combination of two 

structures, comparative and theory building. A comparative structure repeats the same 

case study two or more times, comparing alternative descriptions or explanations of the 

same case. The purpose of the repetition is to show the degree to which the facts fit each 

model, and the repetitions actually illustrate a pattern-matching technique at work (Yin, 

2003; p.153).  

Lofland (1974) suggests that although data collection and analysis strategies are 

similar across qualitative methods, the way findings are reported are diverse. Miles and 

Huberman (1984) address the importance of creating a data display and note that the 

narrative text has been the most frequent form of display for qualitative data. The results 

are presented in descriptive narrative form rather than a scientific report. Description 

with the assistance of tables and diagrams is the vehicle that has been used to 

communicate the holistic picture of management in STTA. Complementary word tables 

as recommended by Yin (2003) have allowed a whole set of features on a case-by-case 

basis. This has assisted with analysis by considering instances of same type, allowing 

subgroups of the general cases to emerge, and facilitating typology development. The 
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final product is a construction of all the participants’ experiences and the meaning they 

attach to them as seen through an agency theory lens.  

Ethical considerations 

Most authors commenting on qualitative research design address the importance 

of ethical considerations (Locke et al., 2000; Marshall and Rossman, 1989; Merriam, 

1988; Spradley, 1980; Yin, 2003).  

The following safeguards were employed to protect the participants’ rights: 

i) The research study received clearance from the Griffith University Human 

Research Ethics Committee that addresses all facets of potential ethical issues 

prior to the commencement of the research. 

ii) The research objectives were articulated verbally and in writing so that they 

were clearly understood by the participants (Participant Information Sheet, 

Appendix C). 

iii) Written permission to proceed with the study was received from the participants 

(Participant Consent Form, Appendix D). 

iv) Verbatim transcriptions and written interpretations were made available to the 

participants. 

v) The participant’s rights, interests and wishes were considered first when choices 

were made regarding the reporting of data. 

vi) Anonymity has been preserved by referencing participants as M1, M2, M3, etc, 

for managers; O1, O2, O3, etc, for unit owners and IE1, IE2, IE3, etc, for 

industry experts. 

vii) Participants were advised (verbally and on the consent form) that they were free 

to be excluded or withdraw from the study by choice at any time. 
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Pilot Project and Sample 

The final preparation for data collection involved the conduct of several pilot 

case studies as suggested by Yin (2003).  The pilot case studies allowed the researcher 

to refine data collection plans with regard to both the content of the data and the 

procedures to be followed. The pilot project was not a pre-test but constituted more of a 

formative process assisting the researcher to develop lines of questioning and 

conceptual clarification for the research design. 

6.1.5. Selection of pilot cases 

Convenience, access and experience of the subject were the main criteria for 

selecting the five subjects used. Ease of access has allowed for a less structured and 

more prolonged relationship to develop between the researcher and several of the 

interviewees involved in the pilot cases. 

6.1.6. Nature of the pilot inquiry 

The inquiry conducted during the pilot interviews was broader and less focused 

than the ultimate data collection interview protocol. This was due to the fact that the 

pilot interviewees can be described as industry experts with many years of experience in 

the STTA sector. These subjects assisted greatly in refining the classification and 

terminology of organizational structures. Methodologically, the pilot interviewees 

provided information about relevant field questions and the logistics of field enquiry. 

Modifications were made and eventually a satisfactory interview schedule for the 

remaining industry experts, unit owners and resident managers was developed. 

6.1.7. Report and modifications 

A report was written in the form of a memorandum. This memorandum was 

explicit regarding the lessons learned for both design and procedures. As more than a 
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single pilot interview was used, the report from one pilot interview informed the 

modifications made in the next pilot interview.  

Responses to questions and queries raised by the five pilot interviewees directed 

modifications made. Some of the modifications that were made included the rewording 

of questions and elimination of probe areas that were informed by the literature. Also, 

the relevance of some issues was questioned by some interviewees and these issues 

were abandoned as a result.   

6.1.8. Sample 

An overview of the sample of industry experts (IE) is provided in Table 6.1. 

This table identifies each industry expert as IE1, IE2, etc. IE1 through to IE15 provided 

interviews that were tape recorded and fully transcribed. IE16 through to IE22 provided 

additional interviews that took place and were recorded by way of detailed notes. In 

some instances it was not feasible to tape record due to external noise. In some cases 

pursuit of the interview schedule was not the only focus of the meeting and it would not 

have been appropriate to tape-record the meeting. It should also be noted that IE1 

through to IE5 were the participants used for the pilot project. 
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Table 6.1a  

Overview of Industry Experts  

Ref Title / position Industry Years in industry Location Area of expertise 

IE1 General Manager – 
Operations 

Consultant 30+ QLD – GC Strata title accommodation management 

IE2 Managing Director Specialist hotel consultant 30+ NSW Accounting/Finance 

IE3 Managing Director Strata title / property specialist 20 NSW Law 

IE4 Vice President Specialist hotel consultant 15 NSW Real estate 

IE5 Director Body Corporate Management 12 QLD – GC Law and strata title management 

IE6 President QRAMA 5 QLD – GC Management 

IE7 President UOAQ 12 QLD – BNE Mediator 

IE8 Executive Director ESTO company 20+ QLD – GC Management rights 

IE9 Director ESTO company 5 QLD – BNE Management rights 

IE10 Director ESTO company 12 QLD – SC Management rights 

IE11 Southern Area Manager State Tourism Department 25 WA Tourism Industry regional development 

IE12 Director Consultant 25 WA Hotel management 

IE13 Director Branded strata title hotel 18 VIC Hotel management and franchising 

IE14 Chairperson Tourism taskforce on STTA 3 WA Government policy advisor on tourism and planning 

IE15 Consultant Consultant 30+ WA Accounting/Finance 
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Table 6.1b  

Overview of Other Industry Experts  

(Non-transcribed discussions documented by way of written notes  
 
Ref Industry Location Area of Expertise 

IE16 State tourism organisation QLD-BNE Industry liaison/policy 

IE17 Strata title management  NSW Strata title management 

IE18 Development and management 
company 

WA Acquisitions 

IE19 Financier QLD Management rights finance provider 

IE20 Financier NSW Body corporate finance provider 

IE21 Development company WA Surveyor/ strata development 

IE22 State institute QLD Community titles 

QLD – SC / GC / BNE - Queensland – Sunshine coast, Gold Coast or Brisbane 
QRAMA - Queensland Resident Accommodation Managers Association 
UOAQ - Unit Owners Association of Queensland 
 
 

Table 6.1a records the title or position of the expert, along with the industry that 

the expert is currently working in. The years of experience have been recorded to 

provide an indication of how long the individual has been working with strata title 

tourism accommodation. Location is depicted by state and the Queensland 

representatives have been specified according to whether they are located in the Gold 

Coast, Brisbane or Sunshine Coast region. The last column specifies the area of 

expertise of the industry expert. This highlights the degree to which the experts provide 

a range of perspectives. Table 6.1b provides an overview of other industry experts that 

were interviewed however, due to logistics (i.e. unsuitable environment for tape 

recording) were not transcribed. These interviews were, however, extremely valuable 

and data collected in these interviews was utilized along with transcribed data for 

analysis purposes. 

Table 6.2 provides an overview of the unit owners interviewed. Unit owners are 

identified as O1, O2, etc. The location of all units was in Queensland, the location 

referred to in the table relates to place of residence. Regional or CBD location of units 

are detailed and the ‘*’ displayed for O2, O3 and O6 indicates that these interviewees 
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own more than one unit. Size of the unit refers to the amount of bedrooms. In the ‘Total 

units in complex’ column, O3 has two figures, this results from two units owned in two 

different buildings (the size of the unit and the total units in the complex are displayed 

respectively). O2 and O6 have 2 units, however in each instance these are located in the 

same complex. The type of management refers to the organizational form operating in 

the complex where the unit is located, where type A corresponds to ‘Mum and Dad’ 

owner/operators, type B corresponds to branded hotels and type C corresponds to 

Emerging Strata Title organizations (ESTO’s). It should be noted that these three 

organizational types have not been defined yet (they are developed later in this chapter). 

They have been included in this table, however, in order to facilitate a heightened 

appreciation of the mix of subjects interviewed in the study. Length of current 

ownership, the final column, details the number of years the owner has held the 

property. More than one figure is reported for those owners owning two units.   
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Table 6.2  

Overview of Owners Interviewed  

Owner 
Type of 

management 
Sex 

Location of 
owner 

Location 
of unit 

Regional/CBD 
location 

Size of unit 
Total units in 

complex 
Length of current ownership 

(years) 

O1 A F NSW QLD R 2BR 65 5 

O2* A M QLD QLD R 1X1BR, 
2X2BR 

135 12,  20 

O3* A M QLD QLD R 1X2BR, 
1X3BR 

17,70 10,  5 

O4 B M NSW QLD C 1BR 180 5 

O5 B F NSW QLD C 1BR 128 15 

O6* B F QLD QLD R 1X1BR, 
1X2BR 

18 3,  6 

O7 C M NSW QLD R 1BR 150 3 

O8 C F QLD QLD R 2X1BR Unknown 1 

O9 C F QLD QLD R 2BR 52 7 

O10 C F QLD QLD R 2BR 98 4 

* Multiple unit owner  
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Table 6.3 identifies managers as M1, M2, etc. Location of the complex operated 

by the manager is broken down into both state and regional or CBD locations. The next 

three columns detail the total units in the complex, the number of units in the letting 

pool and a percentage calculation of the proportion of units in the letting pool. The next 

two columns detail the time the manager has been at his current and previous 

complexes, with N/A signifying no previous experience in accommodation 

management. The personal information column refers to whether the management is a 

husband and wife team, an employee or a family business. Previous occupation presents 

the nature of the working position held by the managers prior to STTA management 

involvement.  
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Table 6.3  

Overview of Managers Interviewed 

Complex 
Type of 

management 
Location of 

complex 
Total units 
in complex 

Units in 
letting pool 

% in 
letting pool 

Length of 
management 

(years at current 
complex) 

Length of 
management at 

other complexes 

Personal 
information 

Previous 
occupation 

M1 A QLD R 49 48 98 4 1.5 Family business Government 
employee 

M2 A NSW R 12 11 91 2.5 N/A HWT Small business 
owners 

M3 A QLD R 41 31 76 2 N/A HWT PA and 
Government 

employee 

M4 B VIC C 175 120 69 4 2 Employee Hotel manager 

M5 B ACT C 130 40 30 4 2 Employee Hotel manager 

M6 B WA R 150 150 100 1.5 5 Employee Hotel manager 

M7 B WA C 140 140 100 1.5 7.5 Employee Hospitality 

M8 C WA R 220 165 75 1 12 HWT Both Real Estate 

M9 C WA R 58 54 93 1 10 Employee Accountant 

M10 C NSW C 157 157* 100 1 2.5 Employee Chef / Real Estate 

Location State with R (regional) or C (CBD) location. 
* Small % tourist letting pool, remainder of units are combination of permanent rentals and owner occupiers – building 

under same management regardless of use.   
HWT  Husband and wife team. 
Total units in complex If more than one property, an average is given. 
Length of management: N/A – no previous accommodation management experience. 
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Developing a typology of STTA organizational forms 

The knowledge that has enabled the development of a hierarchical typology of 

STTA organizational forms was acquired over the course of conducting the study’s first 

two empirical phases. The most fundamental classification made in this typology 

concerns a distinction drawn between strata titled hotels and strata titled apartments. 

Subordinated to this dichotomy is a further tier of classification that has been made 

according to whether organizations are branded and the nature of the service provided. 

In developing this typology, attention has been directed towards determining broad 

generic subgroups that account for the majority of STTA providers in Australia. The 

distillation of these broad generic sub-groups is an important step in the thesis, as the 

cross-comparative case analysis focuses on the relative merits of their distinct 

characteristics. 

6.1.9. Background 

The organizational forms of STTA in Australia are diverse and varied, however 

there does appear to be sufficient commonality between some organizations to facilitate 

the development of a typology of STTA organizational forms. At the outset of this 

description of the typology developed, it should be acknowledged that a degree of 

subjectivity is bound to be exercised when developing this type of classification. The 

term ESTO (Emerging Strata Title Organization) has been used to refer to one of the 

types in order to provide the typology with flexibility and robustness to accommodate 

new structures yet to be developed. The nature of the rapid current growth of the 

industry suggests that further new structures will evolve. In light of this observation, a 

limitation that should be noted is that all case organizations documented and discussed 

below were specific to the time of data collection (i.e., 2005).  

Classificational schemata have been described as the primary means for 

organizing phenomena and they are considered extremely important for theory 
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development (Hunt, 2002). Logical partitioning starts with the careful specification of 

the phenomena to be categorized (Hunt, 2002) and this was the initial approach taken in 

preparing the hierarchical typology advanced. As Hunt suggests, the process of 

delineation of categorical terms (the properties or characteristics on which the 

classification schema is to be based) took place contemporaneously with the 

development of labels for the defined categories which have emerged from categorizing 

the phenomena. The hierarchical typology developed is presented as Figure 6.1. 

Hunt (2002) makes four observations which can be directly applied to Figure 

6.1. The first is that logical partitioning results in monothetic classifications, that is that 

all members of the category possess all the characteristics that are used to identify the 

category. Secondly, the procedure can result in single or multi-level schemata. Common 

in multilevel schemata is hierarchical ordering such as that apparent in Figure 6.1. It 

should also be noted that hierarchical classifications have greater power to 

systematically organize the phenomenon under investigation. Thirdly, Hunt notes that 

there may exist empty classes (as will be seen later, these have been captured in Figure 

6.1). Lastly, Hunt (2002) states that logical partitioning ‘presupposes a fairly 

sophisticated understanding of the phenomena being investigated, (or) else the 

classification involved may be totally unrealistic, nothing better than an inspired guess’. 

(p.227).  
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Figure 6.1 STTA Hierarchical Typology (as at December, 2005) 
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Hunt (2002) identifies a set of questions that can be used to validate the STTA 

classification schemata developed. The following five questions, which are based on 

Hunt’s (2002, p.230-236) criteria have been born in mind in developing figure 6.1:     

i) Does the schema adequately specify the phenomena to be classified? 

ii) Does the schema adequately specify the properties or the classifications that will be 

doing the classifying? 

iii) Does the schema have categories that are mutually exclusive (if an item fits one 

category or class, it will not fit any other class)? 

iv) Does the schema have categories that are collectively exhaustive (every item that is 

to be classified should have a ‘home’)?  

v) Is the schema useful? (Have the concepts embodied in the schema been useful for 

developing law-like generalizations?) 

6.1.10. Description of the STTA Hierarchical Typology 

STTA can be seen to comprise two main categories, strata titled apartments and 

strata titled hotels. The differential being more living space, and varying degrees of self-

catering facilities provided for the apartment sub-category. Strata titled apartments 

operate under a range of management structures. Factors affecting the choice of 

management structure include, but are not limited to, the state location of the complex 

and nature of the ownership of the business. The managements rights structure (MRS) 

has been the most preferred form in Queensland, while conversely interview data 

collected has revealed only a few identified cases of MRS in Western Australia.  

All Mum and Dad operations (type A) use the MRS. Similarly, the majority of 

ESTO’s (type C) operate under the MRS with the only notable difference being 

employed managers in type ‘C’ STTA providers as distinct from the owner operators 

found in ‘A’.  
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Each of the STTA organizational types identified with a letter in Figure 6.1 will 

now be described in alphabetical sequence.  

Type A - Mum and Dad / Owner Operator 

Refer to section 5.8.1 for a full description of Type A organizational type.  

Type B - Strata titled hotels 

Refer to section 5.8.2 for a full description of Type B organizational type. Some 

examples of branded serviced strata title hotels (type H) include the Raddisson, Palazo 

Versace, Sheraton (all on the Gold Coast), Sebel, and Medina. An example of a 

branded, limited service STTA organization (type J) is Pacific International Hotels. No 

example of an unbranded, serviced hotel (type I) has been identified in the study. 

Unbranded, limited service hotels (type K) are, however, represented by various 

independent operators.    

Type C - Emerging Strata Title Organizations (ESTO’s) 

Refer to section 5.8.3 for a full description of Type C organizational type. The 

directors of the umbrella companies or marketing arms of these organizations have 

usually come from a Type A complex where they have personally been an owner-

operator and have established a successful track record. As a result of this success, they 

have continued to purchase additional multiple management right’s businesses and 

replicated what has been done well in their initial business. There are some ESTO’s that 

have developed highly centralized operations and have sought a public listing as 

companies in order to gain additional capital from shareholders to facilitate further 

expansion.   

ESTO’s encompass publicly listed companies which can be branded (D) or  

unbranded chains (E). An example of a branded ESTO is Stella Resorts and an example 

of an unbranded ESTO is S8. There are also consortiums of multiple businesses that 

form either branded or unbranded chains. Examples of these include Oaks Hotels and 
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Resorts (D) and Dreamtime Resorts (E).  All of the above examples are managed 

utilizing the MRS. The non-MRS chains identified were branded, serviced apartments 

(D) and examples of this classification are Broadwater Resorts and Hotels and Quest 

Apartments. No unbranded chain of apartments (E) operating under a non-MRS 

structure has been identified in this study. There was a hybrid classification formed by 

an ESTO that was operating branded chains. The operation was using a non-MRS 

structure for its properties with the exception of one property in the portfolio that 

operated under the MRS. It was therefore considered an anomaly, as all other ESTO’s 

use MRS or non-MRS exclusively for management operations. As this was an 

individual case, it was not identified as a grouping in the hierarchical typology.   

Differences between generic types 

The cross-comparative case analysis will be based on three generic STTA 

organizational forms: Types A, B and C. Given the absence of any prior work providing 

a consideration of different STTA organizational forms, this relatively aggregated level 

of abstraction appears appropriate for this study. Table 6.4 provides an overview of the 

distinguishing facets of these three generic STTA organizational forms.  

Not surprisingly, the majority of Type A and Type C organizational forms are 

located in Queensland. Type B has fairly extensive representation throughout Australia 

(refer to Table 6.4, characteristic 1). Size is a distinguishing facet of these three types. 

Type A complexes are at the smaller end of the scale and typically fall within the range 

of between 12 and 80 units. Type C, although a replication of Type A, is at the larger 

end of the scale (a recent trend amongst ESTO’s appears to be targeting buildings with 

at least 60-80 units) with total complex size ranging from 80 – 140 units. Type B’s size 

varies depending upon location. In regional areas Type Bs average 50-80 units, and in 

CBDs they range between 80 and 150 units. 
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The majority of Type A complexes are located in regional areas and this also 

applies to Type C, however, there is a noticeable trend of Type C organizations buying 

management rights businesses in CBDs. Type Bs, which have traditionally been located 

in CBDs (catering to the corporate market) are now acquiring properties in regional 

areas. This diversification of locations is affecting the market served, with Type C 

increasingly entering the corporate market and similarly, Type B are combining their 

traditional corporate market with a mix of family and leisure due to their acquisition 

strategy. 
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Table 6.4  

Differences between main types of organisational forms 

Organizational Forms 
Characteristic 

Type A (Mum and Dad) Type B (Strata Titled Hotels) Type C (ESTO) 

Location Predominantly found in Queensland 
and increasingly in regional areas of 
NSW. 

Have Australia wide representation. Predominantly found in Queensland 
however experienced Queensland 
operators are expanding into other parts of 
Australia and the Pacific. 

Size Generally ranging from 12 to 80 
units. 

Affected by location. Regional areas average 
50 – 80 units while CBD locations range from 
80 to 150 units. 

Targeting the larger complexes in the 
‘Mum and Dad’ sector, i.e., 80-140 unit 
complexes.  

Type of location  Predominantly located in regional 
areas. 

Mainly located in CBD areas, however some 
brands are diversifying into the regional areas. 

Mostly located in regional areas although 
some operators are diversifying their 
market by buying management rights in 
Brisbane. 

Market Mainly family / leisure  Mainly corporate Mainly family / leisure. 

Level of personalised service High due to owner operators Medium due to employee managers, although 
quality of service is generally good due to most 
hotels being branded. 

Medium due to employee managers. 

 

Level of return visitation High High within the branded sector. Medium 

Level of additional services 
offered, e.g. food and 
beverage, room service, valet , 
etc.  

Minimal High  Low 

Manager Owner operators Employees Employees 

Manager prior experience and 
occupation 

Frequently no prior experience and 
many ex government employees. 

Prior experience in hospitality industry and 
mainly ex-hotel (traditional) managers.  

Limited prior experience and variety of 
previous backgrounds. 

Centralised administration No Yes Yes 

Centralised reservations No – direct Yes No – direct 
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Organizational Forms 
Characteristic 

Type A (Mum and Dad) Type B (Strata Titled Hotels) Type C (ESTO) 

Distribution of income to unit 
owners 

Direct return Usually guaranteed return (i.e., lease 
arrangement). 

Combination of pooled, direct and 
guaranteed return. 

Standard 3 star 4-5 star 4-5 star 

Sale of unit Real estate agent Investment advisor/planner registered with 
Australian Security Investment Commission 
(ASIC) 

Real estate agent 

 

Sold as Predominantly lifestyle and 
afterthought of investment. 

Investment only Lifestyle/investment, some more 
sophisticated operators do focus on return 
on investment. 

Can unit owner live in unit? Yes No Yes 

Is there provision for unit 
Furniture Fittings and 
Equipment replacement.  

No, usually not Yes No, usually not  

Is refurbishment regular and 
consistent across the complex? 

No Yes No 

Do all units look the same 
internally? 

No Yes No 

Age of building Majority are old Newer properties, if not, frequent 
refurbishments maintain a quality appearance. 

Majority are old 

Ample contribution or levels in 
existing sinking funds? 

Contributions are frequently  non-
existent, although complexes in 
Queensland must now have a 
quantity surveyor determined 
sinking fund levy. New complexes 
in New South Wales must also raise 
a sinking fund.  

There are contributions but they are not ample.  Contributions are frequently non-existent, 
although complexes in Queensland must 
now have a quantity surveyor determined 
sinking fund levy. New complexes in New 
South Wales must also raise a sinking 
fund.  
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The level of personal service is definitely the highest in the Type A, due to the 

owner-operators’ close contact with guests. Types B and C are similar as both have 

employee managers that do not possess the personal commitment of the owner 

operators found in Type A. Due to this personalized service, repeat visitation is likely to 

be higher in Type A operations. Type B complexes also have high levels of repeat 

visitation, possibly due to their branding loyalty. Both Type A and B’s levels of return 

visitation are higher than those experienced in Type C complexes. 

The breadth of services offered are highest with Type B operations as they are 

the closest model to the traditional hotel structure. Types A and C are limited in the 

additional services offered, which is indicative of their product (self contained 

accommodation), however it appears that these two types (Type C in particular) are 

increasing these services in an effort to compete with Type B properties and meet 

consumer demand and expectations. 

The managers in Types B and C are employees, whereas Type A managers have 

made a substantial personal investment in purchasing the management rights business in 

their complex. Most owner operators (Type A) have had no prior experience in 

managing accommodation and there appears to be a significant proportion of ex-

government employees in these complexes. Similarly, Type C operations have 

managers with limited experience and a variety of prior occupational backgrounds. 

Type B operations clearly have the highest levels of prior experience in hospitality 

management, with the majority of managers recruited as ex (traditional) hotel managers. 

The administration of complexes is centralized in Type B and C operations; 

however, as Type A managers are ‘stand-alone’, independent properties, the 

administration is conducted in-house along with the majority of other operations. 
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Reservations in Type A and C are direct to the complex, whereas Type B operations 

have centralized reservations to cater for the Australia-wide representation. 

Type A complexes tend to have an average of 3 star rating, Type B and C range 

from 4 to 5 stars, with Type B complexes generally holding the higher star ratings.  

An interesting distinguishing characteristic of the three generic types is how and 

why units in the complex are sold. Type A and C are sold by real estate agents primarily 

as lifestyle products, with relatively low emphasis placed on the investment return. 

Type C can be more sophisticated, so the scope for a focus on returns is higher than for 

Type A.  Type B is significantly different in respect to property sales. Type B 

operations sell their units as investment products under the auspices of the Managed 

Investments Act (1998). These units are generally not sold by real estate agents but 

instead financial planners/advisors (authorized representatives of an Australian financial 

services license) that are registered with the Australian Security Investment 

Commission (ASIC).  As Type B complexes are investment only, the purchasers are not 

able to live in their unit. Type A and C allow the owner to live in the unit they have 

purchased (exceptions occur where zoning prohibits this use for residential purposes).  

As Type B is an investment product, there is usually a Furniture, Fittings and 

Equipment (FF&E) required levy, the refurbishment is regular and consistent across the 

complex with the result that the units all have the same internal appearance and 

contributions to a sinking fund is a requirement of unit ownership. In contrast, Types A 

and C usually have no provision for an FF&E levy with the result that refurbishment is 

not achieved on a regular and consistent basis across the complexes. After a few years 

into the life of a building, the units have an inconsistent internal appearance. In many 

cases, sinking funds established for asset replacement are inadequate. 
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The majority of Type A and C complexes are fairly old, however Type B 

properties tend to be more recently built, and if they are older, constant refurbishment 

upgrades result in the properties appearing newer.     

Commentary on the typology’s merit 

Initially in this section, Hunt’s (2002) five questions to validate the 

classificational criteria of a typology were noted. Refering back to these five criteria, it 

appears: 

i) The schema does adequately specify the phenomena to be classified within the 

bounds of this particular research project. 

ii) The schema does adequately specify the properties upon which the classification 

scheme is based – refer to Table 6.4 for differences between the main types of 

organizational forms. The properties that lay the basis for the classification are 

the characteristics listed and described in the first column of the table. 

iii) The schema does have categories that are mutually exclusive, e.g. not one of the 

categories identified could be substituted by another. Similarly, the 

accommodation complexes (or properties) that have been used as examples to 

illustrate the classification could not fit into another category in the hierarchy. 

iv) The schema has categories that are collectively exhaustive, i.e. every STTA 

complex can be classified and has a ‘home’ in the hierarchy. 

v) The schema is useful, as the concepts embodied in the schema aid understanding 

of the STTA phenomena. The usefulness of the hierarchical typology is 

discussed further in the latter part of this section. 

It is nevertheless important that the limitations of the typology are 

acknowledged.  

Criteria i) specifies the phenomena to be classified within the bounds of this 

project which is concerned with STTA complexes (apartments and hotels), but in 
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particular, apartments. If the classification schema was to encompass all STTA in 

Australia then this would have involved including and classifying the broadening array 

of tourism accommodation properties that are now using strata title. This includes 

examples such as caravan parks, youth hostels and even golf course resorts, all of which 

could be legitimately defined as STTA.  

The typology could be strengthened by providing a classification that could cater 

for the increasing number of ‘integrated’ resorts. Integrated resorts can be defined as 

usually a branded operator that has the traditional hotel management structure, but also 

includes other dimensions such as a strata title wing, a timeshare tower and a golf 

course development. Newly developed and built properties are supporting this trend 

(discussed further in Chapter 8). In the existing hierarchical typology, these properties 

would fall across type B and F or H or J. The typology could be strengthened by adding 

another classification which catered for these integrated developments more 

specifically. 

The limitations of the typology are also evident when the evolving nature of the 

industry is considered. For this reason, the typology and supporting discussion should 

be viewed as somewhat time specific, data that has informed the development of the 

typology was collected in late 2005. While the typology does represent an original 

perspective of the organizational forms involved in delivering STTA in Australia, it is 

only a first step, and classification will become more difficult as the defining 

characteristics and lines of separation between the types continue to merge (this trend is 

discussed further in Chapter 8). Finally, although the above discussion relates to the 

whole hierarchical typology outlined in Figure 6.1, the main focus of this study 

concerns the three generic groups (A, B and C) as they arguably provide the most useful 

lines of demarcation when conceiving of STTA organizational forms. 
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Despite its limited robustness, the classification does carry several meritorious 

aspects: 

1)  It enhances our understanding of the nature and mix of organizations currently 

providing the STTA product in Australia. For this reason it will act as a point of 

reference in the subsequent discussion of findings and can provide a useful point of 

reference in further research in this area. 

2)  The ESTO classification provides the typology with some flexibility to 

accommodate yet-to-be conceived STTA organisational forms.  

3)  By specifically addressing the nature of STTA organizational forms, the hierarchical 

typology may stimulate debate regarding the relative advantages and shortcomings 

of each type that has been developed.  

Conclusion 

This chapter has provided an overview of the issues associated with cross-case 

comparative studies. A description of the sample of interviewees has been provided for 

the cross-case comparative study. Finally, the chapter has provided an important 

foundation block for the next two chapters by outlining the three generic STTA cases 

which will be the subject of the cross-comparative case study analysis. These three 

generic cases have been introduced in the context of a novel hierarchical typology of 

STTA organizational forms (refer to section 6.12.1 for a description of the typology’s 

development).  
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CHAPTER 7.0  

FINDINGS INTERPRETED USING AGENCY THEORY 

Introduction 

This chapter presents an analysis of the phase two empirical qualitative data 

collected when the observations are considered through the lens of Lambert’s (2001) four 

item agency conflict model.  

The chapter is structured as follows. Initially, a background to the application of 

agency theory in the STTA owner/manager context is provided. Next, a brief discussion 

regarding the inherent conflict of interest between the STTA manager and owner is 

presented. Lambert’s (2001) four factors for principal/agent conflict are then drawn upon 

to structure observations arising from the field data collected. Other agency issues 

comprising: i) exploiting power differentials and ii) reduced potential for conflict in 

Western Australia have also been highlighted. The chapter concludes with a summary 

that highlights the chapter’s significance and a discussion regarding the relative merit of 

using Lambert’s (2001) theory to examine the data. 

Background 

The Trade Practices Act (1974)5 is a useful reference for clarifying the principal-

agency relationship as it provides protection for consumers and prevents some restrictive 

trade practices of companies. The most relevant sections are Section 51AC covering 

restrictive trade practices (including unconscionable conduct) and Section 52, 

encompassing misleading or deceptive conduct. 

 It is generally held that principals bear the greater risk in agency relationships. 

The worst case scenario for an agent is that they may loose their job, however a principal 

can have considerable capital at stake. The dynamics of the owner/manager relationship 

in STTA provision do not appear to conform to this norm. The STTA manager bears 

                                                 
5 The Trade Practices Act (1974) is the key antitrust law in Australia, administered by the 
Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC). 
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substantially higher risk than a typical unit owner, as the initial outlay to purchase 

management rights is substantially greater than the outlay of a unit owner. In addition, the 

unit owner’s purchase price is based on market value that encompasses historical and 

recent real estate market sales. While the manager also owns a unit, in addition he has a 

much greater investment in the business. 

IE10 (see referencing system outlined in previous chapter) is the managing 

director of an ESTO and comments on the relative levels of risk born by the owner and 

manager: 

It is probably fairly important that you align your risk profile with your 

individual owners. And then you don’t have a conflict. The manager’s 

risk will be much higher than the individual unit owner’s risk. If I take 

an apartment in Queensland, an average price in a good location might 

be $450,000. If it is in a building of 50 or 60 apartments, the 

management rights of that complex is probably worth $2.5 million so 

you have one individual making a $450,000 investment which is backed 

up by the local property market and the next guy has his investment 

propped up by his own performance. So there are two factors in it. One, 

the initial entry price is substantially different and therefore the risk is 

substantially higher. The second is that when you are buying properties 

it is underpinned by sales, when you are buying management rights, it 

is underpinned by performance. 

Inherent divergence of interest 

The cornerstone of agency theory is the assumption that the interests of principals 

and agents diverge. The principal can attempt to minimize this divergence by establishing 

appropriate incentives for the agent, and by incurring monitoring costs to limit 

opportunistic actions taken by the agent (Hill & Jones, 1992).  In the STTA setting, it 
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appears there is considerable principal/agent divergence of interest. IE 5 explains why he 

believes that the interests of the two agency parties will never be aligned:  

I am getting paid a certain amount of money and my sole perspective is 

to keep as much money in my pocket as I can. Which means that I need 

to be driving down service levels or costs in general. You as the owner 

are paying me a certain amount of money but you want me to be driving 

up service levels from day one so that you can get the best value for 

money you possibly can. So between manager and owner, we 

immediately have this conflict. You want one thing, I want another. 

Here we have this conflict of management rights. I own it and it’s my 

business and I operate it the way I like and if you don’t like it then you 

can just opt out. I think that is a problem.  

IE2 notes that the potential for conflict can vary over time: 

Of course there is a potential conflict and it is fine when the market is 

fine. When the market turns sour, all the tensions come through. 

A very simple and concise explanation regarding inherent conflicting interests is offered 

by O1: 

They have one goal and that is to make as much money as they can 

from the owners. The owner’s goal is to make as much return as they 

can. 

Lambert’s (2001) 4 dimensions of conflict model  

Lambert identifies four dimensions of agency conflict:  

(i)  possibility of effort aversion by the agent, 

(ii)  the agent can divert resources for his private consumption or use,  

(iii)  differential time horizons e.g., the agent is less concerned about the future period 

effects of his current period actions because he does not expect to be with the firm or 
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the agent is concerned about how his actions will affect others’ assessment of his skill, 

which will affect compensation in the future, or  

(iv)  differential risk aversion between principal and agent (2001, pp.5-6). 

 

All of these potential factors for conflict are magnified when information 

asymmetry is present. Consistent with the lead of Guilding et al. (2005), Lambert’s model 

will now be drawn upon to consider the owner/manager relationship in STTA complexes.  

7.1.1. Effort aversion 

Effort aversion on the part of the agent can be best explained as either simply 

‘slacking off’ or as Guilding et al (2005) explain ‘a desire to not apply optimal effort 

when completing his/her work’ (p.411). Interviewees were asked “To what extent is there 

a potential for management to put in a sub-standard performance?’. A specialist hotel 

consultant (with expertise in accounting), IE2, felt that all three generic management 

right types are subject to medium to high range levels of effort aversion by the agent: 

I think in a strata title structured arrangement the potential is high in 

all three cases. The biggest potential probably the Mum and Dad, that 

would be a seven. The branded a six and the corporate a five. It is a 

huge problem, I think. The cause of the problem is a lack of scrutiny 

because of the multiple principal relationship. There is no coordination 

of vision like there would be in a solo building. With 400 people like 

you would have in a strata titled hotel, there is just no one to monitor 

them and they are only monitored partially as to their own particular 

interest for wins. So they will monitor the revenues, they might monitor 

the condition of the building casually, but that is it. They aren’t 

concerned about what is going on inside, so I think there is a huge 

potential because there is no one watching. The only things that make it 
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different for branded and publicly listed ones is that external groups 

will motivate a brand recognition and market position, so there is a 

self-discipline imposed to make sure that the consumers are taken care 

of because they give a valuation with every visit and the groups will 

presumably have internal systems to have control over the quality. 

There are also no real benchmarks to measure against. So there is no 

real way to say that is a poor standard.  

From another agent’s perspective, M2 explains how many managers feel in regard 

to the effort initially exerted and the aversion that creeps in after a series of setbacks: 

You lose the desire at times. We were taking anything we could grab 

and now we are just saying ‘No, we won’t do it overnight or that’. You 

just slow down. We still do the essential, but as for the letting, you slow 

it off, you do it at your own rate… there is heaps of room for it. If you 

knock the stuffing out of a manager, he just stops performing because 

he is so tied up worrying about the little issues that he has to stop doing 

the job that he should be doing. If you kick the dog for too long, the dog 

won’t get up anymore, and that is happening everywhere. 

From an investor’s perspective, the effort of the agent or manager should be 

focused on maximising the income or returns form the unit and the focus of assessment 

should be based on this dimension of performance. From a resident owner’s perspective, 

maintaining the property in an efficient manner is more important. A managing director 

of a law firm specialising in strata title property law, IE2 draws from his experience: 

I am not aware of any dispute where the investor or the owner is not 

happy about the standard of maintenance of their building. They have 

always been about the revenue not being as strong as expected …  The 

extent of investor-owner unhappiness with the managers is always 
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simply about money. The happiness with owner-occupiers in the same 

building has been about standard of maintenance and performance. 

When discussing the issue of effort aversion across the three generic types, Types 

A and B appear to have the highest scope for managerial effort aversion. A number of 

interviewees felt that the additional infrastructure, accountability and reporting procedure 

evident in Type C would lessen management effort aversion. IE11, however, felt that 

owners accessing unit information is a problem for all types: 

Mum and Dad and all the others are high risk. It is hard to get any 

information about how your asset is performing in the marketplace. 

7.1.1.1. Type A: effort aversion issues 

IE7 specifically spoke of type A having particular problems: 

In my experience, the Mums and Dads get very defensive as soon as 

anyone questions them about anything. 

From the agent’s perspective, M2 explains the distrust of owners in regard to the 

manager’s effort: 

They don’t tend to trust you. Probably half of my owners, I don’t get 

any queries from, they have their own businesses and they understand 

but the others … they think I charge them too much. 

7.1.1.2. Type B: effort aversion issues 

IE 2 saw greater scope for Type B managers to cover over effort aversion: 

Accountability isn’t a problem for the brands because they can shift a 

lot of cost and underperformance and dress it up pretty. 

M5 notes that organizational specific factors can affect management accountability to 

owners:   
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Well, we don’t have any accountability to them as long as we pay the 

rent. The issue comes when rent is not paid on time. If an operator is 

unable to meet the rental payment and there is a delay, then obviously 

that is a concern to the owners. There is nothing that the owners can do 

about that unless there is fraudulent activity or an ongoing difficulty 

with paying rent. 

7.1.1.3. Type C: effort aversion issues  

The ESTO classification appeared to have controls in place to minimise the potential for 

agent effort aversion. IE1 explains: 

In your ‘corporates' you have a lot of managers and you’ve also got a 

corporate surveillance structure. If he is an employed manager, then he 

is responsible to his corporate employer as well as to those that are the 

committee of the owners, so he is under greater surveillance. 

M8 agrees and offers an alternative: 

That is a big issue. I guess the only way they could question this is if the 

returns weren’t there. 

7.1.2. Diversion of resources 

The unit owner interviewees appeared to have most to say in regard to this issue. 

It was clear that the issue was not restricted to one type of organizational form. IE 3 best 

explains:   

They can all do it if they want to. There is almost no possibility for 

people to do much about it. 

It is notable that the observations made in this study support Guilding et al. (2005) 

who identified three moral hazard issues. The first concerns the possibility of a resident 

manager accepting a payment or ‘back-hander’ in return for granting a particular building 
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service sub-contract. The interviewees in this study made comment suggesting this type 

of activity is widespread. IE7 described the findings of a 2004 survey and commented: 

I have little faith in unit managers generally. I know the manager at the 

X (complex name) takes 10% of tradesmen’s costs - kickbacks, dodgy 

quotes etc,  and ensures that the chairman of the body corp’s unit is 

number 1 for booking. …. Y (ESTO) adds an ‘administration fee’ of $20 

plus GST to every tradespersons’ invoice for work done in our unit  - 

plumbing, electrical, repairs etc. 

The second moral hazard example noted by Guilding et al. (2005) concerns the 

possibility of a resident manager not recording a short term rental of a unit and failing to 

make the appropriate reimbursement to the unit owner. Comments made by this study’s 

interviewees suggest that this practice may be more prevalent in Type As than Types B 

and C as accountability is greater in the two latter organizational forms. 

The third moral hazard example cited by Guilding et al. (2005) concerns the 

possibility of a resident manager overstating the cost of maintenance or housekeeping, 

and keeping the difference between the costs reported to the owner and the payment 

made to the tradesperson. Several interviewee comments lend support to the suggested 

existence of this practice.  

7.1.2.1. Type A: diversion of resources issues 

The mum and dad operators were cited as having the highest potential for 

diverting resources. The following observations are pertinent. IE4 commented: 

If you have central reservation networks, it has got to be a much lower 

degree. So Mum and Dads would be the highest rating. 

O1 provided income return examples: 

With the previous managers, we had an income of about $1,500 per 

month and under X (new management) that has dropped to between 
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$400 and $500. That is a third of the amount because the managers are 

taking a great deal more out. …. When we bought the unit in Noosa in 

2000, on the figures of the previous five years, the management were 

taking about 25 per cent but we were getting about 75 per cent. It is 

now down that we get under 60 per cent. Every month there are broken 

glasses and I wouldn’t break the amount of glasses in a year that get 

broken in these units. They replace something at four times the cost that 

I could buy them at Woolworths and they are buying at wholesale 

prices. The mark-ups are just ridiculous.  

O3 offers a perspective following dealings with several managers: 

I can tell you from experience, the managers can be very selective in 

what they do, and if the people who have the merit to speak up against 

the actions that they believe are not quite good, they will often find, for 

one reason or another, which are never ever provable, they don’t get 

much lettings. 

7.1.2.2. Types B and C: diversion of resources issues 

The majority of managers from the branded hotels and the ESTO’s felt that the 

increased levels of accountability, transparency and corporate governance associated with 

larger organizational structures than that evident for Type As, reduced the possibility for 

management diverting resources in a self-interested manner. M9 commented: 

There is little scope in our organisation for error. All of our schemes 

are independently audited and we do that at least once a year, 

sometimes more. So I think in our form of enterprise it isn’t really an 

issue. 

O10 provided a different perspective on the operational aspects of a Type C 

organization, however. She cited the example of a resort group double dipping with 
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regard to commissions payable by charging a commission through their wholesale arm 

and a second commission that was charged by the manager for the same booking. She 

commented:  

Since it is in X’s (ESTO ‘Resort Company’) interests to rent out units 

through X’s travel agency (same ESTO’s reservation office) for an 

extra 30% commission, there seems to be a straightforward conflict of 

interest, and our letting agent is not actually looking after our interests. 

IE7, an owner of three units in three different complexes, commented on problems 

observed in Type B and C operations: 

At least 50% of the monthly statements show over-charging of either 

the manager’s commission or maintenance. We have had to point it out 

to management before we receive a refund. X (ESTO company) have 

been the worst offenders. 

The literature has extensive commentaries of the problems arising from agent 

opportunism where principals can be seen to be at the mercy of agents (e.g. Bazerman, 

Neale, Valley, Zaajac & Kim, 1992; Herman, 1981; Kesner, Shapiro & Sharma, 1994; 

Kosnik, 1987; McLaughlin, 1990). Sharma (1997) notes that these problems arise in 

many commonplace business interactions such as attorney-client, builder-owner and 

doctor-patient, where more informed agents serve less informed principals. In light of the 

findings presented here, it appears the STTA owner-manager business relationship can be 

added to Sharma’s (1997) listing of commonplace  examples. 

7.1.3. Differentials in Time Horizons 

A time horizon differential arises when an agent has a long term perspective 

regarding the management agreement, and a principal sees the unit as a short to medium 

term investment (or vice versa). Overall, it appears that types B and C management 

entities have longer term time horizons than type A. The principals displayed a range of 
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time horizons. This is to be expected, given the range of motivations evident amongst a 

sample of unit owners.  

Several industry experts provided insights in relation to the existence of a time 

horizon differential. IE3 commented: 

I would say that managers have, in general, longer time horizons … Lot 

owners will ensure that they can sell it again so their view will be 

shorter than that of the managers in most cases. 

IE2 had a similar perspective: 

You try to optimise profits. Every time the operator spends the owner’s 

money he is making a decision where you can ask, is he doing it for the 

owner’s good? If he spends $100,000 on a new technology system 

where the benefits might be derived in three years, and the owner is 

only under a one year ownership arrangement, is the operator acting in 

the owner’s interest? The operator takes a long-term management view.  

The time horizon differential issue in now considered from the particular perspectives of 

Types A, B and C STTA operations.  

7.1.3.1. Type A: time horizon differential issues 

IE1 noted that Type As tend to be shorter focused than Types B and C: 

Mum and Dad usually don’t understand the benefits of a longer 

management contract where the corporates do … The corporates are 

going to be so driven towards a long-term contract because they are 

businessmen. With Mum and Dads, there can sometimes be an 

arrangement that is not in their best interest. They mostly have short-

term contracts. 
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From an owner’s perspective, IE7 expressed a degree of frustration over a short-term 

time horizon for Type As: 

Mum and Dads are a great concern, we have had 5 managers in 10 

years. 

Several comments concerning type A organizations, suggest short-termism on the part 

of owners. M3 commented: 

I think some of our owners just want to own their units just for a short 

time, like make a killing and then leave. 

O1 stated: 

Generally, as an owner you don’t really buy for long term. 

M2 said: 

A good manager will look for long-term, certainly owners are there to 

make money. They want a cheque in the mail every month and they 

want the return whether it is twelve months or twelve years. 

7.1.3.2. Types B and C: time horizon differential issues 

It was clear that interviewees considered Types B and C operators as being less short-

termist than Type A operators. M5 observed: 

I have not known of any company that operated on a short term.  

M9 agreed: 

I think most professional managers are into it long-term. Most owners 

would be medium term or longer. In X (CBD location) and the X 

(region), most of our owners have their units for ten years or more.  

IE10, represented a dissenting voice: 

You do get individual operators who want to be out within a two year 

period and they probably have a bit of a shorter vision on where they 
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are going. Generally this is a pretty tough industry, so I find a lot of 

unit owners hold their units longer than the managers last.  

7.1.4. Risk aversion 

Interviewees were asked to comment on the extent to which “The manager and 

the owners have different attitudes to risk”. The main risk aversion issue noted by 

Guilding et al (2005) was the fact that agents are generally viewed as more averse to 

risk than principals, as agents cannot diversify their employment. A principal 

(shareholder), however, can achieve diversification through a portfolio of investments. 

Guilding et al (2005) explain that similar to a company manager situation, for small 

resident managers, job diversification cannot be achieved. However, a resident manager 

can be seen to have more at stake than an employee in a conventional principal/agent 

relationship. In light of this, a Type A manager is likely to be particularly risk averse. In 

Types B and C operations, however, managers are generally employees whose attitude 

to risk is likely to resemble that of a conventional employed manager.  

In this study the question was posed as to who of the contracting parties, the 

interviewees perceived to have taken on the most risk and consequently, who is likely to 

be most risk averse? The responses provided were largely dependent on the 

interviewees’ perspective (owner or manager oriented). The unit owners felt that their 

investment was controlled by the manager and that this exposed them to risk. 

Conversely, the managers claimed that as their initial investment in the business and the 

unit complex was more substantial, they bore the greatest risk. 

M2 responded to the question “who takes on the most risk between the parties?” in the 

following way: 

I think the manager. The manager has got the biggest investment in the 

complex. What affects the price of my management rights is how well I 
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am getting people into these units at a good price, so the owner makes 

good money. 

M3 agreed: 

I would definitely say us. We have invested in the base and it was our 

decision and that could backfire if it went the wrong way. 

Conversely, O8’s comment is representative of several other unit owners’ view on this 

matter: 

I would say that we as the owners are more at risk. We rely on their 

honesty and their ability to manage the complex properly in getting 

filled in units. So that is why I don’t use them anymore. 

While the perspective taken by Guilding et al (2005) appears to carry theoretical 

merit, an extension to their position appears warranted. It should be noted that Guilding 

et al were only focused on Type A operations. However, as already noted, the Types B 

and C would appear to have a different risk attitude profile.  

Themes emerging from agency theory analysis  

7.1.5. Exploiting power differentials 

The interviews provided extensive discussion concerning a perceived uneven 

balance of power in the manager/owner agency relationship. The greatest power 

differentials appeared to arise in Type Cs. The unit owners spoke of the strategies used 

by particular Type Cs and the negative implications arising for owners in Type C STTA 

complexes.  

Substantial ill-feeling was reported from Type C unit owners. This appeared to 

be greater where management rights ‘corporatisation’ had occurred. The owner of two 

one bedroom units (O8) in Type C managed complexes comments: 

I think the management style is very much a style of how much money 

they can make out of every owner and unit and I think that breeds a 
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real lack of trust and makes it impossible to develop any sort of long-

term relationship between the manager and the owner. It is impossible 

to ever have a good relationship under those circumstances when the 

owners are always wondering what the managers will be trying to do 

next. How are they trying to rip me off this week? Ultimately, I think it 

is doomed for failure. 

O10, an owner in a Type C complex for four years commented: 

It really seems that X (ESTO company) considers the unit theirs, and 

that we are just providing the capital at wonderfully low rates for them 

to make money at wonderfully high rates while they flog our unit to 

death. 

O5 who had owned a one bedroom unit for 15 years commented: 

There used to be a ‘work together’ mentality where people owned units 

and managers managed them. Now it is a ‘let’s rip off the owners to the 

greatest possible extent we can’ philosophy. 

As noted in the literature review (chapter 3), the agency literature addresses the 

horizontal merging of companies and acquisitions to increase concentration within an 

industry. This strategy is apparent in the STTA sector as Type Cs have bought up 

management rights to increase market share. Interviewees claimed that, reacting to 

competition, management companies have resorted to poaching unit owners in 

opposition run complexes, enticing them with offers ‘too good to be true’ in an effort to 

gain a majority of owners under their management within targeted buildings.  

Hill and Jones (1992) talk of turbulence that can unbalance power differentials. 

Turbulence can occur either through external environmental factors beyond a firm’s 

control or through a firm’s in-house efforts. Management may try to take advantage of 

this turbulence and uncertainty by engineering a system to render stakeholders more 
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dependent on management, than management is upon them. This involves taking 

strategic actions that reduce the concentration of stakeholder power and increasing the 

concentration of management power. Strategies that increase the amount of resources 

under management’s control include actions such as horizontal mergers and acquisitions 

to increase concentration within an industry, vertical integration to gain power over 

suppliers and co-operative agreements between managers of different firms including 

joint ventures, purchasing alliances and price leadership agreement (Pfeffer & Salancik, 

1978).  

It is difficult for stakeholders to establish a credible threat when power is 

diffused among many individuals and collective action is difficult to achieve. 

Monitoring is more difficult with diffuse ownership of units, as owners are less able to 

demand that management makes itself accountable.  A unit owner who had experienced 

management rights ‘corporatisation’ within their complex felt particularly vulnerable 

and at the mercy of the agents (in this case, the management company). 

IE7, referring to owners who had been targeted by Type Cs implementing the 

strategies discussed above commented: 

The management of X (ESTO company) is very close to manipulation 

and stand over of owners in the way they do business. … With a public 

company answerable to investors, customers and internal management, 

the unit owner is very much down the list of consideration. … Demands 

to upgrade or else extra costs and huge maintenance charges are not 

acceptable as a bullying tactic. 

7.1.6. Reduced potential for conflict in Western Australia  

It should be noted that a distinctly different STTA approach is taken in Western 

Australia (WA). In WA, no management rights are established, owned or sold (with the 

exception of a few cases). Instead, the use of management contracts/agreements appears 
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to be the norm. This distinction signifies that unit owners have much greater power to 

change the party providing onsite management services. This difference is depicted in 

Figures 7.1 and 7.2.  
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Figure 7.1 Standard Type A Management (model 1) 

 



 189

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Unit Owners 

Purchase is at one end only, 
the interests are consistent and 
aligned. There is an additional 
layer of accountability. The 
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ultimately responsible and 
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significantly greater in model 1 
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investors choose to engage the 
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Committee 

Figure 7.2 Western Australia alternative management model (model 2)6 

 

Figure 7.1 shows that unit owners collectively elect a committee (and may 

appoint a body corporate manager) but at no point do they engage a resident manager. 

The resident manager is thrust upon them once the management rights are sold by the 

building developer (and potentially on-sold by the original management rights 

purchaser). A divergence of interest arises, as there are two purchases involved and the 

purchasing parties have distinct motivations. The first is the lifestyle/investment 

purchase of the unit owner and the second is the same lifestyle/investment purchase of 

                                                 
6 This example assumes an independent body corporate, however, it is acknowledged that body 
corporates and management companies might collude for their own financial gains.      

Body Corporate 
Manager 

Manager 

Contracted Service 

In regard to Agency theory: 
Model 2 allows the principles 
to choose who manages (or 
acts as agent) for their 
investment. Model 1 doesn’t 
allow this flexibility or choices 
regarding the agent and is less 
streamlined in regard to 
interests. 

Management 
Company 
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the management rights business. A stronger chain of command is depicted in Figure 7.2. 

Continuity in the chain is evident from the unit owner through to the onsite manager.  

From an agency theory perspective, the potential for conflict appears 

significantly greater in Figure 7.1 than in Figure 7.2. In Figure 7.2 the investors 

(principal), acting collectively choose to engage the management company and can 

choose to end the arrangement. This choice and right to end to the relationship is not 

evident in Figure 7.1.  

In the Figure 7.1 scenario, it is evident that the management rights owner has 

invested in their job. Having made an investment, it could be argued that they might be 

viewed as less of an agent, having assumed a “principal” quality.  This departs from 

how the STTA owner manager relationship was viewed by Guilding et al (2005), and 

also how it has been viewed here. This possibility of seeing a manager in the Figure 7.1 

scenario as having assumed a “principal” quality underscores the manner in which the 

manager in a conventional managements rights scenario (ie., outside WA) is more 

empowered than an agent in a conventional principal / agent relationship.  

Conclusion 

This chapter has used the Lambert (2001) agency conflict model to structure an 

examination of the divergence of interest between managers and unit owners in 

Australian STTA complexes outside WA. Additional agency issues were also discussed, 

ie., the exploitation of power differentials and a lower potential for conflict in WA. 

The chapter can be seen to provide a more in-depth analysis than that provided 

by Guilding et al (2005). The principle extension concerns differentiation of Types A, B 

and C management rights. Guilding et al (2005) presumed Type A only, for their study . 

The tension between agent (manager) and principal (unit owner) is greatest in 

types A and C. This issue regarding good practice operations will be further explored in 

the next chapter. 
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Lambert’s (2001) agency model appears useful as a structuring framework for 

investigating the nature of the STTA owner / manager relationship. The framework 

facilitated the identification of potential conflict issues. Nevertheless, the model can be 

seen as restrictive, as the interviews highlighted other issues that do not lend themselves 

to examination through the “Lambert lens”. For this reason, the next chapter provides 

ancillary analysis of the phase 2 interview data collected.  
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CHAPTER 8.0  

OTHER CASE STUDY INTERVIEW FINDINGS 

Introduction 

Several themes emerged from the second qualitative data collection phase that 

do not relate to the Lambert (2001) agency model. In light of this, this Chapter focuses 

on describing the unanticipated themes and issues observed. It should be acknowledged 

that no extant theoretical framework has been drawn upon to structure these findings. 

The major themes concern problems associated with the way that management 

rights are structured and also the way that unit owners and resident managers make their 

decision to invest in a STTA complex. Industry issues including diversity of product, 

reduced differentiation between types B and type C operations, ‘corporatisation’ and 

ESTO strategies, balancing stakeholders’ interests, training issues and mixed use 

developments are discussed. The benefits and shortcomings of the three STTA 

organisational forms are synthesized and an outline of best practise is presented. Nine 

generic elements of best practise in the provision of STTA are identified, addressed and 

discussed. The chapter concludes with a commentary on the likely future direction of 

the STTA sector, recommendations for management and a summary of the main 

findings presented. 

Management rights structuring  

In the process of collecting the qualitative data for empirical phases I and II, it 

became evident that the root of much conflict was the way that the sector has been 

structured. M9 comments: 

There is a lot of very bad relationships because they were never set 

properly in the first place. In terms of structure and contracting and 

the exit price and expected returns and it is very difficult to run a 

living and breathing tourism business when you have a multitude of 
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owners that you need to report to a lot of which do not want to know 

about the uniform system of accounting. 

Significant criticism was expressed by industry experts who tended to view the 

STTA sector from a holistic perspective. The evolution of management rights’ 

businesses (which has been prolific in Queensland) has been driven predominantly by 

the real estate industry.  This has resulted in the real estate industry taking a strong 

government advisory stance with regard to the legislation and regulatory bodies that 

govern the STTA sector. IE15 commented:  

Then you had this peculiarity in the Queensland market of 

management rights which is a bit of a limited thing that came out of 

the Real Estate Agents Act. And that is fundamentally for Mums and 

Dads buying themselves a business, buying themselves an income. 

That is how that has started. 

Unfortunately, it appears that the real estate industry’s interests may have been 

too much to the fore in government policy making. It was noted in Chapter 5 that the 

motivations of real estate agents are not well aligned with the interests of the tourism 

industry. Real estate agents are primarily motivated by commissions earned from sales. 

A lack of tourism stakeholder involvement in the initial establishment of the 

management rights sector appears to have had a detrimental effect on the way that 

STTA serves the tourism sector.  

The following comments illustrate problems with the establishment of 

management rights and the possible chain of events predicated by a system that may 

well have not been well conceived in the first place. O3 comments: 

The cause of this is where the developer is the sole member of the 

body corporate and he sets the parameters for selling the 

management rights. This can achieve such extortionate prices that 
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the incoming buyers are locked into a situation over which they have 

no control. If the management rights are sold for over $1,000,000 or 

thereabouts, then it is true to say that the annual management fee is 

$100,000 that the unit owner’s have to pay. They do have an idea of 

what they buy or even before they do, because you have to hear that 

from the sales people about what expectation you might have to 

make from your investment. It doesn’t show the full extent of the 

costs that one pays as an owner and the way in which it is or isn’t 

managed very well, and I am not talking about a specific one, but 

just in general. I have seen them all and I believe the whole thing 

can go terribly wrong. But the state governments allow it to exist in 

this fashion.  

IE5 provides a similarly sceptical commentary: 

The model was totally flawed and fundamentally wrong and we 

really inhibit it, despite people really having a good product and I 

think we have a really great industry but it could be much better 

than what it is. It just needs the right corporate governance. But I 

don’t think that the government really wants to listen to that. I think 

they have been wrongly convinced by a very small minority of people 

who might not have any particular expertise on this. So we have this 

archaic decision making model. This has real potential problems.  

The purchase decision: unit owners and resident managers 

The way management rights are structured obviously carries a ‘flow-on’ effect 

to their purchasers as well as unit purchasers. IE4 speaks for both parties when he says: 

When you invest in holiday apartments it is not only an investment 

decision, it is also a lifestyle decision. 
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The decision making process for both purchasing parties appears to be driven by 

emotional factors affecting lifestyle as much as rational investment choices. It was 

noted by several interviewees that a lack of research prior to purchase was prevalent. 

Many purchasers appear to be relatively naive compared to many more astute property 

investors. These purchasers have minimal knowledge about the investment product they 

are purchasing or the network of relationships that ownership signifies. This issue of 

degree of pre-purchase research will be explored in greater detail in phase 3 of the 

research project. 

IE 3 talked about the internal conflict of the type of investor who has clear 

expectations regarding return but also has the additional (emotional component) concern 

of owning real estate that they may potentially live in one day: 

I think the major disconnect is that consumers have a different 

attitude. The investors have a somewhat schizophrenic view of what 

they own. On the one hand, they put a few hundred thousand dollars 

into something they want to get a seven and a half per cent return 

after tax, whatever model it may be. So what they care about is 

making money and a certain return. So they get upset when they 

have to spend money. On the other hand, they own this real estate. 

They have these sort of emotional aspirations of real estate 

ownership. They get involved emotionally in the theme. They might 

even have aspirations of living there one day. So they cannot say: ‘I 

don’t care about what colours the curtains are because it is an 

investment unit, I am worried about maximising my return on the 

investment’. In a sense you have to say that you are either interested 

in it being an investment, or you really do care about the apartment 

because one day you want to live in it.  
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Similarly, another industry expert offered a different perspective on the general 

lack of research unit owners conduct prior to purchase. IE15, a hospitality consultant 

now based in Perth, shared his experience of developing a STTA property in regional 

Queensland, selling the apartments off plan and managing the complex himself: 

A lot of our buyers were very educated people and the thing that I 

found absolutely fascinating was the lack of real enquiry that people 

make. They just basically signed their lives away. These letting 

agreements were signed without any questions, any asking about 

who I was, what my background was, what my experience was, if I 

was a fit and proper person to be running it. 

8.1.1. The purchase decision made by unit owners. 

It appears that the type of individual who purchases a STTA unit is a factor that 

can contribute to conflict due to their lack of sophistication in regard to investment 

products. This type of purchaser does not fit the mould of typical investors due to the 

involvement of emotion in the purchase decision. M9 explains: 

With a strata item, they have a different financial idea about the 

return on their money. That is much more a market issue. So quite 

often they spend three hours talking about the colour of the chairs 

and on the little things … The large owners, like institutions, will do 

thorough research and look at the market and find out about the 

circumstances, but an owner because of that lack of budget and 

resources, will use his emotions or a non-professional source. 

 

IE 6, a representative from an industry association, commented that there were 6 

factors that influenced purchase of a STTA unit. These include the benefits of income 

from letting, subsidised holidays, potential of off-setting expenses, tax benefits and the 
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potential of capital gain. The final factor, which was by far the most important 

concerned ostentation, ie., the purchaser being able to pull out a brochure at a weekend 

BBQ and show off ‘their’ unit. He saw this as the ‘x’ factor for which no price could be 

attached. Essentially he surmised ‘bragging rights’ are more influential in the investor 

rationale, at the expense of compromised levels of return and economic viability.   

8.1.2. The purchase decision made by resident managers 

It appears that many management rights’ owner operators lack the skill set 

required to perform the diverse multitude of tasks arising in the business. IE1 comments 

on this factor: 

Mum and Dads haven’t really had the experience or the training and 

that has an effect on how they perform. 

There is also a strong suggestion that lifestyle choice has dominated the decision 

to purchase rather than a thorough investigation of what the role entails. As discussed 

earlier (see chapter 6), many purchasers of management rights businesses consider it a 

semi-retirement choice in a warmer climate. They envisage themselves walking on the 

beach every morning and playing golf daily with the benefit of a steady income stream. 

The reality is that the majority of management right’s purchasers discover that they 

have ‘never worked harder in their life’ and they cannot sustain the pressure of the role. 

Re-sales of management rights within 18 months of purchase are common.  IE10 

comments: 

I have seen some abysmal Mum and Dad operators and it is very 

difficult to find good ones because a lot of these guys have been 

rounding up sheep for themselves. They see it as a lifestyle choice.     
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Benefits and shortcomings of each organizational form 

A synthesis of the industry experts’ views of the relative merits of STTA 

stuctures A, B and C is provided in Tables 8.1, 8.2 and 8.3. The industry expert 

interviewees were asked to outline what they considered to be the relative benefits and 

relative shortcomings of each organizational form in delivering STTA. The responses 

covered a broad spectrum of issues as the perspective of the operators, guests and unit 

owners were outlined. 

8.1.3. Type A 

The personalized service offered by a Mum and Dad operation was clearly the 

most significant benefit identified by the interviewees for the Type A organizational 

form. The longer list of shortcomings highlights the significant appreciation of a 

potential for conflict and tension between the parties involved.  

Table 8.1  

Benefits and Shortcomings of Type A – Mums and Dads 

Benefits Shortcomings 

Personal relationship with guests Lack of management experience 

Personal relationship with unit owners Lack of training 

Commitment of managers due to investment Lack of expertise 

Low cost accommodation option Variety of single operator risks 

 High operating costs 

 No buying power 

 Lack of management / marketing approach 

 Frequent absence of booking systems 
resulting in accounting problems 
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8.1.4. Type B 

The benefits of a branded hotel operation appear to outweigh the few 

shortcomings identified for this type of generic organizational form. These issues are 

discussed further below. 

Table 8.2  

Benefits and Shortcomings of Type B – Branded Hotels 

Benefits Shortcomings 

Corporate company structure Higher cost structure for unit owner 

Manager has more experience, skills and resources Higher room rates 

Marketing and sales resources  

More effective marketing  

Provision of additional services required by guests  

Branding infrastructure and efficiency within the 
group 

 

Consistency of product  

Consistency of service  

Higher occupancies  

Decreased costs to unit owners through buying 
power 

 

Reputation, known product  

Comparable national network of similar products  

 

8.1.5. Type C 

Although the benefits of type C are similar to those identified for type B, and the 

shortcomings in relation to organizational form are minimal, it was evident that a 

greater level of unit owner dissatisfaction existed in Type C. This issue is discussed 

further below. 
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Table 8.3  

Benefits and Shortcomings of Type C – ESTO’s 

Benefits Shortcomings 

Corporate company structure Uncertainty of building due to possible 
succession of managers 

Manager has skills and resources Questionable equality in regard to reservation 
distribution 

Focused on resort segment Higher costs to owners 

Critical mass  

Higher levels of expertise in operations  

Greater marketing/advertising budgets  

More effective marketing  

More consistent standards  

Greater infrastructure  

Higher occupancy, greater returns to owners  

Greater purchasing power, lower costs to 
owners 

 

Higher volume of guests, lower costs to 
guests 

 

 

8.1.6. Outline of best practise: Western Australia 

With the absence of management rights in the mainstream management of 

STTA properties in Western Australia, the use of management agreements is prevalent 

in this region. One industry expert (IE12) who operates as a specialised hospitality 

consultant believes that a property can be most effectively run with a clearly defined, 

well-written management contract. One of the main stipulations is that a salary of 

$60,000 ($45,000 for a full time manager and $15,000 for casual staff) is financed from 

strata fees.   
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Developer* 

Hotel Management 
Company+ 

Body Corporate 
Management Company 

Manager / Staff^ 

Facilities Management 
Contract 

Owners 

Caretaking 

Maintenance 

Figure 8.1   Western Australia Best Practise Case 

Notes: 
* After the building of the property, sale of units and contracting of a hotel management 

company, the developer usually will cease their involvement. A developer may, however, 
retain units in the complex or be involved in managing the complex, in which case the 
involvement timeframe is extended. 

+ The hotel management company recruits and oversees the manager.  If the manager is not 
performing, he can be fired and the company will find a replacement. 

^ The salary of the manager and staff at the property is paid by the body corporate 
management company with funds levied from the unit owners.  
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8.1.6.1. Description of Figure 8.1 

The developer sells individual units off the plan to investor unit purchasers. The 

developer simultaneously contracts a hotel management company to run the complex 

which includes subletting units, employing a manager, manning the reception area and 

controlling keys and access. A management agreement exists between the owners and 

the management company. The manager is an employee of the hotel management 

company but his (and the casual staff wages) are paid for by the body corporate 

management from strata fees levied from each owner. 

The unit owners can choose not to use the subletting services of the manager, 

however, if they elect to use an independent real estate agent, they will be charged an 

additional ‘reception fee’ of around $20 per day (in addition to any fees incurred from 

the real estate agents services). These fees may well make independent real estate agent 

involvement not financially viable. Cleaning is controlled by the management company 

to ensure consistency of product. 

Generic Good practice  

When conceiving of the notion of good practice in a sector with such a diverse 

and broad range of stakeholders, we need to consider from whose perspective a good 

practice judgment should be made. A somewhat generic view has been taken with 

respect to this issue. Good practice will be seen as evident where efficiency7 (cost 

minimisation) and effectiveness8 (delivery of a sustainable quality tourism product) are 

achieved. "Sustainable"9 is used in the sense of the capacity to maintain delivery of the 

tourism accommodation product over the long term and quality relates to delivering, or 

                                                 
7 ‘Efficiency of an organization can be defined as a comparison between observed and optimal values of 
its output and input’ (Chen, 2007). 
8 The long-term effectiveness of an organization is indefatigably linked to meeting customer 
requirements, mainly through product and service quality (Bernardin,1992). 
9 ‘‘sustainable tourism development requires the informed participation of all relevant stakeholders … 
(and) should also maintain a high level of tourist satisfaction and ensure a meaningful experience to the 
tourists, raising their awareness about sustainability issues and promoting sustainable tourism practices 
amongst them” (WTO, 2004). 
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exceeding, consumer expectations. It is believed this somewhat generic approach 

(which signifies a bias towards the consumer's [tourism accommodation purchaser] 

perspective), signifies that the nine elements of good practice identified below could be 

implemented by individual operators and promoted by the industry or government, for 

the long-term benefit of STTA operations. 

8.1.7. Manager qualities 

Desirable manager qualities were discussed extensively by many of the 

interviewees. A manager’s qualities can be seen to impact good practice with respect to 

achieving efficiency and effectiveness, sustainability and delivering a quality tourism 

product. Several industry experts echoed the main body of the hospitality management 

literature in saying that hotel managers’ quality is a major factor in determining whether 

a property is a success. IE2 commented: 

Guest satisfaction ultimately; it all comes down to the individual 

management teams and their professionalism. The general manager 

is the make or break in every single case. The brand gives him a 

background but he needs to be good himself. 

IE10 commented: 

I believe it comes down to the quality of the management, whether its 

Mum and Dad, a brand or a multinational. Either on-site or within 

the management company. 

IE12, a private hospitality consultant (with a hotel management background) 

displayed a degree of frustration in regard to the WA legislation that requires the 

holding of a full real estate license to manage a hotel or accommodation10: 

                                                 
10 The governance issue in the WA legislation has been established to protect consumers 
from inappropriate use of a trust fund by the manager; however real estate agency 
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It comes back to whether it is a qualified person operating it or a 

real estate person operating it. 

Surprisingly, several industry experts believed that the type of management 

delivered at a STTA complex was not particularly significant. IE8 says ‘I don’t think 

there is that much difference’ and IE3 claimed that location is more important:  

On average you probably get more consistency at X (type B) than at 

a Mum and Dad (type A) and at X (type C). So I think that is just 

marginal and ultimately it is of lesser value who operates it than the 

location. The location is still going to be the decider about why 

people stay in buildings. 

In a similar vein, IE6 commented: 

My personal opinion is that 80 per cent and plus must be simply 

because of where the building is located and it won’t matter who 

manages it and most of the time it wouldn’t matter whether the 

standard is excellent or average, they would stay there anyway 

because of the location. 

To summarize, while some interviewees noted the importance of location, most 

felt that an accommodation property’s success or failure is heavily dependent upon the 

individual capabilities of the manager or the management team. This points towards a 

high need for STTA managers being appropriately trained. 

8.1.8. Developer’s motivations 

The nature of a developer’s involvement in a STTA complex is critical. Many 

decisions made at the outset of a complex’s construction will lay the foundations for the 

                                                                                                                                               
accreditation does not seem a valid measure of competence as hotel management skills 
stretch far beyond the operation of a trust account.  
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functioning of the complex for the remainder of its life. The developer’s involvement 

impacts on all four dimensions of generic good practice. M8, the director of an ESTO, 

commented:   

We started to develop ourselves. That is what we do now. We 

develop it and do our own things. That way you are actually creating 

the product you want and have the fixtures and fittings and the 

infrastructure which is so important for the operation and how it is 

managed. 

Critical decisions with long term effects include: 

i) Development of the managements rights’ contractual terms of business. 

ii) Contracting of services i.e. a lift company may offer free installation to the 

developer in return for a guaranteed servicing and maintenance contract with the 

building for the life of the lift. A developer might purchase a lift installation at a 

discounted price in return for the provision of a maintenance contract for the life 

of the lift that might well be at a price that is above the market rate.  

iii) The zoning of the building – this has implications for owners who wish to on-

sell their property or alter the use of the unit as their own life style needs change, 

whereas the developer may only be concerned with the zoning that is the most 

cost effective and strong in terms of meeting planning departments’ regulations. 

iv) Establishing adequate sinking fund levies. 

v) Quality of building products or materials used. 

vi) Provision of a plan for future maintenance work. 

Developers are typically not concerned with issues such as the sustainability of 

the tourism industry. Their motivation tends to be more focused on building a complex 

then selling the units as quickly as possible for a price that provides a satisfactory 

return. The only factor tying the developer to the on-going affairs of a completed 
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complex is a mandatory builders’ guarantee (fixing building defects) which varies 

across Australia. There are no incentives or inducements for a developer to be involved 

in the affairs of complex for a protracted period. The problems regarding building 

governance between the stakeholder groups usually occur subsequent to the builder 

having any active involvement in a complex.  

On-going problems appear to be reduced in those buildings where the developer 

has an on-going interest. This may be through an associated entity of the development 

company managing and/or providing services to the complex at various stages in the 

building’s life. M6 commented: 

Where we are part of a larger organisation that tends to build them 

and strata them, so we do research on the product and normally stay 

on and manage the hotel afterwards. We decide if a business is 

viable and if it is going to work and then get people in to help and do 

it. So we look at everyone who buys these products as an investor in 

the organisation and a lot of our investors are ones that invest in 20 

other hotels. They trust us in delivering a return for them. I guess 

that is the difference between the three segments.  

IE11 provided a perspective on how the market place provides an incentive for builders 

to provide a quality product. He commented: 

We sell real estate, I suppose and if we damage our reputation then 

we damage our real estate sales so that is a very important thing for 

us so we cannot afford to have projects that do not work.  

8.1.9. Provision of sinking funds  

Sinking fund levies were discussed by interviewees extensively and the 

consensus of opinion by those in positions of management was that in most buildings 
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the levies are insufficient to fund long term building repair and maintenance costs. 

Generic good practice is affected in all areas by the provision (or lack) of sinking funds, 

however sustainability is likely to be affected the most. 

 

Provision of a sinking fund schedule is now starting to be recognized and some 

states (Queensland and NSW) have initiated legislation requiring schedules to be 

developed and periodically updated in all new developments. The solution to this 

problem rests at the planning stage and is starting to gain momentum as an issue to be 

addressed by government bodies. 

In the past, there have been no requirements or regulations as to the existence, 

amount and adequacy of the amount contributed. As a result, many complexes around 

Australia have found themselves in desperate need of maintenance and repair but 

insufficient sinking funds to enable requisite work to be undertaken. As a result, unit 

owners have to contribute significant lump sums or borrow funds to complete the work. 

The fact that an entrepreneurial banker in NSW has successfully established a fast  

expanding business that finances body corporate loans is evidence of the alarming state 

of insufficient sinking fund contributions.  

8.1.10. Refurbishing 

Refurbishing has a flow-on effect to the next dimension of good practice 

identified i.e., consistency. It does however warrant separate discussion as it is a 

compelling issue that all STTA complexes face regardless of size, organizational form 

or location. It appears fair to say that the single most important factor affecting 

refurbishment is building age. The older the building, the more money needs to be 

spent, especially if regular refurbishment has not taken place or if there is no plan or 

schedule for provision of refurbishment to be maintained. M9 states: 
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So one of the biggest downsides of the MIA or management rights or 

any type of strata investment is the lack of refurbishment capital. 

That is why they typically die off. Once a strata gets to seven or nine 

years, it typically runs out of capital and it is very hard to fix it. 

 

Traditional hotels eliminate this problem as they have plans and budgets for 

regular refurbishment of furniture, fittings and equipment. As noted in the next section, 

type B operations have followed the lead of the traditional hoteliers and write 

refurbishing policies into their management agreements, thereby circumventing this 

problem.  

Type A and C STTA entities appear in greatest threat with respect to 

maintaining a refurbishment capacity. New managers who wish to improve the overall 

quality of the complex and increase owner returns confront owners with a range of 

attitudes with respect to undertaking refurbishment work. As there are no clearly 

defined policies and procedures established for these buildings, there is no consistency 

of product. This problem is accentuated by the personal tastes of unit owners with 

respect to décor. M6 (type B operation) comments:  

I tell you that one of the shortcomings is obviously the cost of funds 

available for refurbishment. If it is a big company they can normally 

find the funds but if you go to Mr. and Mrs. Johnson and ask for 

$1000 it is harder. I think the other thing is that sometimes you have 

150 billers and have 150 different opinions within a hotel to run. 

Where I have one owner, then there is only my opinion and the 

hotel’s opinion, so they are the big shortcomings to do with this 

setup. 
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Refurbishing presents challenges to the good practice factors of sustainability 

and delivering a quality tourism product. As accommodation is a key factor in overall 

visitor satisfaction, an outdated unit in a STTA complex will not produce a satisfied 

guest, resulting in no repeat visitation. Similarly, the long term implications for 

destination management are challenged when the accommodation stock is 20 plus years 

old. Tourists will not find a destination appealing if there is limited ‘in-vogue’ or up to 

date accommodation available.  

It appears highly desirable for mandatory refurbishment policies and procedures 

to be established at a STTA complex’s planning stage. These policies should be adhered 

to as a requirement of a unit’s inclusion in the rental letting pool. Where a unit has been 

utilized for residential purposes for a period of time (and has not kept up with a 

refurbishment policy), provision needs to be made for refurbishing procedures to be 

implemented and completed prior to the unit entering the letting pool.  

8.1.11. Consistency of product 

Consistency of product is a major problem for type A and type C STTA 

complexes. As just noted, this is due to the fact that the individual unit owners choose 

the timing and extent of unit refurbishment. This creates a problem in regard to the 

standard/star rating attached to the complex as an accommodation product. 

Operationally, a manager may find it difficult to explain to two families travelling 

together (but staying in different units) why one unit has an eight year old TV and 

another unit has a plasma screen with DVD player. IE3 explains this well-known 

scenario as follows: 

In older complexes, places that are run down, people won’t stay 

there. Managers cannot find people to get into those rooms. You can 

imagine, in a hotel, if you don’t like the room you are in, you can 

complain and they will move you. In a serviced apartment complex, 
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suddenly that owner whose room you didn’t like isn’t going to get 

any revenue. That is where the problems arise. 

8.1.12. Income distribution  

There appears to be three common income distribution methods utilized in the 

management of STTA complexes: i) direct return, ii) pooled return or iii) guaranteed 

return. This range of approaches can create considerable conflict due to 

misunderstandings, differing expectations and accountability challenges for a manager. 

The ‘direct return’ approach is most common in type A and C STTA complexes. Under 

this approach, the return earned by a unit owner is in direct proportion to the amount his 

unit is rented out (revenue less management fees and expenses incurred by the particular 

unit). It should be noted that a significant pricing differential can exist for two units in 

the same complex, a penthouse suite can earn much more than a unit on the ground 

floor. Unit owner interviewees expressed confusion over inconsistencies in their 

monthly statements, unexplained fees and a lack of accountability of the manager or the 

management company in regard to the direct return method. 

The pooled income return approach appears to be more manageable and a source 

of much less conflict between the contracting parties. Under this method, an average 

occupancy rate is calculated for the complex and all expenses are deducted so that each 

unit owner receives an equal weighted return that is in line with the standing of their 

unit. Weightings vary in accordance with size, view, etc of the units. Problems can arise 

if implementing a pooled system once other systems have been in place, as it is difficult 

to get owners to agree on unit weighting, especially when the owners have purchased 

their units at different time periods and have different return expectations.  

Guaranteed return is most commonly used in type B operations and appears to 

have few application drawbacks. This may be due to the fact that the contracting parties 

sign a management agreement specifying details of the amount, terms and time frame of 
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the guaranteed return. This approach involves the management company assuming the 

risk of unknown returns. It appears that the majority of type A and C operators would be 

unable to assume this level of risk.  

As an ESTO, M8 is in the minority utilizing the pooled income scheme, 

however recognizes the obvious benefits:  

In X (location) we provide the owners with a budget over the year so 

they know what to expect and it is pooled so that it is all taken care 

of and we never have to go and ask for extra money. Not one owner 

has ever caused problems in terms of asking us because they are not 

happy with something. We create our own refurbishment budgets 

and we tell them about the budget and nobody has ever questioned 

that in the five years we have been running under that scheme. The 

profit is fantastic. 

The choice of income distribution affects sustainability (by keeping owners 

happy). Sustainability is affected as unit owner satisfaction with financial return will 

consequently be affected by either negative or positive experiences associated with 

investing in STTA. Income distribution provides the vehicle for this assessment to be 

made and efficiency and effectiveness in this operation will have significant short and 

long term effects on operations, future investment and the industry in general. 

8.1.13. Clearly defined roles and responsibilities 

It appears that when all contracting parties involved in STTA operations have 

clearly defined roles and responsibilities, the potential for conflict is significantly 

decreased. Unrealistic expectations are eliminated as knowledge gained prior to 

purchase will facilitate a more educated purchase. This factor is also applicable to an 

individual or entity purchasing management rights. It is important that all contracting 
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parties are aware of their obligations and responsibilities prior to becoming a STTA 

complex stakeholder.  

This factor should be given consideration by developers and also local council 

planning officers. Examples of complexes that have been designated as restricted to 

tourism use, thereby prohibiting unit owners taking up residence, appear to run more 

smoothly than those where the intended use is under-defined. It appears that type B are 

the only STTA complexes that benefit from a narrow dedicated tourism use 

interpretation. Type A and type C operations tend to suffer due to the uninformed or 

poorly informed (incorrect information given by the real estate agent at time of sale) 

unit purchasers’ aspirations. Also, it appears many managers are under-informed with 

respect to what is expected of them when they assume their role. As there appears to be 

little incentive for a developer to attach high importance to the sustainability of their 

building as an element of tourism infrastructure, they can be expected to continue 

writing loosely worded management rights’ agreements which command higher prices.  

M9 provides pertinent comments with respect to the importance of education 

and communication: 

All styles are leaving room for improvement, but the biggest issue 

with the strata industry is communication and education of the 

owners as well as ourselves. A business in service-related delivery is 

not going to be easy. The biggest improvement going forward would 

be encouraging more managers to focus on education and 

communication so we can create an expectation that is valid and 

realistic. 

Through clearly defining roles and responsibilities, efficiency and effectiveness 

can be increased, quality of tourism product can be maintained and sustainability will be 
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supported. This dimension of good practice is considered to be a significant factor in 

improving positive outcomes for all stakeholders. 

8.1.14. Achieving the right degree of manager / owner involvement 

Chapter 7 outlined potential reasons for manager / owner conflict. “Mum and 

Dad” managers spoke of the need to achieve a balance between being honest with 

owners and not giving them too much information. They felt that the more information 

given, the more queries tend to be received. Such query management can consume large 

amounts of manager time while adding little value. Such querying can also result in 

increased tensions and conflict. M3 commented: 

Sometimes, communication can be a bit of a bad thing. We have 

made a bit of a burden around that in saying that we keep in touch 

with them, but there were a few owners who wanted to move into 

their units once the lease had run out and we discovered that just 

way down the track. Because of that, we do check in with the owners 

when the leases run out. It would be a lot easier if we could just do 

what we wanted. Communication is good but sometimes it can be 

bad as well. So (names management company) has no involvement 

with an owner and that is where we are trying to educate the owner 

to say, ‘you are dealing with a real estate company’. 

In connection with the challenge of managing owner liaison, a high profile 

ESTO has set up a dedicated department to deal with owners’ queries. IE8 explains: 

The other benefit is that we take a lot of the tasks and 

responsibilities that a normal Mum and Dad would do. So the 

managers have more time to deal with just the guests, and for 90 per 

cent of the time we have a specialist division that just talks to the 

owners. We have got an intermediary department between owner 
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and manager. So we have one person per every 300 owners that is a 

contact, and that is all they do. So you have a dedicated contact. 

That takes a lot of bias and personality out of the manager-owner 

relationship. 

One STTA type B had a policy of referring owner queries to the developer. This 

stemmed from the developer acting as the contracting party on the lease with the unit 

owner. The management company also had a lease with the developer to provide 

management services. It appears that in this scenario, the developer recognized the 

importance of separating the manager and unit owner. 

It appears conflict is minimised when manager / unit owner interaction is 

reduced or managed in a way that promotes efficency. This can save manager time and 

greater effectiveness can be promoted.  

8.1.15. Consumer perspective of the management organization 

Transparency and streamlined services can represent an important factor 

affecting the tourist/consumer experience. Dissatisfied consumers are plentiful when 

there is an accommodation problem and this can be exacerbated if a resident manager 

cannot be located. Dissatisfaction can arise when a late plane arrival signifies that 

tourists arrive to a closed reception desk and unit keys are placed in a box for a new 

STTA complex guest. IE12 explained: 

That is where the guest comes into problems in a hotel. You have 

people who don’t understand that no matter at what time they arrive, 

they must be taken care of. And that sort of mentality is often lacking 

[from type A and type C operations]. 
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Similarly, problems have been encountered in buildings that are managed by one 

ESTO on site, and there is a second competitor ESTO managing other units in the same 

complex. This introduces a whole new set of dynamics for the consumer/tourist. The 

following account was provided during one interview: A STTA guest had been out to 

dinner and returned to the property to discover his swipe card had allowed entry and use 

of the lift but not entry into his unit. He then went to the reception but found it to be 

closed. He then activated an emergency button to contact the manager. A manager 

arrived but indicated that he did not manage the unit in question. The guest was 

informed that he would need to contact the booking office of the company managing his 

particular unit. This was at 11pm on a Saturday night and the booking office did not 

open until 8.30am Monday morning.  

Type B operations appear better equipped to meet customer expectations than 

types A and C.  Type B operations tend to mirror the services offered by traditional 

hotels. To the consumer, the operations are streamlined and transparent and the issue of 

ownership would never be a factor for the guest to consider. As far as the guest is 

concerned, they are staying at a hotel with self contained facilities. Conversely, the 

scenario described above highlights how types A and C can present tourists with the 

issue of more than one agent managing units in the same complex, a factor that should 

not be of concern to a tourist. 

8.1.16. Manager’s interest  

The extent of a manager’s commitment is quite often determined by the financial 

interest the individual has in the property. For a Mum and Dad operator, it is often their 

life’s savings that have been invested in the management rights operation.  They 

therefore have a strong interest in keeping tourists happy, to promote satisfaction and 

re-visitation. For a type B operation, the manager is simply an employee. In a type C 

operation, the employment terms vary. Some are employed in a manner similar to Type 
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B operations while others have salary packages with performance incentives. One 

ESTO group identified in the data collection phase employs managers who also 

purchase an equity share in the management rights’ business. The reason for this, as the 

director of the ESTO explained, is that it enhances the commitment of the 

manager/management couple. The other benefit of this arrangement is that the Mum and 

Dad management team are left to operate the property and the ESTO handles and 

greatly assists in the administration, accounting, marketing etc, which are frequently the 

skill set that managers lack. IE8 confirmed this, commenting: 

I think it’s fair to say that if you’ve got a vested interest in your 

work, you do a little bit better job. The equity role in the 

management set up is definitely a positive.    

It appears that investment of the manager’s own funds into the business (at 

whatever level) can significantly improve manager motivation and service delivery. 

Commitment of the management team carries obvious implications for improved 

delivery of a quality tourism product and sustainability of the sector.  

Future of STTA 

Several industry experts suggested novel ways of improving the sector. One idea 

that was presented on several occasions is the concept of structuring strata properties 

within an investment fund. Removing the involvement of the unit owners is supported 

by IE3: 

That is where the problems arise. It would be easier to really buy an 

investment product. Tell them they don’t really have a say in the 

refurbishment at all because that just gives them the delusion that 

they should be involved in making their own home. You should say: 

“Look, you own a unit in a trust that owns 400 apartments in this 

building and it makes money.” Because that is really what the 
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pooled investment scheme structures are, that is what people own. 

They cannot go and stay in the apartment. They can go and check on 

it if they like. They are told when they have to refurbish, the money is 

spent on their behalf. The titling structure is reaching a time when it 

has to be rebuilt and you can do that in different ways, so I think it 

needs a more sophisticated model in that sense. 

 

There were also thoughts by one industry expert (IE4) to remove the emotion 

from the purchase and structure STTA by way of investment funds: 

I think down the track, there will always be a strata element because 

you are tapping into the drawer of property investors which I think 

is good. There is tremendous capacity to actually put that same 

product, rather than with individual owners, into funds … I think you 

can structure things better with an investment fund. 

The above suggestions would remove much of the current problems in STTA 

involvement of emotion, owner-manager conflicts, unrealistic expectations etc., and 

possibly increase accountability and performance as the product would be sold as an 

investment. It may carry the downside, however, that investors prefer the notion of 

owning a particular unit in a STTA complex to owning an equity share in the funding of 

a STTA complex. 

Conclusion 

This chapter has described observations made in phase 2 of empirical data 

collection that do not lend themselves to an agency model interpretation. The chapter is 

believed to be significant as it has provided valuable insights into STTA sector issues, 

facilitating greater understanding, providing background and highlighting challenges for 

all key stakeholder groups.  
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An important contribution of the chapter is the consideration of key factors that 

contribute to STTA good practice. It is believed no prior academic attempt has been 

made to generate a listing of factors associated with promoting STTA good practice. 

Many of the factors highlighted warrant the conduct of more exploratory research. This 

will be returned to for further discussion in the final chapter. 

The next chapter will introduce this study’s third empirical phase, a quantitative 

investigation of factors surrounding unit owners’ satisfaction. Four dimensions of 

satisfaction will be explored: satisfaction with financial return, satisfaction with the 

body corporate manager, satisfaction with the resident manager and satisfaction with the 

body corporate committee.   
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CHAPTER 9.0  

HYPOTHESIS FORMULATION, QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN AND SURVEY 

ADMINISTRATION 

Introduction  

This chapter serves to introduce the quantitative empirical phase of the study. 

The chapter formulates hypotheses to be tested and describes the questionnaire design 

and survey administration.  Findings made in phases one and two of the study 

(exploratory in-depth and focused interviews), have informed the hypotheses.  

The chapter is structured as follows: the introduction is followed by an overview 

of the research design that introduces the quantitative phase of the study by considering 

definitional and operational issues. Sampling procedures, sample description, data 

collection, processing, reporting and administration issues are also outlined. Next, the 

formulation of hypotheses is presented. The design of the questionnaire is then 

described and also pre-testing and non-response issues. 

Research design 

The overall design follows the five step model suggested by Sarantakos (2005). 

This model is overviewed in Table 9.1a and the model’s elements are linked to 

particular sections of this chapter.  
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Table 9.1a  

Research design cross reference table 

Step 
number 

Step 
Commentary (drawn from 

Sarantakos, 2005) 
Location in this chapter 

1 Preparation 

 Methodological construction 
of topic 

Need to consider the formal 
definition of the topic, 
exploration, operationalisation 
and formulation of hypotheses. 

formal definition of the 
topic – Table 9.1b 

exploration – 9.3.1 
operationalisation – 9.3.2 

hypothesis formulation – 
9.4 

 Formulation of 
Questionnaire 

Need to consider structure, 
format, size, types of questions, 
response format, content, pre-
testing and non-response. 

formulation of 
questionnaire – 9.5,  
Tables 9.2 and 9.3 
structure – 9.5.1 

format – 9.5.2 

size – 9.5.3 
types of questions – 9.5.4 

response format – 9.5.5 

content – 9.5.6  
pre-testing – 9.5.7 

response rates – 9.5.8 
table 9.4 
non-response – 9.5.9 

2 Research Design 

 Sampling procedures Need to decide whether the 
whole population will be 
studied, or only a sample will 
be considered. 

Sampling procedures – 
9.3.3 
Description of sample – 
Table 9.4 

 Data collection Choose data collection  
methods (consider the 
suitability and availability of 
personnel and resources). 

Data collection – 9.3.4 

 
 

 

 Administrative procedures Consider bias, errors, timing, 
costs, limits, restrictions and 
other problems. 

Ethics – 9.3.7 

Restrictions – note on 
Table 9.4 

 Data analysis Determining form of data 
analysis and interpretation. 

9.3.5 

 Reporting results Consider how research results 
will be publicised. 

9.3.6 

 

3 Execution of the study The objective is data collection. 
The choice is wide and affected 
by preferences of the 
researcher, methodological 
affiliations and ideological 
convictions. 

9.3.2 – 9.3.7 

 

 

 
 

4 Data processing The collected information is 
analysed and interpreted.  

9.3.5 

 

5 Reporting Interpretations, conclusions and 
recommendations made in the 
previous step.  

9.3.6 

Conclusion – 9.6 
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As suggested by Sarantakos (2005), a table of key definitions related to the 

research project is provided below: 

 

Table 9.1b  

Topic definitions 

Topic Analysis of factors affecting Queensland STTA Unit Owners’ 
Satisfaction 

Methodology Quantitative methodology (resting on a positivist paradigm) 

Other definitions: 

Queensland Unit 
Owners 

Participants who own units in STTA complexes within Queensland 
(participants may reside outside Queensland). 

Owner satisfaction Satisfaction is achieved when the owners’ needs and wants are fulfilled 
(Lam and Zhang, 1999). 

Dimensions of 
satisfaction 

STTA unit owner satisfaction is appraised according to four dimensions 
i.e. satisfaction of unit owners with i) financial return performance, ii) 
resident manager performance, iii) body corporate manager performance 
and iv) body corporate committee performance. 

 

Methodological construction of the topic 

Details regarding exploration and operationalisation are provided below.  

9.1.1. Exploration 

Exploration was achieved during the two qualitative data collection phases 

already described. The data collected in these two phases have significantly informed 

both the themes and issues pursued together with the design of the research instrument. 

Some of the themes arising in the qualitative phase of the study and warranting further 

exploration are identified below. In some cases, these themes are illustrated by 

comments provided by interviewees. 
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a)  There appears to be widespread lack of research prior to unit purchase. IE15 

(refer quote in section 8.3) spoke of educated people signing letting agreements 

without asking any questions. 

b)  There can be distinct motivations for unit purchase (financial and emotional). 

IE4 commented (refer quote in section 8.3) on the additional lifestyle component 

in the decision making process. 

Also, M9 commented on owners not being well informed regarding 

market circumstances, using emotion and preferring the advice of  a 

non-professional source (refer to quote in section 8.3.1). 

c)  Accuracy of information provided at time of unit purchase can be an issue. 

IE6/M1 provides an insight concerning information accuracy: 

Well, I think there is a high potential of problems for all of those 

because my understanding is that lot owners do not understand the 

business and sometimes they are told by a real estate agent that they 

can get X number of dollars for the unit when in fact that is not the 

case. 

d)  There appeared to be a broad range of reasons for purchasing STTA units. IE 6, 

a representative from an industry association commented that there were 6 

factors that influenced purchase of a strata title unit. These included the benefits 

of income from letting, subsidised holidays, potential of off-setting expenses, tax 

benefits and the potential of capital gain. He also noted ostentation, which he felt 

was potentially the most important factor.  

e)  Owners use their units very differently. IE3 identified factors arising from 

different ways of using a unit: 

So you cannot say: “I don’t care about what colours the curtains are 

because it is an investment unit, I am worried about maximising my 
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return on the investment.” In a sense you have to say that you are 

interested in it being an investment. Or you really care about the 

apartment because one day you want to live in it.  

f)  There is considerable potential for STTA owners experiencing a range of 

satisfaction levels on a range of dimensions. As already noted, satisfaction has 

been broken down into four (4) dimensions. Pertinent comments provided by 

interviewees included:  

 M9 (refer section 8.3.1) said unit owners often spent time talking about the little 

things, for example, color schemes rather than the return on their money.: 

IE10 said:  

Look, if I am really honest … what an owner is really concerned 

about is his cheque at the end of the month and that is really what 

they base you on. 

IE3 said: 

No, but the extent of investor-owner unhappiness with the managers 

is always simply about money. The happiness with owner-occupiers 

in the same building has been about standard of maintenance and 

performance. 

9.1.2. Operationalisation 

Operationalisation is a process of translating abstract concepts into measurable 

indicators. The key variable under examination is unit owner satisfaction (UOS).  

Operationalisation of this multi-dimensional variable will be explained later. 
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9.1.3. Sampling procedures  

The sample will be chosen by means of a non-probability type of sampling 

procedure which is a combination of both purposive and quota sampling. This will 

ensure a balance of group sizes as multiple groups are to be selected (purposive) and 

also ensures selection of adequate numbers of subjects with appropriate characteristics 

(quota) (Black, 1999). An important issue was to ensure a sufficient number of 

respondents who own units in each of the three generic classifications i.e. type A, type 

B and type C. 

The sample comprised members of the unit owners association of Queensland, 

STTA owners accessed through the Queensland Resident Accommodation Managers 

Association (QRAMA) membership distribution channel (unknown population) and a 

single branded hotel’s ‘strata title wing’ unit owners (180 owners). An unavoidable 

shortcoming of the approach taken is that the data is drawn from a sample and 

population of indeterminate size.  

9.1.4. Data collection 

Data collection was achieved by way of two methods: i) self administered 

mailed questionnaire and ii) self administered on-line web based survey. An 

information sheet briefly explaining the purpose of the survey (see Appendix E) and 

confirming anonymity along with a reply paid envelope was included in the mail out. 

The same information sheet appeared as the first page of the on-line version. 

The online questionnaire version was developed through the ‘Websurveyor’ 

software programme. All respondents contacted regarding the online survey were 

provided with directions to access the survey web address. 

All respondents were given the opportunity to enter a draw for the incentive 

prize of a case of wine. A separate form was included in the mail-out to process this 

draw. The web based version instructed respondents to send an email marked ‘PRIZE’ 
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to a specific address to be included in the draw. The purpose of the incentive was to 

increase the response rate. Dillman (2000) suggests the offer of an incentive (citing the 

research of Church, 1993) who found that ‘material incentives improved response rates 

by eight percent'. A reminder letter was sent out to the QRAMA-based sample (an 

approach also recommended by Dillman, 2000). 

9.1.5. Data processing 

The ‘Websurveyor’ collection of data was exported from an ‘Excel’ file into an 

“SPSS” file and compiled with manually entered data collected via the questionnaire 

mail out. The data was then statistically analysed using the SPSS software package. 

9.1.6. Reporting 

An executive summary of findings was made available to all participants and 

key industry stakeholders. Also, the findings of the statistical analysis were presented at 

the Strata and Community Title in Australia for the 21st Century II 2007 conference. 

The findings will also be written up in a style appropriate for academic publication and 

submitted to refereed journals.  

Formulation of hypotheses 

Hypotheses provide a guideline for research. Lack of a relevant literature 

pertaining to the research objective of this phase of the research project has been noted. 

In light of this, the hypotheses have been primarily motivated by the obsevations made 

in the qualitative phases of the study.   

Most of the hypotheses concern the dependant variable: unit owner satisfaction 

(UOS) which will be considered from four perspectives:  

 UOS with financial return,  

 UOS with resident manager,  

 UOS with body corporate manager, 

  



 226 

 and UOS with body corporate committee. 

From a financial return perspective, data collected in the qualitative phases of 

the study suggested widespread dissatisfaction with rental returns and expenses 

associated with the resident manager letting the unit (e.g., cleaning, advertising and 

maintenance). From a resident manager performance perspective, there appears to be 

considerable scope for dissatisfaction with the volume and accuracy of resident manager 

generated information concerning unit performance. There can also be a lack of 

confidence in a manager’s abilities and skills and a concern that owners can be 

disadvantaged if they express their dissatisfaction to a manager. There also appears to 

be a wide range of satisfaction levels with a body corporate manager’s performance and 

also the performance of body corporate committees.  

9.1.7. Hypothesis 1: Pre-purchase research 

Much of the discussion in Chapter 8 relates to findings concerning a lack of pre 

purchase research conducted by STTA unit owners. Industry experts widely referred to 

‘unsophisticated’, ‘more emotional than financially rational’, ‘naive’ or ‘mum and dad’ 

investors. 

The ‘Great Australian Dream’ is often described as ‘owning your own home’. 

Furthermore, real estate ‘experts’ and media widely promote investing in property. 

These sentiments can result in inadequately researched STTA investments. While land 

prices tend to increase over the long term, property values can be adversely affected if a 

building is poorly run and maintained. Further, the impact of other units in a complex 

can have a considerable effect on the value of an individual unit. Another factor 

affecting STTA values is holding costs. In addition to rates, there are body corporate 

fees, sinking fund contributions, advertising and marketing levies, cleaning costs, 

replacement and/or refurbishment of furniture, fittings and equipment.  
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If a purchaser conducts low levels of research prior to purchase, knowledge of 

the issues associated with STTA ownership will be low. It follows that if a unit is 

purchased in the absence of pre purchase research, a range of unanticipated scenarios 

can emerge. The great Australian Dream of owning real estate combined with the notion 

of making an investment in the ‘booming’ tourism industry can be quickly shattered by 

the costs associated with STTA ownership. It has been noted that lack of pre-purchase 

research is widespread amongst STTA property owners. IE 15 commented: 

A lot of our buyers were very educated people and the thing that I 

found absolutely fascinating was the lack of real enquiry that people 

make. They just basically signed their lives away. These letting 

agreements were signed without any questions, any asking about 

who I was, what my background was, what my experience was, if I 

was a fit and proper person to be running it. 

It follows that the satisfaction levels of purchasers who had not appreciated the 

full implications of STTA ownership are likely to be lower than for owners who 

conducted more extensive research prior to purchase. Hypothesis 1 is based on this 

expectation.  

Hypothesis 1: Unit owners that conducted low levels of pre purchase 

research experience low unit owner satisfaction. 

9.1.8. Hypothesis 2: Age of building 

It appears reasonable to suggest that the older the building, the higher the costs 

of maintenance and refurbishment. Qualitative data collected also suggest a greater 

incidence of insufficient maintenance programs in older buildings and also a greater 

incidence of mis-management. Aging complexes also appear to suffer from lower levels 

of occupancy. Discontent associated with a sinking fund deficit will not be present in 

young buildings as awareness of deficit only arises in older buildings. These factors 
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suggest lower levels of UOS in older buildings, even though capital gains returns can be 

higher in older buildings. IE1 explained: 

Owners are not going to be happy if their body corp. hasn’t made 

contributions over the years – it detracts from the way the building 

looks, you know the physical, external appearance. These old 

buildings are not likely to have up-to-date machinery in them, like 

lifts. They’re most likely not to have the lifestyle features that the 

newly built properties are now offering. 

Hypothesis 2 is based on this rationale.  

 Hypothesis 2:   Unit owner satisfaction is relatively low in older buildings 

9.1.9. Hypothesis 3: Accuracy of information provided. 

Pre-purchase information obtained by the purchaser is usually sourced by either 

the individual conducting their own enquiries or the real estate sales agent. 

Unfortunately, both of these sources present inherent limitations. Research conducted 

by an individual purchaser is limited by their prior knowledge and experience in making 

the real estate investment decisions. Relying on real estate agent generated information 

raises the ‘buyer beware’ issue as the sales agent is seeking to promote a sale. The 

interests of the purchaser are not well-aligned to those of the sales agent. If a purchaser 

has minimal knowledge and conducts minimal research, they are somewhat dependant 

on information provided by the real estate agent, which might well be misleading.  

The volume of information provided to STTA purchasers is of interest as several 

owner interviewees claimed they were unaware of some key facets of STTA ownership 

prior to purchase i.e. management arrangements, funds and levies charged etc. This 

raises the issue of would the purchaser have made the purchase if they had been 

provided with more information prior to the purchase. Adequacy of the volume of pre-

purchase information provided thus appears to have the potential to affect UOS. 
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Associated with the volume of information is the accuracy of information 

provided. A purchaser provided with inaccurate information prior to purchase is likely 

to encounter unanticipated issues associated with ownership. As the real estate agent has 

the motivation of promoting the sale of a property, it is to be expected that inaccurate 

information will fail to adequately reflect some of the liabilities associated with STTA 

ownership. 

O3 highlights the volume and accuracy of information problem and suggests 

some of the limitations involved prior to purchase: 

They do have an idea of what they buy or even before they do 

because you have to hear that from the sales people about what 

expectation you might have to make from your investment. It doesn’t 

show the full extent of the costs that one pays as an owner and the 

way in which it is or isn’t managed very well, and I am not talking 

about a specific one, but just in general.   

Hypothesis 3 results from this rationale: 

Hypothesis 3: Unit owner satisfaction is low where the accuracy of 

information provided prior to purchase is low. 

9.1.10. Hypothesis 4: Decision making  

The rationale proposed for hypothesis 4 is discussed extensively in chapter 8 

section 8.3. 

Following the commentary provided in Chapter 8 - it appears that there are three 

distinct types of STTA purchasers. There are those that purchase primarily for financial 

motivations, those who purchase for emotional motivations and the third type of 

purchaser is a combination of both.  

The financially motivated purchaser is likely to view the purchase as akin to a 

financial investment and the product (STTA) has to ‘stack up’ financially to justify the 
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purchase. Often times, there are clearly defined roles and responsibilities of the 

contracting parties which can include a ‘guaranteed return’ from the management 

company over a stipulated time frame and there is minimal room for unanticipated 

outcomes. The interviewees who purchased for financially motivated reasons tended to 

be satisfied in general with their investment.   

 

For the emotionally motivated purchaser, there is an obvious lack of 

sophistication in regard to investment products. This type of purchaser does not fit the 

mould of typical investors due to the role of emotion in their purchase decision. M9 

explains: 

With a strata item, they have a different financial idea about the 

return on their money. That is much more a market issue. So quite 

often they spend three hours talking about the colour of the chairs 

and on the little things … The large owners, like institutions will do 

thorough research and look at the market and find out about the 

circumstances, but an owner, because of that lack of budget and 

resources, will use his emotions or a non-professional source. 

IE 6, a representative from an industry association also commented on the 

downfalls of purchasing STTA based on emotional motivations. He surmised ‘bragging 

rights’ are more influential in the investor rationale, at the expense of compromised 

levels of return and economic viability.  Based on the interviewee findings, these 

purchasers’ appear to express lower levels of UOS than the financially motivated 

purchasers. 

The third type of purchaser is a combination of both emotional and financial 

motivations. This type of purchaser is predisposed to the same unanticipated outcomes 

of the emotionally motivated purchaser due to the emotional rationale involved in the 
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decision-making process, and the potential to result in a higher incidence of 

dissatisfaction. IE 3 explains: 

In a sense you have to say that you are either interested in it being 

an investment, or you really do care about the apartment because 

one day you want to live in it.  

 

These views motivated hypothesis 4.   

Hypothesis 4: Emotionally driven purchasers have a lower level of 

satisfaction than financially driven purchasers.   

9.1.11. Hypothesis 5: Involvement levels of UO’s. 

Phase 1 and 2 interviewee findings suggest widespread apathy amongst STTA 

unit owners. Managers spoke of their frustration in dealing with unit owners who were 

dissatisfied but chose not to be involved in the complex’s decision making processes, 

e.g.: voting, proxy mailing, etc. There appears to be a propensity for these types of 

owners to complain when decisions are made, that are not to their liking. This 

propensity is likely influenced by the owner’s ignorance of their complex’s 

management issues. Similarly, owners spoke of dissatisfaction with manager and 

committee outputs, but offered excuses such as ‘what difference can I make?’, ‘I’m only 

one of two hundred, I can’t have an influence on the decisions being made’. Industry 

experts also spoke of the challenge of ‘owner apathy’, a factor noted by Guilding et al. 

(2005).  

It appears that owners who are more actively involved in their complex i.e. 

discussing issues with their resident manager, holding positions on the body corporate 

committee or attending AGM’s would have greater appreciation of the affairs of their 

building and an opportunity to affect decisions affecting their property. In light of this, 

hypothesis 5 has been postulated as follows:     
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Hypothesis 5: High levels of owner involvement are positively related to 

high unit owner satisfaction. 

Questionnaire design 

The hypotheses referred to above determine the variables that need to be 

measured by the survey questionnaire. This section will address questionnaire structure 

and size, types of questions, response format, content, questionnaire pre-testing, 

response rates and the issue of non-response in both mail and online questionnaire 

surveys.   

Customer satisfaction was discussed in the literature review section and is 

defined in Table 9.1b. The measures of STTA UOS have been informed by this 

literature. Table 9.2 uses a structure drawn from Black (1999, p.231) to overview the 

dimensions of UOS appraised and provide an indication of the number and types of 

questions used.  

 

Table 9.2  

Table of Constructs for the Concept ‘Unit Owner Satisfaction’ 

Concept Constructs Components Question type Classify traits 

Financial 
Return 

Capital gains, rental 
income and overall 

financial return 
3 x Likert Factual 

Resident 
Manager 

Caretaking, letting and 
overall value for money 

3 x Likert Factual 

Body 
Corporate 
Manager 

Communication, 
professional service and 
overall value for money 

3 x Likert Factual 

Unit Owner 

Satisfaction 

Body 
Corporate 
Committee 

Actions and decisions 1 x Likert Factual 

 

As already noted, UOS is being conceived of as comprising four dimensions, 

i.e., satisfaction with: financial return, resident manager, body corporate manager and 
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the body corporate committee. The ten opinion statements employed to appraise UOS 

are: 

1. Overall, I am satisfied with the capital gains provided by my unit. 

2. Overall, I am satisfied with the rental income provided by my unit. 

3. I am satisfied with the overall financial return provided by my unit. 

4. I am satisfied with the performance of the resident manager/management 

company in regard to caretaking of the complex. 

5. I am satisfied with the performance of the resident manager/management 

company in regard to sub-letting. 

6. Overall, I believe the resident manager/management company provides value for 

money. 

7. I am satisfied with the performance of the body corporate manager in regard to 

communicating with owners. 

8. I am satisfied with the performance of the body corporate manager in regard to 

providing a professional service. 

9. Overall, I believe the body corporate manager provides value for money. 

10. Overall, since purchasing my unit, I have been satisfied with the actions and 

decisions of the body corporate committee. 

Creswell (2003) suggests relating variables, the hypotheses and item numbers in 

the questionnaire in table format so the reader can easily determine how the researcher 

plans to use the questionnaire items. Accordingly, Table 9.3 provides an overview of 

the link between questionnaire items, variable names and the hypotheses.  
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Table 9.3  

Research Design Cross Reference Table 

Variable Name Hypotheses Item on Survey 

Independent 

1. Prior research 1 C2a-g 

2. Age of building 2 A5 

3. Accuracy of information 3  C3a-f 

4. Decision making  4 C4, C5, C6a-h, B8 

5. Involvement levels  5 C1a-d 

Dependent 

1. Satisfaction* 1-5 B1 – B8 

Control or descriptive 

1. Age   C7 

2. Occupation  C8 

3. Income  C9 

4. Type of owner  A2 

5. Size of complex   A3 

6. No. of storeys in building  A4 

7. Age of building   A5 

8. Length of ownership  A6 

9. Current value of unit  A7 

10. No. of units owned  A8 

 

The variables can be classified according to three types: independent, dependent 

and control, intervening or descriptive. Variable type is identified in the first column. 

The variables are individually referred to in the table’s second column and the 

hypotheses with which they are involved are recorded in the third column. The final 

column identifies the question number(s) on the questionnaire for each variable 

measured. 
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9.1.12. Structure 

Sarantakos (2005) advises that a questionnaire should include three specific 

elements: i) the cover letter, ii) the instructions and iii) the main body. The cover letter 

describes the main objectives of the study, identifies the research team, guarantees 

anonymity and gives reasons why the participants should complete the questionnaire. 

Instructions should be stated briefly e.g. ‘it shouldn’t take more than 5 minutes of your 

time’ and written in simple language. The main body of the questionnaire comprises the 

opinion statements to be answered. To be effective, attention must be paid to content, 

structure, flow, format and basic rules of construction (Foddy, 1993). Details regarding 

the main body of the questionnaire are provided below. 

9.1.13. Format 

The opinion statements used in the questionnaire are predominantly structured, 

although there are a few un-structured opinion statements (see Appendices F and G). 

The opinion statements were sequenced so they appear according to the rationale of the 

study, moving from general to specific in each section. Considerable effort was directed 

to developing a format that facilitated easy completion of the questionnaire. 

9.1.14. Size 

Sarantakos (2005) states the golden rule with respect to questionnaire size is to 

limit the opinion statements posed to only those that are necessary. Taking this into 

account, the researcher was mindful to keep the questionnaire as short as possible, thus 

a double- sided A4 questionnaire was developed that included all dependent, 

independent, control and descriptive variables required for the study. 
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9.1.15. Types of questions 

Mahr (1995) distinguishes between essential questions, extra questions and 

throw away questions. The survey primarily comprised essential opinion statements that 

relate to hypothesis testing, extra questions set to assess response reliability and also 

questions concerned with collecting descriptive data that will enable the development of 

a profile of Queensland STTA unit owners.  

The questionnaire is mainly fixed alternative opinion statements due to the 

qualities highlighted by Pfeifer (2000) who states pre-coded questions can be employed 

if: 

i) the researcher is interested in classifying responses and respondents; 

ii) the situation of the respondents is known; 

iii) the respondents can communicate; 

iv) they are well informed and;  

v) have formed an opinion.    

9.1.16. Response format 

A strict methodological requirement is that response sets to fixed alternative 

questions adhere to certain principles. Most importantly, response categories must be 

accurate, exhaustive, mutually exclusive and uni-dimensional (Sarantakos, 2005). 

‘Accuracy’ is expected in response sets i.e. respondents address the central point 

of the opinion statement are relevant and focus on the essence of the opinion statement. 

‘Exhaustive’ refers to covering all possible options. ‘Mutually exclusive’ requires the 

respondent to make a choice from a set of categories, whereby there is only one true 

response and no possibility of ambiguity or confusion. Uni-dimensional sets are 

categories that should only refer to and measure one construct, in only one dimension. It 

is notable that  unit owner satisfaction, that lies as the main focus of the study has been 
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constructed as a multi-dimensional construct with four pre-determined dimensions that 

will be assessed using factor analysis.  

 

Likert-scale opinion statements were used to provide response sets. Likert-scale 

measures have been widely employed in social science research, particularly as a means 

of studying attitudes (Black, 1999).  

A seven point scale allows for two extreme positions and a mid-point (neutral) 

corresponding to a numerical scale (Sarantakos, 2005). The seven point scale was 

chosen over a five point scale as it was felt that it would enable a more precise 

reflection of attitudes. The neutral point provides an option for the respondent where 

they have a neutral view on components of the construct (Black, 1999).   

Several guidelines for construction of Likert-scale opinion statements provided 

by Mehrens and Lehmann (1994) and Oppenheim (1992) were heeded in designing the 

opinion statements, i.e.: 

i) Statements should be worded simply using short sentences of less than 20 words. 

ii) Several statements should be used to measure aspects of each concept (set of 

attitudes) to ensure reliability and validity. 

iii) Restrict statements to a single issue or component of the construct list. 

iv) Use a three to seven point scale. 

v) Try the instrument out on a representative group of persons before using it as 

part of the actual study. 

9.1.17. Content 

Content is undoubtedly the most important element of the questionnaire. While 

form and order impact on information accessibility, the content of the questions will 

tease out the essence of an answer (Sarantakos, 2005). The following criteria suggested 
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by Becker (1989), Mahr (1995) and Puris (1995) were considered in designing the 

questionnaire: 

i) Focus – each question is expected to only address one point. 

ii) Relevance – all questions must relate to the research topic and if they don’t, they 

must serve a specific purpose. 

iii) Symmetry – each part of the questionnaire should be given the same value. 

iv) Clarity and simplicity – the content of the questions should be clear and simple 

in language and content. 

v) Language – should be formulated in the language of the participants. 

vi) Attitude – questions should convey a positive attitude. 

vii) Presuming questions should be avoided. 

viii) Suggestive questioning should be avoided. 

ix) Prestige bias can occur when the participant is encouraged to follow generalised 

views of important people. This should also be avoided.  

The glossary of key terms was developed by utilizing definitions that would 

clarify meaning to the respondents. The National Community Titles Institute (NCTI) 

website, the Body Corporate and Community Management Act (1997)11 and industry 

experts were consulted to develop the final definitions provided. 

9.1.18. Pre-testing and pilot studies 

Pre-testing and pilot studies are employed by quantitative researchers before the 

actual data collection commences as trials to ensure the planning of the main study and 

its study tools are correct, suitable, reliable and valid (Sarantakos, 2005). Both offer the 

opportunity for adjustments to be made and any ‘fine tuning’ completed prior to final 

data collection. 

                                                 
11 section 206 and 213, Form 14 V.6 2006   
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While pre-tests help to solve mechanical problems with the instrument, pilot 

studies are more concerned with the administrative and organisational problems related 

to the whole study and its respondents. Pre-testing of this study’s instrument was 

conducted with six university colleagues to appraise for ambiguity and potential 

confusion with any of the opinion statements. Feedback was considered and 

modifications made accordingly. The pilot study involved five industry experts 

reviewing the instrument and modifications were made as a result of feedback provided.  

Professional support was enlisted at this point as three associations were 

approached to endorse the survey. The aim of this step was to increase the credibility of 

the research team as perceived by the respondents. The associations approached were 

the Unit Owners Association of Queensland (UOAQ), Community Title Institute of 

Queensland (CTIQ) and the Queensland Resident Accommodation Managers 

Association (QRAMA). As a result of support provided, the following statement 

appeared under the title of the questionnaire:  

This survey has been endorsed by the Unit Owners Association of Queensland 

Inc. (UOAQ), Community Titles Institute of Queensland (CTIQ) and Queensland 

Resident Accommodation Managers Association (QRAMA).  

9.1.19. Response rates  

Table 9.4 presents individual sub sample totals with the total sample figures 

recorded in the final right column. The mail out survey was distributed via sub sample 1 

(UOAQ) and 3 (single hotel) and the online survey was completed by the QRAMA 

generated distribution channel. The note below the table explains the problems 

associated with calculating response rates and determining the total population for the 

QRAMA sub-sample. The total response rate excluding QRAMA element was 40%.  
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Table 9.4  

Description of sample and response rates 

 Sub-sample 1 

UOAQ 

Sub-sample 2 

QRAMA 

Sub-sample 3 

Hotel 

Total 

Mail Out Survey    

 Total mail-out 1104  180 1284 

 Total returned 453  58 511 

 Response rate 41%  32% 40%# 

Online Survey     

 Total sample  Unknown*   

 Total returned  420  420 

 Response rate  Unknown**   

Percentage of total returns 49% 45% 6% 100% 

#  Total response rate excluding sub-sample 2. 
* It is impossible to determine the total sample population for the QRAMA sub-sample. The original 

request was sent to all QRAMA members (managers) who had email access (QRAMA have a 
membership of 900, however figures were not available for the number of members who have 
email access). The members (managers) then forwarded the survey to their owners by either i) 
internet (those who had an internet address) or ii) through the mail with their end of month account 
statement. 

**  As a result of the total sub-sample population for the QRAMA group being unknown, calculation 
of the response rate is also not possible.  

 

9.1.20. Non-response in mail questionnaires 

In survey research, particularly when mail questionnaires are employed, many 

individuals included in the sample will not participate in the study. The researcher has 

made a concerted effort to minimise the non-response rate.  

The researcher has utilized the following procedures (as suggested by Lamnek, 

1993, Mahr, 1995, Puris, 1995 and Selltiz et al., 1976) in an effort to minimise non- 

response: 

i) Approach – provide a trustworthy, serious and friendly cover letter. 

ii) Explanation – explain the purpose, usefulness and sponsorship of the study. 

iii) Honesty – provide an honest, direct and concise cover letter. 
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iv) Length of letter – keep the cover letter brief. 

v) Principles – assure the respondents of anonymity and confidentiality. 

vi) Rationale – provide a strong rationale for the need of the study.  

vii) Size – keep the questionnaire short. 

viii) Degree of difficulty – make questions easy to understand. 

ix) Method of return – provide a reply paid return envelope. 

x) Rewards – identify any rewards associated with returning completed 

questionnaires. 

xi) Layout and format – ensure layout is appealing and attractive. 

As a further attempt to minimise non-response, an email reminder was sent to all 

participants. This strategy improved the original response rate significantly. It is 

notable, however, that there is a downside to administering web surveys. Dillman 

(2000) notes that web surveys 

‘…. often require more computer resources and newer software 

applications and thus limit the ability of people with less powerful 

computers, older browsers, and poorer telecommunications 

connections to access and respond to such questionnaires. Instead of 

contributing to the representativeness of the survey responses, they 

further limit who is likely to respond.’ (p.401).   

As the key variable in this survey is unit owner satisfaction, an assessment for 

non-response bias has been conducted by investigating for statistically significant 

differences provided by early vs. late respondents. In this investigation, late respondents 

proxy for non-respondents (Armstrong and Overton, 1977). The Mann Whitney U 

statistic was computed for the ten unit owner satisfaction items. Due to the data 

collection methods and ease of response, relative to the UOAQ sub-sample, the 
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QRAMA sub-sample tended to provide their response quickly. For this reason, separate 

early vs. late response analyses were conducted for each sub-sample. 

For the UOAQ sub-sample, a statistically significant difference has been noted 

for three of the ten owner satisfaction measures (p < 0.05). Early respondents display 

higher satisfaction for: 

 Resident Manager caretaking, 

 Resident Manager letting and  

 Body Corporate value for money. 

This suggests that respondents to the survey are more satisfied with their 

ownership experience than non-respondents. 

With respect to the QRAMA sub-sample, it has been found that four of the ten 

owner satisfaction measures display a statistically significant difference (p < 0.05). 

Early respondents display higher satisfaction for: 

 Resident Manager caretaking, 

 Resident Manager letting,  

 Resident Manager value for money and 

 Body Corporate Committee decisions and actions. 

Again, this suggests satisfaction levels are higher for early respondents relative 

to late respondents and carries the inference that non-respondents have lower levels of 

UOS.  

Conclusion 

This chapter has generated the hypotheses to be tested in the quantitative phase 

of the study. It has also provided an overview of the survey questionnaire’s design and 

also the survey’s administration. Further, a discussion of the UOS construct has been 

provided. Discussion regarding sampling issues has been provided. It should be noted 

that the QRAMA base sub-sample is problematic for several reasons: 
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i) The questionnaire was circulated to the QRAMA membership by way of an 

email by the Executive Secretary. Not all managers are email connected. This 

signifies that not all of the membership received the questionnaire.  

ii) Not all STTA owners have email access. Those managers who do not use email 

to correspond with owners were requested to send the ‘invitation to participate’ 

in the survey via mail (with the monthly owners’ statements). 

iii) Due to the inconsistency of contact channels, it is impossible to estimate total 

sample population. 

iv) QRAMA members typically own a unit in the complex that they manage. They 

therefore constitute part of the sample of interest, however they can be expected 

to be non-reflective of the total sample, particularly with respect to satisfaction 

of resident manager service provision.  

v) The resident managers would have had the opportunity to screen which owners 

were sent the questionnaire. Although not considered to be likely, they may have 

acted on a desire to exclude owners who have expressed low levels of 

satisfaction with respect to delivery of resident manager services.  

Despite these shortcomings, the opportunity to secure a higher representation of 

unit owners by drawing on QRAMA membership contacts was viewed as justifying the 

inclusion of this sub-sample.  

It could also be argued that there is a potential for bias in the UOAQ sub-

sample, as STTA unit owners may have taken up their UOAQ membership as a result of 

a grievance arising from their STTA unit ownership. Consequently, this sub-sample 

may experience lower levels of STTA UOS than the population of Queensland STTA 

unit owners.  

The third sub-sample represents one hotel only. It would have been desirable to 

have a range of hotels represented in this sub-sample, however due to the limited 
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numbers of branded hotels that are strata titled and also privacy legislation that limits 

owner access, the management of only one hotel consented to participate in the study. 

The next chapter provides a descriptive overview of the statistical data collected.  
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CHAPTER 10.0  

DESCRIPTION OF SURVEY FINDINGS 

Introduction 

This is the first of two chapters providing an analysis of the questionnaire survey 

data collected. This chapter’s focus concerns the provision of a descriptive analysis of 

the data. Variable relationships will be analyzed in the subsequent chapter. The chapter 

is structured as follows. Initially, sampling issues are discussed. Descriptive data is 

presented and discussed including building characteristics12 and demographics13, type 

of management, use of unit14 and dimensions of satisfaction15. The survey findings are 

then presented and discussed according to unit usage. As the focus of the study is on 

STTA, the data collected is appraised from a STTA perspective, i.e., STTA 

benchmarked to resident owners, long term tenancies and “lock ups”.   

This analysis covers involvement levels of owners, levels of owners’ 

understanding of body corporate matters, degree of pre-purchase research conducted, 

owners’ purchase decision motivation, accuracy of information and factors influencing 

the purchase decision. The chapter concludes by highlighting the most notable 

observations. 

Sampling issues 

As noted in the previous chapter, the questionnaire was directed to three distinct 

sample frames: the UOAQ membership data base, QRAMA membership email database 

                                                 
12 Number of units in building, Number of storeys in building, Building age (in years), Value of unit ($ 
000) 

 
13 Owner Age, Weekly gross income, Years owned, Number of units owned by respondent. 
 
14 Resident Owner, Long-term tenancies, Tourism accommodation, Lock up. 
 
15 Satisfaction with the body corporate manager, resident manager, financial return and body corporate 
committee. 
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and owners of strata titled units in a branded hotel. Refer to section 9.6 for discussion 

regarding sampling issues. 

 
Building and unit characteristics and demographics 

Table 10.1 provides a profile of each of the three sub-samples. The profile 

consists of two sets of variables: four building and unit characteristics (Table 10.1a) and 

four respondent demographic items (Table 10.1b). 

 
Table 10.1a  

Building and Unit Characteristics 

UOAQ generated sample QRAMA generated sample Single hotel sample 
Unit Characteristics 

Mean SE SD Mean SE SD Mean SE SD 

No of units in building 43.72 2.37 49.96 60.16 2.83 57.45 320 0 0 

No of storeys in building 6.25 0.41 8.60 4.59 0.31 6.31 3 0 0 

Building age (years) 18.01 0.50 10.50 10.02 0.40 8.11 9 0 0 

Value of unit ($ 000) 438.43 19.26 399.91 376.03 14.71 300.83    

The gaps apparent for some of the data in the ‘hotel’ (sub-sample 3) column stem from the hotel 
manager’s decision to omit some questions from the questionnaire. 
 
 
Table 10b  

Respondent Demographics 

UOAQ generated sample QRAMA generated sample Single hotel sample 
Demographics 

Mean SE SD Mean SE SD Mean SE SD 

Owner Age 64.3 0.519 10.906 51.50 0.49 10.07 56.91 1.47 10.930

Weekly gross income $600-999 $1000-1999 $1000-1999 

Years owned 11.05 0.83 17.58 5.05 0.21 4.22 8.22 0.23 1.69 

Number of units owned 
by respondent 

1.25 0.04 0.84 1.50 0.08 1.54 1.28 0.14 1.06 
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In terms of building and unit characteristics, the UOAQ and QRAMA sub-

samples appear to be distinct on several dimensions. The UOAQ appears to represent 

older buildings, smaller buildings in terms of number of units, and a higher estimated 

market value than the QRAMA sub-sample. In terms of owner demographics, the 

UOAQ sub-sample has a higher mean age, a lower weekly household income and a 

longer period of unit ownership.  

Management in building and use of unit  

Table 10.2 presents an analysis of the type of management style the sample is 

operating under. The single hotel sample respondents are all from the same complex 

that was ‘branded’. The majority of both the UOAQ and QRAMA respondents are in 

management rights operations. 74 of the respondents are in branded operations, and 59 

are in ESTO’s. Further, although there was no provision on the questionnaire for “self 

managed” complexes in the questionnaire, 86 of the UOAQ sub-sample identified with 

this form of management.  

 

Table 10.2  

Type of Management 

Sub-samples Management Rights Branded  ESTO Self Managed Totals  

UOAQ 226 6 37 86  355 

QRAMA 388 10 22    420 

Hotel   58      58 

Totals 614 74 59 86 833 
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Table 10.3 presents the nature of the use of units for the sample. Over half the 

respondents represent units that are utilized for long-term residential purposes. This is 

either as an owner residing in their own unit or an owner letting the unit in a long term 

tenancy arrangement.  

 
Table 10.3  

Use of Unit 

Sub-samples 
Resident 
Owner 

Long-term 
tenancies 

Tourism 
accommodation 

Lock up Total 

UOAQ 284 77 50 28 439 

QRAMA 53 175 178 14 420 

Hotel   58  58 

Totals 337 252 286 42 917 

 
Dimensions of satisfaction  

Table 10.4 presents descriptive statistics for the ten UOS opinion statements 

posed. Because the satisfaction item means recorded for the single hotel sub sample are 

highly inconsistent with the means of the other two sub-samples, it was felt 

inappropriate to calculate means for the whole sample (if the low n for the hotel sub-

sample were to be doubled it would carry a significant impact on the total sample mean 

scores calculated).    

As the key variable in this analysis is satisfaction, it has been presented and 

analysed in two ways. The first has been conducted according to the three survey sub-

samples. The second analysis has been conducted from a unit usage perspective, to gain 

a richer understanding of the descriptive data regarding the key variable, satisfaction. 
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Table 10.4a  

Cross-sample analysis of satisfaction items 

UOAQ generated sample QRAMA generated sample Single hotel sample Cross-sample 
differences Dimension of Satisfaction 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD  

B8 Body corporate committee 4.64 1.61 4.46 1.75 1.34 1.07 U+,H- 

B1c Overall financial return 4.40 2.05 4.73 1.57 3.59 1.70 Q+, U-  

B7 BCM value for money 3.92 2.03 4.64 1.57 4.29 1.64 U- - - 

B4 RM value for money 3.90 1.98 4.66 1.57 4.24 1.69 Q+ 

B1b Rental income 3.83 2.00 4.16 1.68 3.93 1.69 Q+, U- 

B3 RM letting 3.35 2.06 5.40 1.57 4.66 1.56 Q+, H+, U- 

B1a Capital gains 3.09 1.65 4.06 1.71 1.53 1.22 Q++, H- 

B6 BCM professional service 3.02 2.07 5.00 1.73 3.43 1.87 Q+ 

B2 RM caretaking 2.85 1.73 4.34 1.72 1.71 1.34 Q+,U-, H- 

B5 BCM communicating 2.66 1.96 5.30 1.66 3.76 1.70 Q+ 

N 229-450 420 58     

 
Notes:  All items scored on a Likert scale where ‘1’ denotes ‘strongly disagree’ and ‘7’ denotes ‘strongly agree’ with positive satisfaction levels. 
U+:  UOAQ sample statistically significant higher than the remainder of the sample. (Mann-Whitney U; p < 0.01)  
U-:  UOAQ sample statistically significant lower than the remainder of the sample. (Mann-Whitney U; p < 0.01) 
U- - - :  UOAQ sample statistically significant lower than the remainder of the sample. (Mann-Whitney U; p < 0.1) 
H+:  Hotel sample statistically significant higher than the remainder of the sample. (Mann-Whitney U; p < 0.01) 
H-:  Hotel sample statistically significant lower than the remainder of the sample. (Mann-Whitney U; p < 0.01) 
Q++:  QRAMA sample statistically significant higher than the remainder of the sample. (Mann-Whitney U; p < 0.05) 
Q+:  QRAMA sample statistically significant higher than the remainder of the sample. (Mann-Whitney U; p < 0.01) 
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For the UOAQ sub-sample, the highest level of satisfaction was with the body 

corporate committee and the lowest level of satisfaction was with body corporate 

manager communication. For the QRAMA sub-sample, the highest level of satisfaction 

was with the resident managers’ letting performance and the lowest level of satisfaction 

was with the capital gains from the unit. Similarly, for the single hotel sub-sample, the 

highest level of satisfaction was with the resident managers’ letting performance and the 

lowest level of satisfaction was with the body corporate committee.  

Statistically significant differences between the sub-samples (UOAQ, QRAMA 

and Hotel) are highlighted in the far right column. The cross-sample differences relate 

to:  

Body corporate committee satisfaction:  

 the UOAQ sub-sample is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01).  

 the Hotel sub-sample is statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01).  

Overall financial return: 

 the QRAMA sub-sample is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01).  

 the UOAQ sub-sample is statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01).  

Body corporate manager (value for money) satisfaction: 

 the UOAQ sub-sample is statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.1).  

Resident manager (value for money) satisfaction: 

 the QRAMA sub-sample is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 
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Rental income satisfaction: 

 the QRAMA sub-sample is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.1). 

 the UOAQ sub-sample is statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.1).  

RM letting satisfaction: 

 the QRAMA sub-sample is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

 the Hotel sub-sample is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

 the UOAQ sub-sample is statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

Capital gains satisfaction: 

 the QRAMA sub-sample is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.05).  

 the Hotel sub-sample is statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

Body corporate manager (professional service) satisfaction: 

 the QRAMA sub-sample is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01).  

RM (caretaking) satisfaction: 

 the QRAMA sub-sample is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

 the UOAQ sub-sample is statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01).  
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 the Hotel sub-sample is statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

Body corporate manager (communication) satisfaction: 

 the QRAMA sub-sample is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01).  

 the UOAQ sub-sample is statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01).  

 
Table 10.4b provides an analysis of satisfaction levels by type of unit usage. In 

the ensuing text, “RO” refers to a “resident owner unit”, “LTT” refers to a “long term 

tenancy unit” and “LU” refer to a unit that is “locked up” for extensive periods when the 

owner is not in residence.  
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Table 10.4b  

Cross-sample analysis of satisfaction items: Classified by unit usage 

 

Tourism 
accommodation 

Resident owners  
(RO) 

Long-term tenancies 
(LTT) 

Lock up  
(LU) 

Cross-sample difference 
Factors 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD  

B2 RM caretaking 4.97 1.76 3.96 2.84 5.11 1.70 3.61 2.38 RO- -, STTA+++, LTT+ 

B3 RM letting 4.75 1.83 3.24 2.83 5.17 1.78 3.46 2.43 RO-, LTT+ 

B8 BCC 4.70 1.64 4.32 2.24 4.56 1.57 4.21 2.02  

B6 BCM professional service 4.53 1.63 3.70 2.39 4.54 1.57 3.54 2.03  

B5 BCM Communicating 4.50 1.64 3.64 2.35 4.58 1.58 3.93 2.00  

B4 RM value for money 4.47 1.94 3.68 2.74 4.79 1.77 3.36 2.42 LTT+ 

B1a Capital gains 4.46 1.81 4.15 2.34 4.33 1.65 4.71 1.84 RO-, STTA+ 

B7 BCM value for money 4.13 1.73 3.60 2.35 4.04 1.63 3.25 1.90  

B1b Rental income 3.81 1.72 2.07 2.23 4.89 1.42 2.75 2.17 RO-, STTA+, LTT+ 

B1c Overall financial return 3.66 1.72 2.53 2.46 4.40 1.47 2.93 2.23 RO-, LTT+ 

 
Notes:  All items scored on a Likert scale where ‘1’ denotes ‘strongly disagree’ and ‘7’ denotes ‘strongly agree’ with positive satisfaction levels. 
STTA+:  STTA sample statistically significant higher than the remainder of the sample. (Mann-Whitney U; p < 0.01) 
STTA+++:  STTA sample statistically significant higher than the remainder of the sample. (Mann-Whitney U; p < 0.1) 
RO-:  RO sample statistically significant lower than the remainder of the sample. (Mann-Whitney U; p < 0.01) 
RO- -:  RO sample statistically significant lower than the remainder of the sample. (Mann-Whitney U; p < 0.05) 
LTT+:  LTT sample statistically significant higher than the remainder of the sample. (Mann-Whitney U; p < 0.01)  
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For STTA unit usage, the highest level of satisfaction was with the resident 

manager caretaking and the lowest level of satisfaction was with overall financial 

return. For RO unit usage, the highest level of satisfaction was with the body corporate 

committee and the lowest level of satisfaction was with rental income. For LTT unit 

usage, the highest level of satisfaction was with the resident managers’ letting 

performance and the lowest level of satisfaction was with the body corporate managers’ 

value for money. For LU unit usage, the highest level of satisfaction was with the 

capital gains returned by the unit and the lowest level of satisfaction was with rental 

income.  

Statistically significant differences in satisfaction levels between the unit usage 

categories are highlighted in the far right column of Table 10.4b. Both negative and 

positive statistically significant differences are noted. These significant differences are 

as follows: 

Resident Manager (caretaking) satisfaction: 

 the RO unit usage category is statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.05). 

 the STTA unit usage category is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.1). 

 the LTT unit usage category is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

Resident Manager (letting) satisfaction: 

 the RO unit usage category is statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

 the LTT unit usage category is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 
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Resident manager (value for money) satisfaction: 

 the LTT unit usage category is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

Capital gains satisfaction: 

 the RO unit usage category is statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

 the STTA unit usage category is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

Rental income satisfaction: 

 the RO unit usage category is statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

 the STTA unit usage category is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

 the LTT unit usage category is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

Overall financial return: 

 the RO unit usage category is statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

 the LTT unit usage category is statistically significantly more satisfied than the 

remainder of the sample (p < 0.01). 

 
Further analysis of the owner satisfaction data analysed according to 

management type is provided in Table 10.5.  



 256 

Table 10.5  

Satisfaction by Management Types 

 

1 

(Management Rights) 

2 

(Branded Hotel) 

3 

(ESTO) 

4 

(Self Managed) 

 N Mean SE SD N Mean SE SD N Mean SE SD N Mean SE SD 

RM Caretaking 486 5.09 0.09 1.90 12 4.42 0.50 1.73 49 3.65 0.28 1.97 12 2.67 0.72 2.50 

RM Letting 486 4.86 0.09 2.04 12 4.00 0.59 2.04 49 3.67 0.29 2.05 12 1.92 0.66 2.27 

RM Value for money 486 4.71 0.09 1.98 12 3.17 0.47 1.64 49 3.16 0.28 1.97 12 2.00 0.64 2.22 

BCC 486 4.64 0.08 1.68 12 3.75 0.54 1.86 49 4.31 0.28 1.96 12 3.50 0.80 2.78 

BCM communication 486 4.50 0.08 1.73 12 3.42 0.56 1.93 49 3.98 0.26 1.82 12 2.33 0.69 2.39 

BCM professional service 486 4.48 0.08 1.73 12 3.33 0.58 2.02 49 4.16 0.26 1.85 12 2.33 0.69 2.39 

Capital gains 486 4.45 0.08 1.80 12 3.92 0.60 2.07 49 4.08 0.24 1.68 12 3.83 0.68 2.37 

BCM Value for money 486 4.08 0.08 1.78 12 2.75 0.54 1.86 49 3.69 0.27 1.86 12 3.00 0.79 2.73 

Rental income 486 4.04 0.09 1.96 12 4.00 0.52 1.81 49 2.92 0.26 1.79 12 2.25 0.71 2.45 

Overall financial return 486 3.88 0.09 1.88 12 3.17 0.52 1.80 49 2.98 0.24 1.70 12 2.67 0.71 2.46 

                 

Aggregated mean  4.47    3.59    3.66    2.65   

Max  5.09    4.42    4.31    3.83   

Min  3.88    2.75    2.92    1.92   

Number of non-responses = 559 
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Satisfaction by management types 

Table 10.5 presents an analysis of the UOS data, structured according to the 

four management types: management rights, branded hotel, ESTO and self managed. 

It is interesting that the highest means recorded in the table were for the independent 

‘Management Rights’ type, as this sub-sample has means of 5.09, 4.86 and 4.71 for 

RM caretaking, RM letting and RM value for money respectively. From the 

aggregated means computed for each sub-sample, it appears the most satisfied owners 

are those in independent management rights operations (mean of 4.47). The least 

satisfied are those in self managed complexes (mean of 2.65).  

Involvement and level of understanding 

Table 10.6a presents data relating to the involvement levels of the respondents 

in their buildings where ‘1’ indicates ‘no involvement’ and ‘7’ indicates ‘actively 

involved’ on an anchored Likert scale. Consistent with all the remaining tables in this 

chapter, all items are presented in descending mean score order.  

The analysis of the descriptive data for the remainder of the chapter has been 

classified by use of unit. As the focus of the study regards STTA (tourism 

accommodation), the results of the STTA data will be reviewed and benchmarked 

against other types of unit usage.  

Looking across the means for the involvement measures, it appears there is 

greater involvement for the RO’s and LU’s relative to the STTA units. Attendance at 

AGM’s appears to be the highest form of involvement across the different unit usage 

categories.  
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Table 10.6a  

Involvement levels of owners: Classified by use of unit 

Tourism 
accommodation 

Resident  
owners 

Long-term  
tenancies 

Lock up 

Item 

N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Attended any AGM 228 4.40 2.84 336 6.42 1.65 252 3.46 2.84 42 6.02 2.15

Actively involved 228 3.85 2.39 336 5.58 2.24 252 3.29 2.35 42 5.10 2.26

Attended last AGM 228 3.80 2.94 336 6.01 2.16 252 2.85 2.70 42 5.36 2.64

Member of committee 228 3.25 2.83 336 4.85 2.81 252 2.85 2.68 42 3.98 3.01

 

Table 10.6b presents the level of understanding of body corporate matters by 

unit owners classified by unit usage. It appears that the ROs and LUs perceive their 

own level of understanding to be relatively high in regard to responsibilities of the 

body corporate committee (means of 6.07 and 6.1 respectively) and in fact, the other 

measures’ means (how budgets are set and responsibilities of the body corporate 

manager) are close to 6. The STTA means rank below the ROs and LUs, but above 

the LTTs. It is noteworthy that all sub-groups yield means above the mid-point of the 

7-point Likert scale used. 

 
Table 10.6b  

Level of Understanding: Classified by use of unit 

Tourism 
accommodation 

Resident  
owners 

Long-term  
tenancies 

Lock up 

Item 

N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

BCC responsibilities 228 5.28 1.62 334 6.07 1.58 252 4.73 1.93 42 6.10 1.34

BCM responsibilities 228 5.22 1.67 329 5.99 1.59 252 4.64 1.97 42 6.00 1.37

How budgets are set 228 5.11 1.87 337 6.00 1.62 252 4.42 2.21 42 5.83 1.82
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Pre-purchase research 

Table 10.7 presents data concerning the amount of research conducted by 

owners prior to purchasing their unit. It should be noted that the ‘expected rental 

revenue’ opinion statement was dropped from the questionnaire completed by the 

single hotel sub-sample following a request made by the hotel manager16.  

 

Table 10.7  

Owners’ pre-purchase research: Classified by use of unit 

Tourism 
accommodation 

Resident  
owners 

Long-term  
tenancies 

Lock up 

Research Area 

N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Expected rental 
revenues 227 4.88 1.69 285 2.49 2.59 250 4.59 1.94 36 3.94 2.44

Recent sales in complex 226 4.80 1.86 328 4.26 2.45 252 4.04 2.07 42 4.38 2.16

Expense associated with 
renting 227 4.79 1.77 289 2.47 2.52 252 4.44 1.98 35 4.06 2.44

Body corporate fees 227 4.65 1.86 331 4.79 2.35 251 4.04 2.08 41 5.00 1.96

Management 
arrangements 227 4.44 1.86 317 3.88 2.57 247 3.90 2.10 39 4.41 2.17

Sinking fund balance 227 4.42 2.02 329 4.46 2.44 252 3.73 2.12 41 4.59 2.28

Management fees 226 4.34 1.96 312 4.03 2.59 246 3.90 2.20 38 4.58 2.07

 

The STTA sub-group yields the highest mean measures in regard to amount of 

pre-purchase research, relative to the other unit usage categories. Each pre-purchase 

research item measure for this group ranks above the mid-point of the measurement 

scale. The same cannot be said for the other sub-groups. The LU’s were relatively 

consistent with STTA means, with the exception of the ‘expected rental revenue’ 

                                                 
16 The manager believed the topic of ‘expected rental revenue’ was too controversial and did 
not want the opinion statement included for fear of potential negative repercussions.   
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measure which was low at 3.94. In light of the nature of unit usage, it is unsurprising 

that the ROs have a low mean for ‘expected rental revenue’ and for ‘expense 

associated with renting’.  

 
Purchase decision motivation 

Table 10.8 presents an analysis of the motivations for unit purchase. On the 

Likert anchored scale where ‘1’ is ‘low extent’ and ‘7’ is ‘high extent’, both STTAs 

and LTTs scored high for financial motivations relative to emotional motivations. 

ROs and LUs scored slightly higher for emotional motivations relative to financial 

motivations. A test for differences between 3 or more unrelated samples was 

conducted for the four categories of unit usage and the differences for both the 

financial and emotional motivations were found to be statistically significant (p < 

0.01; Kruskal-Wallis H Test). A more insightful analysis was conducted whereby 3 

separate investigations for statistical significance were conducted and the following 

results were found:  

 Financial motivation greater than emotional motivation for STTA – 

statistically significant (p < 0.01; Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test).  

 Financial versus emotional motivation for ROs – not statistically significant. 

 Financial motivation greater than emotional motivation for LTTs – statistically 

significant (p < 0.01; Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test).   

The investigation was not conducted for the LUs as the sub-sample was 

considered too small. Further comment on the above observations is provided in the 

concluding chapter. 
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Table 10.8  

Owner’s purchase decision motivation 

Tourism 
accommodation 

Resident  
owners 

Long-term  
tenancies 

Lock up 

Factors 

N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Financial 228 5.10 1.75 336 4.57 2.32 252 5.56 1.63 5 3.6 2.70

Emotional 228 3.94 2.05 336 4.59 2.26 252 2.90 1.90 5 4.8 1.92

 
Accuracy of information  

Table 10.9a presents descriptive statistics for the accuracy of information 

provided to the unit owner by the real estate agent at the time of purchase. As there 

was a ‘no information given’ option for this opinion statement (in addition to the 1-7 

Likert scale), the ‘no information’ respondents have been eliminated from this 

analysis together with ‘not applicable’ respondents. Although there was no ‘not 

applicable’ option provided for any of the opinion statements, some respondents 

indicated ‘not applicable’ in their response to some opinion statements. 
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Table 10.9a  

Accuracy of information provided to owners when purchasing:  Classified by use of 

unit 

Tourism 
accommodation 

Resident  
owners 

Long-term  
tenancies 

Lock up 

Item 

N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Body corporate fees  221 4.41 2.19 272 4.55 2.38 236 4.41 1.99 35 4.34 2.46

Way complex is 
managed 217 4.08 2.19 227 3.71 2.44 231 4.43 2.01 33 3.70 2.64

Sinking fund balance 217 3.72 2.45 250 4.28 2.44 229 3.69 2.28 33 3.70 2.66

Rental return estimates 217 3.59 2.22 180 2.79 2.55 233 4.39 2.03 32 3.16 2.32

Expense associated with 
renting 217 3.17 2.29 170 2.29 2.52 225 3.19 2.34 30 2.63 2.61

Involvement of owners 
in building management 213 3.11 2.33 207 3.64 2.56 220 3.33 2.24 33 3.15 2.36

 

In relation to accuracy of information provided, STTA again tends to fall 

between the highest scoring sub-groups (RO’s and LTT’s share the highest means in 

each measure) and the lowest scoring sub-group (LU’s). For the whole sample, the 

highest mean for the accuracy of information provided was ‘body corporate fees’ 

(4.55 for RO’s), the lowest being ‘rental return estimates’ (2.29 for RO’s).  

It is interesting to note that the highest mean measured was 4.55 across all 

dimensions of accuracy. This suggests a fairly high degree of dissatisfaction with 

respect to the accuracy of the information provided to all unit usage categories.  
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Table 10.9b  

Respondents indicating ‘no information given’ 

Item Percentage of 
respondents 

Expense associated with renting 43% 

Involvement of owners in building management 35% 

Rental return estimates 32% 

Way complex is managed 23% 

Sinking fund balance 22% 

Body corporate fees 13% 

 
 

Table 10.9b presents the proportion of respondents claiming they were 

provided with no information at the time they purchased their unit. The highest 

percentage of respondents receiving no information was 43% in connection with 

‘expense associated with renting’. It is notable that the ‘expense associated with 

renting’ measure means ranged from 2.29 to 3.19 in Table 10.9a, signifying that of 

those who did receive information, the accuracy was perceived to be relatively low. 

Similarly, the ‘involvement of owners in building management’ item yielded a high 

number of respondents indicating no information provided and also ranked lowly in 

Table 10.9a. It could be that this latter item of information is not perceived to be 

important by prospective purchasers.  It is considered unlikely, however, that 

prospective purchasers who plan to rent out their purchased unit would see expenses 

associated with renting as unimportant information.   

 
Only 13% of the respondents were not provided with information regarding 

body corporate fees. For the remaining 87% who did receive information, the mean 

across all unit usage categories suggests that the accuracy was above average.  

The reason for the differences in these figures may be due to a few factors: 
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a) Most purchasers expect to be advised of body corporate rates if buying in a 

‘complex’ and these numbers are objectively verifiable.  

b) Real estate agents may consider ‘expenses associated with renting’ and 

‘involvement of other owners in building management’ as topics which are not 

conducive to a ‘sale’. It was suggested in the qualitative data collection phases 

that issues such as these tend to be avoided by sales agents.  

Factors influencing purchase decision 

Table 10.10 presents descriptive statistics concerning factors influencing the 

owners’ decision to purchase their unit. Unsurprisingly, STTA together with LTTs 

and LUs had the highest mean for the ‘investment’ measure and ROs yielded the 

highest mean for the ‘primary residence’ measure. 

STTA and LTTs have yielded similar, above mid-point, means for 

‘investment’, ‘tax benefits’ and ‘income diversification’ measures.  STTA did 

however, yield greater means than LTT’s in respect to the ‘2nd home’ and ‘holiday 

purchase’ measures.    

RO’s had the highest mean for ‘retirement residence’ measure compared to all 

other unit usage categories, whilst LU’s yielded the highest mean for the ‘2nd home’ 

measure.  
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Table 10.10  

Factors influencing owners’ purchase decision: Classified by use of unit 

Tourism 
accommodation 

Resident  
owners 

Long-term  
tenancies 

Lock up 

Factors 

N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 

Investment 228 6.02 1.45 333 2.55 2.70 251 6.19 1.59 42 5.19 2.06

Tax benefits 228 4.32 2.20 332 1.41 1.87 251 4.91 2.20 42 3.52 2.53

Income diversification 228 4.04 2.19 331 1.36 1.85 251 4.61 2.18 42 2.95 2.39

2nd Home 228 3.50 2.34 331 1.02 1.33 251 1.50 1.32 42 4.76 2.56

Holiday purchase 228 2.86 2.31 331 1.00 1.31 251 1.28 0.98 42 2.40 2.13

Retirement residence 228 2.12 1.85 335 3.77 2.99 251 1.98 1.78 42 3.05 2.34

Status symbol 228 1.48 1.16 334 1.46 1.87 251 1.39 1.06 42 1.43 1.02

Primary residence 228 1.33 1.20 337 6.23 1.81 252 1.85 1.89 42 1.64 1.75

 
 

In summary the main factors influencing the STTA unit owners to purchase 

are investment, tax benefits and income diversification, and to a lesser extent 2nd 

home. LTT unit owners are influenced by investment, tax benefits and income 

diversification also. Resident owners are most influenced by primary residence and 

retirement residence factors. The LU unit owners are mainly influenced to purchase 

based on investment and 2nd home factors.  

Conclusion 

This chapter has provided a descriptive analysis of the survey data collected. It 

is notable that the three survey sub-samples have yielded very different indications of 

UOS. This is particularly the case for the hotel sub-sample with respect to financial 

return satisfaction. Relative to the remainder of the sample, the QRAMA sub-sample 

has yielded a much higher UOS mean with respect to resident manager performance. 
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The involvement of resident managers in this survey (inflating their own self 

appraisal) may have contributed to this observation.  

UOS classified by unit usage categories reveals some interesting insights. 

STTA unit owners are most satisfied with the caretaking performance of the resident 

manager and are least satisfied with the overall financial return from their unit.  

Unsurprisingly, STTA and LTT unit usage categories see financial factors as more 

important than emotional factors in connection with the motivation for their unit 

purchase.  

With respect to factors influencing the purchase decision, STTA had a high 

mean score for ‘investment’. Both LTT and LU unit usage categories also measured 

highly for ‘investment’. The exception was the RO’s whose highest mean factor was 

‘primary residence’. 

Body corporate fees appear to be the most accurate item of information 

secured by purchasers in advance of their purchase decision.  

Overall, the total sample did present some interesting findings in regard to 

UOS. The most satisfied owners are those in independent management rights 

operations. The least satisfied are those in self-managed complexes. The next chapter 

(Chapter 11) will extend the analysis of the questionnaire survey data, by conducting 

tests of the hypotheses posited.   
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CHAPTER 11.0  

ANALYSIS OF SURVEY FINDINGS 

 
Introduction 

The objective of this chapter is to statistically test the hypotheses posited in 

chapter 9. The chapter is structured as follows: initially, the way that the variables 

involved in hypothesis testing have been measured, is described. The remainder of the 

chapter is structured sequentially according to the testing of the numbered hypotheses. 

Variable measurement 

An explanation of how each of the variables involved in hypothesis testing have 

been measured is provided in this section. For those variables that have been measured 

using several items in the questionnaire, an analysis has been undertaken to determine 

whether underlying dimensions can be identified. For those variables involving three or 

more items in the questionnaire, the following steps have been undertaken: 

a)  Correlation analysis has been made to initially appraise whether the items can 

be viewed as statistically associated. 

b)  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure is reported to provide an indication 

of sampling adequacy. 

c)  Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is reported to test for the presence of correlations 

in the matrix. 

d)  A factor analysis has been conducted. Factors with an Eigenvalue greater than 

one have been extracted (Hair et al, 2006, p.122). Communalities of items are 

reported (to indicate the amount of variance in each variable that is shared 

with other variables), together with an indication of the total variance 

explained for each of the factors extracted.   
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11.1.1. Variable 1: Unit Owner Satisfaction (UOS) 

Table 11.1 presents the correlation coefficient matrix for the ten UOS items. 

The items b1a – b1c and b2 – b8 refer to question numbers in the questionnaire. To 

signify strong inter-relationships, correlations need to be greater than .3 (Hair et al, 

2006, p.114) but in large samples, less than .3 may still be seen as significant. All 

items are statistically significantly correlated at p < 0.01, unless indicated otherwise 

(*). The extent of association between the items supports further investigation into the 

appropriateness of consolidating the items.   

 
Table 11.1  

UOS Correlation 

 b1a b1b b1c b2 b3 b4 b5 b6 b7 b8 

b1a 1.000 .394 .516 .181* .200* .208* .235* .265* .299* .202*

b1b .394 1.000 .766 .581 .676 .627 .300 .329 .428 .389 

b1c .516 .766 1.000 .451 .563 .612 .262* .310 .409 .434 

b2 .181* .581 .451 1.000 .837 .811 .432 .383 .402 .408 

b3 .200* .676 .563 .837 1.000 .854 .449 .434 .437 .449 

b4 .208* .627 .612 .811 .854 1.000 .434 .400 .493 .496 

b5 .235* .300 .262* .432 .449 .434 1.000 .915 .822 .645 

b6 .265* .329 .310 .383 .434 .400 .915 1.000 .866 .706 

b7 .299* .428 .409 .402 .437 .493 .822 .866 1.000 .668 

b8 .202* .389 .434 .408 .449 .496 .645 .706 .668 1.000 

 
B1a: Satisfaction with capital gains. 
B1b: Satisfaction with rental income. 
B1c: Satisfaction with overall financial return. 
B2: Satisfaction with resident manager caretaking. 
B3: Satisfaction with resident manager letting. 
B4: Satisfaction with resident manager value for money. 
B5: Satisfaction with body corporate manager communication. 
B6: Satisfaction with body corporate manager professional service 
B7: Satisfaction with body corporate manager value for money. 
B8: Satisfaction with body corporate committee. 
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The KMO measure of sampling adequacy ranges between 0 and 1 and 

indicates a stronger pattern of correlations the higher the coefficient (.8 or above is 

considered ‘meritorious’; and below .5 is ‘unacceptable’ by Hair et al, 2006, p.114). 

The KMO measure of sampling adequacy yielded 0.831 and the Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity was significant (.000). The 0.831 KMO measure supports the view of a 

strong association between the items. Bartlett’s test of sphericity also tests for the 

presence of correlations in the matrix. As the significance of this statistic yields a p < 

0.01, this also provides strong support for proceeding to investigate item aggregation 

(the null hypothesis is that there is no association amongst the items).  

The communalities of the ten items are presented in Table 11.2. Hair et al. 

(2006, p.128) suggest that factor loadings of .35 for a sample size of 250, and .40 for a 

sample size of 200 should be considered. As the sample size lies between these two 

figures, a factor loading of .375 was utilized to suppress low factor loadings. 

Communalities of less than 0.5 indicate that the variable is less than half explained by 

the solution. This requirement has been more than adequately met. 

Hair et al (2006, p.153) note that, as the VARIMAX rotation is orthogonal, the 

factors remain uncorrelated throughout the process. In many situations, the factors 

need not be uncorrelated and may even be conceptually linked (as in this case) which 

requires correlation between the factors. Hair et al (2006, p.153) suggest that the 

researcher should always consider applying a non-orthogonal rotation method and 

assess its comparability to the orthogonal results. With that in mind, the results of this 

analysis suggested further investigation was warranted. 
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Table 11.2  

Communalities for UOS measures 

Q’aire items Initial Extraction 
b1a 1.000 .808 
b1b 1.000 .776 
b1c 1.000 .820 
b2 1.000 .835 
b3 1.000 .892 
b4 1.000 .872 
b5 1.000 .893 
b6 1.000 .937 
b7 1.000 .859 
b8 1.000 .663 

 

 

A Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) analysis was undertaken and the results are 

presented in Table 11.3. Again, only factors with Eigenvalues greater than 1.0 have 

been extracted.  

Table 11.3  

Total Variance Explained: UOS 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Factor 
Total 

% of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% 

Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 

1 5.494 54.938 54.938 5.303 53.033 53.033 

2 1.735 17.345 72.283 1.586 15.856 68.889 

3 1.127 11.274 83.557 .800 7.996 76.885 

 
 

Table 11.4 presents the results of the PAF analysis utilizing Oblique Rotation 

Method with Kaiser Normalization.  
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Table 11.4  

Pattern Matrix : UOS 

Factor 
Q’aire items 

1 2 3 

b3 .911     

b2 .898     

b4 .838     

b6   -1.018   

b5   -.944   

b7   -.844   

b8   -.615   

b1c     .916 

b1b    .551 

b1a     .549 

 
Based on these factor analysis findings, it appears appropriate to talk of three 

dimensions of unit owner satisfaction: 

1) Resident manager satisfaction (questionnaire items b2, b3 and b4). 

2) Body corporate satisfaction (questionnaire items b5, b6, b7 and b8). 

3) Financial return satisfaction (questionnaire items b1a, b1b and b1c). 

Resident manager satisfaction will be measured by calculating the mean of 

responses provided to questionnaire items b2, b3 and b4. These three variables 

yielded a very strong Cronbach’s Alpha reliability statistic of .937. Body corporate 

satisfaction will be measured calculating the means of questionnaire items b5, b6, b7 

and b8. These four variables yielded a Cronbach Alpha of .930. Financial return 

satisfaction will be measured calculating the means of questionnaire items b1a, b1b 

and b1c. These three variables yielded a Cronbach Alpha of .789. 
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11.1.2. Variable 2: Pre-purchase research 

Table 11.5 presents the results of the correlation analysis of the 7 pre-purchase 

research items. All items are highly statistically significantly correlated (p < 0.05). 

Table 11.5  

Pre-purchase Research Correlation Matrix 

 c2a c2b c2c c2d c2e c2f c2g 

c2a 1.000 .552 .521 .610 .527 .533 .501 

c2b .552 1.000 .879 .694 .674 .756 .661 

c2c .521 .879 1.000 .760 .663 .753 .702 

c2d .610 .694 .760 1.000 .730 .673 .644 

c2e .527 .674 .663 .730 1.000 .653 .537 

c2f .533 .756 .753 .673 .653 1.000 .805 

c2g .501 .661 .702 .644 .537 .805 1.000 

 
 

KMO and Bartlett’s Test were conducted with results displaying sampling 

adequacy as favourable (.872), and Bartlett’s Test as significant (p < .01) at .000. 

Table 11.6 presents the results of the total variance analysis. One 

component/factor had an eigenvalue greater than 1. This factor explains 71% of the 

variance. 

Table 11.6  

Total Variance Explained: pre-purchase research 

 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Component 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 4.976 71.087 71.087 4.976 71.087 71.087 

Table 11.7 provides the factor loadings emanating from a principal component 

un-rotated factor analysis.  All item loadings are well above the recommended .50 cut-

off and statistically significant. 
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Table 11.7  

Component Matrix: pre-purchase research 

Q’aire items Component 1 

c2c .903 

c2b .891 

c2f .882 

c2d .868 

c2g .825 

c2e .811 

c2a .705 

 
Table 11.8 presents the communality results. All are greater than .5 with the 

exception of questionnaire item c2a (at .497). As the result is very close to the 

recommended .5 cut off suggested by Hair et al (2006), the decision was made to 

include this item. 

Table 11.8  

Communalities: pre-purchase research 

Q’aire items Initial Extraction 

c2a 1.000 .497 

c2b 1.000 .794 

c2c 1.000 .815 

c2d 1.000 .754 

c2e 1.000 .657 

c2f 1.000 .778 

c2g 1.000 .681 

 
The Principal Component Analysis findings provide support for viewing the 

seven ‘pre-purchase research’ questionnaire as all “tapping into” the same factor. 

Therefore, ‘pre-purchase research’ has been measured by calculating the mean of 

questionnaire items c2a, c2b, c2c, c2d, c2e, c2f and c2g. These seven variables 

yielded a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability statistic of 0.931 
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11.1.3. Variable 3: Accuracy of pre-purchase information provided  

Table 11.9 provides the correlation matrix for the six ‘accuracy of pre-

purchase’ information provided to unit owners’ items. All items are highly 

statistically significantly inter-correlated (p < .01). 

Table 11.9  

Accuracy of pre-purchase information provided correlation matrix 

 c3a c3b c3c c3d c3e c3f 

c3a 1.000 .594 .632 .534 .727 .587 

c3b .594 1.000 .681 .578 .588 .587 

c3c .632 .681 1.000 .682 .610 .477 

c3d .534 .578 .682 1.000 .632 .574 

c3e .727 .588 .610 .632 1.000 .773 

c3f .587 .587 .477 .574 .773 1.000 

 
 

The KMO and Bartlett’s test were conducted. Sampling adequacy is more than 

satisfactory (.845) and Bartlett’s Test result is significant (.000). 

Table 11.10 presents total variance statistics. The final extraction has been 

based on the “Eigenvalue greater than 1” rule for the un-rotated factor matrix. One 

variable accounts for 68% of the variance – this solution is deemed very acceptable. 

Table 11.10  

Total Variance Explained: pre-purchase information accuracy 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Component 

Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% 

1 4.088 68.140 68.140 4.088 68.140 68.140 
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Table 11.11 provides the factor loadings for the principal component un-

rotated factor structure. All item loadings are well above the recommended 0.50 cut-

off and statistically significant. 

Table 11.11  

Component Matrix: pre-purchase information accuracy 

Q’aire items Component 1 

c3e .878 

c3a .824 

c3c .824 

c3b .811 

c3f .808 

c3d .806 

 
Table 11.12 presents the Communality results. All items are greater than a .50 

cut off and therefore acceptable.  

Table 11.12  

Communalities: pre-purchase information accuracy 

Q’aire items Initial Extraction 

c3a 1.000 .679 

c3b 1.000 .658 

c3c 1.000 .678 

c3d 1.000 .650 

c3e 1.000 .771 

c3f 1.000 .652 

 
 

The Principal Component Analysis findings provide support for viewing the 

six measures of ‘accuracy of pre-purchase information provided’ as all strongly 

related to the same underlying factor. Therefore, ‘accuracy of pre-purchase 

information provided’ has been measured by calculating the mean of questionnaire 

items c3a, c3b, c3c, c3d, c3e and c3f. These six variables yielded a Cronbach’s Alpha 

reliability statistic of 0.917. 
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11.1.4. Variable 4: Levels of involvement 

 Table 11.13 provides the correlation matrix for the four “levels of involvement” 

items. All items are highly statistically significantly correlated. 

 
Table 11.13  

Level of Involvement Correlation Matrix 

 C1a C1b C1c C1d 

C1a 1.000 .762 .664 .683 

C1b .762 1.000 .563 .526 

C1c .664 .563 1.000 .834 

C1d .683 .526 .834 1.000 

 
 

The KMO and Bartlett’s test was conducted. Sampling adequacy is more than 

satisfactory (0.733) and Bartlett’s Test result is significant (0.000).  

Table 11.14 presents total variance statistics. The final extraction has been 

based on the Eigenvalue rule for the un-rotated factor matrix. One variable accounts 

for 75% of the variance, a solution that appears very acceptable. 

 

Table 11.14  

Total Variance Explained: level of involvement 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Component 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 3.020 75.491 75.491 3.020 75.491 75.491 

 
Table 11.15 provides the factor loadings for the un-rotated factor structure. All 

item loadings are well above the recommended .50 cut-off and statistically significant. 
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Table 11.15  

Component Matrix: level of involvement 

Q’aire items Component 1 

c1a .895 

c1c .884 

c1d .880 

c1b .814 

 
Table 11.16 presents the communality results. All items are greater than .50 

cut-off and considered acceptable.  

Table 11.16  

Communalities: level of involvement 

Q’aire items Initial Extraction 

c1a 1.000 .801 

c1b 1.000 .662 

c1c 1.000 .782 

c1d 1.000 .774 

 

The Principal Component Analysis findings provide support for viewing the 

four measures of ‘levels of involvement’ as all measuring the same factor. Therefore, 

‘level of involvement’ has been measured by calculating the mean of questionnaire 

items c1a, c1b, c1c and c1d. These four variables yielded a Cronbach’s Alpha 

reliability statistic of .896.  

11.1.5. Variable 5: Relative emotion 

A measure was required to determine emotional motivations vs. financial 

motivations in the unit purchase decision (ie., relative degree of emotion in the 

purchase decision). An index of emotional vs. financial motivation has been generated 
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by subtracting the ‘financial motivation’ raw score from the ‘emotional motivation’ 

raw score.  

11.1.6. Categorical independent variables 

In addition to including all the factors hypothesised as affecting UOS, the 

regression equations will include resident management types as independent 

variables. Following the conclusions made in Chapter 8, it had been intended that the 

following hypothesis would be posited “Unit owner satisfaction is greatest in 

complexes with ‘Type 2’ management rights”. This hypothesis has not been posited, 

however, as access to data in a sufficient number of ‘Type 2 complexes’ to allow 

robust testing of the hypothesis has not been achieved. Despite this, in the regression 

equations formulated, it was deemed appropriate to examine for a relationship 

between Type 1 and Type 3 management rights and UOS. This has been achieved by 

treating management rights Type 1 and Type 3 as dichotomous dummy variables in 

the regression equations formulated. Following standard treatment of dummy 

variables (Garson, n.d.), one of the management rights type categories is to be 

withheld from the regression equations. Due to the problem evident with the Type 2 

data (i.e. only one organisation represented), it was determined that Type 2 would be 

withheld from the regression equations formulated. Therefore Type 1 and Type 3 

management types from the questionnaire survey are now transformed to Type 1 and 

Type 3 dichotomous independent variables.  

Regression findings 

Hair et al (2006) refer to multicollinearity as significant relationships between 

3 or more independent variables. Multicollinearity can have serious consequences as 

the amount of variation in a dependent variable that an individual independent 
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variable can predict is reduced by the extent to which the independent variable is 

associated with other independent variables.  

Initial multiple regression analysis outputs of the three models to be tested 

revealed evidence of multicollinearity between two of the independent variables 

(“Pre-purchase research” and “Accuracy of information”). Some researchers consider 

multicollinearity a problem if the correlation between independent variables is 0.6 

(Conlon, 2002) and others do not consider this is a problem unless the value is 0.8, 0.9 

or greater (Pedhazur, 1997). In this case the values for ‘pre-purchase research’ and 

‘accuracy of information’ were acceptable, and at this stage did not present a problem.  

Tolerance and variance inflation factor (VIF) are two statistical measures that 

are commonly suggested to determine the amount of multicollinearity between 

variables. The tolerance measure appears to be preferred over the VIF because less 

rounding errors are found with this technique (Conlon, 2001). 

Hair et al (2006) warn that the default tolerance value in SPSS for excluding a 

variable is .001. This means that until 99.99 percent of variance is predicted by the 

other independent variables, the variable is included in the regression equation. In this 

case of the initial 3 multiple regression analysis models, tolerance measures for both 

independent variables was .001 and therefore warranted further attention. 

Conlon (2002) explains: 

Tolerance values extend from 0 - 1.00. If the tolerance = 1.00, there is no 

multicollinearity between the IV’s. The closer the value gets to zero, the greater the 

multicollinearity. …. Generally, if the tolerance value is 0.1 or less, the analysis 

should be repeated with the independent variable with the highest multicollinearity 

value removed from the analysis (p.159-160). 
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Hair et al (2006) advise that one should ‘omit one or more highly correlated 

independent variables’ (p.232), as the first option in the remedies for 

multicollinearity. 

In light of this advice, the ‘pre-purchase research’ and ‘accuracy of 

information’ variables were removed individually from the regression equation in two 

separate analyses. Each analysis yielded similar results and significance levels. As the 

two variables displayed the same tolerance values, ‘pre-purchase research’, which 

exhibited the highest correlation (with the other independent variables) was chosen as 

the independent value to be removed.  

11.1.7. Model 1 

Table 11.17 presents the results of a multiple regression analysis of Model 1. It 

is based on the following equation: 

Y = b1 + b2 Accinfo + b3 Involve + b4 Relemotion + b5 Age + b6 Type1 + b7 Type2 + e. 

Where: 

Y = Resident Manager Satisfaction 

Accinfo = Accuracy of information provided   

Involve = Involvement levels     

Relemotion = Relative emotion      

Age = Age of building      

Type 1 = Owner/operator management rights 

Type 3 = Corporatised management rights 
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Table 11.17  

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis – Model 1.  Dependent Variable: Satisfaction 

with Resident Manager. 

 Co-efficient ^ Std.Error t-value p-value 

Accinfo .000 .001 .162 .872 

Involve -.019 .033 -.584 .560 

Relemotion .020 .085 .239 .811 

Age -.037 .031 -1.220 .224 

Type1 4.761 1.360 3.501 .000* 

Type3 .813 1.527 .532 .595 

Constant 7.863 1.438 5.467 .000 

R 
R2         

Adjusted R2 

F Ratio 

.408 

.166 

.143 
7.212, p =.000 

Notes: 
Following the advice of Garson (n.d) the F change statistic has been recorded in the place of the t-value 
for the two dummy variables (Type 1 and Type 3). This approach has also been adopted in all 
subsequent regression analyses reported.  
^ Each cell represents unstandardised regression co-efficients. All subsequent tables reporting 
regression findings will adhere to this approach. 
* Significant (p < 0.01) F change statistic. 
 

 

As a measure of how well the line of best fit represents the relationship 

reported, we can compute the multiple coefficient of determination (R2) for the 

collective effect of all the independent variables. The independent variables account 

for 16.6% of the variance in satisfaction with resident manager, which is significant (F 

= 7.212; p < .01).  However, Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) recommend using the 

adjusted R2 for interpretation, as it is more robust (Conlon, 2002, p.176), and less 

biased than the unadjusted measure, taking into account the sample size (Conlon, 

2002, p.116). The model yields an adjusted R2 value of .143 (the measure of 

combined contribution of the independent variables). As the sample size is large, the 

adjusted R2 is similar to the unadjusted R2 (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001).  
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Bryman and Cramer (1990) recommend a test of statistical significance of 

individual regression co-efficients through the calculation of a t-value for each co-

efficient and an associated two tailed significance test.  T-tests for dummy variables 

are treated differently. Garson (n.d) notes not to use individual t-tests as they are 

produced by default for each dummy variable. Instead, the incremental F test that 

focuses on R2 change should be used to assess the significance of a set of dummy 

variables. This convention has been observed in reporting the key statistics for Model 

1 in Table 11.17.      

The F ratio expresses the correlation between the dependent variable and all of 

the independent variables collectively. It is useful as a test of statistical significance as 

a whole since R reflects how well the independent variables collectively correlate 

with the dependent variable (Bryman and Cramer, 1990). As the F statistic is small, 

the probability that R2 = 0 is rejected. 

Analysis of residuals was conducted to assess for outliers and linearity. No 

problems were noted.  

To summarise the implications of this model 1 regression analysis, the only 

variable providing statistically significant explanatory power for satisfaction with 

resident manager is Type 1 management rights operation. This signifies that owners in 

Type 1 properties are more satisfied with their resident manager.  

11.1.8. Model 2 

Table 11.18 presents the results of a multiple regression analysis of Model 2. It 

is based on the following equation: 

Y = b1 + b2  Accinfo + b3 Involve + b4 Relemotion + b5 Age + b6 Type1 + b7 Type2 + e. 

Where: 

Y = Body Corporate Satisfaction 

Accinfo = Accuracy of information provided   
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Involve = Involvement levels     

Relemotion = Relative emotion      

Age = Age of building      

Type 1 = Owner/operator management rights 

Type 3 = Corporatised management rights 

 
Table 11.18  

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis – Model 2.  Dependent variable: Body 

Corporate satisfaction 

 Co-efficient Std.Error t-value p-value 

Accinfo .000 .001 .290 .772 

Involve .089 .044 2.044 .042** 

Relemotion -.089 .113 -.788 .432 

Age -.019 .041 -.470 .639 

Type1 4.194 1.816 2.309 .021* 

Type3 2.023 2.040 .992 .322 

Constant 9.640 1.921 5.018 .000 

R2         

Adjusted R2 

F Ratio 

.066 

.040 

2.548, p = .021 
Notes: 
**p < 0.05 (two tailed test). 
* Significant (p < 0.05) F change statistic.   
 

The independent variables account for 4% of the variance in body corporate 

satisfaction, which is significant (F = 2.548, p < .05). T-tests for each co-efficient and 

an associated two tailed significance test were conducted. Two independent variables 

(“Involve” and Type 1) displayed statistical significance (p < .05).     

As the F statistic is small, the probability that R2 = 0 is rejected. Analysis of 

residuals was conducted to assess for outliers and linearity. No problems were noted.  

To conclude, the two variables providing statistically significant association 

with body corporate satisfaction are Type 1 Management Rights operation and 

“Involvement” levels. This signifies: 
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a) that owners in Type 1 properties are more satisfied with their body corporate 

manager and committee, and 

b) unit owners who are highly involved in their body corporate’s  management 

are more satisfied with the body corporate manager and committee. 

11.1.9. Model 3 

Table 11.19 presents the results of a multiple regression analysis of Model 3. It 

is based on the following equation: 

Y = b1 + b2 Accinfo + b3 Involve + b4 Relemotion + b5 Age + b6 Type1 + b7 Type2 + e. 

Where: 

Y  = Financial Return Satisfaction 

Accinfo = Accuracy of information provided   

Involve = Involvement levels     

Relemotion = Relative emotion      

Age  = Age of building      

Type 1 = Owner/operator management rights 

Type 3 = Corporatised management rights 

 

Table 11.19  

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis – Model 3.  Dependent variable: Financial 

Return satisfaction 

 Co-efficient  Std.Error t-value p-value 

Accinfo .001 .001 .788 .432 

Involve .016 .029 .552 .581 

Relemotion -.022 .076 -.294 .769 

Age .021 .027 .754 .452 

Type1 1.672 1.224 1.367 .173 

Type3 -.776 1.374 -.565 .573 

Constant 7.681 1.294 5.935 .000 

R2         

Adjusted R2 

F Ratio 

.062  

.036 
2.373, p = .031 
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The independent variables account for 3.6% of the variance in financial return 

satisfaction, which is significant (F = 2.373, p < .05). T-tests for each co-efficient and 

an associated two tailed significance test were conducted and there was no statistical 

significance identified.  

As the F statistic is small, the probability that R2 = 0 is rejected. Analysis of 

residuals was conducted to assess for outliers and linearity. No problems were noted.  

To summarise, no independent variables identified in this regression analysis 

yield a statistically significant association with financial return satisfaction. 

Conclusion 

This chapter has described the measurement of both dependent and 

independent variables used in testing the hypotheses. Three multivariate regression 

models have been utilized to statistically test the hypotheses and determine the 

significance of associations. Three statistically significant findings have been noted: 

a)  Owners in Type 1 properties are more satisfied with their resident manager,  

b)   Owners in Type 1 properties are more satisfied with their body corporate 

manager and committee, and 

c)  Unit owners who are highly involved in their body corporate’s management 

are more satisfied with the body corporate manager and committee.  

This chapter concludes the discussion of the third (quantitative) phase of 

research. The next chapter presents discussion and concluding commentary drawn 

from the overall study. It summarises the main findings, managerial implications 

arising, limitations of the study and recommendations for further avenues of research. 
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CHAPTER 12.0  

CONCLUSION 

Introduction 

This chapter will discuss the main findings of the thesis, outline its limitations 

and discuss the implications of the research in terms of theory development, practical 

application and further research.   

Synthesis and discussion of main findings 

This section is structured according to the study’s four objectives outlined in 

Chapter 1. Each objective is identified together with a commentary outlining the 

extent to which the objective has been met.  

12.1.1. Objective 1 

To explore and describe the nature of strata title management issues from a 

range of stakeholder perspectives.  

Observations documented in connection with phases one and two of the 

empirical research highlight a plethora of management issues confronting different 

STTA stakeholders. In fact, many of the thesis sections shed light on the nature of 

STTA management challenges. These findings can be viewed as complementing and 

greatly extending prior documentation of management challenges arising in the sector.  

Pizam (2006) highlights several problematical issues. He notes the challenge 

of condo-hotel operators needing to satisfy all owners, the issue of allocating expenses 

to common areas, managing unrealised expectations of unit owners, the problem that 

‘shady developers may lure investors into dubious deals’ (p.168) and developers lack 

of vision with respect to hotel needs in real estate development. Several of this study’s 

findings carry a particular resonance with the work of Guilding et al (2005) who 

described problems arising from the ‘management rights’ business model, and the 
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tension endemic to relations between resident managers and owners. The study can 

also be seen as building on Warnken et al’s (2003) documentation of management 

issues associated with strata title legislation, investment incentives and long-term 

maintenance of condominium developments and the particular challenge that arises 

from dealing with multiple stakeholders. It is also notable that Gibson (2005) has 

expounded upon a range of challenging issues that include: decision making by unit 

owners and resident managers when investing in a STTA complex, diversity of 

product, balancing stakeholders’ interests, training issues, mixed use development 

challenges and reduced differentiation between strata titled hotels and strata 

complexes in tourism areas where management rights have been purchased by a 

corporation.   

In light of this study’s significant contribution with respect to identifying the 

range of stakeholders involved in STTA, it is particularly appropriate that the 

management challenges observed in the course of conducting the study are 

summarized from the distinct perspectives of the major stakeholders. In this section, 

STTA management issues are considered from the perspective of: owners, resident 

managers, body corporate managers and the tourism industry. 

Several management issues of particular concern to owners have been noted. It 

should firstly be recognized that, the owners suffer from having no strong government 

lobbying group representing their interests. While there are several owners 

associations in a few states however this is not substantial enough to warrant any type 

of lobbying power in both the public and private business environments. Unit owners 

who experience problems feel very isolated and oftentimes do not know who to turn 

to for assistance, especially those ‘less sophisticated’ investors. A national 

organisation would increase the unit owners’ exposure and power as a primary 
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stakeholder. This is the main factor impacting heavily on all other issues concerning 

unit owners, including but not limited to; owner apathy, owner ignorance, lack of 

representation on body corporate committees etc. Concern at the increased activity of 

‘corporatised’ management rights companies both in the short and long term is also a 

presenting an issue for owners which may in turn negatively impact on investor 

confidence, future development and sustainability of STTA. If there is a reduction in 

potential investors, developers will have trouble selling their product.   

The resident manager is faced with equally complex management issues. Lack 

of technical skills, information provided, systems and suitability for the job (in some 

cases) present serious management implications. The competing demands of different 

owner types, lack of skills or expertise in dealing with conflict and living on site 24/7 

means compromises in levels of services offered to both the tourist and the unit owner 

become commonplace. The anecdotal 18 month burnout period is a real issue and in 

the long term this impacts most heavily on the unit owners, as they are relying on the 

resident manager to provide the best returns possible for their investment. 

The corporatisation of management rights impacts greatly upon resident 

manager’s across the whole industry too. The independent operators are desperately 

trying to compete with the publicly listed companies, in a market with similar product 

and prices whilst maintaining the balance of satisfied owners. Alternatively, 

management companies recruiting and employing managers must compete with the 

personalised level of service offered by independent operators (all within a new 

organisational framework that centralises operations and essentially reduces their 

power and decision making capabilities). The commitment level of these employees is 

further reduced when there are no performance based incentives provided by 

employers. The additional challenge for the publicly listed companies is satisfying the 
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demands and needs of both the primary stakeholder (unit owner) and the shareholder 

who expects equally satisfying returns. 

Body corporate managers are constantly challenged by the ignorance of unit 

owners and committees in regard to their role and responsibilities within strata titled 

complexes. The goal posts will continue to move for this sector as greater 

accountability is being demanded by their client base, more complex bodies corporate 

are being developed and the industry is pushing to gain accredited training as a 

mandatory requirement to enter and work in the industry. The low margins that this 

sector is currently operating will be difficult to sustain if the level of professionalism 

required is introduced and enforced. 

The tourism industry will need to face existing STTA problems along with the 

new challenges developing as the industry evolves. The main existing problem to be 

addressed is the redevelopment of old sites in prime locations and legislation to 

support it. Consistency of product increasingly elevate as a management challenge, as 

buildings get older and the destination does not deliver the product expected by 

consumers. The downward spiral of a destination, proposed by Warnken et al. (2003), 

will have serious impacts not only in management but more importantly on the 

destination (desperately needing regentrification) that no-one wants to visit or invest 

in.  Local tourism authorities would be wise to strengthen and align interests with 

local government departments such as planning and licensing and take a more 

proactive approach to dealing with strata title issues. The current lack of interest and 

reactive policy regarding STTA will present greater complications in the future with a 

negative impact on the tourism industry.  
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12.1.2. Objective 2 

Develop a typology of governance and management models used by 

Australian strata title complexes that have a tourist accommodation focus. 

 

The use of stakeholder theory assisted in identifying the parties most closely 

involved in STTA complexes and also the nature of the relationships between these 

stakeholder groups. This investigation pointed towards a need to classify different 

generic types of STTA. Data analysis resulted in the identification of nine main 

governance structure types (see Table 5.4). It was also noted that these nine types 

could be grouped into three main generic STTA organizational forms:  

 Mum and Dad / Owner operator 

 Branded strata title hotels 

 ESTOs (Emerging Strata Title Organisations). 

The robustness of this classification has been appraised using the assessment 

criteria suggested by Hunt (2002). The typology then provided the basis of much 

discussion and analysis in subsequent chapters. 

The originality of the typology is notable; no one else has attempted to classify 

organizational forms delivering STTA management. The typology also represents a 

useful advancement as it laid the basis for conducting enquiry into the best way of 

organizing the delivery of the resident manager service in a STTA entity. 

12.1.3. Objective 3 

To develop recommendations for best management and governance practice in 

the provision of tourism strata title accommodation. 
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This objective is addressed in three parts, firstly a sustainable organizational 

form is proposed. The lowest ‘potential for conflict’ organizational model is identified 

and then some generic elements of good practice are presented. 

12.1.3.1. Sustainable organizational form 

The qualitative data collected enabled the development of hypotheses, 

however the hypothesis that ‘levels of satisfaction are highest in type B STTA 

complexes’ could not be tested statistically due to inadequate data. Despite this 

shortcoming, it is believed that the view that type B STTA complexes might well 

represent the most sustainable form of STTA service delivery represents one of the 

study’s more significant contributions. Unlike the case for many type A and C 

complexes, the financial return earned from most type B complexes tended to be 

perceived as satisfactory, as the majority of operators agree to a guaranteed return for 

a specified time. There is no owner of management rights in type B STTA complexes, 

instead the management company is contracted to and fulfils the responsibilities 

outlined in the contract. The purchaser (unit owner) has limited or no contact with the 

manager of the property. If the manager is not fulfilling their role and obligations 

documented in the contract, the management company can fire them. The body 

corporate manager is not subjected to as much conflict as all expenses are scheduled 

as per the management contract signed at the point of sale. It is expected that 

satisfaction levels with the body corporate committee in this type of entity will be 

relatively high as the committee is formed by members who have a heightened 

propensity to work toward common goals that have been defined in the management 

contract. 

The following factors can be seen as characterizing type B STTA complexes: 

i) Contracts clearly define roles and responsibilities of each party. 
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ii) Investors are more ‘sophisticated’. 

iii) More professional managers. 

iv) Streamlined management and administration systems. 

v) Reduced contact between owners and managers. 

vi) Less of an emotional component involved in the purchase. 

vii) Property management is streamlined and conducted collectively rather than on 

a unit by unit basis. 

12.1.3.2. Lowest potential for conflict model 

The study reported in this thesis is believed to be significant as it provides a 

more in-depth agency analysis of the owner/manager relationship than that provided 

by Guilding et al (2005), who also adopted an agency theory perspective. New issues 

relating to Lambert’s four types owner / manager conflict were identified. The study 

also developed a novel classification of different types of management rights practice. 

These different management rights were not identified or discussed in the Guilding et 

al (2005) study. 

Employing Lambert’s (2001) model it has been shown that tension between 

the agent (manager) and the principal (unit owner) appears greatest in types A and C 

organizational forms. It has been concluded that Type B generates the lowest potential 

for conflict between the two parties as the interests of management and unit owners 

appear most closely aligned in this STTA organizational form.  

Although this objective provided a useful tool to flesh out issues, the results 

should in no way assume to tell the whole story. Further research needs to be 

conducted and documented and fed back to industry (in an effort to improve existing 

management practices). Pursuit of this objective should be considered as ‘a work in 

progress’ due to obvious scope for additional problems to develop, existing 
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problematic issues to escalate and new challenges to arise for all stakeholders in the 

STTA sector. 

12.1.3.3. Generic elements of good practice 

Closely related to pursuit of this objective is the study’s findings relating to 

which type of organisational form of management rights delivery appears to be 

optimal from the perspective of unit owners. Optimality from the STTA unit owners’ 

perspective suggests the most sustainable business form. Because of the close 

relationship between this facet of the thesis’s documented findings and what 

constitutes elements of best management and governance practice in the provision of 

STTA, the findings related to optimal form of management rights delivery will be 

commented on here.  

Table 12.1 (below) provides a summary of the recommendations and identifies 

which STTA stakeholder group can be expected to derive material benefit from each 

recommendation.  

1.  To provide an efficient and effective professional service, hospitality 

management competencies are required. A suitable training package tailored to the 

particular needs of STTA managers should be developed and completion of the 

training should be a requisite for STTA manager licensing. Ideally, this should be 

linked to a continuing professional development program.  

2.  Developers need to be more accountable for decisions made in 

establishing STTA complexes. Promoting a continuing relationship between 

developers and their projects should be pursued in an effort to engender a greater 

sense of an on-going vested interest held by developers in the STTA complexes they 

have developed.  
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3.  Sinking fund contribution programs that are sufficient to fund STTA 

complex infrastructure needs should be required.  

4.  Refurbishment policies should be documented in STTA unit ownership 

agreements. If this cannot be achieved, alternative approaches need to be established 

to avoid refurbishment issues being ignored by management and unit owners. It is 

notable that destination development is based on real estate cycles that influence 

décor and style trends. A downside of this cyclic development is that the design and 

furnishings of a majority of complex developments will reflect the point in time in 

when the complex was constructed. If the destination fails to upgrade, the uniformity 

of that design era will be perceived as the face of the destination. This factor can 

greatly tarnish a destination’s image. Refurbishment policies and procedures can also 

promote consistency of product. Most complexes within the STTA sector currently 

lack this consistency. This is a significant disadvantage for STTA complexes seeking 

to compete with hotels.  

5.  The ‘guaranteed return’ method of income distribution appears to be 

the most successful for the parties involved in a STTA leasing contract arrangement. 

An adaptation of this concept could be applied to smaller operations by stipulating 

amounts in management agreements. 

6.  The roles and responsibilities of each party to a STTA management 

contract should be more explicitly defined in order to promote greater accountability 

and transparency. It is believed there is considerable scope for higher accountability 

and transparency laying the basis for increased professionalism and satisfaction levels 

for all stakeholder groups. 
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7.  Managed interaction between managers and unit owners can reduce the 

potential for conflict and promote more effective use of management time. Some 

complexes are successfully utilizing a third party to achieve this objective. 

8.  Fractured unit ownership in a STTA complex should not negatively 

impact on a guest’s experience when staying in a STTA complex. STTA complex 

managers should ensure the complex is managed in a coordinated manner from a 

guest’s perspective.  

9.  STTA complex performance can be improved if the manager is 

provided with an equity stake in the management enterprise. This is one of the 

standard arguments provided in support of the “Mum and Dad” STTA management 

model. Employers of STTA managers should consider performance based incentives 

to reward managers.  

Table 12.1  

STTA Management Recommendations 

 Stakeholder beneficiary 

No. Recommendation Unit 
owners 

Managers Tourist Industry 

1 Manager training and education X X X X 

2 Developer’s commitment to the complex X X X X 

3 Sinking fund schedules X X X X 

4 Refurbishing policies written into management 
agreements 

X X X X 

5 Guaranteed return method of income distribution X X   

6 Clear defined roles and responsibilities in 
management contracts 

X X X X 

7 Managed interaction between managers and 
owners 

X X   

8 Coordinated management   X X 

9 Improved manager performance through use of 
investment or incentive 

X X X X 
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12.1.4. Objective 4 

To determine factors affecting unit owner satisfaction. 

Empirical phases 1 and 2 of the study provided data that assisted in the 

development of four key dimensions of unit owner satisfaction (UOS) that were 

subsequently explored in the questionnaire survey. These dimensions are satisfaction 

with: 

a) financial return 

b) resident manager 

c) body corporate manager 

d) body corporate committee 

Factor analysis of survey data collected provided strong support for collapsing 

the ‘body corporate manager’ and ‘body corporate committee’ dimensions into one 

factor which has been labeled “body corporate satisfaction”. An analysis of UOS by 

different types of unit usage categories has revealed some interesting insights. STTA 

unit owners are most satisfied with the caretaking performance of the resident 

manager and are least satisfied with the overall financial return from their unit.  

Unsurprisingly, owners of STTA and long term tenant (LTT) units see financial 

factors as more important than emotional factors in connection with the motivation for 

their unit purchase.  

With respect to factors influencing the purchase decision, STTA had a high 

mean score for ‘investment’. Owners of LTT and lock up (LU) units also recorded 

high scores for ‘investment’. The exception was resident owners (RO’s), who scored 

‘primary residence’ as the most important factor. Body corporate fees appear to be the 

most accurate item of information secured by purchasers in advance of their purchase 

decision.  
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Overall the most satisfied owners are those in independent management rights 

operations. The least satisfied were those in self-managed complexes. 

In addition to the abovementioned findings, multivariate regression analysis 

was utilized to statistically test hypotheses concerning factors contributing to owner 

satisfaction. A key independent variable examined in connection with this was type of 

STTA management. The types of management were: 1- Independent management 

rights business, 2 – Branded Hotel, 3 – ESTO and 4 – self managed, however due to a 

lack of responses for types 2 and 4, analysis was conducted using types 1 and 3. Three 

statistically significant findings have been noted: 

a) STTA unit owners in independent management rights businesses are more 

satisfied with their resident manager,  

b) STTA unit owners in independent management rights businesses are more 

satisfied with their body corporate manager and committee, and 

c) STTA unit owners who are highly involved in their body corporates’ 

management are more satisfied with the body corporate manager and 

committee.  

In summary, based on qualitative data collected, it has been concluded that the 

most sustainable form of STTA management delivery is "Type 2". The quantitative 

data collected provides strong evidence that STTA unit owners are much more 

satisfied in independent management complexes than the ‘ESTO’ form of 

management rights service provision. 

Limitations of the study 

As with any social scientific study, this study is not without limitations. A 

noteworthy limitation (mentioned previously in the introduction of Chapter 5) is that 

the analysis of sectoral issues has been limited by the study’s focus on management 
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stakeholder issues. Further studies could adopt a very alternative focus such as the 

architectural aesthetics of STTA complexes or a personal investment accumulation 

perspective on STTA growth. The main limitations in the study concern the 

following:  

Sample selection. It is difficult identifying the population of unit owners in 

Australia. As a result, it is impossible to determine what percentage of the population 

has been captured. The approach taken involved accessing as many Queensland unit 

owners as possible from a variety of associations, distribution channels and databases, 

while respecting privacy and ethical considerations.  

Subjectivity in responses. Some respondents may have suffered from social 

desirability error when responding to opinion statements posed in all three phases of 

the data collection. During the qualitative data collection phases some of the probes 

where social desirability may have been a problem include the questioning regarding 

thoughts on industry issues and working relationships with different stakeholders. The 

questionnaire survey of unit owners may have solicited socially desirable responses 

for opinion statements regarding owners’ involvement, levels of pre-purchase 

research and demographics. In fact many respondents chose not to answer some of 

these opinion statements, and in particular, the opinion statements concerning age and 

income. 

Timing. There is seldom a perfect time to conduct a survey that deals with an 

aspect of human living that can attract media attention and emotional debate. For 

instance, shortly following the distribution of the questionnaire, several Australian 

newspapers ran stories concerning police raids on units managed by one of the large 

ESTO’s (see The Australian, 10/08/2006). Some of the responses could be fickle as 

 



 299

they might be affected by what is being reported in the media at the time the survey is 

administered. 

Inadequate data collection. As already noted, it had been intended that the 

following hypothesis: ‘Levels of satisfaction are highest in type B STTA complexes’, 

would be tested using quantitative data. However, due to the failure to collect data 

from a sufficient number of Type B entities, it was not possible to conduct any robust 

testing of the hypotheses.  

Implications of findings 

The implications of the study’s findings in relation to theory development, 

practice and future research will now be discussed. 

12.1.5. Implications of findings on theory development 

It is believed a distinct contribution has been made to stakeholder theory. 

Stakeholder theory has been extended beyond the primary and secondary stakeholder 

classifications to include an additional classification: tertiary stakeholders (as 

discussed in chapter 5). This tertiary classification has been defined as a stakeholder 

having no direct association with the focal organisation or any particular stakeholder 

in the network, but instead having a relationship with the industry in its entirety. In 

certain circumstances the tertiary stakeholder would have an impact on the industry 

but it would be considered an occasional rather than an ongoing relationship. With 

respect to the STTA sector, stakeholders qualifying as tertiary could include the likes 

of regulatory bodies, media, local residents and service providers such as 

telecommunications, energy and insurance.    

The use of agency theory as a lens to investigate unit owner/manager 

relationship dynamics (as previously done by Guilding et al, 2005) assisted data 

collection. The findings however were extended beyond what Guiding and his 
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colleagues reported. Their study spoke of implications and findings relating to one 

specific management identified in the STTA sector. This study not only identified 

three generic organisational forms but also discuss the implications arising from the 

use of agency theory.  The principle extension concerns differentiation of Types A, B 

and C management rights. Guilding et al (2005) presumed Type A. 

Perhaps the biggest implication that this study will carry for theory stems from 

the study’s originality. As a research forerunner, it to be expected that further STTA 

related research will follow. By acting as a catalyst of more STTA research, it is to be 

expected that this study will have a subtle long-term impact on theory. It is hoped that 

the study’s outputs will establish a strong foundation for further STTA research.  

12.1.6. Implications of findings on practice 

The study’s implications should not be viewed as confined to the readership of 

tourism and hospitality management journals. It carries immediate implications for the 

STTA sector. The generic best practise recommendations detailed above can be 

applied to all STTA operations. The benefits to primary stakeholders and also the 

tourism industry were highlighted in Table 12.1. In addition to the primary 

stakeholders, there are several other stakeholder groups who have much to benefit 

from this research. Application of the research findings at an operational and practical 

level would prove valuable to a range of stakeholders, as noted in Table 12.2.  



 301 

Table 12.2  

Implications of findings on practise (non-primary stakeholders) 

Stakeholder Group Implications / Benefit 

State government  Increasing awareness of strata issues, strata legislation and its growing importance.  

 Reports have been provided to state tourism bureaux to inform staff and assist in lobbying and policy making decisions. 

The study can act as a resource to local and regional tourism associations.  

Federal government A resource to assist and inform the development of pertinent legislation. 

Financiers / Bankers  The management models establish a benchmark for a variety of lending assessments. 

Best practise elements can be drawn on when developing risk management tools to support the appraisal of loan applications from unit 
owners, developers and management rights’ operators. Classification of management rights types will assist bankers gain a more 
complete understanding of the sector.  

Developers  Developers can draw on best practise recommendations when implementing new systems.  

Body corporate managers  The findings can be used as a resource to inform the development of more effective management agreements.   

The findings can be used as a resource to educate unit owners with respect to more effective building management procedures. 

Body corporate committees 
and unit owners 

 Unit owners and body corporate committee members can become more informed with respect to more effective building management 
procedures. 

 Greater unit owner involvement in body corporate affairs is desirable as findings suggest that more actively owners are more satisfied 
with their investment.  

 

Tourism industry  Tourism officials can promote greater application of the principles of good STTA management practice.   

 Considered holistically as a sector (on a local, state and national level), any improvement in management practises can be expected to 
result in a more satisfactory tourism experience while staying in a STTA complex.  
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12.1.7. Further research opportunities 

Suggested questions and propositions for further research include: 

 What are the satisfaction levels of tourists staying in STTA? 

 To what extent are the unit owners in Type B STTA complexes 

satisfied? 

 Are accumulated sinking fund balances in STTA complexes adequate?  

 What is the mix of unit owners? (ie, develop a unit owner profile). 

 What are the macro sector trends (such as mergers, acquisitions, and 

the apparent growth of corporatisaton) in the STTA sector.  

 What are the particular governance challenges arising in integrated 

resort developments. 

 What are the training needs of managers? 

 Can a good practice STTA businesses model be developed? 

 Can a rating system designed to promote greater consistency of product 

within STTA complexes and greater confidence for tourists be 

developed?  

 Can a blue print for management agreements be developed? 

Conclusion 

This chapter has summarised the study’s main findings, overviewed its main 

limitations, and noted ways that subsequent research may usefully build on this work.  

Having completed this study, it is the author’s view that there is considerable 

potential for further research to be conducted in a range of areas, as indicated in the 

previous section. It appears reasonable to suggest that the STTA sector stands to 

benefit greatly from such work as there has been limited prior research, despite the 

sector’s rapid growth. To research a sector, researchers need to know what is ‘out 
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there’ and the lack of census data on the sector represents a fundamental stumbling 

block when attempting to initiate STTA research. If the true numbers of STTA units 

were to be identified and disclosed, government officials and departments would 

likely take a more active interest in the issues arising in this fragmented sector of the 

economy.  

Changes to legislation would appear to be essential to maintaining the 

sustainability of the STTA sector. In particular, gaining greater on-going 

accountability with respect to the development of complexes needs to be addressed by 

both developers and government bodies for the good of all stakeholders, especially 

those who carry the responsibility of an on-going investment – the unit owners.   
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APPENDIX  A  

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
(based on Lambert, 2001) 

MANAGERS 

Managers Name: 
Complex: 
Date of interview: 
 
Total units in complex  
Units in letting pool  
Length of management (at this complex)  
Other complexes  
Personal info  
Previous occupation  
Location  
 

1.  

In your type of organization, what problems can arise surrounding accountability to the owners 
for occupancy rates, prices charged, and maintenance expenses incurred (eg., light bulb 
replacement)? 

Does your management agreement contract specify performance indicators for the manager? 

In your type of organization, how aware would the average owner be with respect to the 
duties of the managers?  

a)  Do you report your sub-letting activities, achievements and performance to owners, if 
so on what basis and how often? 

b)  Do you report your caretaking activities, achievements and performance to owners, if 
so on what basis and how often? 

In your type of organization, if an owner questions a manager’s performance with respect to 
subletting or caretaking, to what extent might this impact on the subsequent subletting 
performance of their investment? 

To what extent were the terms of the MR contract taken into consideration when you 
purchased the management rights?  

To what extent did the relative tightness of the contract have an impact on the purchase price 
paid? 

To what extent is there scope for managers in your type of organization to provide a sub-
standard performance? 

How well can owners gauge the quality of a manager’s performance?  

a)  How well can owners sanction managers if they believe them to be performing in a 
sub-standard way?  

b)  What factors constrain owners’ ability to sanction managers? 

How does an owner appraise how well you do your caretaking job? 

How does an owner appraise how well you do your subletting job? 
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2 

In your type of organization, to what extent is there a problem for RMs building up the 
confidence of owners that all monies received are appropriately accounted for and all payments 
made are warranted? 

Is there a problem for managers developing trust from owners that the RM acts in their best 
interests? 

What is the mark up on maintenance and housekeeping costs passed on to the owners? Can 
you provide examples. 

Is this mark-up disclosed and generally well understood by owners in your type of complex? 

Do the owners of units get a full report on the total occupancy levels at the complex as well as 
their own unit’s individual performance? If not, why not?  

To what extent do you have autonomy for decisions relating to contractors? 

Is it more favorable for you personally to use particular trades people?  

In this type of organization, to what extent is there an opportunity for the management to divert 
resources towards their own personal benefit? 

How much do you feel this type of activity is occurring in your industry? 

  

3 

In this type of organization, to what extent is there a tendency for a manager (management 
company) to be more short or long termist than the owners?  

To what extent can this difference in time horizons be a problem? 

Are you more focused on subletting or caretaking? 

What proportion of your time is allocated to each? 

How many years worth of capital expenditure is currently sitting in your sinking fund?  

Do you believe this amount is sufficient for both long and short-term maintenance 
requirements of the building and property? 

How important to you is it to increase this amount? 

How often is the sinking fund levy increased? 

To what extent do you have an influence on the sinking fund levy set?  

How long did you sign the management agreement for? 

How long has your management agreement got left to run? 

In this type of organization, to what extent does it become a problem for the owner / manager 
relationship once a manager (management company) is seeking to terminate their relationship 
with the complex?  

In this type of organization, to what extent does it become a problem for the owner / manager 
relationship once an owner is seeking to sell their apartment in the complex? 
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4 

How much risk are you willing to take in an attempt to increase unit letting returns eg: an 
aggressive advertising campaign, business promotion, marketing decisions, or engaging a 
cheap sub-contractor with a limited track record? 

In this type of organization, to what extent do problems arise as a result of a manager’s attitude 
to risk being different to the average owner’s attitude to risk? (e.g. the manager might be too 
willing, or insufficiently willing, to embark on an unusual and risky ad campaign, engage a 
cheap sub-contractor with a limited track record, etc. ).  

Who do you believe is more exposed to risk – you or the unit owners? 

What do you believe you could do to improve the ROI to unit owners? 

Is there a difference in the owners perception of the required level of sinking fund compared 
to that of the resident manager? 

Are you willing to take on more or less risk relative to the other two types of managers? 

 

Wrap up questions: 

1. What do you believe are the shortcomings of the management style you are operating 
under? 

2. What changes could be implemented to improve the current management style? 

3. Overall comment on the relative merit of your type of organization to provide a 
quality experience relative to the other 2 types of operations. 
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OWNERS 
 
Name of owner 
Name of complex 
Date of interview 
 
Sex  
State or region of owner  
State or region of unit  
Size of unit  
Total units in complex  
Type of management  
Length of current ownership   
Length of previous ownerships  
 
1. 

Does your manager report his subletting activities, achievements and performance to you? If 
so, on what basis and how often? To what extent does this report provide a good basis for RM 
performance appraisal.  

Does your manager report his caretaking activities, achievements and performance to you? If 
so, on what basis and how often? To what extent does this report provide a good basis for RM 
performance appraisal. 

To what extent is your involvement with the setting of rates and occupancy levels? 

To what extent is there scope for managers to provide a sub-standard performance? 

Do you have any input in determining who manages your unit complex? 

Do you/have you ever questioned the managers performance in regard to caretaking, 
subletting or maintenance duties? 

If so, were there any repercussions? 

How well can you gauge the quality of a managers performance? 

How do you appraise how well your manager is performing his caretaking job? 

How do you appraise how well your manager is performing his sub-letting job? 

 

2. 

In your type of organization, to what extent is there a problem for RMs building up the 
confidence of owners that all monies received are appropriately accounted for and all payments 
made are warranted? 

Is there a problem for managers developing trust from owners that the RM acts in their best 
interests? 

Do you have any input into the selection of subcontractors to perform works at your complex? 

Do you know the costs of unit general maintenance prior to the managers mark up? 

Are these disclosed and and/or well understood by you? 

Do you think these costs incurred are reasonable or overstated i.e. light bulbs, cleaning, and 
repairs? Please provide examples. 

Do you get a full occupancy report for the complex, as well as your units individual 
performance? 

Do you have any mechanism for monitoring the occupancy of your own unit? 

In this type of organization, to what extent is there an opportunity for the management to 
divert resources towards their own personal benefit? 

How much do you feel this type of activity is occurring in your industry? 
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3. 

In this type of organization, to what extent is there a tendency for a manager (management 
company) to be more short or long termist than the owners?  

To what extent can this difference in time horizons be a problem? 

What do you believe is your manager’s focus – subletting or caretaking? 

Do you believe the manager is acting in your best interests with regard to the timeframe of 
your investment? 

How many years worth of capital expenditure is currently sitting in your sinking fund? 

Do you believe this amount is sufficient for long and short-term requirements of the building 
and property? 

To what extent do you have an influence on the sinking fund levy set? 

In this type of organization, to what extent does it become a problem for the owner / manager 
relationship once a manager (management company) is seeking to terminate their relationship 
with the complex?  

In this type of organization, to what extent does it become a problem for the owner / manager 
relationship once an owner is seeking to sell their apartment in the complex? 

 

 

4. 

Who do you believe is more exposed to risk – you or the manager? 

In this type of organization, to what extent do problems arise as a result of a manager’s 
attitude to risk being different from the average owner’s attitude to risk? (E.g. the manager 
might be too willing, or insufficiently willing, to embark on an unusual and risky ad 
campaign, or to engage a cheap sub-contractor with a limited track record, etc.).  

Is there a difference in your perception of the required level of a sinking fund compared to 
that of the resident manager? 

 

Wrap up questions: 

 What do you believe are the shortcomings of the management style you are operating 
under? 

 What changes could be implemented to improve the current management style? 

 Overall comment on the relative merit of your type of organization to provide a 
quality experience relative to the other 2 types of operations. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 333 

INDUSTRY EXPERTS 
 Potential for effort aversion (moral hazard) 
 Agent diversion of resources in self interested manner 
 Differential owner/rum time horizons 
 Differential owner/rum attitude to risk 

 
Score the interviewee’s views on a 1 – 7 scale where 1 signifies a “low problem”, 4 signifies a “medium problem”, and 7 signifies a “high problem”.   

Question M and D Branded Corporates Comments 

1 Potential for effort aversion 

The degree to which the manager has the scope to get away with 
providing a sub-standard performance. 

    

The degree to which the owner is aware of the managers duties     

If an owner questions a manager’s performance, the degree to 
which this may impact on the subletting performance of the 
owner’s unit. 

    

The degree to which an owner can appraise the managers 
subletting performance. 

    

The degree to which an owner can appraise the managers 
caretaking performance 

    

2 Agent diversion of resources in a self interested manner 

To what extent is there a problem for managers building up the 
confidence of owners that all monies received are appropriately 
accounted for and all payments made are warranted? 

    

Is there a problem for managers developing trust from owners that 
the manager acts in their best interests? 

    

The degree to which a manager can get away with diverting 
resources towards their own benefit. 

    

The level at which this is going on.     
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Question M and D Branded Corporates Comments 

3 Difference in time horizons 

To what extent is there a tendency for a manager (management 
company) to be more short or long termist than the owners, i.e., 
have different time horizons? 

    

To what extent can this difference in time horizons be a problem?     

To what extent does it become a problem for the owner / manager 
relationship once a manager (management company) is seeking to 
terminate their relationship with the complex?  

    

To what extent does it become a problem for the owner / manager 
relationship once an owner is seeking to sell their apartment in the 
complex? 

    

4 Attitudes to risk 

To what extent do problems arise as a result of a manager’s 
attitude to risk being different to the average owner’s attitude to 
risk? (eg. the manager might be too willing, or insufficiently 
willing, to embark on an unusual and risky ad campaign, engage a 
cheap sub-contractor with a limited track record, etc. ). 

    

 
Wrap up questions: 

 
 What do you believe are the relative benefits of each of these three approaches to managing tourist based strata titled properties? 
 What do you believe are the relative shortcomings of these three approaches to managing tourist based strata titled properties?  
 Any other comments you have on the overall relative merit of all three types of management style in delivering customer satisfaction for the short-term 

tourist guest.   
 What do you believe to be the best model of management in providing customer satisfaction for the short-term tourist guest?   
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APPENDIX  B  
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

CASE STUDY RESEARCH – PHASE 2 
 

1.  The central research question for this project is: 

i)  What are the elements of best management and governance practice in the 
provision of strata titled tourism accommodation? 

 

The sub questions are:  

i)  What are the main generic types of organizational forms used to deliver tourist 
accommodation in strata title owned properties? 

 

ii)  What are the differences between the main types of organizational forms used to 
deliver tourist accommodation in strata title owned property? 

 

iii)  What do the resident managers perceive to be key factors of best management 
and governance practice?  

 

iv)  What do the unit owners perceive to be key factors of best management and 
governance practice? 

 

v)  What do industry experts perceive to be key factors of best management and 
governance practice? 

 

vi)  What are the key factors that differentiate the various generic organizational 
forms in terms of providing a quality tourist accommodation service in strata 
titled complexes? 

 

vii)  How could the current management and governance practices be improved?  

 

2.  Information and consent form to be signed – get signature. 

 

3.  Opening statement 

In the strata title tourism accommodation sector, there appears to be 3 generic types of 
management. There are: 

a) the mum and dad operators,  

b) the branded hotels that include the likes of Quest, Sebel, Pacific International 
Hotels (PIH) and Medina apartments, 

c) the corporates (which are branded also but operationally set up very 
differently) – the likes of S8, Breakfree and Oaks Hotels and Aprtaments.  
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You fit into the (…………….) model. I want to talk to you about this type of 
organization and get you to comment on the benefits and shortcomings of this type of 
organization, in terms of providing accommodation to tourists.   

 

NOTE TO INTERVIEWER: Let the interviewee talk. If they don’t keep sufficiently 
focused in their answer, can probe with: 

 What about the strengths of your organizational form as a structure for 
delivering accommodation to tourists.   

 What about the weaknesses of your organizational form as a structure for 
delivering accommodation to tourists.   

 

4. Address the 4 dimensions: 

I am particularly interested in the relationship between the manager and the owner. I 
am going to appraise four potential dimensions of conflict between the management 
and owners in your type of organization. I will run through each of them, and then ask 
questions relating to each. 

a. To what extent is there a potential for management to put in a sub-standard 
performance? 

b. To what extent is there a possibility of management using their position to 
divert resources to themselves?  

c. Are the manager and the agent compatible with respect to the timeframe of their 
investment? 

d. To what extent do the manager and the owner have different attitudes to risk? 

  

5. So now for the questions: 

NOTE TO INTERVIEWER: Use either the manager or owner interview schedule 

 

INTERVIEWER’S COMMENTS: 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
INTERVIEWER’S REFLECTIVE NOTES: 
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APPENDIX  C  
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 

 

Distilling effective strata title governance and management models  
for the provision of tourism accommodation. 

 
Chief Investigator: Professor Chris Guilding 
Griffith University Service Industry Research Centre 
Telephone: 07 55528790 
Email: C.Guilding@griffith.edu.au 
 

Background 
This study is designed to develop an appreciation of key management and operational issues 
associated with strata title developments in the tourism context across Australia. 
 

What participation in this study involves 
Participation in this study involves participating in an unstructured interview conducted by a 
member of the research team. Interviews are being conducted with stakeholders that have an 
interest in strata title property management. The interviews are designed to determine optimal 
management models associated with strata titled properties. 
 

Consent to participate  
Your participation is voluntary and you are not under any obligation to consent to participate in 
this research. If you choose to participate you may discontinue participation at any time without 
penalty or without providing an explanation. We hope that you consider participation in this 
study, which the research team believes has the potential to inform strata title property 
management in Australia. 
 
Risk 
Participation in this research poses no risks as the research asks only that you identify your 
perceptions of management in strata title property management.  
 

Confidentiality 
While the nature of material collected in this study is not believed to be commercially or 
personally sensitive, comments made by interviewees in the course of the study will be treated 
confidentially. The data collected from the research will be reported in general terms and will 
not involve any identifying features. All data will be kept confidential and in a locked filing 
cabinet by the Service Industry Research Centre for a period of 5 years before being destroyed. 
 
A report of the general findings from the study will be made available to interested participants. 
 
You may contact Professor Chris Guilding if you have any matter of concern regarding the 
research that you wish to discuss, or if you prefer an independent person, you may contact the 
Manager, Research Ethics, Office for Research, Bray Centre, Griffith University, Kessells Rd, 
Nathan, Qld 4111, telephone (07) 3875 5585 or email research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 
 
Griffith University thanks you for your consent and participation in this research.  

  

mailto:C.Guilding@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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APPENDIX  D  

PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
 

GU Letterhead 
 

Distilling effective strata title governance and management models for the 
provision of tourism accommodation. 

 
 

I have read the information form and understand that: 
 
 I am being asked to participate in an interview focusing on management in 

strata titled properties. 
 My participation is voluntary and I may discontinue my participation at any 

time without penalty or explanation. 
 Any reports or publications from this study will be reported in general terms 

and will not involve any identifying features. 
 Data collected in the course of this study will be kept confidential at all times 

and locked in a filing cabinet in the chief investigators office for a period of 5 
years before being destroyed. 

 A report about the study findings will be made available to me. 
 
I have read the information sheet and consent form. I agree to participate in this study 
and give my consent freely. I understand that the study will be carried out as described 
in the information statement, a copy of which I have retained. I realize that whether or 
not I decide to participate is also my decision. I also realize that I can withdraw from 
the study at any time and that I do not have to give any reasons for withdrawing. I have 
had all questions answered to my satisfaction. 
 
Privacy Statement 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your 
identified personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not 
be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal 
or other regulatory authority requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be 
used for other research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be 
safeguarded. For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at 
www.griffith.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or telephone (07) 3875 5585. 
 
 
……………………………………………………………………………… 
Name, signature and date. 
 
 
……………………………………………………………………………… 
Investigator name, signature and date. 

 

http://www.griffith.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp
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APPENDIX  E  
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET (SURVEY) 

QUEENSLAND UNIT OWNER’S SATISFACTION SURVEY 
 
 
 

Dear Community Title Property Owner, 
 
We are members of a Griffith University research team that is investigating 
management issues in Australian strata titled properties. Last year we hosted the 
inaugural two and a half day “Strata and Community Title in Australia for the 21st 
Century” conference that attracted more than 170 delegates representing a breadth of 
stakeholder perspectives. In connection with this research agenda, we are now 
gauging unit owner satisfaction levels and exploring the main factors affecting 
satisfaction levels. We have already conducted more than 70 interviews throughout 
Australia and are now collecting survey data that will throw some much needed light 
on the nature of the Australian unit owner experience.  
 
We would be grateful if you could take about 5 minutes to complete the enclosed 
single sheet questionnaire that has been endorsed by the Unit Owners Association of 
Queensland Inc. (UOAQ), the Community Titles Institute Queensland Limited 
(CTIQ), and the Queensland Resident Accommodation Managers Association 
(QRAMA).  
 
You can be assured that your questionnaire responses will be treated in a completely 
anonymous manner and will only be viewed for the purpose of computer data entry 
prior to statistical analysis. Could you please return your completed questionnaire in 
the postage paid envelope provided. If you would like to receive a copy of the study’s 
Executive Summary of findings, please staple your business card (or a “post it” note) 
with your address to the top left hand corner of your completed questionnaire.  
 
As an incentive to participate in this study, you have the opportunity to be entered into 
a draw to win a case of mixed red and white regional wines delivered to your door by 
Vintage Cellars (valued at $170.00). To be included in the draw, please complete and 
return the tear-off “prize draw” form below. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Professor Chris Guilding 
Director Service Industry Research Centre 
Griffith University 

Kelly Cassidy, 
MIntTourHospMgt (Hons), 

Ass. Dip. Bus. (Tourism), 
PhD scholar 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Please include me in the draw. 
 
Name: __________________________________________ 
 
 
Phone number:  ___________________________________   
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APPENDIX  F  
QUEENSLAND UNIT OWNER’S SATISFACTION SURVEY 1 
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APPENDIX  G  
QUEENSLAND UNIT OWNER’S SATISFACTION SURVEY 2 
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