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AABBSSTTRRAACCTT  
 

 

Tourism communities are collections of stakeholders that include government agencies, 

business owners, residents and tourists. While not all stakeholders agree on how tourism 

destinations should be developed, most stakeholders agree that more can be achieved 

through collaborative efforts. What is less clear is how effective collaboration can be 

achieved. This thesis aims to investigate:  how tourism stakeholders effectively collaborate 

in a regional setting in Thailand. 

 

Specific research questions to guide the resolution of this research problem are: 

- How do stakeholders perceive their roles? 

- What is the nature of stakeholder collaboration? 

- What factors foster and/or hinder effective tourism stakeholder collaboration?  

 

Stakeholder collaboration has been widely researched in general management and more 

recently in tourism management.  A number of studies in tourism suggest adopting 

partnership and/or collaborative approaches to destination management on the basis that an 

enhanced understanding and mutual benefits generated among stakeholders will lead to 

better outcomes for the host community generally. Moreover, Swarbrooke (1999) puts 

forward the idea that stakeholders in tourism should work together if they wish to develop a 

more sustainable form of tourism for the destination. In support, Bramwell and Lane (2000) 

indicate that stakeholder collaboration can contribute to principles of sustainable 

development by having several stakeholders involved in tourism policy planning. 

Furthermore, Buhalis (2000) argues that stakeholders should pool resources to develop and 

implement comprehensive strategies in order to compete successfully with other 

destinations. Thus there is an emerging consensus that tourism destinations can be better 

managed through stakeholder collaboration. While there has been substantial interest in 

understanding the benefits relating to stakeholder collaboration there is a need for academic 

research to explore specific issues of collaboration, especially those relating to practical 
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considerations (Bramwell & Lane, 2000). Moreover, there is a need for empirical research 

to examine the fundamental factors critical to effective tourism collaboration.  

 

This thesis seeks to further understanding of stakeholder collaboration in the tourism 

destination context. The research problem of how do tourism stakeholders effectively 

collaborate was broken down to gaining insights into the perceived roles of tourism 

stakeholders from the public, private and local community sectors; the nature of tourism 

stakeholder collaboration, including motives for joining a collaboration and insights into 

how collaborations work in practice; and which factors foster and/or hinder effective 

tourism stakeholder collaboration, especially member satisfaction. A review of the 

literature particularly identified a lack of studies that focused on robust measures to 

measure member satisfaction and potential predictors. Most of the studies of stakeholder 

collaboration and/or partnership are drawn from outside the tourism literature. In addition, 

studies are conceptual or qualitative in nature. The few studies in related areas use small 

samples and single item measures. Only a few studies used specific outcomes measures 

such as member satisfaction. Accordingly, a conceptual model of five independent factors 

and their effect on Collaboration Member Satisfaction CMS) was developed and tested. 

The CMS construct and measure was developed as a suitable indicator of effective tourism 

stakeholder collaboration. 

 

To address these issues, this study employed a sequential mixed method to investigate 

tourism stakeholder collaboration. The empirical data was collected from tourism 

collaboration members and individuals/organisations involved in tourism in the Chiang Rai 

region of Thailand. The data collection for this research was divided into two stages. Study 

1 was mainly involved with qualitative interviews.  In Study 2, a questionnaire survey was 

developed, tested and administered. Purposive sampling and the snowball technique were 

used to collect interview data from twenty respondents. While, a self administered 

questionnaire was used for the survey of members of four tourism collaborations.  

Consequently, 161 questionnaires were collected for the quantitative study. In the 
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questionnaire survey in Study 2, two open ended questions provided the opportunity to 

triangulate findings from the data sets. 

 

Accordingly, this thesis provided three empirical data sets: qualitative interviews, 

quantitative survey data, and qualitative survey findings. Overwhelmingly, respondents 

agreed that the government plays and should play the dominant lead role in tourism 

destination planning and development. Accompanying this agreed allocation of 

responsibility was an acknowledgement that the private and local community sectors 

played a passive follower role. Compliance and conformity to government policy and 

funding arrangements was accepted. However, associated with the public sector’s lead role 

was a degree of confusion, complexity and lack of continuity of activities. For the private 

sector there was an acceptance that they could do more for themselves through networking 

opportunities within industry groupings. Both the private and local community sectors felt 

that they had a lack of voice on tourism development issues.  In addition, three major issues 

were discussed in relation to the nature of tourism stakeholder collaboration. Most 

respondents recognised the potential for tourism within the Chiang Rai region together with 

a positive impact from participating in a tourism collaboration. Motives for joining a 

collaboration included perceived individual and community benefits, together with a need 

to meet colleagues and friends.  In practice, the issue of genuine participation was raised as 

not all stakeholders fully participated in a tourism collaboration even though the range of 

stakeholders’ participation in the local tourism collaboration was representative. In 

particular, the results from the interviews highlighted issues in relation to the project based 

nature of collaboration together with the need for harmony and matching achievements to 

goals.  

 

For the quantitative study, a conceptual model was developed and tested that included five 

proposed drivers of effective collaboration against a dependent variable of Collaboration 

Member Satisfaction (CMS). Multiple item scale measures were used that differentiated 

this empirical study from previous studies. Multiple regression analysis indicated that 

perceived individual benefits, trust, and communication significantly contribute to CMS 

overall and thus, lead to effective tourism collaboration.  In the overall equation, trust was 
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the strongest predictor of CMS. Further group analysis highlighted how the predictors of 

CMS varied between private/public and male/female stakeholder groups. That is, 

interdependency contributed significantly to CMS for public sector members while 

representation quality and equal participation contributed significantly to CMS for private 

members. Accordingly, three hypotheses were fully supported while two hypotheses had 

contingent support. For the qualitative findings from the survey questionnaire eighty-five 

respondents answered questions about a time in the collaboration when they were happy or 

unhappy. Most responses related to representation, communication and resourcing issues. 

Those who have had positive experiences in their group appreciate the perceived benefits 

from the tourism stakeholder collaboration. Compared to those who have had positive 

experience, the number of members who have had negative experiences is relatively small. 

In addition, respondents commented on participation, goal setting and benefits. In general 

terms the findings from the three sets of data tended to be consistent. The one exception 

was the notion of equal participation. The qualitative data tended to indicate the importance 

of this issue however, the quantitative study found that equal participation influenced 

private members and no other groups.  This bias toward private members was not evident 

from the qualitative data. 

 

In summary, this thesis has answered the research problem through an understanding of 

broader contextual issues and the development of a conceptual framework for effective 

tourism collaboration. Key predictors of Collaboration Member Satisfaction have been 

identified and corroborated. Implications for tourism sectors include practical 

considerations to provide more opportunity for private and local community voice, together 

with an emphasis on communication issues. The thesis extends previous knowledge in 

particular by developing and testing a conceptual framework using robust measures. 

However, limitations to the thesis include sample size issues and a sampling frame from a 

regional area in Thailand. Future research could attempt to attract larger samples and test 

the model in different geographic and cultural settings, together with model modifications.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 

 

1.1 Background  
 

Tourism communities are collections of stakeholders that include government agencies, 

business owners, residents and tourists. While not all stakeholders agree on how tourism 

destinations should be developed (if at all), most stakeholders agree that more can be 

achieved through collaborative efforts of the stakeholders. What is less clear is how 

effective collaboration can be achieved. This is the starting point for the investigation 

reported in this thesis into how tourism stakeholders effectively collaborate in a regional 

setting in Thailand. 

 

Accordingly, a guiding principle of this thesis is that the management of a tourism 

destination can be enhanced with effective tourism stakeholder collaboration. More 

specifically, this study argues that it is important to understand the roles of tourism 

destination stakeholders and the drivers for effective collaboration amongst such 

stakeholders. Pursuing an effective and practical strategy for tourism destination 

management with an amount of appropriate collaboration requires the involvement of 

all stakeholders in the destination. This view is shared by many researchers, who argue 

that successful sustainable tourism destination management requires cooperation among 

stakeholders (e.g., Bramwell & Lane, 2000a; Buhalis, 2000; Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; 

Dredge, 2003; Selin & Chavez, 1995). Tourism destination marketing and management 

clearly involves many stakeholders because tourism is a public and social resource. 

However, competing interests between stakeholders make the task of stakeholder 

collaboration both important and challenging. Furthermore, it is important to ensure a 

balance of benefits for the destination and all tourism stakeholders (Buhalis, 2000; 

Ryan, 2002). Accordingly, effective collaborative working relationships between 
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tourism stakeholders is perceived as essential for the enhancement of a sustainable 

tourism destination (e.g., Bramwell & Lane, 2000a; Hall 1999; Robinson, 2000; Sautter 

& Leisen, 1999; Timur & Getz, 2008), but there has been limited research carried out 

on how to achieve effective stakeholder collaboration in the sustainable tourism context. 

More specifically, this research intends to assess the level of satisfaction with tourism 

stakeholder collaboration by individual members of a tourism collaboration, and what 

factors lead to higher levels of satisfaction.  

 

This research also recognises the interconnection of terms such as tourism destination 

management, sustainable tourism and stakeholder collaboration. It could be argued that 

the pursuit of sustainable destination management is linked to successful stakeholder 

collaboration. However, tourism stakeholder collaboration in terms of sustainable 

tourism destination management is challenging and not easy to implement because of 

the complexity of interaction between various stakeholders involved in tourism 

destination management. Thus, the challenges and complexity of tourism collaboration 

need to be examined in theory and practice.  

 

A commonly addressed research topic relating to tourism stakeholder collaboration 

includes the roles and interests of tourism stakeholders, their interaction, the process of 

collaboration and preconditions to effective collaboration. Part of this discussion 

involves delineating the diversity of stakeholders that leads to increasing difficulties in 

the management of a tourism destination (Sautter & Leisen, 1999). In addition, 

sustainable tourism issues have further increased the complexity of tourism destination 

management. Thus, any collaboration between stakeholders now needs to consider 

many issues affecting sustainable tourism development (Bramwell & Lane, 2000a). 

Accordingly, further understanding of tourism stakeholders and their perceived roles 

within a collaboration might assist the complex practice of managing both the 

collaboration itself and the tourism destination.   

 

Despite the idea that tourism collaboration offers a number of benefits to the tourism 

destination and its members, many of the arguments also have highlighted the barriers 

to effective collaboration. For instance, it has been argued that tourism collaboration 

may not be worthwhile for destination management as it requires too much investment 

in time, energy and money (Fadeeva, 2004a). In support, Kanter (1994) argues that 
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people have to take time to understand and work through collaboration difficulties and 

this may not be possible in all cases. Furthermore, it is often assumed that 

collaborations are purposeful, benevolent and constructive. However, others question 

this optimistic perspective and point out that collaborations may instead lead to conflict 

and argument among tourism members, thus making the application of tourism 

collaboration from theories to practice difficult.  

 

This thesis investigation places an emphasis on the effectiveness of tourism 

collaborations in general and, in particular, on the development of a measurement 

model for effective tourism stakeholder collaboration. As suggested by previous 

researchers, tourism stakeholder collaboration can be improved by understanding 

factors critical to successful tourism stakeholder collaboration in the sustainable 

tourism context. Considerable work has been done to identify various approaches to 

effective tourism collaboration (e.g., Amabile, Patterson, Mueller, et al.; 2001; Gray 

1989; Huxham, 1993; Jamal & Getz, 1995), but less work is evident in the 

measurement of effective collaboration. In summary, there is a need to take greater 

account of important issues such as the stakeholder’s role and interactions, together 

with how to measure effective collaboration in the sustainable tourism context. These 

aspects will lead to the central role of stakeholder collaboration being examined in 

depth and the identification of potential research gaps and research questions.  

 

 

1.2 Research Problem  
 

The participation of many stakeholders in any collaboration means that participants 

often have different goals and objectives, different levels of skill, knowledge and 

experiences, together with differing personalities and resources. Such diverse groupings 

inevitably lead to substantial challenges in managing collaborative efforts, including the 

tourism destination management context.  Accordingly, researchers have also shown an 

increasing interest in the topic of stakeholder collaboration (e.g., Bramwell & Lane, 

2000a; Bramwell & Sharman, 1999; Fyall, Collad & Edwards, 2003; Jamal & Getz, 

1995; Mistilis & Daniele, 2004; Palmer & Bejou, 1995), and its associated difficulties 

in general. Nevertheless, research into specific aspects of stakeholder collaboration in 
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the context of sustainable tourism destination management has received little attention 

from researchers. Given the lack of research in this area, this tourism stakeholder 

collaboration warrants a comprehensive investigation. Thus, the research problem asks: 

 

 How do tourism stakeholders effectively collaborate in sustainable tourism 

destination management?  

 

Specific research questions to guide the resolution of this research problem are: 

- How do stakeholders perceive their roles? 

- What is the nature of stakeholder collaboration? 

- What factors foster or hinder effective tourism stakeholder collaboration?  

 

The first research question aims to understand the different roles of tourism 

stakeholders.  It is argued that the roles of tourism stakeholders may be perceived 

differently, and thus may affect collaborative working arrangements. Together with this 

consideration, another goal of this study is to determine the attitudes of tourism 

stakeholders toward the tourism destination and potential for tourism development. It is 

possible that attitudes toward the recognition of the benefits of tourism collaboration 

and the need for development of a sustainable tourism destination will influence the 

views of stakeholders toward their perceived roles within a collaboration.  

 

Further, the second research question aims to investigate the nature of the collaboration 

from a conceptual and practical perspective, In particular, the investigation will explore 

a tourism stakeholder collaboration to understand what happens in practice. Issues 

relating to the motives for members to join a collaboration will be examined. In 

addition, issues relating to the scope and structure of a collaboration together with 

communication issues will be investigated. Furthermore, the research seeks to identify 

the barriers to full participation by stakeholders in a tourism collaboration, and what 

implementation issues are evident.  

  

In this thesis, I also build upon literature related to stakeholder collaboration to propose 

Collaboration Member Satisfaction (CMS) as an appropriate measurement tool for 

effective tourism collaboration. Accordingly, the third research question seeks to 

identify factors that contribute to collaboration member satisfaction, thus leading to 
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effective tourism collaboration.  In investigating the research problem, five hypotheses 

were developed primarily from the literature review. Hypotheses were formulated to test 

whether five key predictor variables will influence collaboration member satisfaction. 

This conceptual and measurement model has not been developed nor tested previously. 

 

 

1.3 Justification for the Research and Research Significance 
 

While growing interest in the study of stakeholder collaboration is evident, there are 

substantial reasons to justify this thesis investigation. First, most stakeholder research 

adopts a narrow perspective. This thesis, however, aims to explore stakeholder 

collaboration in the sustainable tourism destination context through an integrated and 

comprehensive approach and to understand the nature of various stakeholder groups and 

their interactions. That is, not only public and private sectors are considered in this 

thesis, but also the voice and attitude of local residents. Not just qualitative work but 

also quantitative techniques will be used to shed light on the research problem. Drawing 

from several important articles, this thesis plans to investigate three broad questions: 1) 

their perceived roles; 2) the nature of tourism stakeholder interaction; and 3) factors 

critical to effective stakeholder collaboration. No previous research could be found that 

has explored these issues in the same study.  

 

Second, there is a need to explore conceptual issues of collaboration in the sustainable 

tourism destination management, together with the practice of collaboration in this 

context. While it is argued that stakeholder collaboration is an important tool in 

sustainable tourism destination management, there is limited conceptual and empirical 

work evident. Moreover, this thesis also adopts a practical broad based approach to 

define collaboration and uses the term collaboration to imply joint working to reflect 

the research aim and the interpretation of the concept in the selected research setting. 

Thus, this thesis investigation can advance the theory, practice and methodology in 

tourism stakeholder collaboration and related areas.  

 

From an academic perspective, tourism collaboration is unique and little academic 

research has examined this important issue (Selin, 2000). More research is needed to 
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investigate tourism networks, partnerships and the understanding of success factors in 

the tourism context (Augustyn & Knowles, 2000; Morrison, Lynch, & Johns, 2004). 

Furthermore, there is a requirement for evidence of collaboration effectiveness (El 

Ansari, Phillips, & Hammick, 2001) and a need to develop a measurement for 

collaboration outcomes (Ladkin & Bertramini, 2002). This research will extend the 

body of knowledge about tourism stakeholder collaboration by synthesising theories in 

sustainable tourism, destination management, tourism development and stakeholder 

collaboration. Accordingly, the thesis also develops and presents a coherent theory to 

explain the drivers of effective tourism stakeholder collaboration using existing 

knowledge as a foundation. In particular, attention has been given to the ways in which 

the effectiveness of tourism stakeholder collaboration could be enhanced and 

measured. In this thesis, a measurement model for effective tourism stakeholder 

collaboration is developed and discussed drawing on the literature from within the 

tourism context and other fields of study. This model offers an approach to measuring 

effective stakeholder collaboration in the tourism context and also can be applied to 

related fields. Furthermore, the model has not been developed and tested previously so 

can be used in different research environments by future researchers for replication and 

validation studies.    

 

Apart from a theoretical contribution, this research also offers practical considerations 

to the tourism industry and related areas. The active involvement of tourism 

stakeholder tends to be seen as worthwhile not only for the members themselves, but 

also indirectly for the destination as a whole. Information and research outcomes may 

enable tourism stakeholders to have a better understanding and appreciation of the 

benefits that may accrue from a tourism collaboration. The thesis investigation also can 

assist in raising the awareness of tourism collaboration as a tool for sustainable tourism 

destination management. Public knowledge and responsiveness may be increased 

through various learning programs. Furthermore, the research also has implications for 

Chiang Rai, Thailand where the empirical data was collected. It is hoped that the 

findings from this study can be used to make recommendations on how to improve 

tourism collaboration in the Chiang Rai region that will lead  to better, more 

sustainable tourism management.  

 



 

- 7 - 

In addition, the methodological approach employed in this research also represents a 

significant expansion from previous research. Most previous research on stakeholder 

collaboration has focused on either questionnaire surveys alone or interviews. This 

research employs a mixed method to enhance the research outcomes. El Ansari et al. 

(2001) suggest that there is a need to utilise the mixed method for collaboration 

effectiveness studies. Furthermore, most of the previous measurements for effective 

tourism stakeholder collaboration have been qualitative in nature (e.g. Augustyn & 

Knowles, 2000; Bramwell & Sharman, 1999; Jamal & Getz, 1995). In contrast, this 

thesis provides a quantitative measurement model.    

 

 

1.3.1 Research Setting 
 

It is proposed to explore tourism stakeholders in a particular tourist destination.  It is 

recognised that there are many factors involved in understanding a stakeholder 

collaboration. In addition, destinations have different characteristics, such as natural 

resources, social customs and culture. Accordingly, it is proposed to investigate 

collaborations within one regional area.  Furthermore, the investigation into stakeholder 

collaboration is aimed at a developing country where little research has been conducted. 

This thesis investigation sources empirical data from Thailand where tourism 

collaboration is heavily promoted but not yet fully utilised in practice.  

 

Thailand is a developing country in Southeast Asia. The country consists of four 

divisions and has a population of 66.7M (National Statistics of Thailand, 2000). The 

four divisions comprise Northern; Northeastern; Central and Southern (see Figure 1.1 

for map). Thai economic development policy has also focused on tourism to drive 

economic growth and recovery. The first tourism organization in Thailand was 

established in 1960 and called the Tourism Organisation of Thailand. This organization 

was renamed in 1979 as the Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT) and was responsible 

for the promotion of Thai tourism, together with the administration, planning and 

development of the tourism industry. More recently in 2002, the government established 

the Ministry of Tourism and Sports (MOTS) to take responsibility for tourism policy 

preparation and planning. Hence, two divisions within MOTS now have responsibility 
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for tourism related development. First, the Office of Tourism Development directly 

reports to MOTS. The second is an independent state enterprise namely: the Tourism 

Authority of Thailand. The Office of Tourism Development plays several important 

roles for tourism planning and development of the country. It has authority for the 

development of the overall tourism industry, especially tourism sites and a focus on 

sustainable tourism (Office of Tourism Development, 2009). Today, the TAT is mainly 

responsible for the promotion of tourism, such as providing tourist destination 

information to the public. However, Phayakvichien, (2007) argues that this restructuring 

has been perceived as not yet being adequate with some confusion among government 

agencies apparent.  

  
Figure 1.1: Map of Thailand  

Source: Maps-Thailand.com (2006) 
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In addition, the role of the government in tourism is not limited to the Office of Tourism 

Development and TAT, but also includes many government agencies and state 

enterprises at national, regional, and local level. Thus, annual budgets are not only 

provided to the main tourism organisations, but also provided to other government 

agencies and local administrations that have included tourism development as one of 

their organizational objectives. Such agencies include Sub-district or Tambon 

Administration Organisations (TAOs), Cities and Municipalities, and education 

institutions. 

 

Tourism is one of the main economic sectors in national policy and also at provincial 

level. National tourism policy has also been incorporated into many provincial policies 

and also local development projects. This has led to the establishment of regional and/or 

local offices of TAT and MOTS. Accordingly, tourism promotion, planning, and 

development requires the cooperation of many stakeholders from various sectors. At a 

national level, the Thai Tourism Council (TTC) was established in order to increase the 

role of the private sector, increase their responsibility and get more support from 

government. At a regional and local level, there are also many tourism associations 

established by the private sector with mainly the same reasons. That is, to be a 

representative body for tourism industry operators and encourages cooperation with 

government agencies or among enterprises within the private sector. In addition to the 

public and private sectors, the local community sector is also an important part of 

tourism planning and development policy in the country. Informal group and NGOs are 

often play major roles in tourism policy making in the local community. NGOs often act 

as community workers and consultants and supporters (Thongdeelert, 2000). 

Furthermore, the local community administrations have a responsibility to manage and 

develop tourism resources for their communities. However, mostly it is community 

leaders that may be involved in tourism development and collaboration activities rather 

than local residents. In some cases, the local administration tends to act as another 

government agency and relies on policy direction and funding from higher levels of 

government, even though member of local administrations are elected from the local 

people.  

 

The rapid growth of the tourism industry since 1998 has played an important role in 

Thailand’s economy. Furthermore, this rapid growth has generated income for 
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individual tourism destinations. Given this, the Thai government has developed 

strategies for its economic development focusing on the tourism sector. According to 

the Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT), in 2007 the tourism sector generated income 

of approximately A$ 21B from international tourism and approximately A$ 14.6B from 

domestic tourism (Tourism Authority of Thailand, 2009).  

 

Specific government-led tourism strategies incorporate cooperative arrangements. For 

instance, the “Amazing Thailand” campaign in 1998-1999 demonstrated a successful 

co-operative tourism marketing endeavour in that country. The campaign had been 

launched to help Thailand’s economic recovery from the Asian financial crisis of 1997. 

The partners in this campaign included TAT (the campaign coordinator), various other 

government departments and the private sector. However, Thailand still faces major 

development challenges which include “promoting economic growth, supporting 

inclusiveness and social development, and achieving sustainable development” (Asian 

Development Bank, 2006a). To date, the advice of the Asian Development Bank has yet 

to be translated into concrete efforts to provide an inclusive, cooperative framework for 

sustainable tourism development. 

 

Chiang Rai is a large and fast tourism-growing province in the Northern division of 

Thailand, located adjacent to the borders of Myanmar and Laos. The province of Chiang 

Rai has great potential for tourism development in Thailand. According to the 

population and housing census by National Statistical Office, the population of Chiang 

Rai in 2000 was about 1.2M people (National Statistical Office, 2000). There are 

diversities of demographic ethnicity in Chiang Rai, with 17 percent of the population 

belonging to the hill tribes of Lahu-Muser, Karen, Lesu (Lisu), Akha, Hmong, Palong, 

and Lu Mien-Yao (Chiangrai Province, 2006). Chiang Rai people speak both Northern 

dialect and Thai language.   

 

Chiang Rai is well known for its natural and cultural resources. The Chiang Rai 

province is rich in natural resources and northern Lanna culture. Lanna, which means 

million rice fields, is the name of the ancient Lanna Thai Kingdom which reigned 700 

years ago. Currently, this region is part of the Shan state in Burma and includes the 

provinces of Chiang Mai, Chiang Rai, Lampang, Lamphun, Phayao, Phrae and Nan 

(Cummings, 2006). The province is divided into 16 districts and two minor districts. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hill_tribes�
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Chiang Rai has 124 Tambons (subdistricts or communes) and 1,634 villages. Chiang 

Rai and other northern provinces have cooperated to promote Lanna tourism culture and 

local products based on traditional wisdom. However, the involvement of many 

stakeholders in tourism management of Chiang Rai region as a tourist destination 

presents enormous challenges.  

 

The city is surrounded by mountains that mark its borders with Myanmar and Laos. 

This makes Chiang Rai a gateway to the People’s Republic of China, Myanmar, Laos 

People’s Democratic Republic (PDR), Vietnam and Cambodia. This area is collectively 

called the Greater Maekong Sub-region (GMS). Figure 1.2 illustrates the GMS location. 

Key sectors of the GMS cooperation are transport, energy, telecommunication, 

environment, human resource development, trade, agriculture, multi-sector, investment 

and tourism (Asian Development Bank, 2006b). This encourages the tourism industry in 

Thailand and its GMS countries to develop a network that links world class tourism 

destinations. As a result, sustainable tourism development is included as one of the 

national and Chiang Rai’s provincial development strategies. The importance placed on 

economic development, in general, together with the economic and tourism industry 

collaborative frameworks anticipated to facilitate that development indicate that 

research into tourism stakeholder collaboration for sustainable tourism destination 

management is timely. The challenge and complexity of tourism stakeholder 

collaboration need to be investigated further to provide practical recommendations for 

the tourism industry.  
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Figure 1.2 Map of Greater Maekong Sub-region (GMS) 
Source: Department of Peacekeeping Operations Cartographic Section: United Nations (2004) 

 

It was initially planned to target respondents from two tourism collaborations: Chiang 

Rai Tourism Society and Chiang Rai Tourism Network (part of the Lanna Tourism 

Network). The Chiang Rai Tourism Society is a private tourism association. It originally 

consisted of private sector members and was established to look after the interests of 

private tourism businesses and aimed to achieve common goals. Today, the Chiang Rai 

Tourism Society consists of five clusters: tourism business suppliers, local academics 

(volunteer), advisors from public sector, tourism-related businesses (who is willing to 
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involve in tourism development in other aspects such as IT for tourism), and an 

information gathering group. Principally, the Chiang Rai Tourism Society aims to 

promote and support potential tourism business; develop new tourism route, and 

collaborate with the public sector.  

 

The Lanna Tourism Network was established in 2004 by public sector interests. Today, 

members of the Lanna Tourism Network come from the private, public, and local 

community sectors. The Network has sub tourism networks in eight Northern provinces: 

including Lanna Tourism Network (Chiang Rai); Lanna Tourism Network (Chiang 

Mai); Lanna Tourism Network (Phrae); Lanna Tourism Network (Nan); Lanna Tourism 

Network (Phayao); Lanna Tourism Network (Lampang); Lanna Tourism Network 

(Lamphun); and Lanna Tourism Network (Mae Hongsorn). The Network vision is to 

promote the Lanna region to be recognised as a world class tourist destination. Its major 

roles are to act as a coordinator among tourism and tourism-related sectors; to enhance 

benefits for all members; to develop the ongoing tourism network; and to be a tourism 

and hospitality information center. Generally, each province has to establish their own 

plans and strategies that are consistent with the overall aims and strategies of the 

Network.  

 

 

1.4 Research Methodology  
 

A sequential mixed method was employed to investigate the research problem. The 

data collection was conducted in two stages. A qualitative approach was used in the 

first stage of the thesis to obtain essential information and understanding of the actual 

context of tourism stakeholder collaboration. Semi-structured interviews were chosen to 

obtain information from selected tourism stakeholders in Chiang Rai, Thailand.  

Purposive and snowball sampling were used initially to identify key tourism 

stakeholders. As a result, 20 informants participated in the interviews. Information 

from the interviews also enabled the exploration of various aspects of tourism 

stakeholder collaboration, including perceptions about the concept and practice of 

sustainable tourism collaboration.  
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The second stage of the thesis investigation used a questionnaire survey in a quantitative 

study to determine issues such as the level of stakeholder interaction and factors 

influencing tourism stakeholder collaboration. The survey instrument was developed by 

adapting existing scales to measure the effectiveness of tourism stakeholder 

collaboration. The survey was administered to the members of four tourism 

collaboration. Accordingly, 161 usable questionnaires were collected. The major 

statistical techniques used were independent t-test, factor analysis and multiple 

regression. Chapter 3 and 4 provide further details about the research method, 

reliability and validity of the measurements and scale development process. The use of 

both qualitative and quantitative techniques assisted in overcoming the deficiencies of 

both techniques, thus strengthening the research outcomes. This approach also provided 

rigour, reliability and validity to the thesis. Data emerging from the qualitative 

interviews and survey are further analysed and integrated in Chapters 4. 

 

 

1.5 Scope of the Study 
 

This section outlines the boundaries of the thesis by outlining assumptions and limits to 

scope. First, the research problem was based on the idea that stakeholder collaboration 

is one aspect that can improve sustainable tourism destination management. No other 

issues relating to sustainable tourism destination management were canvassed. 

Furthermore, this thesis developed and empirically tested a theoretical model of 

effective tourism stakeholder collaboration. Central to this model was the decision to 

measure effective tourism collaboration by assessing collaborating members’ 

satisfaction.  It is acknowledged that there are other ways to capture the effectiveness of 

a particular collaboration. In this thesis, there is no intention to compare or evaluate this 

model against other approaches to measure the effectiveness of a tourism collaboration.  

 

Second, the target population for survey respondents was collected from members of 

tourism collaborations across three provinces in Northern Thailand. Thus, the 

population for a quantitative data collection is limited in number and ability to 

generalise to other populations. However, the response rate obtained was high (64%). 

Although, the implication from the results of this study is not necessarily limited to 
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Thailand, the selected location for the research setting and its cultural values need to be 

acknowledged. The empirical data was collected from tourism stakeholders in Chiang 

Rai, Thailand and the surrounding region. The results reported in this thesis are based 

on the empirical data collected in 2007.  

 

Third, it is acknowledged that these terms have a number of different and potentially 

conflicting interpretations among research contexts. However, this thesis adopts a 

practical broad based approach to define collaboration, and uses the term collaboration 

to imply collaborative working whenever possible to strive for consistency throughout 

the thesis. This approach is also consistent with the purpose of the study and reflects 

the interpretation of the concept in the selected research setting. Coordination, 

cooperation and collaboration have the similar meaning in Thai language. The research 

was conducted in Thai, when the candidate refers to the word Khwamruammue (Gan), 
In Thai= , it is the meaning of coordination, cooperation, and 

collaboration. Accordingly, it is noted that the term collaboration is used to indicate 

collaborative working due to the term 'collaboration' capturing various terms in the 

research setting.  

 

 

1.6 Structure of the Thesis 
 

This thesis is organised into five chapters as follows: 

  

Chapter 1 provides background and overview information of the research. It briefly 

presents the research problem and justifies the importance of research in this area. It is 

argued that it is important to focus on tourism stakeholder collaboration for sustainable 

tourism destination management. The research design and background of the research 

setting are delineated. 

 

Chapter 2 introduces the previous research underpinning this thesis. In addition, 

literature on related issues has been reviewed to understand the theory and practice of 

tourism stakeholder collaboration. The literature review presents a brief review of 

literature relating to stakeholder collaboration in tourism destination management and 
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related fields. The literature on tourism planning and development and sustainable 

tourism has highlighted the need to recognise and investigate this issue of tourism 

stakeholder collaboration. The key issues on collaboration among stakeholders in the 

tourism destination include the nature of stakeholder interaction and perceived roles. 

Thus, factors contributing to successful stakeholder collaboration have been 

emphasised. A review of the literature reveals knowledge gaps in stakeholder 

collaboration, particularly in the tourism context. The research model is developed 

along with the discussion of the research questions and related hypotheses.  

    

Chapter 3 describes the research methodology adopted in the study and its justification. 

The chapter provides a discussion of the major methodological issues associated with 

the mixed method. The research design is divided into two main stages: qualitative 

semi-structured interview in the first stage and quantitative survey in the second stage. 

Moreover, the survey also provided for qualitative comments from the respondents. The 

chapter also discusses data collection methods. It includes the discussion of the 

suitability and competence of methods used to investigate the research problem. The 

techniques for data analysis are also discussed in this chapter. Multiple regression is 

used to test the research hypotheses of the study. In addition, reliability and validity, 

limitation of the methodology and ethical issues are also covered in this chapter. 

 

Chapter 4 provides the analysis and results of the empirical data. This chapter presents 

the analysis of the results from both the qualitative interviews and questionnaire 

surveys. Discussion of the results from both techniques includes the demographic 

information and consideration of the key findings. The results are separately discussed 

by the technique used in this chapter and will be integrated with key findings in Chapter 

5.  In this section, evaluation of the measurement model is provided including the 

validity and reliability of the survey instrument. Comments from the open-ended 

questions section which can be used to support the numerical outcome are discussed at 

the end of the chapter.   

 

Chapter 5 presents the discussion and conclusion of the research. The outcomes from 

both the interview and questionnaire survey are integrated in this chapter. It also 

presents a summary of the thesis. This chapter addresses the research problem and key 
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findings contributed by this research, along with theoretical and practical implications 

of the study.  The limitations of the research and future direction are also addressed.  

 

 

1.7 Definition 
 

For the purpose of this study, key terms adopted in this study are provided in order to 

clarify their meaning as follows:  

 

Tourism stakeholder has adopted the broad definition rather than a narrow one due to 

the nature and complexity of the tourism industry. In this study, tourism stakeholders 

are defined as those people who are involved in or affected by the tourism industry. 

‘Tourism stakeholder’ in this research mainly refers to ‘destination stakeholder’. This 

definition is based on Freeman’s (1984) broad definition of ‘stakeholder’ which refers 

to a group of people who can affect and are affected by the organisations.  

 

Joint-Working refers to a notion of individual members working together, either face 

to face or remotely and either on a continuous or short term project basis.  

 

Collaboration refers to a process of joint-working among tourism stakeholders to share 

information, act or decide on issues related to the domain to achieve a common purpose.  

This term can be used interchangeably with the term ‘partnership’ and ‘networking’ as 

this study aims to adopt a broad definition. 

 

Communication quality Communication quality refers to directional information flow 

as indicated by clarity, accuracy, frequency, timeliness, openness, and relevance. 

 

Representation quality and equal participation refers to the breadth and hierarchy of 

representation of members with equal opportunity to fully participate in the sharing of 

ideas and decision making. 

 

Perceived individual benefit refers to the perceived recognition of individual benefits 

to be derived from the collaboration. 
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Interdependency is defined as a perceived need to collectively address a community 

issue and be involved in such a shared purpose. 

 

Trust refers to the willingness of stakeholders to be benevolent and have confidence in 

other stakeholders’ reliability and honesty.  

 

Administrative support or resources refers to any resources or support from 

government and related agencies such; as financial, human resource, and staff support.  

 

The presentation style of this thesis has followed Perry (1998) and the American 

Psychological Association. Accordingly, the use of “I” in the thesis is argued as being 

appropriate and used sparingly. Style suggestions have been adapted according to the 

thesis requirements of Griffith University.  

 

 

1.8 Chapter Summary 
 

This chapter has introduced and outlined the research topic. In addition, the research 

background, research problem, research questions and significance of the study have 

been presented and justified. The scope of the thesis, definitions, outline of the thesis 

presentation and limitations have also been described. The next chapter will present a 

review of literature and identify research issues for this thesis investigation.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

 

2.1 Introduction 
 

In Chapter 1, the outline of the thesis investigation was presented. The research problem 

is: how do tourism stakeholders effectively collaborate in sustainable tourism 

destination management? Furthermore, three research questions were stated in Chapter 

1 to guide the resolution of the research problem. These questions are: 1) to understand 

the perceived roles of stakeholders in destination management toward collaborating in 

sustainable tourism destination; 2) to investigate the nature of stakeholder collaboration; 

and 3) to determine which factors foster or hinder effective tourism stakeholder 

collaboration. 

 

The aim of Chapter 2 is to build a theoretical foundation for the research problem and 

related research questions. This foundation will be achieved by reviewing the relevant 

literature and identifying relevant research issues. The review of literature in this study 

is particularly focused on the field of stakeholder collaboration in the tourism context. 

Figure 2.1 helps to explain the overall picture of the literature review of this chapter.  

 

The literature review begins with a broad overview of the field of stakeholders in the 

tourism destination context. This overview presents relevant literature from three 

perspectives: 1) sustainable tourism, 2) destination management, and 3) tourism 

planning and development. Key issues relating to stakeholder collaboration in a tourism 

destination context are highlighted from each perspective. In the second section of this 

chapter, stakeholders and tourism stakeholders will be defined followed by a discussion 

on the roles of stakeholders in tourism destination management and approaches for 

stakeholder management.   
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Figure 2.1 Framework of the Literature Review  

 

  

The third section of this chapter is focused on tourism stakeholder collaboration. In this 

section, the concepts and approaches for effective collaboration are provided and 

discussed. The nature of stakeholder collaboration is explored, together with a review of 

what factors lead to participation in collaboration initiatives. A key area in this section 

is examining the literature relating to what factors tend to lead to effective collaboration 

outcomes and, in particular, member satisfaction. In this section, the context for an 

examination of stakeholder collaboration is further elaborated and gaps in the literature 

identified. 
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The final section of Chapter 2 provides a research framework and a model for 

quantitative investigation. Based on the literature review, theoretical propositions about 

tourism stakeholder collaboration are then formulated. A summary of the research gaps 

together with appropriate hypotheses are presented at the end of the chapter. These 

research issues and hypotheses will guide the conduct of the study and reporting of the 

empirical findings that are presented in Chapter 4.     

 

 

2.2 Stakeholders in the Tourism Context 
 

The purpose of this section is to present a contextual foundation for the research 

investigation that provides an insight into the key role that stakeholder collaboration 

plays in tourism destination management. I argue that effective stakeholder 

collaboration is important to the success of sustainable tourism destinations. Thus, an 

overview of the tourism destination context in broad terms is presented. This overview 

is presented through three perspectives: sustainable tourism, tourism destination 

management, and tourism planning and development. Figure 2.1 displays these 

perspectives. While these three perspectives of the tourism context overlap, they are 

treated separately in this overview to provide a more comprehensive review of the field. 

In addition, a review of the tourism destination literature from these perspectives 

provides support for the examination of stakeholder involvement and management, 

especially stakeholder collaboration. An overview of sustainable tourism and tourism 

planning and development highlights a number of issues relevant to stakeholder 

collaboration. The destination management perspective includes a review of three key 

issues: destination characteristics, destination marketing and destination 

competitiveness.  

 

 

2.2.1 Sustainable Tourism   
 

There is a wide acceptance by many stakeholders that tourism should promote 

destination areas in a sustainable way. The notion of sustainable tourism development 

has grown rapidly since the 1980s (Murphy, 1985; World Commission on Environment 
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and Development (WCED), 1987). The World Commission on Environment and 

Development declared sustainable development to be “development that meets the 

needs to cater for the present without compromising the ability of future generations to 

meet their own needs (WCED, 1987, pp.43/87). Paskaleva-Shapira (2001) and Inskeep 

(1991) define sustainable tourism development based on this statement by highlighting 

the needs of present and future generations. The UN World Tourism Organisation 

(UNWTO) also adopted the sustainability concept and defined it as: 

“The environmental, economic and socio-cultural aspects of tourism 

development ... a suitable balance must be established between these three 

dimensions to guarantee its long-term sustainability”; and that 

"Sustainable tourism development guidelines and management practices are 

applicable to all forms of tourism in all types of destinations” (WTO, 2004 as 

cited in UNWTO, 2009).  

 

Since this statement and declaration of issues related to sustainable tourism 

development were announced by UNWTO, many authors have attempted to capture 

specific characteristics and provide definitions for sustainable tourism and sustainable 

tourism development. For instance, Swarbrooke (1999) points out that the concept of 

sustainability is an approach to tourism development which is aimed at balancing social, 

cultural and economic impacts. Indeed, many tourism researchers often use the terms 

sustainable development, sustainable tourism and sustainable tourism development 

interchangeably without differentiating meanings. However, according to Wight (2002, 

p.223) sustainable tourism is only part of the concept of sustainable development. 

Sustainable tourism simply refers to:  

“...‘tourism that exists over time’, whereas the sustainable tourism development 

refers to tourism which is developed so that the nature, scale, location, and the 

manner of development is appropriate and sustainable over time, and where the 

environment’s ability to support other activities and processes is not impaired”. 

  

The definition and interpretation of sustainability terminology are often confused, and as 

Holden (2000) argues, it is meaningless to try to find common definitions. 
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Although there is no universal definition of sustainable tourism (Saarinen, 2006), many 

definitions share some common aspects. These common aspects include social, cultural, 

economic and environmental issues. For instance, Saarinen asserts that sustainable 

tourism is based on three comprehensive elements which include ecological, socio-

cultural and economic impacts. This formulation is similar to the UNWTO’s definition, 

where environmental, economic and socio-cultural elements are key aspects of tourism 

development. In an expanded approach, Muller (1994, p.132) concludes that 

“sustainable tourism includes economic health, well-being of the local, protection of 

natural resources, healthy culture, and optimum tourist’s satisfaction”. This definition 

by Muller has added the notion of tourist satisfaction as one aspect of sustainable 

tourism. In this thesis, the term sustainable tourism is treated as a general description of the 

practice of tourism, rather than how tourism development should proceed. For the purpose 

of this thesis investigation, I do not focus on the typology of sustainable tourism nor 

specifically introduce all aspects of it. Rather, this thesis aims to investigate tourism 

collaboration, and it is argued that collaboration is one important tool that may be used to 

promote sustainable tourism destination management. 

  

The concept of sustainable tourism is broad and has been incorporated into various 

aspects of tourism research and study, such as destination marketing and management 

(e.g., Bramwell & Lane, 2000a; Briassoulis, 2002; Garrod & Fyall, 1998; Hall, 1999; 

Saarinen, 2006) and in different geographical settings, such as rural areas (e.g.,Vernon, 

Essex, Pinder, & Curry, 2005; Kastenholz, 2004), developing countries (e.g., Tosun, 

2000) and urban areas (e.g., Jamieson, 2006; Timur & Getz, 2008). Moreover, a 

growing interest in sustainable tourism has also been applied to specific types of 

tourism, such as ecotourism (e.g., Lester & Weeden, 2004; Tsaur, Lin, & Lin, 2006), 

cultural tourism (e.g., Hardy, Lawrence, & Grant, 2005; Robinson, 2000) and 

community-based tourism (e.g., Jamal & Getz, 1995; Jamieson, 2001; Tosun, 2000).   

 

One popular tenet is that tourism destinations should be managed to meet economic, 

environmental and socio-cultural fundamentals to ensure optimal gains for all 

stakeholders. First, it is noted that the UNWTO (2009) promotes optimal use of 

environmental resources, respect for the socio-cultural authenticity of host communities 

and providing socio-economic benefits to all stakeholders. Furthermore, Bramwell and 

Lane (1993, p.2) recommend four fundamental practices be adopted as the essence of 
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sustainable tourism development. These practices are: “holistic planning strategy 

formulation; preservation of ecological processes; protection of human and natural 

heritage; and development in which productivity can be sustained over the long term for 

future generations”. Similarly, Saarinen (2006) argues that sustainable tourism is often 

derived implicitly or explicitly from the idea and expression of sustainable development 

as a holistic and future orientation. In addition to achieving a balance among economic, 

social and cultural issues, Ritchie and Crouch (2003) assert that political issues also 

need to be considered for sustainable tourism. In support, Tosun (2001) suggests that 

one factor that also challenges sustainable tourism development is government policy, 

while Hall (1999) points out that government policy is a powerful tool to promote 

sustainable tourism. Accordingly, it has been suggested that a policy or guide for 

sustainable tourism development should be established and understood by stakeholders 

at every level (Jamieson, 2001) to ensure that tourism destination areas are promoted 

and managed in a sustainable way. 

 

So far, the discussion about the nature of sustainable tourism has emphasised issues that 

relate to a balancing of the socio-cultural, environment and economic aspects of a 

tourism destination. However, in practice, sustainable tourism development seems to be 

difficult and perhaps unrealistic (Hunter, 1997; Timothy, 1999). Timothy provides three 

points to support this argument. First, the tourism sector is fragmented and dominated 

by small businesses in most destinations. Second, the narrow-minded and fragmented 

nature of government resources and equipment presents some barriers. Third, national 

and regional policies have been shown to be often counterproductive. In addition, 

Hunter also points out that trade-off decisions will generate priorities based on certain 

characteristics of the destination.  

 

Furthermore, many authors argue that sustainable tourism development requires the 

involvement of stakeholders. One reason advanced by Jamal and Getz (1995) is that 

local people, tourists, public and private sectors all share the destination’s resources. 

Second, vested interests play a role as Timur and Getz (2008) argue, in that the local 

destination marketing organisation seems to hold the greatest legitimacy and power 

regarding destination development. Hence, it is likely to take an active role in 

sustainable destination development. Besides the public sector, achieving sustainable 

tourism development also requires the involvement of the private sector and community 
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to act as partners in developing a sustainable society (Jamieson, 2006). Therefore, it is 

important for policy makers to take into account the roles of various stakeholders in a 

tourism destination that are involved in the collaborative effort and decision-making 

(Bramwell & Sharman, 1999; Burns, 1999; Hall, 1999; Sautter & Leisen, 1999; 

Timothy, 1999). Furthermore, stakeholders have different perspectives on the concept 

of sustainable tourism. For instance, some stakeholders might perceive sustainable 

tourism as a major tool for long-term economic benefits. On the other hand, one group 

of stakeholders might concentrate more on environmental issues than on other issues. 

Thus, Tosun (2001) argues that the implementation of sustainable tourism development 

is often not practical in terms of economic and political conditions, especially in 

developing countries. Tosun explains further that developing countries will often 

support whatever form of tourism development will bring in foreign money to the area. 

A more detailed discussion on understanding the tourism stakeholder will be provided 

in section 2.3.  

 

Researchers have also recognised the important role that collaboration plays in 

sustainable tourism development. First, collaboration is a major issue in tourism 

destination management which is linked to the idea of sustainable tourism (Bramwell 

& Lane, 2000a; Hall, 1999). Moreover, Vernon, et al. (2005) stress that successful 

implementation of sustainable tourism requires cooperation by a wide range of 

different stakeholders. Similarly, it is argued that sustainable tourism must be planned 

and managed in an ‘inclusive’ way to promote long-term benefits for the destination 

(Bramwell & Lane, 2000b; Jamal & Getz, 1995). In addition, it is argued by Robinson 

(2000) that collaboration provides a tool for achieving sustainable tourism development. 

These supporting arguments provide a practical base for the link between collaboration 

and sustainable tourism. More philosophically, Bramwell and Lane indicate that 

stakeholder collaboration can contribute to principles of sustainable development.  

Further discussion on stakeholder collaboration is provided in section 2.4.  
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2.2.2 Tourism Destination Management 
 

The second perspective presented in this chapter is an overview of the field of tourism 

destination management. Again, a brief review is presented that provides a contextual 

link to the central role of stakeholder collaboration within this perspective. The 

perspective of tourism destination management highlights issues in three areas: 1) 

understanding destination characteristics; 2) destination marketing; and 3) destination 

competitiveness.  

 

 

 Understanding Destination Characteristics 
 

This part provides a discussion of research work related to an understanding of 

destination management. Through destination characteristics, tourism researchers have 

depicted a destination in a number of ways. For instance, one broad approach treats a 

tourism destination as complex and consisting of many different components (Morgan, 

Pritchard, & Piggott, 2003), whereas Gunn (1994, p.24) defines a destination as “a 

geographical area containing a critical mass of development that satisfies traveller 

objectives”. Further, Hu and Ritchie (1993) conceptualise a tourism destination as a 

bundle of tourism products and services and it has a number of characteristics. Buhalis 

(2000) argues, however, that it is difficult to develop a destination typology because 

different visitors use destinations for different purposes. Given this, he suggests that it 

is imperative to understand the specific nature of each tourism destination so that 

suitable destination marketing strategies can be developed.  

 

Despite the caution advised by Buhalis (2000), several studies have developed 

typologies to understand tourism destination management issues. For instance, in one 

comprehensive approach, Scott and Laws (2001) propose a model for a tourism 

destination system that consists of five main elements: a central destination sub-system 

linking with distribution channels; promotion; research; and transportation elements. An 

alternative approach by Laws (1995) classifies tourism destinations with both primary 

features and secondary features. In this model, the authors acknowledge that primary 

destination features consist of climate, ecology, culture and traditional design, whereas 
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secondary destination features are elements introduced particularly for the tourism 

industry, such as hotels, restaurants, transportation and entertainment. Consequently, a 

large number of diverse elements are evident in such typologies which suggest differing 

agendas and priorities between elements. 

 

An alternative stream of destination research has investigated how tourism destinations 

change over time. Thus, understanding the stages of the tourist area life cycle can 

provide fundamental information about the tourism destination. The tourist area life 

cycle (TALC) concept facilitates both the examination of a particular tourism 

destination and its analysis to underpin strategic planning and tourism development. 

TALC is a widely used tool for understanding tourism destination development. It has 

been developed from the product life cycle model (PLC) which has been used in 

product marketing and corporate strategy (Davidson & Maitland, 1997). TALC consists 

of six phases: exploration; involvement; development; consolidation; stagnation; and 

decline (Butler, 1980). Getz (1992) argues that the concept of TALC has potential to 

advance the theory and practice of tourism planning. More specifically, Cooper (1997) 

states that the destination’s life cycle phase will determine the approach adopted for 

strategic planning because each phase may require different strategies and development.  

   

While Evans, Campbell, and Stonehouse (2003) offer criticism of the TALC modelling 

approach, such stage models suggest several implications for stakeholder collaboration 

research. Identifying stakeholders in terms of who is present at any one time is 

problematic; the tourist area is not an integrated product, and the role of resources is 

neglected (Davidson & Maitland, 1997). Indeed, the tourism destination life cycle may 

not be predictable (Evans et al.). Thus, the difficulty and complexity of destination 

management is not only that a destination changes over time, but also that the number 

and type of stakeholders who are involved will change. An integrated tourism product 

infers that a more homogenous strategy can be applied, but if the destination lacks 

integration then the need for increased cooperation increases.  

 

The maturity or decline stage of a destination has attracted particular attention from 

several researchers. In such stages, overuse problems and deterioration of facilities 

result from planners failing to apply the right strategies to the right destination (Cooper, 
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1997). Cooper further argues that strategies in a decline stage are much more difficult to 

execute than other stages. Thus, Getz (1992) suggests that rejuvenation is often seen as 

a solution to deal with destination problems or when the destination has reached a 

mature stage. Furthermore, Butler (1980) suggests two rejuvenation strategies: addition 

of manmade attractions and utilising previously untouched natural resources. Cooper 

agrees that new product development can help to enhance the competitive position of a 

destination. Consequently, rejuvenation and new destination development strategies are 

recommended, especially before the destination reaches the decline stage. Hence, these 

arguments are indicative of situations that accrue particular problems over time or face a 

difficult planning decision to improve the destination product. It is evident that 

stakeholder interests are likely to play a leading role in facilitating any improvement 

activity, apart from any role that would lead to destination deterioration in the first 

place.    

 

 

Destination marketing 
 

A second perspective widely investigated in tourism literature is destination marketing. 

Much of this work has been founded on marketing elements (e.g., Buhalis, 2000; Fyall 

& Garrod, 2005; Palmer & Bejou, 1995; Palmer, 1996; Ritchie & Crouch, 2003; Reige 

& Perry, 2000). An extensive number of destination marketing studies in relation to 

stakeholders has investigated marketing in terms of elements, such as destination 

positioning, branding (e.g., Calantone & Mazanec, 1991; Mohsin, 2005) and destination 

image and awareness (e.g., Blian, Levy, & Ritchie, 2005; Ibrahim & Gill, 2005). For 

instance, Ritchie and Crouch (2003) have developed a broad based approach to 

destination marketing that includes measuring destination awareness and image, 

developing a destination brand, establishing destination positioning, advertising themes 

and promotional efforts to support brand and positioning. However, much of this work 

has adapted mainstream marketing elements to the destination context.  

 

A further stream of destination marketing research has focused on societal marketing 

(e.g., Buhalis, 2000; Carey, Gountas, & Gilbert, 1997; Crane & Desmond, 2002; Eccles, 

1995; King, McVey, & Simmons, 2000; Kotler, 1994). Societal marketing is 
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highlighted in this thesis because its concept is more closely related to the notion of 

joint-working among stakeholders. Kotler (1994, p.29) defines the concept as follows: 

  
“Societal marketing concept holds that the organization’s task is to determine the 

needs, wants and interests of target markets and to deliver the desired satisfactions 

more effectively and efficiently than competitors, in a way that preserves or enhances 

the consumer's and the society's well-being”. 

 

A number of authors have suggested that this approach will assist in the promotion and 

management of a tourism destination. For instance, King et al. (2000) propose a model 

which seeks to achieve a suitable balance between community goals and destination 

marketing within a planning framework. This model focuses on socio-cultural concerns 

and tries to avoid an over-dependence on short-term economic benefits. Thus, it 

promotes both social and environmental benefits for the host community in the long run. 

Buhalis (2000) argues that tourism destinations have to adopt societal marketing 

strategies in order to promote satisfaction among tourism stakeholders, especially for 

tourists and the host community. Furthermore, Eccles (1995) suggests that societal 

marketing is an innovative marketing strategy for competing in a highly competitive 

market.  

 

In addition, a number of authors suggest that a better societal marketing approach to 

destination marketing helps to create greater understanding among stakeholders. These 

aspects demonstrate an escalating trend for destination marketing to focus more on 

social and ethical marketing aspects as a fundamental starting point (Crane & Desmond, 

2002). Accordingly, such issues are discussed in all planning stages, thus achieving a 

greater propensity for balanced considerations. Kastenholz (2004) highlights that the 

intention of such activities is to maximize the efficient societal and economic practices 

for the destination involved. Thus, a balanced societal marketing approach towards a 

broader range of other tourism types is more likely to achieve desired sustainable 

tourism outcomes (Carey et al., 1997). In addition, King et al. (2000) argues that a 

societal marketing approach allows host destination governments to exert greater 

control throughout the process of destination development and helps to promote genuine 

partnership among stakeholders. Moreover, Buhalis (2000) suggests that stakeholders 

should join together and pool resources to develop and implement comprehensive 
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marketing strategies to compete with other destinations. Using such points of 

differences as offered by the societal marketing approach, these authors have 

emphasised the importance of stakeholder collaboration for tourism destination 

development.  

 

 

Tourism Destination Competitiveness 
 

Tourism is a large globalised business and, inevitably, tourist destinations compete 

against each other. Accordingly, it is recognised that tourist destinations will attempt to 

achieve competitive advantage in order to successfully compete against other 

destinations (Chaharbaghi & Lynch, 1999; Fayos-sola, 1996; Kozak & Rimmington, 

1999; Ritchie & Crouch, 2003; Weaver & Lawton, 2006). The world competitiveness 

yearbook defines competitiveness as: “the ability of entrepreneurs to design, produce 

and market goods and services, the prices and non-price qualities of which form a more 

attractive package of benefits than those of competitors” (Ritchie & Crouch, 2003, 

p.12).  

 

In broad terms, a number of authors discuss the strategic focus placed on destination 

competitiveness. Destinations compete primarily for economic reasons to earn tourist 

consumption and  tourist expenditure (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999).  Chaharbaghi and 

Lynch (1999) suggest that it is ideal to develop competitive advantage and resources as 

a dynamic concept. Ritchie and Ritchie (2002) argue that destination stakeholders 

should focus on achieving greater competitiveness to take a more strategic perspective 

in planning, marketing and development. As Fayos-Sola (1996) observes, the focus of 

tourism policy has been progressively shifting from the increase of tourists and income 

to the competitiveness of tourism destination. As Ritchie & Crouch (2003) point out, a 

destination which utilises its resources effectively tends to be more competitive. Of 

course, many different factors need to be considered (including effective resource 

utilisation), to achieve competitive advantage over other tourism destinations.   

 

In many specific terms, several approaches have been put forward to achieve 

competitive advantage. Many authors (Buhalis, 1998; Chaharbaghi & Lynch, 1999; 
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Evans et al., 2003; Font & Ahjem, 1999) discuss strategies for tourism competitiveness. 

For example, information technology (Buhalis, 1998), resources-based (Chaharbaghi & 

Lynch, 1999) and supply side strategies (Font & Ahjem, 1999) are key approaches to 

developing and delivering competitiveness. On the other hand, Poon (1993) advances 

competitive strategies for travel and tourism by focussing on four principles: (1) put 

customers first; (2) be the leader in quality; (3) develop radical innovations; and (4) 

strengthen the organization’s strategic position within the industry’s value chain in 

order to successfully respond to these industry realities.  However, the four principles of 

Poon’s competitive strategies for travel and tourism are broad and more specific 

strategies may need to be put into practice. Indeed, Pechlaner and Sauerwein (2002) 

point out that strategic management remains ineffective if strategies cannot be 

implemented efficiently. Accordingly, Kozak and Rimmington (1999) criticise the way 

in which factors such as, culture, geography, and environment can be used as 

comparison bases among tourism destinations. They believe that every destination has 

its own competitiveness set, and that benchmarking also helps to maintain the 

competitiveness of a destination by identifying methods and strategies it needs to apply 

to improve and increase its market share in the global market. 

 

Despite the prevalence of literature on tourism competitive advantage for tourism 

destinations, its application to the issue of sustainable tourism is relatively new, 

compared to other fields of study. It is clear, however, that a destination can accrue 

more benefits by sustaining its competitive advantage. However, as Ritchie and Crouch 

(2003) argue, competitive advantage also relates to the ability to use a destination’s 

resources effectively over the long term. Furthermore, Crouch and Ritchie (1999) 

acknowledge that a destination where all stakeholders recognise a tourism vision and 

implement successful strategies tends to be more competitive than others. Nevertheless, 

Ritchie (1993) argues that the process of setting this vision is a complex process 

because it must consolidate the views of many stakeholders in the area.   

 

To achieve destination competitiveness, the issue of tourism competitive advantage 

needs to be considered in relation to the stakeholders in a practical environment. The 

argument here is that an effectively implemented competitive advantage has the 

potential to lead to achieving a sustainable tourist destination. These discussions 

illustrate that tourism destination competitiveness requires collaborative working from 
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destination stakeholders. Therefore, stakeholders within each destination need to work 

collaboratively in order to compete with other destinations.  

 

 

2.2.3 Tourism Planning and Development  

 

The third perspective concerns tourism planning and development. As tourism also 

provides motivation and resources for a variety of related positive developments for the 

region (Swarbrooke, 1999), tourism planning becomes an increasingly important part of 

societal planning and development (Ritchie, 1999). Additionally, tourism planning and 

development is not only important to societal planning and development but also to the 

economic well-being of some host countries (Ryan, 1991). Thus, strategic planning at 

the destination level needs to have the same direction as national strategic planning and 

development. Tourism planning is defined as, “a process, based on research and 

evolution which seeks to optimise the potential contribution of tourism to human 

welfare and environmental quality” (Getz, 1987, p.3). As argued by Gunn (1994), 

tourism planning is necessary because of five basic reasons. The first reason is that 

tourism development has both negative and positive impacts. Second, there is an 

increase in both tourism competitiveness and income from the industry. Third, the 

interdependence of tourism impacts on numerous environmental, cultural and 

competitive factors. Fourth, tourism has damaged many natural and cultural resources. 

Fifth, tourism affects everyone in a community. For these reasons, tourism planning is 

perceived as essential for tourism destination development. 

 

Tourism planning involves understanding and being aware of tourism impacts. As 

Paskaleva-Shapira (2001) argues, tourism development must ensure that it will not 

generate environmental and socio-cultural problems for a destination. Tourism activities 

can impact both positively and negatively on the destination and host community as 

well as on other economic activities at the destination (Davidson & Maitland, 1997). It 

can also impact on political issues in destinations (Saarinen, 2006). Thus, a code of 

practice should be established at every level and education and training programs must 

be developed to manage tourism resources (Jamieson, 2001). For example, an 

environmental code of conduct, environmental programs and awards all help to 



 

- 33 - 

minimise the environmental impacts and environmental quality (Mihalic, 2000). 

Understanding tourism impacts and awareness of their outcome provides an essential 

foundation for tourism management (Davidson & Maitland, 1997). Without recognising 

the tourism impacts, the tourism destination may not achieve optimum benefits.  

 

In addition, tourism planning and development should take into consideration important 

destination factors. Tosun and Timothy (2001, p.358),  describe destination factors such 

as: “socio-economic indicators of the destination, socio-cultural and economic 

traditions, community values, people in positions of economic and political power, 

characteristics of tourism attractions and physical environment, and the main problems 

of the current tourism development”. Likewise, tourism development affects the 

community in three ways; economic, sociocultural and environmental (Andereck, 

Valentine, Knopf, & Vogt, 2005). Besides that, the components of planning and 

development in tourism should include tourist attractions and activities that attract 

visitors to an area (Inskeep, 1991).  In a study by Wilson, Fesenmaier, and Van Es 

(2001), a wider range of factors introduced that is considered important for successful 

tourism development in rural areas. These factors are: 1) a complete tourism package; 2) 

good community leadership; 3) support and participation of local government; 4) 

sufficient funds for tourism development; 5) strategic planning; 6) coordination and 

cooperation between businesspersons and local leadership; 7) coordination and 

cooperation between rural entrepreneurs; 8) information and technical assistance for 

tourism development and promotion; 9) good convention and visitors bureaus; and 10) 

widespread community support for tourism. In the above study, joint-working among 

various stakeholders is seen as necessary for successful development.  

 

Destination management strategies may not be as effective without the cooperation of 

relevant stakeholders. Many studies suggest that the stakeholder should be included in 

the planning process (e.g., Hardy & Beeton, 2001; Gunn, 1994; Marwick, 2000).  

Buhalis (2000) and Simpson (2008) suggest that the development and implementation 

of strategic objectives for tourism destinations requires good communication and 

participation among stakeholders, as a variety of tourism stakeholders are considerably 

affected by tourism planning actions. However, involving a wide cross-section of 

stakeholders in the planning system may bring together conflicting goals with 

incompatible perceptions about tourism development in the area (Davidson & Maitland, 
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1997). Nevertheless, Sautter and Leisen (1999) insist that destination planners should 

find an approach to accommodate the interests of various stakeholders, and must 

effectively manage relationships among stakeholders to advance sustainable tourism 

development. 

 

However, practical collaboration among stakeholders is not easy to carry forward in the 

same direction because tourism planning operates at many levels. As Jamal and Getz 

(1995) point out, local people, visitors, the public sector and the private sector share a 

destination community’s resources. Given this, Mason (2003) indicates that planning is 

a process for both government and the private sector. One of the criticisms of tourism 

development is that locally owned businesses may not be able to compete with large or 

international organizations (Ryan, 1991). On one hand, Getz (1992) suggests that 

tourism planners should be interested in monitoring and forecasting tourism impacts for 

private and public collaboration. The author points out that most factors are essentially 

political issues that can be resolved through tourism policy and planning. For example, 

some host communities may neglect the preservation of natural and socio-cultural 

resources. On the other hand, some areas may deny tourism development, thus denying 

income to those areas (Ryan, 1991). Hence, there are already ethical dilemmas in 

tourism impact, such as the devastation of natural resources, income distribution and the 

economic pressure of large scale development projects (Wheeler, 1995). These 

problems and paradoxes in tourism planning and development need further 

investigation. 

 

 

2.2.4 Summary 
 

From the above discussion on stakeholders in the tourism context, tourism stakeholder 

collaboration has emerged as an important tool to manage a sustainable tourism 

destination. However, the issue of tourism stakeholder collaboration has not been fully 

developed, especially when a sustainable destination is a key criterion. From this point 

of view, attention should be focussed on the ideal stakeholder collaboration. Therefore, 

this issue has been linked to the research problem of this study which aims to find out 

how tourism stakeholders effectively collaborate in sustainable tourism destination 
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management. It is conceptualised that stakeholder collaboration is needed for 

sustainable tourism destination. In addition, tourism destinations need to recognise the 

importance of their stakeholders as they play important roles in promoting the 

destination experience.  

 

To this point, evidence has been provided that many studies have identified the 

importance of stakeholder collaboration in the tourism destination context, but few 

researchers have dealt with how this should be managed successfully. The next section 

discusses what is meant by the term tourism stakeholder used in this study and focuses 

on understanding the roles of these stakeholders.  

 

 

2.3 Understanding Stakeholders’ Roles  
 

In order to investigate stakeholder collaboration in the tourism destination context, a 

review of definitional issues relating to stakeholders is presented first. This section is 

divided into three parts. First, various definitions, the range and diversity of stakeholder 

groups and the formal and informal roles of stakeholders in tourism destination 

management are reviewed. Second, approaches taken by researchers to understand 

stakeholder roles in general are discussed. Finally, key tourism stakeholders’ roles are 

reviewed and presented. This structure is also displayed in figure 2.1 

 

 

2.3.1 Defining Stakeholders 
 

This part reviews many of the key definitions used in the stakeholder literature and 

highlights major stakeholder groups in tourism. There are multiple views of the 

meaning of a stakeholder (e.g., Freeman, 1984; Freeman, 2004; Phillips, 2003; Ryan, 

2002; Sautter & Leiseen, 1999; Sheehan & Ritchie, 2005). Originally, Freeman (1984, 

p.46), who pioneered stakeholder theory, indicated that a “stakeholder in an 

organization is (by definition) any group or individual who can affect or is affected by 

the achievement of the organization objectives”. In addition, Sautter and Leiseen (1999) 

and Phillip (2003) highlight the stakeholder’s interest and well-being as the distinct 
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aspects of their stakeholder’s definition. Freeman and Reed (1983, as cited in Freeman, 

2004) categorise two types of stakeholder based on a narrow definition and a wide 

definition respectively. The narrow definition includes those groups who are vital to the 

survival and success of the corporation. These consist of owners, employees, suppliers, 

customers, local communities and management. The broad approach adds persons who 

can affect or are affected by the organization, such as competitors and governments.  

 

In the tourism industry, a broader inclusive definition of stakeholder has been adopted 

by a number of authors due to the complex nature of the industry. Tourism is a broad 

system that is involved with the movement of people and goods as well as being 

associated with many other shared processes and other external factors (Saarinen, 

2006). Specifically, in this complex and highly fragmented industry, the tourism 

destination consists of an open system of multiple stakeholders in which the actions of 

one stakeholder may impact on other stakeholders at the destination (Jamal & Getz, 

1995). Government as well as competitors are key important elements of the tourism 

destination. A tourism stakeholder is, then, defined in a way that is appropriate to the 

characteristics of the industry. In support of a broader, inclusive stakeholder definition, 

Sautter and Leisen (1999) observe the tourism stakeholder as an individual or group of 

people who can affect or be affected by the tourism industry, within a particular market 

or community, and who have an interest in the planning of the delivery of the tourism 

business. 

 

Consequently, a second stream of researchers identifies tourism stakeholders in more 

specific terms. Various authors (e.g., Buhalis, 2000; Mason, 2003; Sheehan & Ritchie, 

2005; Swarbrooke, 1999) identify a wide range of different groups and types of 

stakeholders in the travel and tourism industry. For instance, Sheehan and Ritchie 

propose a tourism stakeholder map which was adapted from Freeman’s (1984) original 

theory.  The map includes local businesses, residents, activist groups, tourists, national 

business chains, competitors, government, employees and tourism planners. In another 

approach, Swarbrooke (1999) lists the key stakeholders in the field of sustainable 

tourism as the host community, governmental bodies, the tourism industry, tourists, 

pressure groups and experts. Additionally, Mason suggests two other stakeholders: the 

media and the voluntary sector which comprises a number of different groups, including 

pressure groups. Hence, these models identify a large number of interested parties. A 
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more parsimonious approach is suggested by Buhalis. He develops the dynamic wheel 

of tourism stakeholders that includes the public sector and government, tour operators, 

tourism enterprises and Small and Medium Tourism Enterprises (SMTEs), the host 

population, and tourists. From Buhalis’s dynamic wheel of tourism, these stakeholders 

are shown to be linked with the interests, benefits and responsibilities in the tourism 

destination.  

 

In figure 2.2, I have synthesised three approaches. First are those models that include 

any ‘affected’ person or group. A wide range of interested stakeholder is included in 

such models. Second are those models that cluster into more parsimonious groupings. 

These models tend to group related parties into broader groups. Third are the 

stakeholder groups to be investigated in this thesis. For the purpose of this thesis, a 

stakeholder is defined broadly as being an individual or group that can affect or is 

affected by the industry due to the nature and complexity of the tourism industry. 

However, in this thesis the focus is on the three major groups of public, private, and 

local community sectors. 

 

 

 

 

                  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
            
Figure 2.2 Key Tourism Stakeholders 

Any Individual Group                           Cluster Example                           For this Thesis                                 
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2.3.2 Approaches to Understanding Stakeholders’ Roles  
 

In this section, I review the key approaches used to investigate stakeholder roles in 

general. The main approaches are displayed in table 2.1. Two streams of research are 

also evident. The first stream is related to the conventional idea of stakeholder 

management. These approaches include stakeholder mapping, relationship transaction 

strategy continuum and stakeholder analysis. For instance, Burns (2004) suggests that 

the stakeholder approach can be used to reduce hostility among different groups of 

stakeholders in the private sector, public sector and local communities. The second 

stream of research adopts the concept of collaborative working (e.g., Bramwell & Lane, 

2000a; Bramwell & Sharman, 1999; Dredge, 2003; Jamal & Getz, 1995). These 

approaches include network theory/network analysis and collaboration, and examine 

stakeholder roles from the perspective of joint-working or cooperative activities.  

 

 

Table 2.1 Approaches to Stakeholder/Collaboration Theory  

Approaches  Key authors 

Key Concepts for Stakeholder 
Management 
 

Freeman (1984) 
 

Stakeholder Mapping 
 
 
 
Relationship/Transaction Strategy 
Continuum 
 
 

De Lopez, (2001); Marwick (2000); Yuksel, 
Bramwell, and Yuksel (1999) 
 
 
Grönroos (1995); Sautter & Leisen (1999) 
 

Stakeholder Analysis  
 
 
 
Network Theory/Analysis 
 
 
Collaboration/Partnership  
 

Grimble & Wallard (1997); Lester & Weeden, 
(2004); Sheehan & Ritchie (2005) 
 
 
Dredge, (2003); Mandell (2001); Marsh (1998); 
Stokes (2006); Scott, Cooper, & Baggio (2008) 
 
Bramwell & Lane, 2000a; Bramwell & Sharman, 
1999; Buhalis, 2000; Fyall, et al., 2003; Jamal & 
Getz, 1995; Medeiros de Araujo & Bramwell, 
1999; Mistilis & Daniele, 2004; Morgan et al., 
2003; Palmer & Bejou, 1995 
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The first stream of studies has largely employed Freeman (1984)’s seminal work that 

introduced three key concepts for stakeholder management. The three concepts are: (1) 

identification of the stakeholder and their respective perceived stakes; (2) that the 

process of managing relationship among stakeholders is essential; and (3) management 

of a set of transactions or bargaining among the organization and its stakeholders. From 

these concepts, research in stakeholder mapping was introduced. For instance, Marwick 

(2000) states that stakeholder mapping is an analytical tool that provides a means of 

understanding and developing strategies for managing relationships between 

stakeholders. The mapping process is used to assist in identifying different stakeholder 

groups which results in a two-dimensional matrix that describes a relationship between 

the two attributes (De Lopez, 2001). Thus, stakeholder mapping allows planners to 

categorise stakeholders (Marwick, 2000; Yuksel et al., 1999).  

 

Another common method for coping with multiple stakeholders and their interests is 

through the relationship/transaction strategy continuum. In the tourism context, Sautter 

and Leisen (1999) adapt the relationship/transaction strategy continuum from Grönroos 

(1995) to identify the relationships and transactions of the stakeholder. They explain 

that there are various stakeholder dyads that must be examined to investigate the level 

of congruence between each stakeholder dyad, including government congruence within 

the government-resident dyad and the government-tourism business dyad. A further 

approach suggested by Grimble and Wellard (1997) is the process of stakeholder 

analysis. They defined stakeholder analysis as “holistic approach or procedure for 

gaining an understanding of a system, and assessing the impact of changes their 

respective interests in the system” (Grimble & Wellard, 1997, p.175). In the tourism 

context, Sheehan and Ritchie (2005) utilise stakeholder analysis to investigate the chief 

offices of a tourism destination management organisation.  

 

The second stream of studies is based on the idea that stakeholder relationships can be 

better managed through collaboration and networking. Stakeholder theory is focused 

more on the individual level of analysis, while the collaboration approach tends to focus 

on the inter-organisational level. Stakeholder theory and collaboration provides mutual 

support for each other (Mistilis & Daniele, 2004; Sautter & Leisen, 1999). Moreover, 

collaboration also focuses on the perceived roles of the participating stakeholders 

(Robert & Simpson, 1999), because the involvement of all stakeholders is a solution for 
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securing the interests of the community (Fadeeva, 2004a). Network theory also has been 

utilised as a tool to investigate tourism stakeholders by several researchers. In particular, 

this approach offers a useful analytical tool for understanding the special characteristics 

and social interrelations that shape destination management (Dredge, 2003). 

Networking is concerned with relationships between public sector, private sector and 

community, and investigates those relationships that shape issue identification, 

communication, resource sharing and group action (Marsh, 1998). Moreover, networks 

are important for the development of collaborative planning processes that acknowledge 

power differentials, conflict and difference (Dredge, 2006a). To understand the 

relationship between public and private sectors within the destination, Mandell (2001) 

presents two aspects of network structure that can successfully deal with interpersonal 

exchange. In this case, it was found that participants should recognise that their aims 

cannot be achieved independently and hence all action is mutually interdependent. 

Furthermore, trust may already form among participants before the establishment of the 

network structure. Thus, interpersonal issues such as interdependency and trust are 

factors that arise during network investigations.  

 

The umbrella term of stakeholder collaboration represents a collection of studies that 

investigate stakeholders through the notion of joint-working arrangements. 

Collaboration is considered to be an important management tool for tourism destination 

management. Partnerships between the public and private sectors and close 

collaboration amongst all local stakeholders is the key to enabling tourism destinations 

to offer quality products (Buhalis, 2000). Furthermore, Swarbrooke (1999) argues that 

stakeholders in a tourism destination should work together to succeed in developing a 

more sustainable form of tourism for the destination. A large number of stakeholder 

researcher includes the investigation of collaboration in tourism destination planning 

and development. To illustrate, several studies (e.g., Bramwell & Lane, 2000a; 

Bramwell & Sharman, 1999; Buhalis, 2000; Fyall et al. 2003; Jamal & Getz, 1995; 

Medeiros de Araujo & Bramwell, 1999; Mistilis & Daniele, 2004; Morgan et al., 2003; 

Palmer & Bejou, 1995) suggest adopting a partnership and collaboration approach to 

promote understanding and mutual benefit among stakeholders. This discussion is 

expanded in section 2.4.  
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2.3.3 Key Tourism Stakeholder Roles  
 

As discussed in section 2.2, destinations have multiple stakeholders participating in the 

management of its tourism resources. Accordingly, stakeholder roles will vary 

according to a group’s function or an individual’s position within a group. For instance, 

in the specific case of a collaboration between three key destination promotion 

stakeholders Sheehan, Ritchie, and Hudson (2007) state that each stakeholder has a 

unique role. They explain further that a city administration provides finance, hotels 

provide operational resources and Destination Marketing Organizations provide 

organisational resources. While Robson and Robson (1996) argue that the way of 

identifying stakeholders and the social process is complicated, Sheehan and Ritchie 

(2005) insist that it is necessary to make a clear distinction between stakeholders’ roles 

and what group they belong to. In section 2.3.1, the literature identified common groups 

of tourism stakeholders. Included in most ‘cluster’ models were the public sector, 

private sector and local residents/host community. Stakeholder roles within these three 

groups will be discussed next. 

 

First, the public sector is generally recognised as a key stakeholder in tourism 

destination management. Several fundamental issues underpin this position, the first 

being that public sector and government agencies are major stakeholders in any 

destination to assist tourism infrastructure development (Morgan, et al., 2003). In 

addition, Font and Ahjem (1999) state that while the public sector is responsible for 

managing the destination’s infrastructure, they are also concerned with the overall well-

being of the destination. Thus, the roles and responsibilities of local government and the 

local tourism organisations should be emphasised (Dredge, 2006b). Similarly, 

Paskaleva-Shapira (2001) agrees that government’s responsibility also includes issues 

related to controlling the pressure of development, quality of jobs and accommodating 

new technologies.  

 

The government sector can include agencies from national, state and local levels. Two 

particular agencies with specific responsibilities in destination are the Destination 

Marketing Organization (DMO) and National Tourism Organization (NTO) (Weaver & 

Lawton, 2006). Sheehan and Ritchie (2005) argue that DMOs potentially have large and 



 

- 42 - 

diverse impacts on tourism stakeholders. DMOs are also perceived as having great 

authority and power over other stakeholders in destination planning and development 

(Timur & Getz, 2008). Often, this authority and power derives from the allocation of 

tourism resources. For instance, DMOs have the authority and financial resources to 

manage tourism destination resources rationally over the long-term (Mistilis & Daniele, 

2004). Pike (2004) states that the DMO initially refers to any organization that is 

responsible for the marketing of a particular destination at any geographical level. 

DMOs could be any key actors who can bond the tourism stakeholders and related 

players for managing, planning and developing a policy for their sustainable 

destinations (Timur & Getz, 2008).  Pike (2004) further explains that this definition 

encourages the DMO to be responsible for destination planning and marketing 

development. Ritchie and Crouch (2003) agree on the broader role of the destination 

marketing organisation which can also include a destination management function. 

Thus, the DMO is often referred to as Destination Management Organization because it 

performs management and planning activities. 

 

Second, the private sector plays a major role in tourism destination management. A 

number of these studies have highlighted the importance of the private sector as a key 

stakeholder. One particular reason is that the private sector provides most of the 

products and services for the tourist (Font & Ahjem, 1999; Simpson, 2008). Hence, they 

have strong vested interests plus a large knowledge base of the destination and its many 

products/services. Moreover, the number and types of tourists in a destination are 

strongly influenced by private businesses, such as tour operators (Mason, 2003), and the 

private sector is heavily involved in product and service development (Simpson, 2008). 

The interrelationships involving the private sector are many and varied. The role of the 

private sector involves business to business dealing and relationships between public 

and private sectors to produce the most favourable growth of tourism development 

(Cooper et al., 1998). Thus, cooperative arrangements will exist at different levels 

within private sector industries, such as transport, restaurant, accommodation, as well as 

between sectors. In addition, Burns (2004) also notes that the private sector needs to 

operate within a regulatory framework that enables fair competition and a fair deal for 

the local residents.  While most authors depict the private and public sectors as discrete 

stakeholder group, it has been acknowledged that this is not always the case. According 

to Dredge and Thomas (2009, p.250), the public and private sectors can also exist in a 
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hybrid format. They argue that some stakeholder groups are ‘mongrel’ in nature where 

“mongrel is taken to mean a form of management that is neither public nor private, and 

is characterised by a fragmentation of roles and responsibilities and a diversity of 

interests”.  

 

Third, not only are the public and private sectors important in tourism destination 

management, but also the host community and local residents (e.g., Tremblay, 2000; 

Tosun, 2000). Tosun argues that community involvement in collaboration has produced 

quite significant impacts on tourism destinations. As suggested by Bramwell and 

Sharman (1999), tourism destination planners need to include other stakeholders, such 

as local residents to promote effective collaborative planning. Thus, inclusion is 

generally perceived for effective destination management that infers an invited 

opportunity to participate. However, Tosun argues that local communities have the right 

to participate in tourism developments. He further argues that this enables the local area 

to gain optimum benefits from tourism. Likewise, Saarinen (2006) points out that better 

tourism development will occur when the needs of local people are stressed. Moreover, 

tourism destination development would be more effective if people in the community 

and local residents felt that they are participating and are kept informed about tourism 

destination management (Andereck et al., 2005). In this study, the authors further 

emphasise that residents who thought that tourism was vital for economic development 

of the area had positive attitudes toward tourism development. Furthermore, it is not just 

some community involvement; a number of authors argue that there is need for wider 

community involvement (e.g., Dredge, 2006b; Simpson, 2008; Ladkin & Bertramini, 

2002). Thus, these general findings indicate the nature of such local community 

participation.  

 

In addition, a range of positive outcomes have been suggested from resulting local 

community participation.  Tosun (2000) suggests that generally local community 

participation is advantageous to the community and other stakeholders. He argues that a 

better future on social, economic and environment grounds can be achieved. Similarly, 

Trembly (2000) argues that local community inclusion will greatly facilitate the 

preservation of natural, social and cultural resources. Indeed, Wilson et al. (2001) argue 

that without local community input, tourism planning will not work. 
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So far I have highlighted the views of key researchers with respect to stakeholder 

groups and indicate generally that these three groups play different roles in tourism 

development. However, different stakeholders may have their own perspectives toward 

their roles with which other stakeholders may not agree. The management of tourism 

destinations is difficult due to the complexity of the stakeholder roles and interests. 

Conflict between stakeholder groups is often a result of the complex interaction of 

issues, due to differing values, perceptions, agendas and interests (Jamal & Getz, 1995; 

Reed, 2000). That is, individuals are unlikely to agree on all tourism destination 

management issues. Thus, conflicts of interest are likely to be present in all destination 

planning environments. In particular, Buhalis (2000) argues that stakeholders’ interests 

may be conflicted due to an imbalance in benefits obtained. In addition, Sheehan et al. 

(2007) argue that the power balance within the triad is not always easy to achieve. To 

resolve such issues, Yuksel et al. (1999) and Sheehan et al. (2007) argue that listening to 

stakeholders’ views can improve stakeholder understanding and, as a result, may reduce 

conflict in the long run. In addition, Wheeler (1993) suggests that if stakeholders are 

treated in an ethical manner then conflict can be reduced.  

 

Researchers have pointed out that understanding the role of a stakeholder is essential to 

managing a tourism destination. However, limited research has been conducted on 

particular stakeholders’ perceived roles within a collaboration in relation to sustainable 

tourism destination management. Again, this can be linked to the first research question 

as previously stated at the end of section 2.2. The first research question was then 

developed in light of these arguments that stakeholders are important for sustainable 

tourism destination management given that they have different perspectives on the 

concept of sustainable tourism. Hence, the roles of various stakeholders in a tourism 

destination should be taken into account. Furthermore, if stakeholders are a basic and 

essential input to the desired outcome of a successful collaboration, then the respective 

roles of collaboration stakeholders become a logical precursor to such outcomes. By 

integrating these ideas, the first research question focused on the perceived roles of the 

stakeholders. The objective is to describe stakeholders and their perceived roles when 

involved in tourism destination management, as to whether stakeholder roles are clear 

or confused, complementary or conflicted. The first research question is thus formally 

stated as: How do tourism stakeholders perceive their roles? 
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2.4 Stakeholder Collaboration   
 

In section 2.2 of this chapter, an overview of the tourism destination management 

context was presented to highlight the importance of effective stakeholder collaboration. 

In the previous section 2.3, a review of the literature relating to tourism stakeholder 

roles was presented. In this section, the field of stakeholder collaboration is more fully 

explored. In particular, the review will present different approaches to defining 

collaboration and related terms. Moreover, the nature of collaboration is discussed. The 

second part of this section presents a review of the literature that examines the reasons 

why tourism stakeholders join a collaboration. Third, this section will review the extant 

literature into understanding what makes collaboration initiatives effective. Fourth, the 

review discusses how effective collaboration initiatives have been measured in the 

literature. Finally, this section contains a discussion of significant research issues 

relating to tourism stakeholder collaboration which will lead to the discussion on a 

theoretical framework for tourism collaboration in section 2.5.  

 

 

2.4.1 The Nature of Collaboration  
 

As discussed in the previous section, many authors agree that tourism destinations can 

be better managed and developed through stakeholder collaboration. In brief, 

stakeholder collaboration is a known strategy of working toward a common goal 

(Feedeeva, 2004). Tourism stakeholders need to get to know each other through 

communication and sharing (Hennerman, Lee & Cohen, 1995). Basically, 

“collaboration is a process whereby two or more people come together to discuss a 

common problem” (Lockhart-Wood, 2000 p.276). In this thesis, the notion of joint-

working is used to depict various related terms. Bramwell and Lane (2000a) assert that a 

range of terms are used to describe different collaborative working in tourism, 

including alliances, forums, task forces and public-private partnerships. In addition, the 

terms collaboration, coordination, cooperation, partnership (Fyall & Garrod, 2005) and 

network (Dredge, 2006a) are used to describe joint-working arrangements.  
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While such joint-working terms are often used interchangeably, a number of authors 

distinguish some of these related terms. For example, Montiel-Overall (2005) argues 

that networking, coordination, cooperation and partnership are not the same, even 

though they are closely related terms. Moreover, Himmelman (1996) demonstrates such 

differences through a continuum of definitions relating to collaborative working. This 

continuum starts with networking and is followed in turn by co-ordination, co-operation 

and collaboration respectively. Himmelman (1996) describes each of these terms 

separately. First, networking simply involves the exchange of information among 

participations. The next term is co-ordination, which involves information exchange and 

altering activities. The next term in the continuum is co-operation which involves both 

of the earlier terms but adds the concept of sharing resources for mutual benefits. At the 

end of the continuum is collaboration. Himmelman asserts that collaboration includes 

all the other three terms plus the intention to enhance one another’s capacity. Similarly, 

Mandell (2001) demonstrates that collaboration can be viewed in a continuum. It ranges 

from a loosely formed partnership with a narrow focus and great independence, to a 

more structured and dependent collaboration which could take the form of a contractual 

relationship or task force. Furthermore, Mandell states that collaboration through 

networks is an attribute of both public and private sectors. Nevertheless, for the private 

sector it is often characterised by partnership and alliance which benefits a particular 

company and industry. In contrast, the author explains that collaboration through 

networks in the public sector often involves separate organisations working toward a 

common goal, rather than improving the performance of one of the organisations in the 

collaboration. Hence, this section presents various terms which describe inter-

organisation relationships and related terms to depict collaborative working in tourism.  

 

In table 2.2, terms used in the literature to depict joint-working are presented. The 

following section is devoted to describing the various terms of collaborative working: 

cooperation, coordination, network, partnership and collaboration.   
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Table 2.2 Terms to Describe Joint-Working 

Terms Description 

Cooperation Cooperation is defined as “working together towards some 
common end” (Long, 1997, p. 237). 
 
 

Coordination The notion of partners in an organisation working together 
without presupposing why partners might consider such joint 
working arrangements to be desirable (Fyall & Garrod, 2005). 
 
 

Network Network is a group of people who do the same type of work in 
order to share information and help each other, and which is able 
to operate either formally or informally (Dredge, 2006a).  
 
 

Partnership Partnership is likely to be the formal, organisational level, group, 
agencies involved with the idea of working together for a 
common goal (Whittington, 2003; Butterfoss, Goodman, & 
Wondersman, 1993). 
 
 

Collaboration A process of collective action to work in association and act or 
decide on shared issues related to that domain (Gelling & 
Chatfield, 2001; El Ansari, et al., 2001). 

  
 

 

According to Long (1997, p.237), “co-operation should be defined simply as working 

together towards some common end”, while co-ordination is said to be “the process 

whereby two or more organisation create and/or use existing decision rules that have 

been established to deal collectively with their shared task environment”. It is assumed 

that cooperation is one of the first stages of the collaboration process (Ladkin & 

Bertramini, 2002) and commonly used without a long term perspective (Laing, Lee, 

Moore, Wegner, & Weiler, 2009). This depiction of coordination as a loosely structured 

arrangement contrasts with the continuum presented by Himmelman (1996). Whereas 

Long describes coordination as a higher order term than cooperation, Himmelman takes 

the opposite view. However, all authors suggest that cooperation and coordination are 

subordinate functions to that of collaboration. Moreover, Fyall and Garrod (2005) 

suggest that coordination encompasses the notion of participants in an organisation 

working together without presupposing why participants might consider such joint-
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working arrangements to be desirable. Dredge (2006a) defines a network as a group of 

people who do the same type of work in order to share information and help each other, 

and which is able to operate either formally or informally.   

 

Several viewpoints to describe a partnership are outlined next. Principally, a partnership 

is likely to be at a formal, organisational level, with group/agencies involved with the 

idea of working together (Whittington, 2003), and towards a common goal (Butterfoss 

et al., 1993). According to Selin and Chavez (1995, p.844-845), a partnership is defined 

as “an arrangement devoted to some common end among otherwise independent 

organisation” and, “a voluntary pooling of resources between two or more parties to 

accomplish collaborative goals”. Similarly, Montiel-Overall (2005) states that a 

partnership refer to collective groups of individuals or organisations that work together 

in pairs to form working relationships to carry out joint endeavours, and usually implies 

cooperative relationships in which members mutually agree on joint responsibilities 

around a common goal. It can thus be seen that a number of authors share a common 

view of the notion of partnership. However, Long (1997, p.239) places boundaries on a 

tourism partnership and omits the need to achieve a common goal. He defines a 

partnership as: 

“The collaborative efforts of autonomous stakeholders from organisations in 

two or more sectors with interests in tourism development who emerged in an 

interactive process using shared rules, norms, and structures at an agreed 

organisational level and over a defined geographical area to act or decide on 

issues related to tourism development”  

 

Despite a number of studies investigating aspects of collaboration, the definition of 

collaboration is varied. Nevertheless, most of the literature defines collaboration as 

being based on the idea of working together. Originally, collaboration has been defined 

in the inter-organisational literature by Gray (1989, p.5) as “a process through which 

parties who see different aspects of a problem can constructively explore their 

differences and search for solutions that go beyond their own limited vision of what is 

possible”. She adds further that collaboration can be defined as a flexible and dynamic 

process of joint decision-making among multiple stakeholders to address a problem 

domain about the future of that domain. Furthermore, Wood and Gray (1991, p.146) 

build on Gray’s definition of collaboration by adding the concept of autonomous 
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stakeholder. According to these authors, “collaboration occurs when a group of 

autonomous stakeholders of a problem domain engage in an interactive process, using 

shared rules, norms and structures, to act or decide on issues related to that domain”.  

 

In the tourism context, Jamal and Getz (1995, p.188) follow Wood and Gray (1991)’s 

definition to describe collaboration for community based tourism. Collaboration for 

community based tourism refers to “a process of joint decision-making among 

autonomous, key stakeholders of an inter-organisational, community tourism domain to 

resolve planning problems of the domain and/or manage issues related to the planning 

and development of the domain”. Key words addressed in this approach are community, 

stakeholders, autonomy and problem domain. While a common end or purpose is not 

explicitly referred to in these definitions, the resolution of a shared problem infers such 

a purpose.  

 

Basically, collaboration is about work in association and interdependent relationships. 

Gelling and Chatfield (2001) claim that collaboration among interdisciplinary groups 

even offers greater potential by bringing together unique professional expertise to 

enable a more comprehensive discussion on the problem area. Likewise, the notion of a 

synergistic effect is invoked when discussions ensue about the process and advantage of 

collaborative activities. For instance, Montiel-Overall (2005) asserts that collaboration 

involves at least two individuals who are working together to accomplish something, 

and trying to produce something that is greater than could be achieved by each 

individual alone. Similarly, collaboration refers to the notion of collective actions by 

individuals or their organisations for a greater common benefit than each could achieve 

alone (El Ansari et al., 2001). Whereas these authors advocate the need for synergy, 

several authors (El Ansari et al., 2001; Jamal & Getz, 1995; Montiel-Overall, 2005; 

Wood & Gray, 1991), acknowledge that collaboration must at least produce some value 

added towards the shared objective. 

 

In practical terms, collaborations are also viewed as non-hierarchical and temporary in 

nature. First, Hennerman et al. (1995) highlight a characteristic of collaboration as being 

non-hierarchical in nature and involving the sharing of power and authority. This notion 

is also supported by Long (1997) who states that collaborations need to be between 

individuals/groups at agreed levels. In addition, Robert and Bradley (1991, p.212) 
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define collaboration as “a temporary social arrangement in which two or more social 

actors work together toward a single common end requiring the transmutation of 

materials, ideas, and/or social relations to achieve that end”. This definition highlights 

the concept of collaboration as a temporary social arrangement that is terminated when 

the shared goal is accomplished. 

 

In the next section, I acknowledge how researchers view the interrelationship between 

terms, such as cooperation, coordination, partnership and collaboration. While authors 

such as Long (1997) and Himmelman (1996) highlight distinctions between such terms, 

other authors argue for their interchangeability. For instance, cooperation and 

collaboration can be regarded as interchangeable and mean something to do with 

working together (Jamal & Getz, 1995; Huxham, 1993). Furthermore, Hennerman et al. 

(1995) state that collaboration often equates with a partnership, which in turn is 

characterised by mutual goals and commitments. Hence, the term collaboration and 

partnership are frequently applied when common agreement on their meaning is 

assumed, and these two terms are occasionally used interchangeably (Jamal & Stronza, 

2009; Whittington, 2003). In addition, collaboration is often used in a generic manner to 

indicate all major instances of joint-working between organisations, without necessarily 

specifying the reasons the organisations involved might have for doing so (Fyall & 

Garrod, 2005). Moreover, it is recommended by these authors that it is better to adopt a 

practical, broad definition of collaboration and to accept that a very wide range of 

collaborative relationships may well exist within the process of collaboration.  

 

From the above discussion on what is meant by collaboration and other forms of joint-

working, it is recognised that these terms have a number of different and potentially 

conflicting interpretations among research contexts. In this thesis, the aim is to examine 

the conditions that contribute to collaborative working in practice. Accordingly, this 

thesis adopts a practical, broad based approach to defining collaboration, and uses the 

term collaboration to imply collaborative working whenever possible to strive for 

consistency throughout the thesis. This approach is also consistent with the purpose of 

the study, that is, to investigate stakeholders’ roles and the nature of collaborative 

working in a sustainable tourism destination. It aims also to develop a tool to examine 

the factors contributing to this, rather than to develop a typology of collaboration.    
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Conceptual Framework for Collaboration  
 

The conceptual framework of stakeholder collaboration in tourism is the context of this 

thesis and has been drawn from the theory of inter-organisational relations and from 

perspectives, such as health and community social care, management science, sociology 

and environmental studies. Inter-organisational relations research often employs one of 

three units of analysis. These units typically are the organisation, the inter-organisation 

dyad or the inter-organisational network. 

 

Several researchers have proposed conceptual frameworks for managing and 

understanding tourism collaboration (e.g., Bramwell & Sharman, 1999; Mandell 1999; 

Selin, 2000).  These frameworks have been conceptualised from different theoretical 

bases. The first conceptual framework is based on a typology of sustainable tourism 

partnerships. Selin (2000) developed a typology of sustainable tourism partnerships 

consisting of legal basis, locus of control, organisational diversity, organisational size 

and time frame.  He argues that the diversity of collaborative arrangements can be 

demonstrated around these five dimensions, and thus collaboration can take on a variety 

of different forms. In a further approach, Mandell (1999) provides a continuum of 

collaborative efforts to measure the extent of the collaborative development. He 

proposes the following six measures: 1) linkages or interactive contacts; 2) irregular 

coordination or mutual adjustment of the policies and procedure; 3) ad hoc or temporary 

task force activity among actors; 4) formal agreement to engage in limited activity; 5) 

interdependent and strategic actions are taken, but where purposes are narrow in scope, 

all actions occur within the participative actors themselves or involve the mutually 

sequential or simultaneous activity of the participant actors; and 6) a collective network 

structures the arrangements and takes on broad tasks that reach beyond the simultaneous 

activity of the participant actors. These two approaches were used to distinguish 

different types of collaboration, but only focus on the nature of individual tourism 

collaboration.  

 

In one further comprehensive approach, Bramwell and Sharman (1999) developed a 

theoretical framework focusing on factors that might affect collaborative working. This 

framework is based on ideas about inter-organisational teamwork; a communicative 
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approach to planning and citizen participation. Three sets of issues developed by the 

authors are: 1) the scope of each partnership; 2) the intensity of collaboration relations 

between relevant stakeholders are involved in partnership activities; and 3) the degree to 

which consensus is built among the stakeholder partnership. First, scope of 

collaboration refers to whether the range of participating stakeholders is representative 

of all stakeholders affected by such issues. Second, the intensity of collaboration refers 

to the level of interaction among stakeholders, including the frequency of collaborative 

activities.  The third set of issues in their framework emphasises the degree to which 

collaborative members tend to form agreements on key issues.  

 

Vernon et al. (2005) adapted Bramwell and Sharman’s (1999) framework by adding  

issues relating to the collaborative implementation of policies and how the process 

might improve the effectiveness and coordination of policy. Regarding the scope of 

collaboration, Vernon et al. (2005) found several barriers affecting the implementation 

of sustainable tourism. First, they found the process emphasised the importance of the 

public sector leadership role in providing direction and facilitating innovation. Second, 

the task of securing equal levels of input and participation was difficult. Third, the role 

of members was not static over the lifetime of a collaboration, and will diminish and 

grow in relation to the ability of different stakeholders to influence the task being 

undertaken. In relation to the degree of consensus, Bramwell and Lane (2000a) argue 

that consensus building is likely to involve some continuing conflict, even when 

convergence and harmony is largely achieved, particularly in the tourism context. It is 

evident from Vernon et al.’s study that the ideal of building consensus is difficult to 

achieve in practice.  

 

 

2.4.2 Participation in Collaboration  
 

This section reviews the literature on the reasons why stakeholders participate in a 

collaborative initiative. This review highlights key issues that affect stakeholder 

participation. In particular, the discussion will examine participation motives versus 

barriers to participation.  
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Motives for Participation 
 

A large number of authors investigating collaboration have focused on determining the 

benefits from participation in collaborative initiatives. This section highlights such 

motives for participation. Key drivers from the literature have been grouped into four 

themes: 1) to achieve a large scale social objective; 2) individual/business benefits and 

resource sharing; 3) power; and 4) to get to know each other.  

 

The first key driver is to achieve a large scale social objective. That is, one that 

includes greater planning and policy. The motive for this is twofold.  Basically, the 

rationale is that a stakeholder participates in a collaborative initiative because no one 

individual organisation can be responsible for the whole development of tourism 

(Ladkin & Bertramini, 2002). Moreover, Vangen and Huxham (2003) argue that the 

main reason for collaboration is to deal more effectively with major issues that cannot 

be solved alone. Second, the social objective is worthwhile. Thus, one major reason for 

seeking a partnership between public and private sectors in local tourism development is 

that it can help to achieve various social objectives and promote the local area (Palmer, 

1996). Furthermore, Gunn (1994) states that the goal of collaborative tourism planning 

should motivate stakeholders in tourism to plan and develop strategies. An extension of 

the social motive rationale is the argument that beneficial outcomes can be enhanced 

through active participation. First, Bramwell and Lane (2000a) argue that the 

involvement of many stakeholders might enhance the social acceptance of planning 

and policy. Second, the implementation may be easier to achieve when many 

stakeholders participate in tourism planning and development. Therefore, if mutual 

goals for tourism planning and development are agreed on and the outcomes deemed to 

be worthwhile, then more can be achieved if stakeholders in a tourism destination 

participate in a collaborative initiative. 

 

Stakeholders that participate in tourism collaborative initiative can benefit in a variety 

of ways. Benefits can be shared and can be for both individual and business reasons. In 

a more practical manner, stakeholders may choose to cooperate with each other in order 

to increase resource availability. For example, Mizrahi (1999) suggests that a 

collaboration enables stakeholders to accumulate greater power and resources, become 
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recognised to the public and gain access to a wider group of decision-makers. 

Furthermore, the availability of public resources tends to require stakeholders to 

participate in collaborative planning for better resource utilisation and management 

purposes. That is to say, stakeholder collaboration facilitates conservation, negotiation 

and the building of mutually acceptable tourism development plans (Bramwell & Lane, 

2000a) that are resource effective. Thus, tourism development plans can potentially find 

the best ways to maximize community and industry support, organize efforts toward a 

shared objective, and ensure the efficient use of resources (Ritchie & Crouch, 2003). In 

addition, collaborative initiatives engage all interested parties in the decision making 

process by allowing them to participate in the allocation of public resources (Aas, 

Ladkin, & Fletcher, 2005). Furthermore, resources can include information and 

knowledge exchange among stakeholders. In one perspective, collaboration is a place 

where participants can share varied experiences, knowledge bases, information and 

expertise, and create shared meaning and insights (Lotia, 2004). Specifically, Lynch et 

al. (2000, as cited in Morrison, Lynch, & John, 2004) agree that the learning and 

exchange of information has numerous benefits for the community. The learning 

process in a collaboration can be understood as the shared evaluation and emergence of 

common knowledge as a result of social and political interactions (Lotia, 2004). 

However, Fyall and Garrod (2005) argue that information exchange is less of a motives 

force than other aspects.  

 

Closely related to this issue of resource sharing is a third motive, where in that some 

stakeholders seek to have authority over public resources. Research on collaboration 

indicates that power plays a significant role in shaping the collaborative process. 

According to Stead and Harrington (2000), power is an issue in collaborative 

relationships that often results in one partner taking control of the process without 

consulting his or her partners. In such cases, a powerful stakeholder is more able to 

define which ideas are selected and how these ideas are implemented by the group 

(Fadeeva, 2004a). In addition, power is often manifested through control over resources. 

Generally, stakeholders who do not have control over the funding automatically have 

less power (Huxham, 2003). Moreover, political power is not distributed equally in 

society. Thus, collaboration representatives from different levels of society provide an 

unequal basis for collaboration. However, a collaboration also provides an opportunity 

for stakeholders to discuss power arrangements (McCool, 2009). It is further suggested 
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that collaboration members who deal with power differences will reduce hostility and 

mistrust among collaboration members (Vangen & Huxham, 2003). Thus, issues 

concerned with power relationships seem to be significant contributors to the 

collaboration process and effective outcomes.  

 

Fourth, the purpose of getting to know each other among tourism stakeholders also has 

been suggested as a prime motivation for participation in a collaborative initiative 

(Palmer, 1996 & von Friedrichs Grängsjö & Gummesson, 2006). Although it is difficult 

to engage a wide range of stakeholders in tourism destination management, this 

involvement may provide benefits for long-term personal relationship building. The 

benefits of developing ongoing relationships between public and private sectors include 

reduced uncertainty, the development of trust and the exchange of social pleasantries 

(Palmer, 1996). In one interpersonal relationship study, von Friedrichs Grängsjö and 

Gummesson (2006) found that collaboration members see the group as a place where 

they can freely discuss common problems and ideas for the problem domain. Their 

study demonstrated that discussion among collaboration members brought the group 

closer together and allowed them to exchange opinions with other members facing 

similar situations. Further, the collaboration also assisted them to understand the 

importance of active participation in destination management. Thus, a progressive 

discussion group can reinforce beliefs in collaborative working and develop strong 

relationships among collaborative members that become a strong driving force. In 

addition, their study found that many group members became good friends and also met 

in their free time. 

 

 

Barriers to Participation  
 

In the previous section, motives for participation in a collaboration adopt a positive 

stance. However, a number of authors have identified potential barriers to collaboration 

in tourism destination. Often, the barriers to participation in a collaboration are the lack 

of what has been discussed as the drivers for participation. However, several authors 

have focused on the negative aspects separately. I follow the literature trail and review 

those studies, reporting either missing drivers or separate negative aspects. In a broad 
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range approach, Fadeeva (2004b) indicates that unsuccessful collaboration results from 

unclear or differently interpreted goals; ambitious targets; lack of credible commitment; 

neglect of critical partners; lack of monitoring; inability to adjust strategy; lack of trust; 

missing information links; insufficient use of resources; and lack of incentives and 

sanctions. Furthermore, Ladkin and Bertramini (2002) suggest that significant barriers 

include a lack of expertise and training of tourism planning authorities; political 

traditions that favour centralisation of authority; a lack of funding; lack of interest or 

commitment by stakeholders; competition for the same resources; lack of long-term 

strategic planning and a lack of consensus on specific structures and process. Hence, 

reasons for poor collaborations are numerous and wide ranging.  

 

One area of criticism related to the under-performance of collaboration is member 

engagement. Collaborative members do not always stay active. Indeed, there are many 

reluctant stakeholders (Miller & Ahmad, 2000). To begin with, active participation is 

problematic and, in addition, issues of change and uncertainty often affect collaboration 

performance (McCool, 2009). Moreover, community-based tourism planning appears to 

be a constraint to collaboration if rules and regulations are greatly involved in the 

destination management (Reed, 1997) because collaboration among all stakeholders is 

time-consuming, especially at a grassroots level (Hall, 1999). This has resulted in 

making the process of decision making more complex and time consuming (Medeiros 

de Araujo & Bramwell, 2002). Furthermore, cultural values of local residents have been 

put forward as imposing more constraints on collaboration in tourism (Tosun, 2000). 

Thus, issues relating to the complex process of decision making, the time involved as 

well as cultural characteristics raise the question of how to avoid or decrease these 

limitations in community based tourism participation.  

 

Participation in collaborative initiatives can create both positive and conflicting 

relationships. It is argued that tourism stakeholders should generate mutual trust and 

respect (Fyall et al., 2003). Otherwise, a collaboration will fail (Robert & Simpson, 

1999). Moreover, a lack of reassurance that stakeholder interests will be enhanced 

results in poor outcomes (Buhalis, 2000; Jamal & Getz, 1995; Palmer, 1996). This is 

difficult to achieve. Indeed, if individual stakeholders follow their own direction, Fyall 

et al. (2003) believe that the collaboration will fail. In addition, achieving consensus and 

reconciling key stakeholder differences is not easy. It may entail risk, such as generating 
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or aggravating conflict among groups with competing interests and priorities 

(Paskaleva-Shapira, 2001). For instance, an organisation with the most power will often 

recruit parties to join their side (Bramwell & Lane, 2000a). Furthermore, collaborations 

are often not well understood, particularly when it comes to managing conflict; dealing 

with issues of power, influence, and control; developing new modes of leadership; and 

building trust (Mandell, 2001). Accordingly, Kanter (1994) argues that people need time 

to understand and work through partnership differences to the extent that they feel 

valued and respected for what they bring to the relationship. 

 

Power was raised previously as a potential motivator for some stakeholders to join a 

collaboration. Conversely, power among stakeholders is also a challenge to the 

development of effective stakeholder collaboration. Imbalances in power over public 

resources can also prevent participation in collaborative initiatives. Stakeholder 

collaboration confronts the issue of an imbalance in power and resources within 

destination management (Fyall et al., 2003). It is recognised that stakeholders may have 

different levels of power, different interests and different resources and, thus, may have 

unequal voice. Bramwell and Sharman (1999) argue that unequal power relations will 

exist where the distribution of power is weighted towards authorities rather than 

residents. Moreover, Bramwell and Lane (2000a) state that some stakeholders who 

have less power may be excluded from the process of collaborative operations and/or 

eventually have less authority in the process. In addition, they assert that some social 

groups and individuals may find it hard or impractical to gain access to collaborative 

arrangements. A major drawback to stakeholder involvement is the inappropriate 

assumption that imbalances of power can be overcome easily if all of the interested 

parties work together (Aas et al., 2005). Thus, the issue of power imbalances, whether 

or not they exist among stakeholders and how they might arise or can be addressed 

requires further investigation. 

 

A further barrier to stakeholder participation relates to a perceived recognition that 

collaboration initiatives do not result in positive outcomes, especially in terms of 

sustainability. For instance, Robert and Simpson (1999) point out that in practice there 

is a large gap between desired outcomes and what is achieved, and that stakeholder 

collaboration and partnership do not always lead to sustainability. Bramwell and 

Sharman (1999) argue that collaborative planning fails to consider how the costs and 
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benefits resulting from implementation would affect different stakeholders and how 

these distributional outcomes can be assessed. A collaborative approach is hard to 

implement because it is difficult to achieve consensus among stakeholders. As argued 

by Ritchie (1993), the task of reaching consensus and achieving support of the 

destination vision is a challenging and delicate task in practice. Even though the ideal of 

a collaboration helps to promote balance benefits and provide flexibility to change for 

sustainable tourism development, it is not easy for tourism stakeholders to form a 

collaborative group and reach agreement in a sustainable way because stakeholders may 

have different points of views and interests. In practice, achieving success is elusive 

and negative attitudes toward goal achievement provide a difficult barrier to outcome.  

 

There is limited research on how such attitudes build barriers to collaboration 

involvement and, furthermore, how collaboration ideals are manifested in practice. The 

second research question of this study was drawn from identified research issues 

discussed in this section. The question aims to investigate the nature of tourism 

collaboration, in particular around aspects such as motivations for participation in 

tourism collaboration and issues related to tourism collaboration in practice. The 

findings from this question are expected to shape effective tourism collaboration and are 

discussed in the conclusion to Chapter 5. 

 

 

2.4.3 The Effectiveness of Collaborative Initiatives 
 

In the literature, there have been various attempts to define effective collaboration (e.g., 

Hardy et al., 2005; Simonin, 1997). Furthermore, several authors have suggested 

various tools to measure effective collaboration (e.g., Gray, 1989; Jamal & Getz, 1995). 

However, the notion of ‘effectiveness’ tends to have a very broad interpretation. 

Accordingly, there is little agreement in the literature on what is meant by effective 

collaboration. Furthermore, the notion of effective collaboration is discussed by 

researchers in both implicit and explicit terms. Often, a discussion relating to effective 

collaboration is made without providing a clear understanding of a desired or intended 

outcome. Instead of giving a definition of effective collaboration and/or effective 

tourism collaboration, most authors refer to effective collaboration implicitly by 
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introducing some characteristics and conditions of effective collaboration. For instance, 

effective collaboration can be measured by using economic indicators. It has been 

observed that, “Efficiency of the partnership is measured by the level to which the 

objectives of such an agreement are achieved at the lowest cost of resource utilisation” 

(Stoner & Freeman, 1992, p.6, as cited in Augustyn & Knowles, 2000). However, 

Augustyn and Knowles argue that economic indicators are not sufficient to determine 

the effectiveness of a partnership because of the nature of partnership.  

 

Alternatively, a number of authors suggest that effective collaboration depends on the 

relationship and interest among collaborative members. According to Hardy et al. 

(2005), the cooperation, innovation and interest of organisations represented in the 

collaboration must be met to achieve effective collaboration. Similarly, in education 

research it has been found that successful research collaborations are fundamentally 

based on the meaningfulness and strength of the relationship between the researchers 

(Stead & Harrington, 2000). In addition, Legler and Reischl (2003) state that good 

collaborative planning also ensures that interest among members and their mutual goals 

need to be well managed to achieve effective collaboration. Furthermore, organisational 

expertise is claimed to be a determinant of effective collaborations (e.g., Simonin, 

1997). Moreover, Hardy argues that an effective collaboration can be managed by the 

degree to which innovative, synergistic solutions are produced and divergent 

stakeholder concerns are balanced. 

 

Thus, approaches to depict the effectiveness of a collaboration are often implicit and 

focused inwards on the collaboration. In addition, most indicators and measurements 

developed to identify whether stakeholders are effectively collaborating come from 

outside the tourism context. The following section reviews key effective collaboration 

characteristics from various contexts. These characteristics for effective collaboration 

are grouped into two main ideas: 1) processes for effective collaboration, and 2) 

precondition/ determinants of successful collaboration. In addition, I discuss outcome 

measures for effective collaboration in section 2.4.4.  
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The Process of Effective Collaboration  
 

It is argued by several authors that collaboration effectiveness derives from an 

understanding of the process involved in the delivery of a collaboration (e.g., Medeiros 

de Araujo & Bramwell, 2002; Parker, 2000; Selin & Chavez, 1995). That is, these 

studies focus on the stages that can be identified in the process of achieving an effective 

collaboration. Gray (1985) presents a popular model of collaboration that was initially 

developed within the organisational behaviour literature. The model is described 

briefly as follows and then various adaptations of Gray’s model are discussed. The 

three phases of Gray’s model are: 1) problem setting phase, 2) direction setting phase, 

and 3) implementation phase. The first phase includes identifying elements relating to 

a common definition of the problem; commitment to collaborate; identification of 

stakeholders; legitimacy of stakeholders; convenor characteristics; and identification of 

resources. The first phase could be described as one that is concerned with the strategic 

purpose: what, why, and who will be involved. The second phase consists of 

establishing ground rules, agenda setting, organising subgroups, joint information 

search, exploring options, and how to reach agreement and close the deal. The second 

phase is more focused on maintaining and control activities.  

 

The last phase concerns the implementation which includes dealing with 

constituencies, building external support, structuring, monitoring the agreement and 

ensuring compliance. This final phase is more operational and procedural. Gray’s 

model was proposed for wide applicability. Accordingly, a number of studies have 

used the theory and applied examples of practice to develop an understanding of 

collaboration. The following studies (Jamal & Getz, 1995; Kernel, 2005; Medeiros de 

Araujo & Bramwell, 2002; Parker, 2000; Selin & Chavez, 1995) have adapted Gray’s 

model on the collaborative process into the tourism context (see table 2.3). 
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Table 2.3  Tourism Adaptations of Gray’s 1985 Collaborative Process 

 Stages                                    
 

Gray 
(1985) 

Jamal & 
Getz 

(1995) 

Selin & 
Chavez 
(1995) 

Parker 
(2000) 

Medeiros  
de Araujo & 

Bramwell 
(2002) 

Kernel 
(2005) 

Antecedents    X    

Problem Setting  X X X X X X 

Direction Setting  X X X X X X 

Implementation  X X X  X X 

Partnership 
outcome  

  X    

 
Structuring  
 

    
X 

  

 

 

As depicted in table 2.3, Jamal and Getz (1995) present a three stage model of the 

collaboration process for community based tourism training based on Gray’s model. 

Again, the process includes problem setting, direction setting and implementation as 

distinct stages, and provides a detailed rationale for its usefulness in the community 

based tourism context. It is also noted from the study that not all collaboration processes 

go through every stage. Likewise, Selin and Chavez (1995) demonstrate that 

stakeholder partnerships evolve sequentially through problem-setting, direction setting 

and a structuring phase. Their evolutionary model (1995) is an extension of the 

development model set out by Gray (1985) and Jamal and Getz. They developed a five 

stage model of the collaboration process that included two new stages: antecedent and 

partnership outcome. The antecedent stage focuses on a range of diverse forces which 

draw individuals together to consider some problem of common concern. The 

partnership outcome stage involves impacts of the problem domain. Moreover, Selin 

and Chavez add a feedback loop to the model because they argue that collaborations go 

through repeated reconsiderations of the initial establishment purpose.  

 

Gray’s (1985) model has also been adapted by Parker (2000) who outlines three phrases 

of the collaborative process, namely problem setting, direction setting and structuring. 

This model differs from Gray’s and Jamal and Getz’s (1995) three-stage 
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conceptualisation of collaboration. First, Parker places more emphasis on the 

importance of leadership in the public sector with the initial problem setting stage. 

Second, the direction is determined by mutual agreement among stakeholders. 

However, it is difficult to secure equal levels of participation in collaboration. Third, 

structuring is needed because the role of players does not remain static over time. It is 

highlighted here that the concept of a restructuring stage is somewhat similar to the last 

stage of Gray’s model as both are concerned with implementation. In addition, 

Medeiros de Aaujo and Bramwell (2002) also applied Gray’s a three stage model in 

regional tourism partnership in Brazil. Their study suggested the implications for a 

wider socioeconomic and political context.  

 

While several authors have adapted Gray’s (1985) work, there is limited research on the 

process of collaboration in tourism. One exception is the conceptualization of Amabile, 

Patterson, Mueller, et al. (2001) who also introduce a process of effective collaboration. 

Four main stages are identified. The first stage specifically describes initial clarity on 

commitments, roles, responsibilities, expectations and resource needs. The second stage 

focuses on the effective use of member capabilities. The third stage includes 

communication issues with regular, facilitated meetings and agendas and information 

exchange before meetings. The fourth stage focuses on conflict resolution processes 

which also include the periodic examination of collaborative team effectiveness. Hence, 

this model places a heavy emphasis on members interaction and is less comprehensive 

than Gray’s model. However, this model does have some issues in common with Gray’s 

model, such as roles, mutual goals and resources. Thus, overall there has been limited 

work carried out on identifying the elements that comprise effective collaborations 

within tourism. Furthermore, Ritchie (1999) points out that the process will vary from 

destination to destination. This is due to the diversity of stakeholders involved in 

tourism destination planning between and within tourism destinations. Accordingly, 

more research into the collaboration processes at specific destinations appears 

warranted.  
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Precondition/Determinant to Effective Collaboration   
 

A second group of studies attempts to identify and measure collaboration effectiveness 

through a focus on the preconditions/determinants that lead to effective collaboration. A 

larger group of studies has focused on this approach (e.g., Huxham, 1993; Selin & 

Myers, 1995; Waddock & Bannister, 1991). In particular, several studies have 

attempted to identify unique and salient characteristics that can be used to predict the 

effectiveness of a collaboration. This section reviews those studies which have been 

discussed or investigated in terms of the factors that are likely to affect collaboration 

effectiveness. Table 2.4 displays a list of studies relating to predictive factors for 

effective collaboration. A wide range of sources is drawn from within and outside the 

tourism literature and many approaches substantially overlap. The following discussion 

highlights key factors, important differences between key studies and the evolution of 

this research to the tourism context. A synthesis of the key factors is presented in table 

2.4.   
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         Table 2.4 Key Studies Investigating the Factors for Effective Collaboration 

Authors Key Factors 

 

Gray (1989) 

 

interdependent stakeholders; open opinion; shared responsibility; joint 

ownership for decision-making; understanding collaboration 

 

Mirazhi (1991) 

 

trust; role; benefit and interest; agreement; leadership; honesty and integrity  

 

Waddock & 

Bannister (1991) 

 

trust; decision-making power; appropriate partner; benefits; 

interdependence; balanced power; clear objectives; staff competence; 

feedback; leadership; strong vision 

 

Huxham (1993) 

 

share common values; involves change; agreement 

 

*Jamal & Getz 

(1995) 

 

interdependence; individual and/or mutual benefits; put decisions into 

action; inclusion of key stakeholder groups; legitimate convenor; aims and 

objectives 

  

Hennerman et al. 

(1995) 

communication skill; understanding each other’s role; mutual respect; trust;  

shared planning and decision-making; team approach; non-hierarchical 

relationships 

  

*Selin & Myers 

(1995) 

administrative support; level of agreement; level of trust; sense of 

belonging; strong leadership 

 

*Augustyn & 

Knowles (2000) 

expert preparation; underlying objectives; developmental structure of 

partnership;  

effective and efficient actions of the partnership; sustainable nature of 

partnership; 

long term agreement; formal link; effective actions 

Hardy et al. 

(2000) 

 

the need for partnership; clarity and realism of purpose; commitment and 

ownership; trust; robust and clear partnership working arrangements; 

monitor measure and learn 

  

         * Based within the tourism or tourism related context
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         Table 2.4 Key Studies Investigating the Factors for Effective Collaboration (Continued) 

Authors Key Factors 

 

Miller & Ahmad 

(2000) 

 

information sharing; improved communication; promote understanding;  

avoidance of duplication; resource sharing  

 

*Selin et al. 

(2000) 

 

Broad representative of stakeholder; sense of belonging; recognition of 

interdependence; strong vision; support from agencies; clear goal and 

objectives 

  

Amabile et al. 

(2001) 

project relevant skill and knowledge; collaboration skills; attitude and 

motivation 

 

Huxham & 

Vagen (1996) 

common aims; communication; commitment and determination; 

compromise; appropriate working process; accountability; democracy and 

equality; resources; trust and power  

 

Huxham (2003) common aims; power; trust; membership structures; leadership 

 

Montiel-Overall 

(2005) 

purpose; length of time involvement; expertise of collaborator and incentive 

to collaborate 

 

Atkinson et al. 

(2007)  

role demarcation; commitment; trust; mutual respect; communication; clear 

shared aim and objectives;  resources; leadership 

  

*Liang et al. 

(2009) 

decision makers involved; support; participation by all partners; open 

communication; trust; commitment; organisational support; recognition of  

legal obligations 

        * Based within the tourism or tourism related context
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First, Gray’s (1989) seminal work points out that there are five characteristics which are 

essential to the success of an inter-organisation collaboration. First, collaboration should 

have a set of interdependent stakeholders who recognise that their success depends on 

each other. The second characteristic is the ability of members to accept legitimate 

differences of opinion and the willingness to resolve them through creative thinking. 

The third and fourth characteristics are closely related and involve a sense of shared 

responsibility and ownership of decision making, as well as acceptance of responsibility 

for the future direction of the collaboration among members. The fifth characteristic is 

the ability to understand that collaboration helps members develop a better experience. 

General speaking, these characteristics are proposed as ideals for any inter-organisation 

collaboration. However, he does not advocate that the presence of such factors will 

automatically provide a strong indicator of effective collaboration.   

 

From Gray’s study in 1989, many authors have attempted to determine what factors 

contribute to successful collaboration. For instance, Huxham (1993) suggests that 

effective collaboration is more likely to be achieved if collaborative members display 

the following attributes: share common values; recognise change; willingness to agree; 

and awareness of collaborative relationship. Based on the work of Huxham (1993), 

Huxham and Vagen (1996) expanded those factors into a more comprehensive model 

which include common aims; communication; commitment and determination; 

compromise; appropriate working process; accountability; democracy and  equality; 

resources; and trust and power. However, they argue that the issues underlying this 

model are more complicated in practice.  

 

Accordingly, Huxham (2003) developed a further model which aggregates the theme 

from his two earlier studies. The model includes new issues from practitioners’ views 

such as: members should have clarity of purpose and objectives; be able to deal with 

power differences; share workload fairly; and resolve different level of commitments. 

To derive real benefits from the collaboration, Huxham (2003) has grouped those 

aspects likely to lead to successful collaboration into five themes: 1) Common aims; 2) 

Powers; 3) Trust; 4) Membership structures; and 5) Leadership. In each theme, Huxham 

demonstrates the importance of these aspects to collaborative success and practical 

issues. For example, for the first theme it is necessary for members to establish clear 

common aims of joint-working (e.g., partners working together to achieve mutual goal). 
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However, it appears to be the case that, in practice, the diversities of organisational and 

individual agendas present in collaborative situations make it difficult to agree on aims. 

He argues that it is hard to agree on aims, build mutual understanding and manage 

power relations in structures that are so ambiguous. Moreover, members often do not 

know who their partners are and, given complex collaboration structures, it is often 

unclear how parts of the collaboration relate to other parts. 

 

From a tourism perspective, Jamal and Getz (1995) primarily introduce six fundamental 

propositions for collaboration in community based-tourism planning. First, 

collaboration for community based-tourism planning will require recognition of a high 

degree of interdependence in planning and managing the domain. Second, collaboration 

will require recognition of individual and/or mutual benefits to be derived from the 

process. Third, collaboration of community based tourism planning will require a 

perception that decisions arrived at will be implemented. Fourth, collaboration for 

tourism destination planning will depend on encompassing the key stakeholder groups. 

Fifth, a convenor is required to initiate and facilitate community-based tourism 

collaboration. Finally, an effective community collaboration process for strategic 

tourism planning for the destination requires formulation of goals and objectives. This 

approach recognises elements from Gray’s (1989) and Huxham’s (2003) models, but 

emphasises the need for more inclusiveness in the context of a community partnership 

situation. Jamal and Getz also recognise the difficulty in collaborative work raised by 

other authors and include the use of a facilitator as a key factor.  

 

Building on Jamal and Getz’s (1995) work, Roberts and Simpson (1999) attempted to 

understand the importance of key factors together with their level of measurability in 

rural tourism development. Their qualitative research suggests a limited degree of 

measurability of those factors which are critical to collaborative success. The study 

found that the formulation of aims and objectives was the most easily measured item 

because it was more tangible. While a perception that decisions arrived at will be 

implemented was the least measurable factor. They suggested that this might be due to 

people’s perceptions being more subjective and unpredictable. The study by Roberts 

and Simpson then found two key additional factors to the effective collaboration process 

which are 1) trust and sincerity and 2) balance of power among stakeholders. Moreover, 

Roberts and Simpson found that motivations, personalities and perceived roles of 
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stakeholders have more influence on stakeholder collaboration. They also placed more 

emphasis on personal factors rather than external factors. In their study, they compared 

two case studies of rural tourism development in two neighbouring countries of 

southeast Europe. This particular study underscores three important issues: 1) 

measurement difficulty; 2) use of use of qualitative research; and 3) support for key 

findings related to predictive factors. Thus, more research of a pre-determined 

quantitative nature may be warranted to further advance knowledge of the most critical 

factors leading to effective collaboration.   

  

In addition to the above ideas, many studies have identified similar preconditions for 

effective collaborative working within different contexts (see Table 2.4). For example, 

Mizrahi (1999) investigates the characteristics of successful coalitions, whereas Hardy 

et al. (2000) explored partnership principles in inter-organisational projects. These two 

studies both agree that trust, benefit and interest are key characteristics of an effective 

collaboration. At the same time, several authors note that different factors will arise 

from different contexts. For instance, Jamal and Getz (1995) adapt their model to suit 

the context of community partnerships where a good deal of emphasis is placed on input 

at the local level. The study by Montiel-Overall (2005) explains that the level of interest 

may vary depending on who is involved, why, and for how long, and accordingly the 

degree of commitment and/or participation in collaborative efforts will also vary 

considerably.  

 

Likewise, Augustyn and Knowles (2000) identify critical success factors for 

partnerships within a different context. Their study particularly focuses on collaboration 

between the public and private sectors at tourism destinations. Their study suggests that 

a stronger emphasis should be placed on direct and wider private sector involvement in 

initiatives where the private sector is strongly represented. This will ensure the 

objectives of partnership will be representative of all members and result in a greater 

commitment of the tourism businesses to achieving their common goals. Hence, the 

composition of and purpose of collaborations will influence the importance of 

predictive factors. More recently, Laing, et al. (2009) conducted a study in partnership 

between protected area agencies and the tourism industry. They argue that successful 

partnership factors are categorised into three aspects: partner-related features, process-
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related features and context related features. Hence, this broad based approach explicitly 

recognises the importance of contextual factors.  

 

From a synthesis of the literature, keys factors leading to effective tourism collaboration 

may be tentatively drawn from the eleven factors shown in Table 2.5. The most 

mentioned factors from the literature are: leadership; communication; resources and 

support; benefit and interest; trust; interdependency; mutual respect; commitment; 

power; representation and equality; and common goal. Five of these factors are further 

discussed and used to develop the quantitative model in section 2.5. Six factors not 

included in the quantitative model developed in this thesis are: leadership; resource and 

support; mutual respect; commitment; power; and common goal. These six factors were 

excluded from the quantitative model for parsimonious reasons. These factors and their 

relationship to effective collaboration are discussed next. 

 

First, several studies in the field of inter-organisational collaboration and tourism 

partnership indicate that collaboration leadership is an important dimension for effective 

collaboration (e.g., Boswell & Cannon 2005; Leach, 2006). For example, Leach 

indicates that an effective facilitator and/or coordinator is one of the most frequently 

cited keys to success for collaboration. Leadership is required because there is a need to 

have someone who devotes considerable time and effort to ensuring that the 

collaboration is initiated and sustained (Provan, Nakama, Veazie et al., 2003). 

Leadership can come in both formal and informal forms. Formal leaders can be city 

leaders or agency staff while informal leaders may be volunteers who are willing to 

participate actively in a decision making process (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). 

Moreover, an informal leader will ensure the active involvement of those who are 

critical to delivering a partnership’s aims (Huxhan & Vangen, 2000). Nevertheless, both 

forms of leadership can enhance the successful outcome of the collaboration.  
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Table 2.5 Factors of Effective Collaboration   

Factors Authors 

Leadership Atkinson et al.  (2007); Boswell & Cannon (2005); Leach 
(2006); Huxham (2003); Jamal & Getz (1995); Kanter, 
(1994); Mirazhi (1991); Selin & Myers (1995); Waddock 
& Bannister (1991) 
 
 

Communication Atkinson et al. (2007); Hardy et al. (2002); Hennerman et 
al. (1995) 
 
 

Resources and support Atkinson et al. (2007); Huxham & Vagen (2000); Miller 
& Ahmad (2000); Selin & Myers (1995) 
 
 

Benefit and interest Jamal & Getz (1995); Hennerman et al. (1995); Mirazhi 
(1991); Waddock & Bannister (1991) 
 
 

Trust  Atkinson et al. (2007); Hardy et al. (2002); Hennerman, 
et al. (1995); Huxham (2003); Huxham & Vagen (2000); 
Mirazhi (1991); Selin & Myers (1995); Waddock & 
Bannister (1991) 
 
 

Interdependency Jamal & Getz (1995); Kanter (1994); Mirazhi (1991); 
Waddock & Bannister (1991) 
 
 

Mutual respect/agreement Atkinson et al. (2007); Hennerman et al. (1995); Huxham 
(2003); Mirazhi (1991); Selin & Myers (1995) 
 
 

Commitment Atkinson et al. (2007); Hardy et al. (2002); Huxham & 
Vagen (2000) 
 

Power Huxham (2003); Huxham & Vagen (2000); Waddock & 
Bannister (1991) 
 
 

Representation and equality Jamal & Getz (1995); Mirazhi (1991); Waddock & 
Bannister (1991) 
 
 

Common goal Atkinson et al. (2007); Jamal & Getz (1995); Huxham 
(1993); Huxham (2003);  Huxham & Vagen (2000); 
Waddock & Bannister (1991) 
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Furthermore, the availability of administrative support and resources has also been 

proposed as contributing to the effectiveness of a collaboration. For instance, without 

infrastructure support, forming a network is difficult (Provan et al., 2003). This aspect 

includes resources or support from government or respective agencies and could include 

finance, equipment or staff support. Moreover, Leach (2006) argues that support 

activities such as efficient timetabling of participating stakeholder meetings and 

accurate estimate funding are important for success. On the other hand, the allocation of 

tourism resources is an issue that attracts considerable conflict where there is a broad 

representation of members from different sectors and backgrounds, and more support 

and resources for their participation are required (Fadeeva & Halm, 2001, in Fadeeva, 

2004a). In addition, time, resources and relationships that are needed to create a 

successful collaboration make it more complex and perhaps more costly (Mizrahi, 

1999). Therefore, Augustyn and Knowles (2000) suggest that an over-reliance on 

limited and time restricted resources should be avoided. Thus, managing resources and 

support for tourism collaboration is also an issue for consideration. 

 

In addition, the two factors of mutual respect and agreement and common goal received 

attention from a number of researchers. As such, Atkinson et al (2007) suggest that 

ensuring mutual respect through sharing skills and expertise is necessary in order to 

develop close working relationship and encourage open discussion of problems among 

members. In particular, Mizrahi (1999) indicates that partners need to understand and 

agree on the characteristics of successful collaboration rather than focus on differences. 

In addition to mutual respect and agreement, focusing on a common goal is also 

mentioned heavily in research on collaboration as a characteristic of effective 

collaboration. It is acknowledged that collaboration members need work together to 

achieve mutual goals (Jamal & Getz, 1995; Vangen & Huxham, 2003; Waddock & 

Bannister, 1991). However, Huxham (2003) argues that it difficult to agree on common 

goals in practice. In this thesis, collaboration refers to a process of joint working to 

achieve a common purpose. Accordingly, the notion of having a common goal is 

embedded in the definition of an effective tourism collaboration and will thus not be 

treated as an independent influencing factor.  

 

Stakeholder power and commitment have also been mentioned as factors likely to 

contribute to effective tourism collaboration. It has been argued earlier in this chapter 
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that power is one of the reasons why members join a collaboration. Research on 

collaboration indicates that power plays a significant role in shaping the collaborative 

process (e.g., Fadeeva, 2004a; Stead & Harrington, 2000). On the other hand, power 

among stakeholders is also a challenge where imbalances in power over public 

resources can also prevent full participation. Thus, Waddock and Bannister (1991) 

indicated that caution must be exercised in the way power is used. In addition, 

commitment is concerned with individual and group attachment (Lancaster, 1985 as 

cited in Gelling & Chatfield, 2001).  Atkinson et al. (2007) point out that commitment 

at all levels provides the foundation for effective collaboration activities, such as 

decision making, goal sharing, establishing trust and mutual responsibility. Where 

members feel committed to the mission of the collaboration and/or an attachment to its 

ideas and practices more effective outcomes may be achieved. 

 

Regarding the aim of this research, some key factors will be formulated to develop the 

model for a quantitative study. These factors are: communication quality; representation 

quality; equal participation; perceived individual benefit; interdependency; and trust. 

Each of these factors is discussed individually in sections 2.5 and 2.6.     

 

 

2.4.4 Specific Measures of Collaboration Success 
 

In the previous sections of this chapter, a review of the literature has identified a range 

of factors that may contribute to the effectiveness of a tourism collaboration. Indeed, it 

has been demonstrated that there is no consensus on what would indicate collaboration 

success. In particular, the review has highlighted how much of the literature relating to 

collaboration effectiveness has not provided any explicit measures of collaboration 

success. Furthermore, little research has attempted to measure specific components of 

what might be construed as an indicator of collaboration success. This section reviews 

the literature related to studies that have investigated more explicit measures of 

collaboration effectiveness. This review highlights a major research issue, that is, 

developing an appropriate measurement outcome for effective collaboration that can be 

further investigated.  

 



 

- 73 - 

At this time, there appears to be little research and few explicit measures relating to the 

outcomes of effective collaboration. Furthermore, most of the research in this area 

derives from non- tourism contexts. The few studies that could be found in the literature 

include: measuring the organisational climate and partnership activities (Legler & 

Reischl, 2003); partnership synergy (Lasker, Weiss, & Miller, 2001; Weiss, Anderson, 

& Lasker, 2002); outcome achievement and overall effectiveness (Selin et al., 2000); 

overall effectiveness and overall satisfaction (Selin & Myers, 1995; Waddock & 

Bannister, 1991); and partnership satisfaction (Lui & Ngo, 2005; Selin & Myer, 1998; 

Walton, 1996). Table 2.6 shows specific collaboration outcome measures, together with 

the context for the study and an indication of the measurement properties of the scale 

where applicable.   

 

There are two main approaches displayed in those studies to explain measures of 

collaboration effectiveness. The first group of studies provide examples of generic 

measures of effective collaboration. That is, the overall effectiveness of a partnership is 

captured. The second approach is to focus on individual member satisfaction. That is, 

how satisfied they were with the process or outcome from a collaboration. I first discuss 

overall effectiveness measures.  

 

In one study, Legler and Reischl (2003) used two dependent variables - organisational 

climate and partnership activity - as constructs to evaluate the process of interaction. 

The organisational climate scale attempted to measure the quality of interpersonal 

interactions and internal functioning in the partnership under the assumption that 

individuals in a particular work group will have a fairly similar perception of their 

shared climate. Moreover, the effectiveness of collaboration was measured by the 

number of activities in which coalitions engage to address their mutual problems. In 

their study, Lasker et al. (2001) identify synergy as the proximal outcome of partnership 

functioning that gives it a unique advantage. They hypothesise that this distinguishing 

feature of collaboration is the key mechanism and it, in turn, influences the 

effectiveness of partnerships. Based on the idea that a partnership gains an advantage 

over single agents by creating synergy, this partnership synergy is identified as a 

primary feature of effective collaborations. They explain further that a partnership 

creates synergy by combining the perspectives, knowledge and skills of diverse partners 

in a way that enables the partnership to be successful.  
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Table 2.6 Specific Collaboration Outcome Measures  

Authors/Context Measurement Details Scale 

Education 
Legler & Reisch (2003) 

Organisational climate to measure quality of 
interpersonal interaction and internal 
functioning.  
Partnership activity to measure amount of 
activities in which collaboration engage to 
address their mutual problem (p.58). 
 

Multi-item 

Health 
Lasker et al. (2001) 
 
Weiss et al. (2002) 

Partnership synergy is a product of the group 
interaction. It is “the extent to which the 
perspectives, resources, and skills of its 
participating individuals and organisations 
contribute to and strengthen the work of the 
group” (Lasker et al., p.187). 

Qualitative  
(Lasker et al.) 

Multi-items 
(Weiss et al.) 

Management 
Walton (1996)  
 
 

Current and future Partnership satisfaction 
Access current satisfaction and future 
expectation of partner satisfaction as perceived 
by business executives 
 

No information 
provided 

Organisational 
 Management 
Lui & Ngo (2005) 

Partnership satisfaction 
The satisfaction of partnership goal fulfilment 
as perceived by the architect 

Multi-item  
(5 items) 

 
Organisational change 
Management 
Waddock & Bannister 
(1991) 
 

 
Overall effectiveness 
Partnership satisfaction 
Partnership satisfaction measures the degree to 
which partners are satisfied with the way the 
partnership is working 
 

 
Multi-item 
(3 items)  
 

Nature resources and 
Tourism 
Selin & Myers (1995) 
 

Overall effectiveness 
Overall satisfaction 
Adapted from Waddock & Bannister (1991) 

Single-item 

Selin et al. (2000) 
 

Outcome achievement  
Overall effectiveness 
Adapted scale from Selin & Myers (1995) 

Multi-item for 
outcome 
achievement 
 
Single-item for 
overall 
effectiveness 
 

Selin &Myers (1998) Effective collaboration 
Membership satisfaction 

Single-item 

 Adapted from Waddock & Bannister (1991)  

 



 

- 75 - 

Extending the work of Lasker et al. (2001), Weiss et al. (2002) developed a measure 

called partnership synergy to assess the degree to which a partnership collaborates 

successfully. This construct combines collaboration participants’ perspective, 

knowledge and skills. 

In organisational change management, Waddock and Bannister (1991) established the 

correlates of overall effectiveness in social partnerships. This concept was derived from 

the competing value model of organisational effectiveness within the inter-

organisational relations literature. The analysis showed that the variables from the 

competing values model and all of those derived from the inter-organisational literature 

are highly inter-correlated, indicating that all measure some aspect of effectiveness.  

Similarly, Selin and Myers (1995) applied Waddock and Bannister’s (1991) model to 

the tourism related context and captured overall partnership effectiveness with a single 

item scale. In one further study, Selin et al. (2000) included two overall measures for 

effective collaboration: 1) outcome achievement and 2) overall effectiveness. Outcome 

achievement was measured as an index of 16 factors thought to represent desired 

outcomes of a collaboration. In turn, overall effectiveness was measured as a single item 

scale capturing how well participants thought the collaboration has performed. While, 

the outcome achievement scale was a multi-item scale and is closely related to 

satisfaction measures, and this is discussed in the next section. 

 

Before I present a review of a second group of studies that focused on partnership 

satisfaction, I briefly present findings from the studies just discussed regarding those 

factors that contribute to overall effectiveness. These studies include those by Waddock 

and Bannister (1991), Selin and Myers (1995) and Selin et al. (2000). In the study by 

Waddock and Bannister, it was found that an index of eight factors comprised of 

competing values theory explained over 64% of the variance in a single statement of 

overall effectiveness. Conversely, Selin et al. measured outcome achievement as a 

dependent variable, with a 16 item index and regressed three predictor variables. They 

found all variables significant, with leadership explaining most variance in effectiveness 

evaluations. Willingness to compromise together with a broad representation of 

stakeholders were also significant predictors. In the study of Selin and Myers, 55% of 
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the variance in partnership effectiveness was explained by six predictor variables. The 

leading indicator was administrative support.  

 

A second group of studies incorporated the idea of measuring collaboration member 

satisfaction.  Most of these studies were conducted in non-tourism related contexts (e.g., 

Lui & Ngo, 2005; Waddock & Bannister, 1991; Walton, 1996). However, two studies 

could be found within the tourism context (Selin & Myers, 1995; Selin & Myers, 1998) 

that investigated the idea of collaboration member satisfaction. These studies are now 

discussed.  

 

Within the supply chain literature, Walton (1996) assessed current and future 

partnership satisfaction as perceived by business executives responsible for 

implementing partnerships. However, she did not indicate how this construct was 

defined nor measured. In addition, Lui and Ngo (2005) also adopted partnership 

satisfaction as an alliance outcome within the construction industry. They used 

partnership satisfaction toward the fulfilment of goals as the dependent variable to 

represent the important aspect of collaboration outcome, by collecting information on 

the subjective evaluation of goal achievement and overall satisfaction of the 

relationship. Lui and Ngo used a five item scale for the partnership satisfaction measure. 

Of the five items developed, two items were specifically relevant to the construction 

industry. In contrast, Waddock and Bannister (1991) developed an overall satisfaction 

measure that asked respondents how satisfied they were with the way that the 

collaboration was working.  

 

In the tourism context, Selin and Myers (1998) employed effective collaboration and 

member satisfaction to examine one regional alliance in depth. That is, the Coalition for 

Unified Recreation in the Eastern Sierra. The study obtained both qualitative and 

quantitative information from a sample of 45 collaboration members. A single item 

statement was used to capture partnership satisfaction. While no other studies could be 

found in the tourism literature that have measured collaboration/partnership satisfaction, 

I noted earlier that Selin et al. (2000) used a measure termed ‘overall effectiveness’ that 

captured a potential dimension of member satisfaction purpose fulfilment. This 

dimension is further discussed in section 2.5.1.  
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In summary, there is no consensus on the best definition of effective collaboration or 

what method is best to measure effective collaboration, particularly in the tourism 

context. Nevertheless, Waddock and Bannister (1991), Selin and Myers (1995) and 

Selin and Meyers (1998) have made important contributions toward the measurement of 

collaboration effectiveness, and their studies serve as a guideline for measuring 

effective collaboration. However, none of these individual studies has yet fully 

recognised an integrated or comprehensive concept. By encompassing a more 

comprehensive idea of partnership satisfaction, this thesis will define and develop a 

construct relating to collaboration member satisfaction. Furthermore, this thesis will 

develop and test a measurement tool that reflects such member satisfaction. This thesis 

investigation will be the first to investigate, develop and test such a tool to measure 

effective collaboration in the tourism destination management context. In this thesis, 

Collaboration Member Satisfaction (CMS) will be used as the term to depict member 

satisfaction within the effective tourism collaboration framework. The definition and 

discussion of elements of CMS will be further elaborated in section 2.5. Drawn from the 

above discussion, the third research question of this study is set to examine factors that 

contribute to CMS. The next section is devoted to a detailed discussion of the 

quantitative conceptual model.  

 

 

2.5 Model for Quantitative Study 
 

In this thesis, there are qualitative and quantitative methods proposed to investigate one 

or more of the research questions associated with the research problem. In this section, a 

model for the quantitative study is proposed and justified, drawn primarily from the 

extant literature. This section provides a framework and discussion of a model to depict 

the antecedents of effective collaboration. Thus, the two parts of the model are those 

factors/determinants which are assumed to contribute to effective tourism collaboration 

and an appropriate measurement outcome of effective collaboration, namely 

Collaboration Member Satisfaction (CMS). This framework is depicted in figure 2.2. 

 

The rationale for this framework is presented as follows. The broadly defined outcome 

is an effective tourism collaboration. However, this outcome can be defined in many 
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ways as demonstrated in section 2.4.4. Building on the work of Waddock and Bannister 

(1991) to measure partnership satisfaction, it is proposed to use CMS as an indicator of 

effective tourism collaboration. A number of authors support this approach, as discussed 

in the previous section. It is argued that greater member satisfaction will contribute to a 

better working relationship and outcomes for the collaboration. It is also argued that 

such an indicator can be more easily defined and measured. Thus, a more practical 

contribution to the understanding of effective tourism collaborations can be offered.  In 

addition, five independent variables are modelled as antecedents to CMS. While the 

literature discusses other explanatory variables that could contribute to effective 

collaboration in general and member satisfaction more specifically, these variables are 

thought to be relevant to the tourism context used in this thesis. Further antecedent 

variables have been excluded primarily for parsimonious reasons. It is also 

acknowledged that the independent variables shown in figure 2 (plus others not included 

in the model), could have a direct impact on effective tourism stakeholder collaboration, 

especially as measured by other researchers. However, such relationships are not being 

investigated in this model. First, the dependent variable of CMS is discussed and then 

the antecedent variables thought to influence CMS are presented. 

 

Perceived Individual 
Benefit

Trust

Communication Quality

Representation and 
Equal Participation

Interdependency

Collaboration 
Member Satisfaction 

(CMS) 

Effective 
Tourism 

Stakeholder 
Collaboration

Note:
Not included in quantitative study

 

Figure 2.3 Conceptual Model for Quantitative Study  
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2.5.1 Collaboration Member Satisfaction 
 

Collaboration Member Satisfaction (CMS) is proposed as a practical way to develop a 

measure of one facet of an effective tourism stakeholder collaboration. The definition 

for CMS proposed in this thesis is drawn from the ideas of Hardy et al. (2005); Jamal 

and Getz (1995); Lui and Ngo (2005); Selin and Myers (1995); Selin and Myers (1998); 

and Waddock and Bannister (1991). It is assumed that when collaborative members are 

satisfied, it is more likely that effective collaboration will be achieved, regardless of 

whether collaboration effectiveness is measured as a process or outcome.    

 

CMS is treated as a subjective evaluation and formally defined as the level of 

satisfaction with the stakeholder’s goal fulfilment and group processes as perceived by 

the stakeholder. First, satisfaction takes place when stakeholders produce some creative 

things from working together (Lui & Ngo, 2005). Furthermore, stakeholder satisfaction 

related to the effectiveness of collaboration (Provan & Milward, 2001, as cited in 

Lasker et al., 2001). More specifically, goal fulfilment refers to stakeholders who 

recognise the goal of the collaboration and work towards accomplishing this goal. The 

achievement of a collaborative goal is an appreciation of both individual and/or mutual 

benefit from the collaboration (Jamal & Getz, 1995). Retention and satisfaction of 

members is enhanced when individuals feel that their contribution is valued and they are 

able to share in the planning and decision-making (Hennerman et al., 1995).   Moreover, 

Waddock and Bannister (1991) point out that successful collaboration needs members 

to feel that they add some value to the collaboration. In addition, satisfaction is derived 

from the collaboration members’ joint-working. Thus, group process contributes to the 

effective working and enjoyment of members working collaboratively    

 

Certain characteristics of effective tourism stakeholder collaboration have been 

discussed in the literature. More specifically, a range of processes or preconditions 

thought to lead to successful collaborations is reviewed in section 2.4.3. Furthermore, in 

section 2.4.4, a small number of studies were identified that have used related outcomes 

measures to assess collaboration member satisfaction. Accordingly, this study identifies 

factors that may contribute to collaboration member satisfaction as an indicative 

measure of effective tourism stakeholder collaboration. It is also recognised that these 
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factors can both promote or hinder the success of tourism collaborations. Drawn from 

earlier discussion, five factors are hypothesised as factors likely to contribute to 

collaboration member satisfaction and, consequently, to effective tourism collaboration.  

These five factors are: 1) individual perceived benefit; 2) trust; 2) communication 

quality; 4) representation quality; and 5) interdependency. 

 

 

2.5.2 Perceived Individual Benefit  
 

The benefit dimension in this quantitative model refers to the level of perceived 

individual benefit received by members of a tourism collaboration. Several authors have 

argued that benefits and interests are derived from the collaboration. In section 2.4.2 of 

this chapter, benefits obtained from collaboration have been highlighted as the reason 

for joining a collaboration.  Tourism collaboration brings a range of benefits for 

stakeholders, such as information exchange and the ability to get to know other people 

who are involved in the tourism industry. However, the discussion on benefits has 

broadly focused on general benefits. In particular, this quantitative model proposes that 

individual benefit will also affect the effectiveness of a collaboration, in addition to a 

perceived widespread benefit for the community. In this thesis, perceived individual 

benefit is defined as perceived recognition of individual benefits to be derived from the 

collaboration. 

 

In general, collaboration may foster greater productivity as members utilise their talents 

and skills in a collaborative and non-competitive way.  Lockhart-Wood (2000) points 

out that participants can share individual information about a problem on an equal basis 

with one another. Accordingly, the potential for cost sharing or ensuring access to 

limited resources can motivate stakeholders to collaborate (Legler & Reischl, 2003). 

However, it is argued by Schianetz, Kavanagh, and Lockington (2007) that 

collaborative working in tourism planning is time-consuming and costly. Therefore, 

stakeholders are more willing to invest their time and effort if they perceive some 

benefit from their engagement. They explain further that stakeholders who gain more 

from the process are more likely to stay involved and share more opinions. Similarly, 
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Bronstein (2003) agrees that members who believe that they have more to gain than lose 

will contribute to collaborate.  

 

However, any imbalance in the receipt of benefits may produce conflict between 

stakeholders in tourism destination management, especially as the complexity of 

stakeholders’ demands becomes evident (Robson & Robson, 1996). Specifically, when 

each stakeholder aims to maximise the benefits for themselves the interests of some 

stakeholders may conflict with others (Buhalis, 2000). For instance, Fyall et al. (2003) 

demonstrate that stakeholders generally follow their own ideals and objectives to 

promote destinations. Moreover, Carey et al. (1997) add that some tour operators may 

not be particularly interested in the long-term development of a tourism destination 

which would optimise the benefit to all stakeholders. In addition, Fyall et al. (2003) 

argue that it is inappropriate for stakeholders to exploit the destination for their 

individual benefit because the tourism destination is a public resource. This conflict 

might create difficulty in balancing the need of tourists, local residents and public and 

private sectors while tourism is being developed.  

 

 

2.5.3 Trust 
 

Trust contributes to the effectiveness of organisations because trust between members 

of a group is an essential element for collaboration. It is acknowledged that 

collaboration and trust are reciprocal processes; they depend upon and foster one 

another. For instance, Tschannen-Moran (2001) asserts that it is hard to develop 

collaborative initiatives if there is no trust. That is to say, stakeholders should have trust 

among themselves when establishing collaboration. Overall, there is a large body of 

literature on the importance of trust in the management area and many authors argue 

that trust is a precondition for successful collaboration (e.g., Liang et al., 2008; Vangen 

& Huxham, 2003; Mandell, 2001; Montiel-Overall, 2005). For instance, Vangen and 

Huxham (2003, p.6) claim that trust between stakeholders is perceived as a significant 

success factor for collaboration. They emphasise that, “the issue of trust in particular 

has been reported repeatedly to be significant and hence important in the nurturing of 

collaborative processes”. Furthermore, Montiel-Overall (2005) agree that stakeholders 
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who participate in a friendly, collegial, mutually respectful and trustworthy manner, are 

more likely to follow through on responsibilities or commitments leading to the success 

of the collaboration.  

 

A number of authors suggest that trust is important in building collaboration, especially 

in the formative stage (e.g., Amabile et al., 2001; Tschannen-Moran, 2001). For 

instance, Hennerman et al. (1995) argue that a lack of trust will present a barrier to the 

development of collaboration. To generate benefit out of the collaboration, it is 

recommended that members participate in a continuous process of development of the 

collaborative processes, and trust is seen to be one of important issues in this process 

(Vangen & Huxham, 2003). Moreover, Raymond (2006) asserts that the more 

individuals interact and build a robust social network, the more they learn to trust one 

another to continue cooperating. Similarly, if you do not trust the people with whom 

you work, the project will not reach its potential (Stead & Harrington, 2000).   

 

Most scholars can agree on a fundamental definition of trust. The following reviews 

note that confidence, expectations, honesty, and a willingness to be placed at risk are 

critical components of most definitions of trust. Trust was defined by Mayer, Davis, and 

Schoorman (1995, p.712) as, “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions 

of another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action 

important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party”. 

These authors point out that trust is not taking a risk per se; rather it is a willingness to 

take risk. In addition, Hoffman (2002) defines trust as a willingness to take risks on the 

behaviour of others based on the belief that potential trustees will do what is right rather 

than based only on existing institutional incentives. From the above definition, it can be 

seen that the attribute of risk-taking is associated with trust. However, it is argued by 

Mayer et al. that trust is not a necessary condition for cooperation to occur because 

cooperation does not necessarily put a party at risk. They highlight further that a 

member does not need to risk anything in order to trust. However, one must take a risk 

in order to engage in trusting action. Hence, it is likely that trust and risk-taking is 

associated but not necessary when stakeholders can cooperate with each other.  

 

In addition, much research highlights the characteristics of trust as confidence, honesty 

and benevolence. For instance, Tschannen-Moran (2001) points out that a person who 
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desires to be regarded as trustworthy will need to demonstrate benevolence, reliability, 

competence, honesty and openness. In addition, some authors argue that benevolence is 

one aspect of trust (e.g., Doney & Cannon 1997; McCool, 2009). As Doney and Cannon 

point out, benevolence is the extent to which one partner is genuinely interested in the 

other partner’s welfare. Nevertheless, much of the literature on collaboration highlights 

that trust may exist at a more general level. Thus, the term ‘general trust’ is used to refer 

to a person’s overall belief that another individual, group or organisation will not act to 

exploit one’s vulnerabilities (Morrow, Hansen, & Pearson, 2004). Put simply, the 

concept of trust refers to a situation when an individual has confidence in an exchange 

in a colleague’s reliability and honesty (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). In this thesis, the 

dimension of trust is focused more on a general level. It refers to the willingness of 

stakeholders to be benevolent and have confidence in another stakeholders’ reliability 

and honesty. 

 

 

2.5.4 Communication Quality 
 

Evidence from numerous studies (e.g., Hardy et al., 2005; Hennerman et al., 1995; 

Waddock & Bannister, 1991) has shown that communication is an important contributor 

to successful collaboration. In support of this argument, researchers suggest the 

following reasons. First, open communication among members helps to improve and 

maintain collaboration (Brown, Luna, Ramirez, Vail, & Williams, 2005). Similarly, 

Kanter (1994) argues that making information freely available helps to make members’ 

relationships work better. Furthermore, good communication also helps members to 

understand the way collaboration can benefit group members (Legler & Reischl, 2003). 

These reasons suggest that the quality of communication between members, in general, 

will be a factor influencing the effectiveness of a collaboration. 

 

The nature of communication quality can be drawn from the literature. Dimensions that 

help to depict the nature of communication quality have been reported by researchers. 

According to Mohr and Spekman (1994, p.138), “communication captures the utility of 

the information exchanged and is deemed to be a key ingredient of the partnership’s 

vitality”. They highlight two aspects of communication: communication quality and 
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information sharing. Communication quality refers to timely, accurate and relevant 

information, while information sharing refers to the extent to which information is 

communicated to members and helps members to be able to act independently and 

maintain their membership relationship (Mohr & Spekman, 1994). In support, Selnes 

(1998) argues that the notion of ideal communication includes the ability to provide 

timely and trustworthy information. Thus, the concept of communication quality 

proposed for this study refers to the quality of information flow as indicated by clarity, 

accuracy, frequency, timeliness, openness and relevance.  This definition is drawn 

primarily from Mohr and Spekman (1994) and Waddock and Bannister (1991). It 

highlights the ideal characteristics of communication and information sharing which 

aim to achieve collaboration member satisfaction and thus lead to effective 

collaboration.  

 

Furthermore, it is argued that the ability to communicate effectively is an important 

precursor to collaboration (Hardy et al., 2005; Hennerman et al. 1995). As such, Hardy 

et al. provide a model of inter-organisational collaboration which points out the two 

stages of effective collaboration.  They propose that effective collaboration results when 

collaborative members engage in conversations that can include not only in person 

dialogue but also a variety of other discursive practices. In this process, conversations 

produce discursive resources that create a collective identity and translate it into 

effective collaboration. The first stage highlights the importance of a discursively 

constructed collective identity in the achievement of effective collaboration. The second 

stage shows how this collective identity is translated through further conversations into 

innovative and synergistic action. Thus, by examining the discursive practice, the 

authors are able to explore the ways in which conversations can be managed to increase 

the likelihood of effective collaboration.  

 

In addition, timely communication and continuity of communication are other aspects of 

good communication quality.  Wiggins and Damore (2006) point out that time is of the 

essence in collaborative efforts. In the study by Selnes (1998), timely communication 

was shown to have a strong effect on trust and satisfaction. He explains that 

communication is expected to be an important source for satisfaction and can lead to a 

shared understanding of performance outcome and expectation. Moreover, collaborative 

members need to have time to plan and interact, as well as time to reflect and evaluate 
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(Wiggins & Damore, 2006). Also, Leach (2006) suggests that it is important to continue 

participating over time. In the study by Wondolleck and Yaffee (1997), they argue that 

where personnel changes are unavoidable, the success of an ongoing collaboration 

would depend on commitment to the process. 

 

Collaborative members have to be involved in frequent communication and in a friendly 

manner (Montiel-Overall, 2005). This is because effective collaboration is likely to be 

enhanced if members strongly interact, share information and have a shared vision for 

their mutual goal (Jassawalla & Sashittal, 1998, in Amabile et al., 2001). Frequent, 

formal, well-planned communication may also play a special role, given that the 

members of such teams are infrequently co-located (Amabile et al., 2001). Furthermore, 

von Friedrichs Grängsjö and Gummesson (2006) argue that everyone feels involved if 

all members are informed when something takes place. Moreover, the planning for 

collaborative goals and the evaluation process also need effective communication 

(Hennerman et al., 1995). For successful communication, members should listen to each 

other’s opinion and allow helpful negotiation (Hennerman et al., 1995). Likewise, 

Hardy et al. (2005) recommend that communication practice among members is critical 

for effective collaboration by providing opportunities for members to discuss and share 

their opinion. In this thesis, communication quality refers to directional information 

flow as indicated by clarity, accuracy, frequency, timeliness, openness, and relevance. 

 

 

 2.5.5 Representation Quality and Equal Participation 
 

Representation quality of stakeholders and equal participation among them is also 

proposed as a factor that contributes to CMS. This factor contains two underlying 

elements: representation quality of members in the collaboration and equal 

participation. Gray (1989) highlights that a successful collaboration often depends on 

having a broad spectrum of stakeholders that are capable of aligning themselves against 

those components of the collaboration issue for which they have some related expertise. 

In support, Fyall and Garrod (2005) argue that effective collaboration normally requires 

an extensive range of stakeholders because of the highly fragmented nature of the 

tourism industry. In particular, these authors highlight the importance of involving 
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diverse stakeholders in the processes of consensus-building and partnership formation. 

Of particular note, Bramwell and Sharman (1999) state that appropriate representation 

of all relevant stakeholders groups is a critical issue that will impact on the effectiveness 

of a tourism collaboration.  

 

Different views are evident toward the representativeness of stakeholders in the 

collaboration. To start with, it is believed that a broad representation of stakeholders can 

lead to successful inter-organisational collaboration (Legler & Reischl, 2003). They add 

further that collaboration should allow for the largest possible pool of ideas and 

resources, broaden support of the collaboration’s efforts, and reduce the need for a few 

organisations to bear the burden of problem solving on their own. In addition, a wider 

collective of stakeholders can provide potential advantages by providing a higher 

quality of decisions and also greater ownership and implementation of decisions 

(Tschannen-Moran, 2001). Apart from representation quality, decision making and 

equal voice are also important issues for collaborative work. It is also assumed that 

equal participation and fair benefits distribution amongst members can produce more 

satisfactory collaborative outcomes for members (Fadeeva, 2004a). Additionally, 

Montiel-Overall (2005) asserts that stakeholders should on principle consider their 

collaborative members as equals, be willing to share and reciprocate, and demonstrate a 

high level of respect for their collaborative peers.  

 

Nevertheless, it is difficult to control issues such as decision-making processes and 

stakeholder interest in a practical sense if every stakeholder is involved. As pointed out 

by Stead and Harrington (2000), broad representation and involvement of all members 

in the collaboration may sometimes lead to unclear research goals, confusion, 

dissatisfaction and conflict among the members. Furthermore, Huxham (1993) argues 

that when things go wrong, the ability to take action is reduced. Collaborative decision 

making may also be costly in terms of time and energy, with no guarantee that potential 

benefits will be realised (Tschannen-Moran, 2001). Moreover, an exclusion of one or 

another important voice in the process will often result in dissent, while their formal 

inclusion will reduce the situation where one or more members do not dominate the 

discourse (Timur & Getz, 2008). In addition, Lotia (2004) argues that the power issue in 

collaborations may not necessarily be shared equally among members of collaboration 

because, as a natural condition, hierarchies may be deemed acceptable and indeed 
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desirable. From the above discussion, it is assumed that representation quality and equal 

participation are important keys that can affect the quality of the collaboration. This 

study has combined these two issues into one related factor. As a result, representation 

quality and equal participation refers to the breadth and hierarchy of representation of 

members with equal opportunity to fully participate in the sharing of ideas and decision 

making. 

      

 

2.5.6 Interdependency 
 

According to Bronstein (2003), interdependence refers to the occurrence of a reliance 

on interactions among professionals, whereby each professional is dependent on the 

other to accomplish his or her goals or tasks. In addition, Kanter (1994) asserts that as 

neither stakeholder can accomplish alone what they can do together, interdependency is 

an important issue for collaboration. There is little research on the relationship between 

interdependency and effective collaboration, particularly in the tourism context. 

Nevertheless, some researchers have suggested that interdependency is important to 

effective stakeholder collaboration. Successful collaborations are based on reciprocity 

(Mizrahi, 1999).  Also, Mayer et al. (1995) agree that interdependency is imperative for 

partnership effectiveness because stakeholders have to rely on each other in many ways 

when working together to achieve mutual goals. Similarly, Soler and Shauffer (1993, as 

cited in Bronstein, 2003) affirm interdependence as a component of collaborative efforts 

in their exploratory research. More specifically, Walton (1996) argues that 

interdependence leads to greater partnership satisfaction. Her study demonstrates that 

interdependence is a significant predictor for partnership satisfaction in the supply chain 

context. In contrast, Mohr and Spekman (1994) propose that interdependence might be a 

factor for successful partnership in their study; however, they did not find 

interdependence to be a significant factor.  

 

Nevertheless, several researchers point out that interdependence may be a contingent 

factor for effective collaboration. For example, Legler and Reischl (2003) explain that 

while interdependence is normally related to the need to share resources, it is when 

these resources are most scarce, or when mutual problems are too large for any one 
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stakeholder to address independently, that the need for interdependence becomes 

greater. In addition, stakeholders need each other if they have complementary assets and 

skills that the other stakeholders do not possess (Kanter, 1994). In this case they will be 

more likely to participate and work actively to achieve mutual goals (Legler & Reischl, 

2003). These contingent points infer that stakeholders may not perceive the need for 

collaboration when there is a marginal benefit from the joint-working relationships. In 

this thesis, interdependency is defined broadly as a perceived need to collectively 

address a community issue and be involved in such a shared purpose. 

 

 

 2.5.7 Influence of Factors on Collaboration Member Satisfaction 
 

In section 2.5, I have reviewed the literature relating to the specific outcome of 

collaboration member or partner satisfaction, together with five factors identified to 

influence such an outcome. In section 2.5.7, I present a brief review of the few studies 

that have investigated the relationship between such factors and member or partner 

satisfaction. Brief details on these studies were also listed in table 2.6. Four studies were 

found that have investigated the influence of multiple predictors on member satisfaction 

using quantitative techniques. The first of these is the study by Waddock and Bannister 

(1991). They investigated partnership satisfaction in the employment training context. 

They compiled an index of eight resource, communication and productivity variables 

and found that this index together with a further variable of power balance could 

significantly explain 65.8% of the variance in partnership satisfaction. However, they 

did not find any association between trust, benefits and interdependence and the 

dependent variable of partnership satisfaction. In contrast, Walton (1996) found that 

interdependence and perceived benefits lead to greater partnership satisfaction in the 

supply chain context. She found four significant predictors of partnership satisfaction. 

These predictors in order of importance are: perceived benefits (measured as a trade-off 

between benefits and burdens); interdependence; information exchange; length of 

relationship, and planning processes, and explained 79.6 % of the variance in 

partnership satisfaction. Her study involved 50 members and used single item scales. 
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Two further studies were conducted in tourism related contexts. The first of these is the 

study by Selin and Myers (1995) that investigated partnership satisfaction in a parks and 

recreation collaboration. This was a broad based coalition representing public, private 

and local community sectors. Their study had small sample of 45 respondents. They 

regressed seven variables on partnership satisfaction and found that this model 

explained 78.8% of the variance in partnership satisfaction. The notion of inclusion 

made a modest contribution to partnership satisfaction while trust was the fourth largest 

contributor. In order of importance, their significant factors were: issues importance; 

ability to compromise; sense of belonging; trust; clear objectives; leadership; 

administrative support; and inclusion. The issue of bureaucracy was not significant. 

While the authors propose elsewhere that interdependence and perceived individual 

benefit were important factors, they did not include such factors in their regression 

equation. Single item scales were used for all variables in this study. 

 

In a further related study, Selin et al.  (2000) investigated the factors influencing overall 

collaboration effectiveness in the US Forest Service context across thirty separate 

collaboration initiatives. This study is included here because they measured overall 

effectiveness in a single item scale asking members whether the collaboration had been 

effective in fulfilling its purpose.  This measure is closely related to the 

conceptualisation of Collaboration Member Satisfaction developed in this thesis. 

However, the authors reported that they were unable to regress any variables on this 

dependent measure because of lack of variation in the responses. Thus, turning to their 

other reported measure of outcome achievement (which was a summed index of 16 

factors) they found that leadership, willingness to compromise and broad representation 

of stakeholders were significant influencing factors. Thus, it is evident from the few 

studies that have been conducted into this area of collaboration that there is a need for 

further quantitative study using larger samples and multiple item measures.  

 

 

2.6 Summary of Research Gaps and Hypotheses  
 

In section 2.6, I highlight several of the research issues that have been discussed in this 

chapter. In general, various authors have called for more academic research issues of 



 

- 90 - 

tourism collaboration. For instance, Selin (2000) critically makes the comment that little 

academic research has examined the issue of tourism stakeholder collaboration. The 

importance of tourism stakeholder collaboration has emerged as a tool to manage 

sustainable tourism destinations. However, few researchers have investigated how to 

manage collaborations successfully in the tourism context. 

 

A number of gaps have emerged from the review of tourism stakeholder collaboration.  

While researchers have discussed the characteristics and roles of tourism stakeholders, 

little work has been conducted into the nature of collaboration in relation to sustainable 

tourism destination management. Moreover, previous research has been primarily 

limited to the investigation of various stakeholder dyads, rather than by adopting a more 

integrated approach. It is argued that a wider perspective on the concept of sustainable 

tourism and the roles of various stakeholders in a tourism destination should be taken 

into account. This thesis, then, attempts to describe stakeholders and their perceived 

roles when involved in tourism destination management. In addition, little work is 

evident on the nature of collaboration interaction, especially in the tourism context. 

Further investigation is needed to investigate what level of interaction is considered 

appropriate to achieve successful stakeholder collaboration. Moreover, I could find no 

collaboration studies that have investigated the circumstances relating to a sustainable 

tourism context in a developing region in Asia. Different hierarchical structures exist in 

Asian societies that may affect the working arrangements of diverse stakeholders. 

Therefore, further research is needed to explore the process of stakeholder collaboration 

in general, to investigate the interests and roles of stakeholders, as well as how to 

overcome the difficulty of implementing collaborative practices in tourism destination 

management.  

 

More specifically, I have discussed how researchers have suggested a wide range of 

implicit and explicit characteristics for effective collaboration. Despite the argument 

that stakeholder collaboration is influenced by various factors, very little research has 

actually focused on factors contributing to the success or hindrance of effective 

collaboration in the tourism destination management context. Accordingly, there is a 

need for empirical research to take into account fundamental factors which are critical 

to long-term stakeholder collaboration. That is, there is a need to determine which of 

these factors is more important to the success of a collaboration in general and under 
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contingent conditions. To date, collaboration research has largely treated collaborations 

as homogenous groupings. Therefore, there is a need to investigate the differences 

between sectors, such as private, public and local community groups. Finally, there has 

been very little work done which uses specific outcome measures to depict effective 

collaboration. One such variable is partner or member satisfaction, but few studies have 

conducted investigations into its predictors. In addition, most of these studies have used 

small samples and/or single item measures to represent independent or dependent 

variables. Thus, more robust measurement models are required.  

 

Hypotheses are developed around the third research question to test whether key issues 

highlighted in the literature do influence Collaboration Member Satisfaction (CMS). 

The five research hypotheses are posed as follows: 

 

H1   Perceived individual benefit will have a positive influence on CMS; 

H2   Trust will have a positive influence on CMS; 

H3   Communication quality will have a positive influence on CMS; 

H4   Representation quality and equal participation will have a positive influence on  

        CMS; and 

H5   Interdependency will have a positive influence on CMS. 

 

 

2.7 Chapter Summary  
 

A number of research issues have been uncovered through this review of the literature. 

The various processes and approaches to tourism stakeholder collaboration have been 

highlighted. It is expected that the findings from these research questions and 

hypotheses will contribute to theoretical advancement in stakeholder collaboration in 

sustainable tourism destination management and contribute to practical tourism 

destination management.  

 

This chapter has been divided into three main parts. The chapter starts with an overview 

of the context of a tourism destination and points out the importance of stakeholders in 

managing a sustainable tourism destination. This overview is provided through the three 
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closely related perspectives of sustainable tourism, destination management, and 

tourism planning and development. It is evident from this overview that stakeholder 

collaboration has long been recognised as a key component in sustainable tourism 

destination management. The second part focuses on the discussion of a research 

framework to understand the nature of tourism collaboration. In this part, the tourism 

stakeholder’s role and motives for joining the collaboration are highlighted.   

    

The third part reviews the literature on effective collaborations. The factors, processes 

and measurement outcomes of successful collaboration are reviewed in this part, 

revealing that little research has been conducted on specific outcome measures for 

effective tourism stakeholder collaboration. Accordingly, this thesis has proposed an 

effective collaboration framework that includes five factors to predict Collaboration 

Member Satisfaction (CMS).  The next chapter will present the research methodology 

employed to address the research problem.   
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CHAPTER 3 

 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 

 

3.1 Introduction 
 

In Chapter 2, a review of the literature highlighted a number of research issues and laid 

the foundation for this research investigation. In Chapter 2, the research problem for this 

study was developed and defined as:  

How do tourism stakeholders effectively collaborate in 

sustainable tourism destination management?  

 

In addition, three research questions and five hypotheses were formulated in Chapter 2 

to assist in the resolution of this research problem. These research questions and 

hypotheses are shown in section 2.6. 

 

In this chapter, the methods and procedures used to undertake the investigation to 

resolve the stated research problem and associated questions are fully described and 

justified. Overall, both qualitative and quantitative methods were adopted to investigate 

the issue of effective tourism stakeholder collaboration. In the first instance, the 

objectives of this research required exploring and explaining the stakeholder 

collaboration experience. Hence, a qualitative approach was used to obtain insights into 

the actual context of tourism stakeholder collaboration, such as the nature of stakeholder 

collaboration and the perceived roles of tourism stakeholders. In addition, a quantitative 

approach was taken to determine which factors, under certain conditions, might 

influence tourism stakeholder collaboration.  

 

The chapter begins with a discussion of the overall research design and justification of 

the appropriate data collection techniques used for this thesis investigation. As both 

qualitative and quantitative approaches were used in this thesis, a discussion on the 
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advantages and disadvantages of a mixed method design is presented. This discussion 

includes paradigm issues. The next section presents the detail of data collection 

procedures and analyses. There are two major stages of data collection. The first stage 

employed the qualitative method of depth interviews, while the second stage employed 

the quantitative method of a cross-sectional survey. Within each of these two stages, the 

major topic areas discussed include sampling design, instrument development, research 

procedures and analytical techniques. Finally, ethical considerations and limitations on 

the research methodology are presented. 

        

 

3.2 Overall Research Design 
 

In this section, the overall research design is presented. This discussion incorporates 

both paradigm considerations and the use of a mixed method approach. It has been 

argued by Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) that, in general, there is a need to conduct 

research in a way that complements one method with another, to promote better 

research in an interdisciplinary and complex research world. The use of a mixed method 

approach has become widely used in tourism research and other related disciplines 

(e.g., Jenning, 2001; Riley & Love, 2000). Hence, a mixed method approach was 

proposed to investigate tourism collaboration among selected tourism stakeholders.  

 

The collection of primary data was conducted in two stages (see figure 3.1: Data 

Collection Flow). Study 1 used a semi-structured interview approach, while study 2 

employed self-administered questionnaire survey technique. In addition to the 

quantitative data collected in study 2, there were two open-ended questions that 

captured qualitative data. Thus, there are three data sets from the two studies. The 

results from these two studies will be reported in Chapter 4, together with an integration 

of the results from both studies. The following sections provide the details of studies 1 

and 2. 
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Figure 3.1: Data Collection Flow (developed for this study) 

 

 

Paradigm Assumptions 
 

As mentioned above, in this thesis both qualitative and quantitative methods are 

employed. The underlying paradigm considerations of the two different research 

approaches used in this thesis are next discussed. Kuhn (1970) describes a paradigm as 

a group of beliefs, values and procedures to indicate or guide a solution to the social 

world. As the research method utilised in this thesis is influenced by philosophical 

propositions and assumptions, many researchers (e.g., Cresswell, 2003; Denzin & 

Lincoln, 1998; Easterby-Smith, Thorpe, & Lowe, 2002; Guba & Lincoln, 1994; 

Neuman, 2006; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998) have discussed which underlying 

paradigm is more appropriate for the research method. Two philosophical traditions 

that dominate the discussion of mixed method research are positivism and interpretive 

(Brannen, 2005; Cresswell, 2003; Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007; Tashakkori 

& Teddlie, 1998). A positivist paradigm believes in a single reality and is largely based 

on quantitative techniques. The post-positivist paradigm is a less extreme form of 

positivism that is popular with social scientists and based on the belief that reality is 
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real and it is knowable through probabilities (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). In contrast, 

an interpretive (also commonly referred to as constructivist) paradigm sits at the other 

end of the paradigm continuum and suggests that there are multiple realities, and relies 

heavily on qualitative methods. Adopting a constructivist viewpoint, Lincoln and Guba 

(1985) state that the socially constructed world is one in which reality is constructed in 

the eyes of the beholder. 

 

A number of mixed method research methodologists suggest that mixed method 

research is principally associated with the paradigm of pragmatism (Armitage, 2007; 

Johnson et al., 2007; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). For instance, Johnson and 

Onwuegbuzie (2004, p.17) argue that mixed method research has “moved past the 

paradigm wars by offering logical and practical alternatives”. Tashakkori and Teddlie 

(1998, p.30) explain that pragmatism research, “presents a very practical and applied 

research philosophy”. The pragmatic paradigm emerges as a set of beliefs which 

captures a third philosophical view that is congruent with the mixed method approach 

(Armitage, 2007). Furthermore, the pragmatism paradigm accepts external reality and 

chooses the technique which is best to generate a useful outcome (Tashakkori & 

Teddlie, 1998). Johnson et al. (2007) also agree that pragmatism is a well-developed 

and attractive philosophy for integrating perspectives and approaches by offering 

epistemological justification and logic for mixing approaches and methods.  

 

However, it is also argued that multiple paradigms should provide the foundation of 

mixed method study instead of one single paradigm. For instance, Patton (1990) asserts 

the one-size-fits-all approach is inappropriate. He suggests that the researcher should 

focus on the most suitable methodology to direct the quality of the research in every 

case. In support, Cresswell et al. (2003) argue that, in the case of multiple studies with 

different objectives, researchers should decide on the most suitable paradigm for each 

study. Accordingly, qualitative and quantitative approaches tend to attract different 

paradigm considerations. For instance, Jennings (2005) highlights qualitative research 

as more subjective and accepting of multiple realities. In contrast, she explains that 

quantitative research tends to be more objective and based on causal relationships.  

 

More specifically, qualitative research is the way people make sense of their 

experiences (Cresswell, 1994). That is, a qualitative researcher seeks to study and 
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understand things in their normal setting and tries to understand phenomena of interest 

in terms of the meaning that people bring to them (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998). An 

important objective of qualitative research is that the method allows the exploration of 

phenomena and obtains rich information (Holloway & Wheeler, 2002). However, Veal 

(1997) argues that the qualitative method is less suitable for research aimed at the 

determination of quantification about the general statement. He contends that 

quantitative research provides for more numerical description and statistical analysis. 

Thus, quantitative research tends to provide accuracy and precision that allows for 

representativeness and generalization (Neuman, 2006). However, Sarantakos (2005) 

argues that quantitative approach’s strict research design, using standardized tools, may 

produce simulated data that does not reflect reality.  

 

However, other researchers accept that qualitative and quantitative methods are 

complementary to each other. That is, data collection techniques in qualitative and 

quantitative methods when used in combination can, “best provide an understanding of 

a research problem” (Cresswell, 2003, p.21). Using different methods of data collection 

can help to moderate possible biases and limitations inherent in the techniques being 

used. Accordingly, Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) suggest that research methods 

should be utilised in a way that offers the most favourable opportunities to respond to 

the research question. Thus, both qualitative and quantitative methods were selected for 

this thesis to provide a broader view and understanding of the complexity of tourism 

stakeholder collaboration. This choice of a mixed method design is discussed next. 

 

 

Mixed Method   
 

This research adopted a mixed method design to investigate the research problem. In 

general, mixed method research is defined as, “the type of research in which a 

researcher or team of researchers combine elements of qualitative and quantitative 

research approaches for the broad purposes of breadth and depth of understanding and 

corroboration” (Johnson et al., 2007, p.123). A mixed method approach was proposed 

because of the idea that different research methods have different strengths and 

weaknesses. As Teddlie and Tashakkori (2003, p.11) point out: 
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“Mixed method involves the collection or analysis of both quantitative and/or 

qualitative data in a single study in which the data are collected concurrently or 

sequentially, are given a priority, and involve the integration of data at one or 

more stages in the process of research”. 

 

A summary of the strengths and weaknesses of mixed method research is displayed in 

Table 3.1. The mixed method design considers multiple viewpoints from both the 

qualitative and quantitative approaches.  

 

 

Table 3.1 Synthesis of Strengths and Weaknesses of Mixed Method Research 

Strength Weakness 

 

• Qualitative information can add 
meaning to numbers and vice 
versa 

• Provide a broader and more 
complete range of research 
problems  

• Use strengths of an additional 
method to overcome the 
weaknesses in another method 

• Provide stronger evidence for 
conclusion through convergence 
and confirmation of findings   

• Increase the generalisability of the 
results 

• Produce more complete 
knowledge necessary to inform 
theory and practice.  

 

 

• Difficult to carry out both 
qualitative and quantitative 
research for a single researcher 

• Researcher has to learn about 
multiple methods to understand 
how to mix them properly 

• Methodological purists contend 
that one should always work 
within either qualitative or 
quantitative paradigm 

• More expensive 
• More time consuming 
• Some of the details of mixed 

research remain to be worked out 
fully by research methodologists  

Sources: Cresswell, 2003; Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004); Teddlie and Tashakkori (1998) 

 

Mixed method research designs are varied and can incorporate many techniques. 

According to Cresswell et al. (2003), there are four major decision choices for 

determining a mixed method strategy of inquiry: implementation; priority; integration; 

and theoretical. The first decision choice is to consider whether the data will be 

collected sequentially or concurrently. For the concurrent mixed method, the researcher 

collects the data at the same time in both methods, and thus data from one cannot 
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inform the design of the second study. Within a sequential mixed method design, 

researchers can collect qualitative data first, and then use that information for the design 

of a quantitative study or vice versa. Second, research can be conducted within one 

dominant method, or both methods are given equal priority. Thus, the mixed method 

researcher may choose to give equal priority to both quantitative and qualitative studies, 

or give more emphasis to either the qualitative or quantitative study. Third, the 

researcher needs to consider when the data findings should be integrated, if at all.  The 

integration of findings may occur at data collection, during data analysis, at the data 

interpretation stage, or using a combination of stages, depending on whether the data is 

collected simultaneously or in phases. The fourth decision choice is about the 

consideration of whether a larger, theoretical perspective should direct the research 

design. 

 

Accordingly, a sequential mixed method design was chosen for the conduct of this 

thesis investigation. This choice allows a more comprehensive view of the tourism 

stakeholder collaboration to be developed that builds on prior knowledge. Thus, in this 

thesis qualitative data was first collected and analysed, followed by the quantitative 

study. Tashakkori & Teddlie (1998), suggest that the sequential mixed method is 

suitable in situations where timing constraints exist and there is a need to understand 

one type of data before proceeding to the next. For the purpose of this research, priority 

and emphasis was given to the quantitative data. Thus, data was collected to assist in the 

development and testing of a measurement model for effective tourism stakeholder 

collaboration. The qualitative method was also used to confirm, evaluate, validate and 

enhance the numeric findings. In this thesis, the integration of findings takes place at the 

data interpretation stage. While Cresswell (2003) points out that a sequential mixed 

method requires a more extensive length of time to complete both data collections, in 

this thesis the timing of data collection accommodated these concerns. In the next 

section, issues regarding the specific choice of a data collection technique for both 

qualitative and quantitative studies are discussed and justified. 
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3.2.1 Choice of Qualitative Data Collection Technique – Depth 

Interviews 
 

This section provides the rationale for the choice of semi-structured depth interviews as 

the technique for the collection of qualitative data. For the investigation of tourism 

stakeholder collaboration, there are various choices available for qualitative data 

collection. For instance, qualitative data can be obtained through focus groups, action 

research, observation, or interviews. A focus group is a group interview with a small 

number of respondents, generally including between 8 and 12 individuals (Malhotra, 

Hall, Shaw, & Oppenheim, 2004). A strength of the focus group is based on the 

assumption that the interaction among respondents can add to the richness of 

information obtained from individuals alone (Jennings, 2001). However, focus groups 

were not selected for this thesis, because in Thai culture individuals have a strong sense 

of hierarchy that can limit full and open discussion among group members. Moreover, 

within the context of Thai culture, Thai people are shy and not confident when 

expressing their attitudes and opinions in front of other people. As focus groups can be 

dominated by strong personalities, they are susceptible to bias and difficult to moderate 

(Jennings, 2001; Malhotra et al., 2004). Thus, respondents may only choose to say 

something good in front of the group to present a good image. In addition, it was 

difficult to invite all major stakeholders to join a focus group within a limited time. 

Similarly, there were insufficient stakeholders to form homogenous groupings, 

especially for those members in the public sector.  

 

A second technique is action research. This technique is often used to assist in 

organisational change and is thus involved in various stages of planning, implementing 

and monitoring activities within a single organisational element over time. However, 

action research is very time-consuming and often has a very complex procedure 

(Jennings, 2001). Accordingly, action research was not chosen because it was hard to 

gain acceptance from collaboration members to execute the steps of an action research 

program. This technique required a willingness on the part of members and researcher 

to participate in every meeting and/or workshop activity. As the researcher was based in 

Australia, the opportunity to initiate and participate in action research was not available.  

 



 

- 101 - 

Besides focus groups and action research, observation is another choice for collecting 

qualitative data. Through observation, respondents can be examined in a systematic way 

in a real situation (Malhotra et al., 2004). The disadvantages of observation are that it is 

time-consuming, only focuses on a present situation, is not suitable for opinion/attitude 

enquiry, and does not work well with large groups (Jennings, 2001). Also, Malhotra et 

al. (2004) point out that observation raises the ethical issue of monitoring people 

without their knowledge or consent. However, while attending one or more 

collaboration meetings was possible with informed consent, a key aim of this research is 

to investigate the opinions and perceptions of tourism stakeholders. This objective could 

not be achieved by observing collaboration members behaviour at a meeting. 

       

The most common method for qualitative data collection is the one-to-one interview. In 

tourism research, it is evident that the use of qualitative interviews for data collection is 

widespread (Decrop, 1999; Jennings, 2005; Riley & Love, 2000). This interview 

technique aims to obtain information on perspectives, as well as understanding people’s 

life experiences (Grbich, 2003; Minichiello, Madison, Hays, & Paramenter, 2003). 

Holloway and Wheeler, (2002) point out that the advantage of an interview is its 

flexibility. However, interviews can be time-consuming and depend upon the skill of the 

interviewer. The three main types of interview are categorised as structured, semi-

structured and unstructured. At one end, the structured interview is a mostly mechanical 

type of interview with standardised questions. At the other end, the unstructured 

interview seeks to identify and explore the multiple realities perceived by interviewees, 

and normally sits comfortably in an interpretative paradigm (Jennings, 2001; Johnson, 

2000; Minichiello, Madison, Hays, Courtney  & St John, 1999). The semi-structured 

interview is a mixture of the structured and unstructured styles where a standard script 

allows interviewers to follow the interesting path of interviewee experiences (Jennings, 

2001). She points out that when the interviewer seeks rich information, he/she will 

make use of an interview guide to give clear direction overall.  However, interview 

questions may vary from one interview to another.  

 

Moreover, there are many ways to classify the interview beside its structure. Types of 

interview can be classified as face-to-face, telephone and online. The telephone 

interview is a two-way communication which lets researchers and participants respond 
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to each other spontaneously (Grbich, 2003). However, telephone talk is necessarily 

more structured, which negates some of the aims of qualitative research (Holloway & 

Wheeler, 2002). Alternatively, the researcher may choose to conduct an online 

interview, either in real time or through forums such as chat rooms. However, as many 

interviewees in this thesis did not have telephone or online access, these techniques 

were considered less suitable. The most common form of interview is individual and 

face-to-face verbal interaction. Face-to-face interviews encourage people to talk more 

freely and discuss their experiences and knowledge (Veal, 1997). This personal 

interaction, including gesture and eye contact, between researchers or informants 

encourages informants to elaborate and express themselves more freely.  

 

Accordingly, the face-to-face semi-structured interview technique was chosen for 

qualitative data collection because it was easier for the researcher to handle an 

individual interviewee than a group or to participate in action research. The semi-

structured interview technique provides rich data and participants can be accessed more 

easily than other interview choices. Moreover, the informant felt comfortable when 

speaking without other people listening. Thus, the qualitative interview method was 

considered appropriate for this stage of data collection. Interviews were utilised to gain 

insights into the research problem through an understanding of the attitudes and 

perceptions of tourism stakeholders. Although data collection and analysis of interview 

data was time-consuming and labour intensive, the researcher was aware of such 

limitations.  Section 3.4 describes the interview procedure.  

 

 

3.2.2 Choice of Quantitative Data Collection Technique 
 

In this section, the rationale for the choice of the quantitative data collection technique 

used is presented. For the quantitative study, data collection was obtained through a 

self-administered survey. A survey is often used to obtain data from a large population. 

Data obtained from questionnaire surveys are generally more reliable because the 

responses are limited to the pre-coded answers, and data analysis is relatively more 

straightforward (Malhotra et al., 2004). Surveys take many forms, such as online, mail 

and on-site. Online surveys are often quick and cheap, and also allow some flexibility in 
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design (Neuman, 2006). However, this technique was not considered suitable for a 

small region like Chiang Rai province where many residents do not have internet access 

at home or work. Moreover, many senior level stakeholders, who were a major target 

population in this study, were not familiar with internet usage. In addition, mail surveys 

can be relatively cheap and easily distributed to a large population. However, mail 

surveys may have low response rates and take a longer time for respondents to complete 

and return the questionnaire (Neuman, 2006). Furthermore, the researcher cannot 

control the data collection environment (Malhotra et al., 2004). In contrast, onsite 

surveys can generate high response rates. When administered on-site, the ensuing 

conversation also provides the possibility to clarify questions in case of 

misunderstanding (Zikmund, 1997, 2000). However, through careful instrument design, 

clear instructions on the survey and pre-testing of the instrument, the need to clarify 

questions face to face is minimised. On-site surveys can also be expensive and labour 

intensive (Malhotra et al., 2004) depending upon administrative arrangements. If 

administered by the interviewer, such that the interviewer reads the question, waits for 

an answer and records the answer, the process can be time-consuming. Hence, surveys 

were also designed to be self-administered. That is, respondents read the questions 

themselves and provided answers independently of the researcher. Self-administered 

surveys are especially suitable when administering surveys to a number of people at the 

same time, such as those attending a collaboration meeting. In addition, a self-

administered survey design accommodates administration issues, and this will be 

discussed next. 

 

The survey technique for this research was chosen according to specific factors such as 

time, resources, flexibility and special circumstances of the population under study. The 

researcher had to travel to Thailand to collect the primary data and was available for 

only a short period of time. Overall, the approach taken to conduct the quantitative 

survey for this study was to use an onsite survey because it saved time and had a 

potentially high response rate. Most surveys are administered in this manner. The self-

administered questionnaire survey was thus aimed to be administered at the time and 

place of a regular meeting of a local tourism collaboration. Further information about 

the survey administration is provided in section 3.5. 
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3.2.3 Summary of Overall Data Collection Design 
 

In this section, the overall research design has been presented and choices of data 

collection for both qualitative and quantitative approaches have been discussed and 

justified. In addition to these primary data collection techniques, there was also a small 

amount of secondary data collected. The use of secondary data is common in tourism 

research because it can save time and money (McIntosh, Goeldner, & Ritchie, 1995). 

The documents obtained during this thesis investigation were formal documents, such as 

manuals, articles, government publications and other publications from relevant 

organisations in Thailand, as well as from organisational websites. These documents 

included the reports of workshops held by the Lanna Tourism Network, newsletters and 

memorandum of understanding of Lanna Tourism Network (Chiang Rai). Information 

was also obtained from official websites of related agencies such as the Tourism 

Authority of Thailand, Chiang Rai Provincial Official of Tourism and Sport, and 

Chiang Rai Tourism Management Center website.   

 

The purpose of obtaining and analysing secondary data was to supplement the primary 

data. Thus, documents were used to verify spellings of names, titles and names of 

organisations. Secondary data also helped to discover meanings and develop a better 

understanding of the primary data collected. These documents further provided 

background information about the local tourism collaborations and the relationships 

between one collaboration and another. Thus, secondary data aided the researcher to see 

the overall picture and objectives of local tourism collaborations. Moreover, the 

secondary data was also used as part of the reliability checking of the credibility of 

primary data.  

 

In summary, interview and questionnaire surveys were identified as being able to 

explore and explain the stakeholder collaboration experience. On one hand, a qualitative 

approach was used to understand the actual context of tourism stakeholder collaboration 

by adopting a semi-structured interview technique. On the other hand, the questionnaire 

survey was used to determine the nature of stakeholder collaboration, perceived roles, 

and factors which influence the destination stakeholder collaboration. The thesis 

employed semi-structured interviews in the first stage of the research investigation 
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which allowed for the development of substantive theory and a conceptual model for the 

second stage. The findings from the interviews were also used to compare and contrast 

the findings from the quantitative study, as suggested by Bryman (1988).  The survey 

was used to collect the data in the larger target population to develop and test the 

conceptual model. Thus, the combination of semi-structured interviews in the 

qualitative stage and surveys in the quantitative stage added more value to the research 

outcome. 

 

 

3.2.4 Doing Research in Thailand: Language and Cultural Issues  
 

As the data collection was conducted in the Chiang Rai region of Thailand, the 

researcher had to be responsive to the language and cultural issues of Thais. Although 

both depth interviews and self-administered survey techniques were recognised and 

accepted practices in the region, the local culture might have raised particular issues 

with the research design. While cross-cultural research was not a specific focus for this 

thesis, some important issues, such as cultural values and language were taken into 

account. Thus, the research investigation did not aim to conduct a comparative research 

between two nations or more. Instead the aim of this thesis was to investigate a 

particular unit of analysis in the Thai context. The majority of these concerns are in 

regard to the depth interviews. 

 

According to Malhotra, Agarwal, and Peterson (1996), cultural factors are influenced by 

the courtesy norm, the interview and its setting, and interviewer background. Thus, it 

was important to understand the dos and don’ts of manners and general cultural 

background of the respondents, especially for the interview respondents. In this case, 

most of the respondents and the researcher had a similar cultural background and cross-

cultural issues were minimal. For instance, the researcher was also aware of culturally 

sensitive issues by being considerate and respectful of the respondents’ background. 

The hierarchy in Thai culture value also posed a challenge for field data collection. Thai 

culture has a high power distance. That is, the inferior person is expected to respect 

superiors or seniors, thus arguing, questioning or probing may show disrespect (Komin, 

1991). In this case, the researcher is younger than the interviewees. Thus, the 
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interviewees felt more comfortable during the interview. In contrast, the researcher 

sometimes found it difficult to probe a question vigorously. In addition to culturally 

sensitive issues, linguistic issues were also taken into account.  

 

The language issue was a challenge in conducting interviews in the region. Data 

collection (both interview and survey), was conducted in the Thai language due to the 

limited number of people in the region who could speak English fluently. Besides Thai 

language, Northern dialect is generally used in Chiang Rai as a spoken language. 

However, only the official Thai language is commonly used in schools and written 

documents. Northern dialect is a spoken language that does not have written form and 

has been lost for a long time. Although most people do not learn how to read and write 

in Northern language anymore, it is still widely spoken. 

 

Interviews were conducted in Thai or Northern Thai language depending on an 

informant’s preference. This was possible because the researcher is a Thai native 

speaker and also speaks Northern Thai dialect. Thus, it was acceptable for the 

researcher to conduct the interview in either language. Some informants preferred to do 

the interview in Northern dialect rather than official Thai because the Northern dialect 

was used in their everyday life. Thus, the researcher allowed informants to choose their 

preferred language. This arrangement made the informants feel more comfortable 

during the interview. The researcher preferred to conduct the interview in Official Thai 

Language as it was easier for tape transcription, but an informant’s preference took first 

priority.  

 

In terms of data analysis, language issues were important to consider. For interview 

analysis, the raw data of interview dialogue was analysed in Thai language first before 

being translated back into English because the researcher did not want to lose the 

genuine meaning of words. For the questionnaire survey, the data was analysed in 

English because the nature of numeric type of data had reduced language barriers.  

However, the survey instrument also contained two open-ended qualitative questions.  

In this case, the qualitative information in the open-ended section was translated into 

English as it mostly came in the form of fragmented sentences. The transcript was then 

analysed by using content analysis. In addition, the researcher often looked back to the 

original Thai transcription when clarification was needed. Data collection documents 
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such as cover letters, questionnaires and informed consent materials were available both 

in Thai and English versions. The questionnaire and interview guide were first written 

in English and then translated into Thai. In the end, the entire final written thesis was 

written in English.   

 

 

3.3 Reliability and Validity  
 

The reliability and validity of research findings are important because they strengthen 

any claims from a research investigation in respect of the resolution of the research 

problem and associated questions and hypotheses. Assessing reliability and validity in 

qualitative and quantitative research can be addressed in different ways. First, this thesis 

adopted the triangulation of data approach to assist in dealing with the issue of validity 

and reliability. In addition, Cresswell (2003) argues that the mixed method approach can 

also minimise weaknesses evident in terms of reliability and validity of both qualitative 

and quantitative research. These general approaches and more specific techniques are 

next discussed. 

 

 

3.3.1 Triangulation 
 

In general, it is argued that validation in qualitative research can be checked and 

improved by comparing different kinds of data and different kinds of methods 

(Silverman, 2000). Various approaches to check the accuracy of research findings are 

triangulation of data; member checking; clarification of researcher bias; peer 

examination; and external auditor revision (Cresswell, 2003). In this study, the 

triangulation of data technique was also employed to ensure the rigor of qualitative 

interview data. Triangulation in data analysis is used to provide more valid 

interpretations and strengthen qualitative tourism research findings (Decrop, 1999). 

Data triangulation also helps to convey understanding of the complexity of issues and 

contexts and to engender confidence in the trustworthiness of the results. Moreover, the 

triangulation technique is used to obtain rich and meaningful results (Decrop, 1999). 

 



 

- 108 - 

Triangulation can be separated into four types. These types are data sources, methods, 

investigators and theories. Patton (1990, p.464) explains the four types of triangulation: 

  

• Method triangulation is used for checking the consistency of findings generated 

by different data collection methods; 

• Triangulation of sources is used for checking the consistency of different data 

sources within the same method; 

• Analyst triangulation can be achieved by using multiple analysts to interpret and 

review the findings; and 

• Theory/perspective triangulation can be achieved by using multiple perspectives 

or theories to interpret the data.  

 

In this study, method triangulation and triangulation of sources were achieved. 

Qualitative interviews and questionnaire surveys were used as methods of data 

collection and thus as a basis for method triangulation. Findings from both methods 

allowed the researcher to compare the information collected. Furthermore, data 

triangulation involved the use of a variety of data sources such as primary and 

secondary data. Primary data from the qualitative study not only included the interview 

transcripts, but also field notes. In addition to primary data, secondary data was also 

used. Secondary data was used to assist with the research problem formulation, to 

understand the problem environment, to test the conceptual framework, and to verify the 

research findings. Moreover, secondary data was used to compare and cross-check the 

consistency of information derived from different sources of data at different times, as 

suggested by Patton (2002). Accordingly, the adoption of triangulation processes 

together with pre-tests improved the overall validity of the research employed in this 

study. The integration of results in section 4.5 thus compares the findings from four sets 

of data across two primary data studies and the secondary data study. 

 

 

3.3.2 Reliability and Validity in Qualitative Research 
 

Trustworthiness can be used to consider the reliability and validity of qualitative 

findings. Trustworthiness refers to the methodological soundness and adequacy of data 
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collection and analysis (Decrop, 2004). There are four major issues associated with the 

trustworthiness of qualitative research: credibility (internal validity); transferability 

(external validity); confirmability (objectivity or construct validity); and dependability 

(reliability) (Decrop, 2004; Holloway & Wheeler, 2002; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 

 

• Credibility refers to the accuracy of the research. It presents when the 

participants are identified and are described accurately (Holloway & Wheeler, 

2002). Credibility of research can be enhanced by methods such as prolonged 

involvement; persistent observation; triangulation; referential adequacy; and 

member checking (Decrop, 2004). Moreover, the mixed method approach can 

enhance the credibility of the research by increasing confidence in the 

conclusion (Patton, 2002). In this thesis, the credibility of research was enhanced 

by the triangulation technique, and the researcher also sought referential 

adequacy for supporting the data analysis and interpretation from reliable 

secondary data. In addition, depth interviews took between 30-40 minutes on 

average to allow for an extended engagement and probing and clarification of 

comments. 

 

• Transferability refers to examining how applicable the research findings are to 

another setting (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Holloway & Wheeler, 2002). This is 

similar to generalisability of the research findings. However, Cresswell (2003, 

p.195) argues that “reliability and generalisability play a minor role in 

qualitative inquiry”. Replication of this research could be possible at other 

tourism destinations in similar collaboration frameworks. The qualitative 

interviews were established to encompass respondents from the three major 

sectors, that is, public, private and local community. This sectoral structure is 

evident in most tourism collaborations.   

 

• Confirmability refers to how neutral and free from bias the findings are. An 

expert may be used to assess the confirmability of a qualitative study by 

reviewing the interviews and analytical procedures (Decrop, 2004). While an 

external expert was not used in this study to assess the procedures or interview 

transcripts and analysis, other steps were taken. A field manual recorded 
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contextual features for each interview together with any feelings or thoughts of 

bias towards any individual respondent. Thus, the researcher attempted to 

minimise personal views and deal with any possible personal bias through self 

awareness. 

 

• Dependability refers to whether or not the results are consistent and 

reproducible. Dependability is demonstrated when the research’s process follow 

accepted standards (Holloway & Wheeler, 2002). In this thesis, the research 

design was carefully selected; conventional techniques were adopted and 

followed accepted procedures. The data collection and data analysis techniques 

had to be theoretically sound and practical. These steps are discussed in detail in 

section 3.4 and 3.5.  

 
 

3.3.3 Reliability and Validity in Quantitative Research  
 

As discussed in the previous section, the quantitative survey plays an important role in 

establishing the reliability and validity of this thesis investigation. The quantitative 

cross-sectional survey is part of the mixed method approach and data triangulation 

technique previously discussed. In addition, researchers (e.g., Silverman, 1997; Fink, 

2006) also agree that a standardised research instrument can assist to determine the 

reliability and validity of the research investigation. Reliability refers to the “extent to 

which a scale produces consistent results if repeated measurements are made” 

(Malhotra, Hall, Shaw, & Oppenheim, 2002, p.309). Forms of reliability include test-

retest, alternative forms and internal consistency. In general, validity refers to the ability 

of a scale or measuring instrument to measure what is intended to be measured 

(Zikmund, 1997). More specifically, validity is the “extent to which differences in 

observed scale scores reflect true differences among objects on the characteristic being 

measured” (Malhotra et al, 2002, p.311). This section provides the discussion on three 

major forms of reliability and validity in quantitative research which are: internal 

consistency reliability; content or face validity;   and construct validity. 
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Internal Consistency Reliability 
 

This form of reliability refers to the consistency of a measure or method used and that 

the outcomes do not change because of the characteristic of the instruments (Neuman, 

2006). Zikmund (1997, p.340) adds that “reliability is the degree to which measures are 

free from error and therefore yield consistent results”.  Internal consistency is used to 

report the reliability of the measure and concerns the homogeneity of the measure 

(Zikmund, 1997). The most commonly used technique for internal reliability 

measurement using numeric data is Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient (Field, 2005; Pallant, 

2004).  Further details, especially minimum accepted scores for internal consistency of 

scale reliability, are discussed later in this chapter in section 3.5.4, and further when 

reporting the results of Cronbach Alpha Coefficient scores in Chapter 4.  

 

 

Content or Face Validity 
 

In addition to reliability, validity of this quantitative study was also obtained by 

considering the content or face validity issue. Face validity and content validity are 

treated similarly in this thesis. While Neuman, (2006) argues that face validity and 

content validity are similar but not quite the same, other authors suggest the differences 

are minimal. For instance, Zikmund (1997) states that both face and content validity 

represent the notion of what was intended to be measured among professionals. He 

furthers explains that face validity is the simplest form of validity and it is indicated 

based on a judgement of the scientific community. Thus, content validity is a necessary 

step toward establishing validity, but not sufficient on its own (Malhotra et al., 2002). 

 

An expert review and pre-test were suggested to establish face validity (e.g., DeVellis, 

2003). Furthermore, a pre-test can also establish the content validity of the research 

instrument and improve the question design and format (Cresswell, 2003; Fink, 2006). 

Neuman (2006) suggests that if the conceptual and operational definition fit well, then 

the measurement validity is assumed to be good. Thus, face validity for this study was 

strengthened through expert review and pre-tests of the survey instrument. Content 

validity is the first step of scale development referring to what it superficially appears to 
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measure. To strengthen content validity, a wide scope of literature was reviewed to gain 

an understanding of prior research in the study area and to establish the validity of 

previous tested constructs. Then, a pool of potential scale items was developed and 

presented to experts in the field. This expert review involved five academic staff and 

five PhD students from the Department of Tourism, Leisure, Hotel, and Sport 

Management, Griffith University, Gold Coast Campus. The details of the expert review 

are discussed later in this chapter in section 3.5.2, with further results presented in 

Chapter 4.  

 

 

Construct Validity  
 

Construct validity refers more specifically to the issue of determining what construct the 

scale is in fact measuring (Malhotra et al., 2002). Construct validity requires a sound 

theory and how it should relate to other constructs (Neuman, 2006). Two key issues are 

used to determine construct validity: convergent validity and discriminant validity. 

Convergent validity confirms that the scale is correlated with other known measures of 

the concept, whereas discriminant validity determines whether the scale is sufficiently 

different from other similar concepts that are supposed to be distinct (Hair, Black, 

Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). That is to say, discriminant validity is the opposite 

of convergent validity. It means that indicators may establish a negative association 

with opposing constructs (Neuman, 2006). Discriminant validity represents the 

distinctiveness of the factors as measured by different sets of indicators (Kline, 1998). 

Convergent validity and discriminant validity are important to establish construct 

validity of the quantitative study. High correlation between related measures is desirable 

to establish convergent validity.  

 

A test for unidimensionality using factor analysis was used to test for convergent and 

discriminant validity. A unidimensionality test is supposed to be measuring a single 

concept when all its items correlate with each other and with the total score (Neuman, 

2006). In addition, particular tests for convergent and discriminant validity were 

recommended by Patterson and Johnson (1994), in that convergent and discriminant 

validity is established when the correlations of items within measures are higher than 
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correlations with any other constructs. The results of the scale measurement tests for 

convergent and discriminant validity is shown in section 4.3.4. 

 

 

3.4 Study 1: Qualitative Interview 
 

The semi-structured interview was used to understand and investigate the nature of 

stakeholder collaboration, roles, responsibilities and concerns about tourism destination 

development within the public, private, and the local community sectors. The following 

section describes the study population and sampling, instrument and data analysis 

techniques used for the qualitative interviews.    

 

 

3.4.1 Study Population and Sampling  
 

Since the objective of this study was to investigate tourism stakeholder collaboration, 

the population of this study was determined to be tourism stakeholders who were likely 

to have an interest in tourism destination development, especially collaborative 

developments. The interview study used representatives from tourism stakeholders in 

Chiang Rai province, Thailand. This region was selected as a research setting based on 

the reasons explained in Chapter 1 (see section 1.4).  Moreover, the size of the region 

was manageable given the time frame and resources available. The target respondents 

were selected on the assumption that they participated in tourism activities and/or 

tourism collaboration.   

 

In this study, the people who worked for the public and private sectors at senior, 

supervisor and managerial levels were the anticipated interview sample. The key 

informants were selected based on their involvement in the tourism industry. The public 

sector included individuals who were working for or involved in government agencies 

such as the local authority, Ministry of Tourism and Sport, Tourism Authority of 

Thailand, or other government organisations. Private tourism organisations included 

local business entrepreneurs, such as tour operators, travel agencies, and transport and 

accommodation providers. In addition to the public and private sectors, local 
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representatives were selected from people who were involved or had potential 

involvement in tourism-related sectors, or individual/organisations who work for non-

profit organisations for the benefit of the local residents. Accordingly, the interview 

informants represented various sectors of the local tourism industry. Some of the 

informants who had multiple roles have been categorised into the sector into which they 

have their primary roles. The profile of interview informants is reported in section 4.2.1 

and includes details of gender and the sectors they work in.  

 

There are a number of sampling techniques for qualitative depth interviews. Most 

techniques are based on non-probability sampling and include convenience, quota, 

purposive and snowball. This study employed purposive sampling and snowball 

sampling as most suited to the research aim and target population. Moreover, finances 

and practical considerations also are taken into account when selecting research 

sampling (McMurray, Scott, & Pace, 2004).  Purposive sampling refers to the idea that 

the researcher purposively selects a competent informant that fits particular criteria for 

the study (Patton, 1990). Snowball sampling is a technique that starts with a small group 

of informants selected by the researcher and then extends the size of the sample through 

referrals based on the initial selected informants (Neuman, 2006). Thus, colleagues, 

friends and acquaintances can be referred in the snowball technique. These two methods 

of sampling were used to identify the potential informants who could contribute to the 

research issue.   

 

The procedure for identifying informants through the snowball technique is described 

next.  At the end of the interview, the researcher asked the informant whether they were 

willing to recommend other stakeholders who were also involved in tourism activities in 

the area as potential informants. This technique not only allowed the researcher to 

identify key personnel involved in different sectors of the tourism industry, but also 

made it easier for the researcher to approach the next informant. The next informants 

were likely to agree to participate when the researcher quoted the name of the person 

who had introduced them. Informants were willing to introduce the researcher to their 

counterparts who worked in similar organisations or in the same business.  

 

In addition, it is important to choose an appropriate sample size for a qualitative study. 

The sample size anticipated for the depth interviews was around 15 to 25 informants or 
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until interview data had reached the point of saturation. Saturation occurs when no new 

data emerges (Riley, 1995). If the researcher notes that subsequent interviews are 

yielding the same information and the preliminary results appear to meet the study aims, 

then there need be no more interviews. If the researcher is not satisfied either about the 

newness of data or aims being met, then one or more additional informants may be 

needed. In general, qualitative research uses small samples (Patton, 1990; Easterby-

Smith et al., 2002). Thus, it is possible to conduct depth interviews with a small number 

of the right participants if they can provide significant insights into research issues 

(Bradshaw & Stratford, 2000). Moreover, Patton (1990, p.184) asserts that there is no 

specific rule for deciding the sample size in qualitative research; rather, the sample size 

depends on “what you want to find out, why you want to find it out, how the finding 

will be used, and what resources (including time) you have for the study”.  

 

In practical terms, sample size is often decided by the resource constraints of the study 

and depends on the cooperation of the stakeholders and the effort they were willing to 

contribute. Some respondents were enthusiastic to cooperate, whereas some had less 

interest. Further, the data analysis for interviews was also time-consuming and difficult 

compared to the quantitative data analysis. The transcription and analysis across three 

languages was a burden. In all, 19 interviews were completed in Thailand during 

March-April 2007, with the one respondent interviewed in August 2007. The number of 

interviews in this study was smaller than anticipated mainly due to costs in time and 

effort. Despite the use of snowball sampling, the pool of suitable informants became 

smaller after half the informants had been interviewed. The population in Chiang Rai 

that was accessible to the researcher during a short time period was diminishing. 

Moreover, little new data emerged from the final two interviews. Accordingly, a sample 

of 19 informants was considered suitable to achieve the goals of the study.  

 

 

3.4.2 Instrument and Pre-Test 
 

Interview questions were developed according to the research problem and issues 

highlighted from the literature. An interview guide was used as a tool to enhance the 

interview process. The interview guide usually consists of a prepared list of questions 



 

- 116 - 

and issues that the researcher brings to an interview (Minichiello et al., 2003). This 

interview guide helps researchers gather common information and key issues from the 

interview (Patton, 1990). Although the interview guide was used in all interviews, the 

researcher had to be flexible in managing some unpredictable situations. Since this 

study was not a fully structured interview, the researcher had scope to change the 

sequence and phrasing of questions to suit the circumstances of the interview. In every 

instance, the interviewer did not lead the  informant’s response.  

 

Questions in the interview guide related to issues such as the roles of stakeholders, 

background on the formation of collaboration, interaction between stakeholders, and 

interpretation of sustainable tourism development and destination management. The 

questions allowed informants to freely express their opinions, thereby allowing them to 

introduce new information. The interviews generally started with, “Can you please 

briefly describe your responsibilities and involvement in the tourism industry?”, and 

ended with, “Is there any other information about tourism stakeholder collaboration or 

other aspects of tourism that you would like to add or you think would be useful for me 

to know?”. In addition, the informants were asked to talk about their past and present 

experiences regarding the need for tourism collaboration. The interview guide is shown 

in Figure 3.2  

 

Qualitative research does not always use a pre-test. However, novice researchers could 

practice the interview with friends and associates to improve their interviewing skills 

(Holloway & Wheeler, 2002). As a result, two pre-tests for the qualitative interview 

were conducted after the interview guide had been prepared and university ethical 

approval had been provided. This process enabled improvements to be made to the 

question guide for the interviews and also provided the opportunity for the researcher to 

practice interviewing skills. Accordingly, the first two interviews not only provided 

information about the main issue but also provided feedback on the appropriateness of 

the interview technique. It was found that both respondents were willing to speak freely 

without concerns about the interview structure. Accordingly, minor adaptations to the 

interview guide and interviewing technique were made for the subsequent interviews. 

Minor changes were made in wording to increase question clarity.  
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Figure 3.2. Interview Guide 

 

 

3.4.3 Research Procedure  
 

The majority of potential informants were first contacted by phone to discuss the 

objective of the study. A few potential informants were approached by visiting them at 

their workplaces. Arrangements for interviews were made for those informants who 

agreed to participate. There was only one target informant who was unable to participate 

Interview Guide 
General Background 

• Tourism background and tourism involvement 

• Opinions and attitudes toward tourism development in local area and in 

Thailand in general 

• Sustainable tourism development 

Perceived Role 

• Can you tell me about your job/ work/ duty/ role? 

• Power balance, decision making-power 

• Range of participation (facilitators/ implementers) 

Nature of tourism stakeholder interaction 

• Can you describe your involvement in any tourism associations or groups? 

• Tourism stakeholders’ collaboration in the local area.  

o What is it? Does it really work? What makes it work and not work?  

o If no. Why is it difficult or impractical to collaborate or is there no 

need for collaboration? 

o Can you explain the level of interaction between and among others 

tourism stakeholders 

o Frequency of involvement in tourism activities 

o Flow of information 

Factors 

• What factors are important for successful tourism collaboration? 

• How do you know it is successful? 

• Partnership satisfaction.  
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because she was very busy at that time. However, she recommended another person 

who worked in the same organisation instead. A few appointments had to be postponed 

and the interview dates and times were somewhat unpredictable. Nevertheless, all 20 

interviews were completed satisfactorily. The final sample comprised informants 

representing divergent interests, such as local government agencies, hotel, restaurant, 

local tourism organisations, transportation sectors and local business associations. All 

informants who agreed to participate in an interview were provided with a formal 

interview package. The interview package specified the purpose of the study and 

included a cover letter, information sheet and consent form. The package was delivered 

to every interview participant beforehand or at the time of interview. Each informant 

was informed at the beginning of the interview that his or her identity would be kept 

confidential. Additionally, all informants were asked to read and sign the consent form.  

 

The interview started with the introduction and background of the researcher. Moreover, 

the purpose of research was discussed. Then the interview mostly began with, “Please 

tell me about your job and/or any activities relating to tourism?”. This was to establish 

rapport. Johnson (2000) advises that it is useful for the researcher to start an interview in 

a friendly and interested manner to help build trust and a good relationship. Not many 

people feel comfortable in telling an unfamiliar person about what they think (Holloway 

& Wheeler, 2002). Therefore, the researcher tried to build trust and rapport so that the 

informants would feel more comfortable in speaking with the interviewer. Questions 

about the person’s own job and organisation are also very familiar to the informant and 

require less cognitive processing.  

 

During the interview, the researcher carried out the interview to make sure that all 

topics related to the subject were covered. Furthermore, the researcher had to be careful 

and control any bias on an issue by keeping personal views hidden during the interview. 

The questions were aimed to be as non-directive as possible but still guide informants 

toward the issues of interest. Furthermore, Holloway and Wheeler (2002) advise that the 

researcher must be aware of practical difficulties, such as social desirability bias, where 

some participants may react to the researcher and modify their answers to please the 

interviewer. This bias can produce untrustworthy data.  
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The researcher tape recorded the information during the qualitative data collection 

process, including reflections about how well the study was going. To comply with 

ethical issues, researchers have to ask for permission before taping (Holloway & 

Wheeler, 2002). All interviews were recorded after permission was obtained from the 

informants. Data was recorded by using an MP3 recorder and taking notes in a field 

journal. The MP3 recorder was very useful as it was small and convenient, and 

informants were not overly conscious of its presence throughout the interview. In 

addition to recording, it is also important to take notes during the interview to add some 

contextual understanding of verbatim comments (Johnson, 2000). As Decrop (1999) 

points out, these notes provide additional information on the textual content or indicate 

specific questions that do not appear in the interview transcript. Moreover, non-verbal 

communication, such as body gestures were also observed by the researcher and noted 

in the journal. The field notes were largely recorded immediately after the interview 

concluded, or during moments when there was an unplanned interruption to the 

interview. 

 

During the interview process there were some distractions, such as an interviewee 

running late, as well as interruptions from unexpected visitors or telephone calls. The 

researcher had to be patient and flexible to deal with these situations. Moreover, the 

researcher found from the outset that it was inconvenient to take notes during the 

interview because the researcher needed to maintain eye contact with the informant. In 

addition, it was found in the initial interviews that note taking disturbed some 

participants during the interview. Without eye contact and body language, such as 

nodding, the informant might feel that the researcher was not paying enough attention to 

the informants’ comments. In such cases, the informant might stop talking for a while 

and let the researcher finish her note taking before he or she would continue to talk. 

Therefore, the researcher decided to do note taking immediately after the interview 

concluded, but still with her thoughts and feelings clearly in mind.   

 

As the majority of the informants were in senior positions within their organisations, 

most of their schedules were very tight. Nevertheless, most of the interviews ranged 

from approximately 30 to 45 minutes in duration. Transcription of data was done 

manually. The names of informants and interview transcriptions were kept separately 

and safely in different places. Only the researcher had the authority to access this 
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information. When reporting the results from a small sample of informants, the 

researcher had to be especially careful to de-identify all informants. Thus, each 

interview transcript was assigned an identification code to indicate informants rather 

than using actual names and positions.  

 

 

3.4.4 Interview Analysis 
 

Qualitative data analysis was performed by coding. Miles and Huberman (1994) 

identify three stages of data coding:  data reduction; data display; and conclusion 

drawing and verification. These stages include analytical techniques, such as contact 

summary sheet, codes and memoing. First, the qualitative data was sorted and coded 

thematically into useful themes. The codes emerged from the data in association with 

previously established ideas in the literature (Stroh, 2000). That is, the process was not 

purely inductive but related new ideas to previously existing ideas as the analysis 

progressed. Further, Stroh (2000) suggests that such a process allows for comparing and 

contrasting ideas in the interviews. Moreover, he states that the substance of the codes 

can be checked by constantly referring back to the original interview texts.  

 

The second stage refers to techniques that can be used to display data such as narrative 

text, use of quotations and matrices of categories (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Neuman, 

2006; Patton, 1990). For instance, the codes may describe a word or a theme contained 

in a series of paragraphs (Neuman, 2006). In this thesis, direct quotes were used to 

present important information or where it could better illustrate an important point. As 

suggested by Patton (2000), direct quotes enhance the rigour of the findings and provide 

necessary support to the trustworthiness and soundness of the interpretation of findings.  

 

An efficient process for interview transcription was employed to minimise interviewer 

fatigue. For this thesis, tape recordings were transcribed verbatim. The researcher tried 

to transcribe the recorded interview on the same day as the interview took place or in 

the case of multiple interviews on one day or late afternoon appointments, the next day. 

After transcribing conversations from the recording, they were compared with the field 
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notes. Furthermore, this procedure allowed for early examination of the transcripts once 

interviews had been concluded.  

 

A lengthy, interactive coding process was employed to analyse the transcripts. The 

researcher read through the transcript to search for themes and patterns. The interview 

results were analysed and coded to identify common themes, opinions and attitudes 

about tourism stakeholders. Themes and ideas were then checked against issues drawn 

from the literature review to establish how views corresponded or presented different 

insights. While the data was explored for fresh insights at a micro level, the data display 

largely grouped such insights under predetermined categories. For instance, when 

collecting insights into the nature of tourism stakeholder collaboration, the results were 

displayed within the three main sectors of public, private and local community. This 

structure allowed for ease of comparison between new information and previous 

literature and also aggregated common threads evident within such sectors. After this 

preliminary coding process, the data was re-examined for further patterns among the 

informants’ comments to identify new themes that might have been overlooked. At the 

same time, additional comments from the transcripts relating to the coded themes were 

added to such themes. Any new theme that emerged from the interviews were coded 

separately and then merged into the bigger picture. In addition, as new comments were 

added to coded themes they were re-examined to check for sub-themes. This iteractive 

process continued until the researcher was satisfied that no new themes or sub-themes 

were emerging from the data. 

 

 

3.5 Study 2: Survey Questionnaire 
 

In this section, details of the quantitative study involving a survey questionnaire are 

provided. These details include the study population and sample size, the scale 

development process, questionnaire design and data analysis. 

 

The data collection instrument used for this study comprised a self-administered survey. 

The advantage of the self-administered survey is that it tends to have less bias than a 

personal interview survey (Malhotra et al., 2004; Zikmund, 1997). Moreover, Malhotra 
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et al. (2004) state that it allows respondents to complete the questionnaire at their own 

pace. In addition, respondents may feel more comfortable answering in private. Thus, 

this quantitative study employed a self-administered survey that was largely delivered to 

respondents at a convenient onsite location. While the instrument was self-administered, 

research assistance was present at most sites to minimise the disadvantages of self-

administered survey where possible. One reason to undertake an onsite survey was due 

to a potentially high response rate. The onsite survey also allows for high flexibility in 

data collection due to its ability to clarify complex questionnaires (Malhotra et al., 

2004). In addition, mail delivery method was adopted to overcome the large 

geographical problems and to increase the response rate. The advantage of this is that a 

large sample can be delivered quickly and economically (Malhotra et al., 2004). The 

survey was carried out from August to November 2007. Detailed procedures for data 

collection are discussed in section 3.5.3 

 

 

3.5.1 Study Population and Sample Size 
 

The target population for the survey comprised members of four local, major tourism 

collaborations: Chiang Rai Tourism Society; Lanna Tourism Network (Chiang Rai); 

Lanna Tourism Network (Mae Hongsorn); and Lanna Tourism Network (Lamphun). 

Lists of the members of the two local tourism collaborations in Chiang Rai were 

obtained from each organisation. There were 144 members from the Chiang Rai 

Tourism Society and 78 members from the Lanna Tourism Network (Chiang Rai). 

However, there were 41 members who were members of both organisations. Therefore, 

181 survey questionnaires were delivered to members of these two organisations.  As 

the number of the target population was not large at the time of study, the total 

population of these two tourism collaboration members was used. In addition, a further 

90 survey questionnaires were delivered to members of the Mae Hongsorn and 

Lamphun Networks. A full membership list was not available for these latter 

organisations. However, each collaboration coordinator indicated that the approximate 

member number was 40-50 for each network. Consequently, the population of the four 

networks was considered to be adequately surveyed.   
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While the populations of members from these four networks were surveyed, it is 

acknowledged that the sample used is also effectively a convenience sample. If one 

defines the population more broadly as tourism collaboration members from all 

provincial areas in Thailand, then the members were chosen for the survey at the 

convenience to the researcher, who was based in the Chiang Rai region. Convenience 

sampling is the most common form of sampling design in social science research 

(Mohr, 1990). This approach is also common in tourism research and related disciplines 

(Aas et al., 2005; Butcher, Sparks, & O’Callaghan, 2001; Getz & Brown, 2006). 

However, this type of sampling method can be more biased than probability sampling. 

Nevertheless, probability sampling of all tourism collaboration members throughout 

Thailand or through Northern provincial areas was not feasible because of constraints 

upon the researcher in terms of time and resources. In particular, a number of potential 

Lanna Tourism Networks (consisting of eight provincial members: Chiang Rai; Chiang 

Mai; Phayao; Phrae; Nan; Mae Hongson; Lamphun; and Lampang), were unavailable to 

participate in the survey. The researcher made contact with all Lanna Tourism Network 

members, but only two organisations (Lamphun) and (Mae Hongsorn) agreed to deliver 

the questionnaires for their members. The other organisations were unable to deliver the 

questionnaire to their members.  

 

In general, there are several criterion to determine sample size. In many cases, larger 

samples are preferable to perform statistical analysis. In this quantitative study, both 

factor analysis and regression analysis were proposed as major techniques of statistical 

analysis. For instance, one rule of thumb approach suggested by Miles and Shevlin 

(2005) is that at least 20 respondents per independent variable and more than 100 

participants in total are preferable for regression analysis. However, there are practical 

factors to take into account (Hair et al., 2006) such as the availability of sampling 

frames (Zikmund, 1997). Moreover, Malhotra et al. (2004) assert that resource 

constraints such as time and money are also important factors when considering sample 

size.  

 

Hence, the sample size for the survey was primarily determined based on the major 

statistical tests planned for the study. As multiple regression was a major form of 

analysis for hypotheses testing, the researcher had to ensure that a suitable sample size 

for performing multiple regression with five independent variables was obtained. 
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Besides multiple regression, this study also used other statistical techniques, including 

factor analysis, t-test and correlation. Factor analysis requires at least 100 cases while t-

test and correlation do not have specific requirement for sample size (Pallant, 2004). 

According to the purpose of this research, resources constraint and analysis being used, 

a sample size of 160 was considered large enough and suitable to perform these 

statistical analyses. Further discussion on sample size is discussed in Chapter 4, section 

4.3.7.  The procedures for data collection are also outlined in section 3.5.3, and further 

details of sampling issues are discussed in this section.      

 

 

3.5.2 Instrument Development 
 

In this section, the details of: 1) the process undertaken for measurement scale 

development; 2) key measurement scales; 3) the overall design of questionnaire; and 4) 

survey pre-test, are provided. The study largely developed multi-item measurement 

scales by adapting and extending existing scales. That is, previously published scales 

were used wherever possible. Thus, statements were either adapted to suit the tourism 

collaboration context and/or were extended with additional statements to reflect new 

dimensions, or to strengthen measurement properties such as scale reliability. The scales 

for the five independent variables and the single dependent variable are described. In 

addition, the general features of the survey questionnaire are presented in this section.  

Finally, the procedures for pre-testing are outlined.  

 

 

Scale Development Process 
 

In general, the procedure for scale development followed the recommendations of 

Churchill (1979) and DeVellis (2003). The scale development process involves a 

number of steps starting from aggregating an item pool from the literature, and expert 

review to scale refinement. In broad terms, Churchill (1979) suggests four key steps: 1) 

conceptualisation; 2) development of the measurement instrument; 3) data analysis; and 

4) statistical analysis. More specifically, DeVellis (2003) suggests that the first steps 

include: determine clearly what to measure; generate an item pool; determine the format 
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of measurement; and conduct an expert review. In this study, existing scale statements 

were included in the item pool and expanded. Hence, no scales were developed from a 

purely theoretical position.  

 

First, the process started with a determination of the definitions for the six variables 

being measured. Second, a large item pool of potential statements to reflect latent 

indicators of each variable were generated from the literature. Relevant scales from 

previous empirical studies were explored and relevant statements extracted for 

consideration. Information from the interview data collected in this thesis also provided 

a source of ideas for statement formulation. Thus, measurement scales contained both 

existing items and new items. Third, an expert review was conducted to make sure items 

were clear and related to the variable being measured. Hence, any ambiguous statements 

could be clarified, modified or removed.  

 

The expert review panel comprised five faculty members and five PhD students from 

the Department of Tourism, Leisure, Hotel, and Sport Management, Griffith University, 

Gold Coast Campus. The process of expert review was conducted in English. Each 

expert was provided with a working definition of the variable being measured and asked 

to rate how relevant the statements provided were to its meaning. Accordingly, items 

were removed and other items modified but retained. Items that were not perceived as 

relevant or were unclear were removed. Thus, statements that were retained met the first 

stage of validity, namely content validity. The further stages of scale development is 

discussed in section 4.3.4.  

 

 

Measurement Scales 
 

In this section, the use of multi-item measurement scales is justified, together with 

further measurement design issues and details of the six primary scales used in this 

study. Several researchers argue that a single item scale is insufficient to capture the 

complexity of the latent construct. For instance, a single measurement creates unreliable 

responses, lacks sufficient correlation to the attribute being measured and restricts 

variance of scale (Churchill, 1979). Hence, a multi-item scale can reduce these 



 

- 126 - 

weaknesses of single measurement. However, many studies in tourism have reported 

that single item scales were used (e.g., Selin & Myers, 1995; Waddock & Bannister, 

1991). Single item scales reduce the length of survey questionnaires and thus aid 

response rates. In addition, if a construct is narrowly conceptualised then it is possible 

that a single statement can fully capture its meaning. Accordingly, the researchers need 

to make a decision as to whether a single item scale is sufficient to reflect the 

conceptual definition of the construct (Zikmund, 1997). This study used multi-item 

scales because the variables being measured reflected more than one dimension. In 

addition, the use of multi-item scales improves the reliability and validity of the 

construct (Neuman, 2006). However, the limitation of using multi-item scale is the 

requirement to include a large number of items in the questionnaire.  

 

A ‘5’ or ‘7’ point Likert type scale was used for the majority of scale statements. The 

Likert scale is widely used in survey research (Neuman, 2006) due to the simplicity of 

its administration to measure attitude (DeVellis, 2003; Oppenheim, 1992; Weinstein, 

1994; Zikmund, 1997). The advantage of this type of scale is that it provides more 

choices for respondents to indicate accurate information (Oppenheim, 1992; Zikmund, 

1997). Although, a middle score such as neutral may be difficult for interpretation 

(Zikmund, 1997), the middle score was included in the survey to avoid depriving 

respondents of their right to express their feelings accurately and limiting them to only 

positive or negative answers. Respondents may not have had a positive or negative 

attitude to a statement, or in some cases they might have been unable to answer. In 

addition, having a middle score on a Likert question allows the researcher to separate 

respondents who cannot provide an honest comparison from ones who can provide 

answers in either direction of the scales (Zikmund, 1997).   

 

Likert scales tend to have a high degree of validity and reliability (Sarantakos, 1998). 

Aaker, Kumar, and Day (2000) suggest that Likert scales can be treated as an interval 

scale even though they do not meet its strict definition. However, the disadvantages 

include a difficulty in distinguishing the meaning of a single score, and that the same 

total score can be produced from different types of questions (Sarantakos, 1998; 

Zikmund, 1997). While Likert scales range from 3 to 11 points, the most widely used 

scales use 5-point or 7-point (Weinstein, 1994). Further details about the Likert scales 

are presented in the next section under questionnaire design. 
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In this study, there was one dependent variable and five independent variables. The five 

independent variables were: perceived individual benefit; communication quality; 

representation quality and equal participation; trust; and interdependency. The 

dependent variable was Collaboration Member Satisfaction (CMS).  Statements used to 

measure each variable are reported here, including details about the source of 

statements, numbers of statements and definitions of the variable.  

 

The dependent variable was Collaboration Member Satisfaction (CMS). CMS is a 

subjective evaluation defined as the level of satisfaction with the stakeholder’s goal 

fulfilment and group processes as perceived by the stakeholder. Goal fulfilment refers to 

the particular aims and/or objectives of the collaboration and the level of work 

accomplished toward such aims. This aspect is task oriented, whereas the second aspect 

of group processes is indicated by the level of enjoyment achieved by simply being part 

of and working within the collaboration. This aspect is part of the group dynamics of a 

collaboration and could be reflected by social aspects. This definition of CMS was 

developed from Hardy et al. (2005); Jamal and Getz (1995); Lui and Ngo (2005); 

Waddock and Bannister (1991); and Selin et al. (2000).  The initial nine statements for 

CMS were to be included in the survey. Two statements was adapted from Morrow et 

al. (2004) and Lui and Ngo (2005). Seven statements were new items. A sample 

statement is, “I am satisfied with what has been achieved by this collaboration”. Next, 

the scales for the five independent variables will be presented.  

 

Perceived Individual Benefit was defined as the perceived recognition of individual 

benefits to be derived from the collaboration. The perceived individual benefit scale was 

measured by using five items adapted in wording for tourism stakeholder collaboration 

from the established scales of Morrow et al. (2004) and Waddock and Bannister (1991). 

Participants were asked to address the level of benefit they have perceived from 

participation in tourism collaboration. A sample statement is, “I get more out of this 

collaboration than I put in”. 

 

Communication Quality refers to directional information flow as indicated by clarity, 

accuracy, frequency, timeliness, openness and relevance. This definition was adapted 

from Mohr and Spekman (1994) and Waddock and Bannister (1991). Communication 
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quality was measured on the questionnaire with nine items. Seven items were adapted 

from Waddock and Bannister, whereas the other two were new items. A sample 

statement is, “There is sufficient time to discuss all important issues”. 

 

Representation Quality and Equal Participation was defined as the breadth and 

hierarchy of representation of members with equal opportunity to fully participate in the 

sharing of ideas and decision making. Eleven items were used to measure the two 

aspects of this variable. Five items were adapted from Waddock and Bannister (1991). 

The remainder were new items that were developed and tested. A sample statement is, 

“I feel that everyone has an opportunity to express their view equally”.      

      

Trust refers to the willingness of stakeholders to be benevolent and have confidence in 

other stakeholders’ reliability and honesty. Initially, eight statements were used to 

measure trust in this study. Items were adapted from Doney and Cannon (1997) and 

Hadjikhami and Thilenius (2005). A sample statement is, “I think all members are very 

honest when dealing with each other”.   

 

Interdependency was defined as a perceived need to collectively address a community 

issue and be involved in such a shared purpose. Primarily, there were six items included 

in the questionnaire to measure this variable. Three items were adapted from Waddock 

and Bannister (1991) and three were new items. A sample statement is, “We cannot 

achieve our goals if we don’t all work closely together”.  

 

Statements for each of these six scales were included on the questionnaire and further 

refinement of each scale occurred after data collection. Statements retained after final 

refinement are displayed in section 4.3.4, while statements not retained for final 

analyses are reported in Appendix C. 

 

 

Questionnaire Design 
 

The questionnaire was developed for delivery as a self-administered survey. 

Accordingly, the questionnaire had to be accurate, clear and easy to follow without 



 

- 129 - 

supervision. Moreover, the questionnaire had to be completed without the respondent 

feeling fatigued (Zikmund, 1997). Accordingly, special attention was given to providing 

clear instructions to answer questions, the layout of the questionnaire used plenty of 

white space to promote greater visual appeal, and questions were not too cluttered.  

 

In addition, Selvanathan and Selvanathan (2005) state that good questionnaire design 

can increase the response rate. Moreover, Neuman (2006) suggests that the longer the 

questionnaire, the lower are both the response rate and the quality of the data collected. 

Thus, the questionnaire was designed to encourage the respondents to complete it in a 

short time frame. While the English version contained seven pages, the final version of 

the questionnaire totalled eight pages as a result of translation and different formatting. 

The number of variables and statements were minimised where possible. A pre-test was 

conducted to check the length of time required for completion. The pre-test is discussed 

next. In addition, each question was pre-coded to facilitate the analysis of the results and 

reduce errors in data entry. Both Thai and English versions of the questionnaire are 

shown in Appendix.  

 

Ordering of questions was also organised to minimise order bias. Statements for 

individual variables were separated and placed throughout the questionnaire. The 

questionnaires were developed and structured into four sections, as follows. 

  

Section 1 comprised background information and screening questions. Respondents 

were asked for details of their organisation and related tourism activities, such as 

attending tourism information seminars. The first section aimed to obtain basic 

classification and identification information. Simple and non-threatening questions were 

used to make respondents feel comfortable with the questionnaire, and to elicit some 

screening information to enhance survey completion. It is recognised that once a survey 

respondent completes part of a survey they are more likely to complete the whole 

survey, providing respondent fatigue is not evident. This is known as the foot-in-the 

door technique (Zikmund, 1997). Five questions were used to acquire background 

information on the respondent. A filter question was placed in this section to ensure that 

respondents were a member of a tourism collaboration.  
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Section 2 was designed to gain information about the level of interaction among 

members of tourism organisations. This section was the main section of the 

questionnaire and comprised three parts: 1) reasons for joining the organisation (6 

items) and frequency of member contact (6 items); 2) factors contributing to successful 

tourism stakeholder collaboration (62 items); and 3) open-ended questions (2 

questions).  

 

The first part of this section contained questions that asked about reasons for joining the 

collaboration. These questions were measured with a category rating scale to rank the 

importance of each reason for joining. A category scale is an attitude scale that consists 

of several response categories to choose from (Zikmund, 1997). The study adopted 

common anchor labels. For this part, the 5-point category scale range from ‘1 not at all 

important’ to ‘5 extremely important’ (i.e., 1 = not at all important; 2 = somewhat 

important; 3 = important; 4 = very important; 5 = extremely important). Similarly, a 5-

point category scale was used to measure the frequency of member contact. However, 

the scale used anchor labels ranging from ‘never’ to ‘more than once a week’ (i.e., 1= 

never; 2 = hardly ever; 3 = monthly; 4 = weekly; 5 = more than once a week).  In this 

part, 62 statements measured factors which contributed to Collaboration Member 

Satisfaction (CMS) together with statements to measure CMS itself.  A 7-point Likert 

scale was used to record the level of agreement with each statement in this part. The 

scale points ranged from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ (i.e., 1 = strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = slightly disagree; 4 = neutral; 5 = slightly agree; 6 = agree; 

7 = strongly agree). 

 

This section also included two open-ended questions designed to capture collaborative 

member experience. Open-ended questions allowed respondents to express their 

personal opinions freely about particular issues, whereas closed ended questions used 

constrained answers to choices provided. Respondents were asked to record instances 

when they felt either ‘happy’ or ‘not happy’ when they were working with members of 

a tourism organisation. Such open-ended questions can also be used for cross-checking 

answers to the closed ended questions. Furthermore, the qualitative findings from two 

questions were also used for data triangulation purposes, in relation to both qualitative 

interview and survey findings.    

 



 

- 131 - 

Section 3 included questions seeking views about tourism in the local region and used 

5-point Likert type scales ranging from 1 ‘strongly disagree’ to 5 ‘strongly disagree’. 

This group of questions comprised six items such as, “Your province’s tourism policy is 

practical”, and “Tourism offers me good financial returns”.    

 

Section 4 comprised eight personal information questions such as gender, occupation 

and income. This information was used to profile respondent characteristics of the total 

sample and, furthermore, to use in conjunction with major statistical analyses. This 

information was also used to assist in explaining the findings in Chapter 5.   

 

The questionnaire was originally created in English and verified by the supervisor. After 

modifications involving statement clarity and word choice, the translation from English 

to Thai was performed. The common method for translation in global research is back 

translation (Zikmund, 1997). This method is based on a comparison between the 

original English version of questionnaires and the back translation version (Thai to 

English). The questionnaire was translated into Thai by the researcher and the 

translation was checked by two academic persons who were fluent in both Thai and 

English and had expertise in the tourism area.  However, the back translation resulted in 

some unsuitable wording which may have been due to the linguistic differences between 

Thai and English. To overcome this limitation, the researcher also provided both 

English and Thai in the same questionnaire for reviewing. Providing the questionnaires 

in the English language with Thai translation underneath each question allowed the 

consistency of the translation to be checked. This was helpful in obtaining feedback in 

terms of the content and language used in the tourism industry.  

 

 

Pre-test: Questionnaire  

 

Before survey administration, the questionnaire was pre-tested to enhance the quality of 

the instrument. In particular, the pre-test aimed to make sure that the questions were 

clearly understood by respondents.  In addition, the pre-test enhanced the accuracy and 

reliability of the survey instrument. Generally, the sample size for a pre-test is small 

(Malhotra et al., 2004; Neuman, 2006; Zikmund, 1997). For this study, eight pre-tests 
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were administered in Thailand in August 2007 to faculty members at a local institution. 

Immediately after completing a questionnaire, each respondent was asked whether they 

had found any of the questions confusing or unclear. Based on the result of the pre-test, 

some questions were re-worded for clarity. A number of questions seemed to have a 

Thai translation that was confusing or unclear because of an imprecise term. Language 

expressions that were awkward or misleading were revised or rejected for greater clarity 

and precision of meaning and content. As no major changes were made to the 

instrument, a further pre-test was considered unnecessary. The revision of the Thai 

survey was then produced.  

 

 

3.5.3 Research Procedure for Data Collection 
   

The survey was administered to members of four tourism collaborations in the Chiang 

Rai Province between August and November 2007. In section 3.5.1, details about the 

sampling of tourism collaborations were provided. In this section the procedures taken 

for the data collection from these four tourism collaborations are explained. First, the 

initial plan was for onsite delivery and collection from the two collaborations in Chiang 

Rai. However, as the sample size requirement changed two further tourism 

collaborations were included, one from Lampoon and one from Mae Hongsorn. The 

third and fourth tourism collaborations were located further away geographically, and so 

the data collection arrangements were altered slightly. The following details explain the 

arrangements. 

 

The field data collection began by contacting the coordinators of prospective tourism 

collaborations. Once agreement was reached to participate in the study, arrangements 

were made for data collection during a meeting and/or a seminar. A survey package 

which included cover letter, information sheet and questionnaire was delivered to all 

collaboration members. In the case of the Chiang Rai meetings, most of the 

questionnaires were delivered during a break in the meeting. The respondents were 

asked to complete the questionnaires during the break or at the conclusion of the 

meeting. Thus, 136 questionnaires were administered to members in this manner. Of the 

136 questionnaires handed out, 113 questionnaires were returned directly to the 
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researcher onsite. In the case of four members who had insufficient time, the completed 

questionnaires were mailed to the researcher’s permanent address in Chiang Rai, 

Thailand. 45 members were absent from these meetings and a further 23 had insufficient 

time to complete the questionnaire at the meeting. Thus, a further 68 questionnaires 

were mailed directly to these members at their business address. 19 questionnaires were 

returned from this group. 

 

In the case of Lamphun and Mae Hong Son, the same arrangements were made to 

deliver the questionnaires to the local collaboration coordinator. In turn, the local 

tourism coordinators in these two provinces hand-delivered questionnaires to members 

at a meeting, but none were handed back onsite. All these questionnaires were 

individually mailed back to the researcher. Of the 90 questionnaires delivered to 

Lamphun and Mae Hong Son, 40 questionnaires were returned from these two 

networks. 

 

Overall, 271 questionnaires were delivered to members and 172 questionnaires were 

returned. This is a response rate of 64% of all delivered questionnaires. However, 11 

questionnaires had incomplete or missing data. Thus, 161 questionnaires were usable 

after data screening.  

 

 

3.5.4 Data Analysis  
 

The analysis of the quantitative data was performed by using The Statistical Package for 

Social Sciences (SPSS) version 15. A number of data screening and preliminary 

analyses including the handling of missing data, normality tests and tests for outliers 

were performed to meet assumptions of statistical tests.  

 

 

Data Screening and Preliminary Analysis 
 

The researcher screened all questionnaires to check for unanswered or incomplete 

questions. Accordingly, questionnaires which contained a blank page and/or answers 
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were removed from the analysis. Similarly, where the same answer for most 

questionnaire items was provided, the questionnaire was considered unusable. Such 

cases of singularity provide little variation for comparison between variables and cases. 

The issue of singularity and multicollinearity is further discussed in this section under 

multiple regression and also in section 4.3.7. After data screening, the usable 

questionnaire data were entered into an SPSS data file. Any cases of missing data and 

extreme value were addressed through an SPSS function. Missing data handling will be 

discussed in section 4.3.2.  

 

Various descriptive analyses were used to uncover the details of tourism stakeholder 

collaboration. Means, standard deviations, percentages, minimum values and maximum 

values were used for this study, particularly for demographic information. Moreover, 

descriptive statistics provided frequency data in relation to each variable. For data such 

as that provided on continuous scales, checks for normal distribution, skewness and 

kurtosis were undertaken.  

 

 

Major Statistical Analyses  

 

In addition to the preliminary and descriptive analyses described above, this study 

conducted several inferential statistical tests to determine the outcomes of the stated 

hypotheses. The major statistical tests used were independent t-test, paired comparison 

t-test, Pearson correlation and multiple regression. Furthermore, analyses such as factor 

analysis and reliability tests were conducted to determine and enhance the reliability and 

validity of measures used in the study.  

 

 

Reliability Test: Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha 

 

A reliability test was primarily used to enhance the reliability of scale constructs. Tests 

for the internal consistency of multi-item scales were conducted using Cronbach’s 

coefficient alpha. The use of the coefficient alpha test assists in determining and 

improving convergent validity and reliability of the multi-item survey measures (Pizam, 



 

- 135 - 

1994). The test is also used to measure the uni-dimensionality of scales by checking 

whether one multi-item scale measures one underlying construct (Field, 2005). This test 

is a commonly accepted approach for assessing the reliability of a multi-item 

measurement scale (Pizam, 1994).  

 

The Cronbach Alpha coefficient reports a score up to 1, where 1 indicates perfect 

internal consistency. Most scores tend to be within the range of 0.5 to 1. Many authors 

have suggested different scores of Cronbach Alpha to reflect an acceptable level of 

reliability for a multi-item measurement scale. For instance, Nunnally and Bertein 

(1994) suggests that a score of Cronbach Alpha of 0.7 is suitable and can be lower for 

psychological measures. Similarly, Field (2005) suggests that the cut-off point should 

be between 0.7 and 0.8 to indicate suitable reliability. In support, Malhotra et al. (2004) 

indicate that a score of 0.6 or lower creates unsatisfactory results for further statistical 

tests. However, Field (2005) explains that a greater number of scale items will inflate 

the Cronbach alpha score. Hence, he says that the aim is to produce reliable yet 

parsimonious scales that reflect the dimensions of the construct being measured. 

Moreover, all items should have an item-total correlation above 0.3 to indicate good 

internal consistency (Field). Hence, this study employed a cut-off point at 0.7 and item-

total-correlation at 0.3. A more detailed assessment of validity and reliability of 

measurement scales is provided in Chapter 4. 

 

 

Factor Analysis 

 

Factor analysis provides a test for uni-dimensionality and is used to determine 

convergent validity of a measure. Factor analysis is a technique used to examine the 

interrelationships between variables and, further, identifies the underlying dimensions 

or factors of large numbers of variables (Hair et al., 2006). Depending upon the purpose 

of the analysis, factor analysis can either be labelled exploratory or confirmatory. 

Exploratory factor analysis is often used when a conceptual base to group variables is 

lacking. Confirmatory factor analysis can be used to confirm the appropriateness of a 

conceptual framework, including the uni-dimensionality of individual multi-item scales. 

That is, confirmatory factor analysis is used to test how well variables load onto a 

hypothesised factor using an intercorrelated matrix (Field, 2005). In this study, factor 
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analysis was used to confirm the uni-dimensionality of multi-item scales, rather than to 

explore the number of factors across all variables.  

 

Before conducting a factor analysis, the suitability of the data set was checked. 

Assumptions for factor analysis include normality, homoscedasticity, linearity, a 

suitable sample size and no outliers (Hair et al., 2006). Hence, correlations between 

variables should have a Pearson r of .30 or greater to meet the assumption of a linear 

relationship between variables (Pallant, 2004). Factor analysis was conducted with a 

sample size of 161 respondents. A sample size of 150 or more is considered appropriate 

for factor analysis (Pallant, 2004) or, more specifically, Nunnally (1978) suggests that 

ten cases for each variable are sufficient. In this study, the number of variables for each 

factor analysis was small and exceeded the minimum requirements suggested. This 

study used Varimax for factor rotation. Factor rotation presents the factor loadings in a 

manner that enables easier interpretation. Varimax rotation is an orthogonal factor 

rotation approach in which the factors are assumed to be uncorrelated (Field, 2005; 

Pallant, 2004). In this case, hypothesised single factors were tested. Where any 

statements loaded onto a second factor, this second factor was assumed to be 

uncorrelated.  

 

Moreover, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (KMO) and 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity were used to assess whether the data was suitable for a factor 

analysis. KMO values ranges between 0 and 1, where 1 indicates a distinct and reliable 

factor (Field, 2005). Furthermore, KMO values “between 0.5 and 0.7 are mediocre, 

values between 0.7 and 0.8 are good, values between 0.8 and 0.9 are great, and values 

above 0.9 are superb” (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999, p.224). However, Field, (2005) 

and Pallant (2004) argue that a KMO above .60 is acceptable. In addition, Bartlett’s test 

of sphericity should be significant at the 0.05 level (Field, 2005). Further, Tabachnick 

and Fidell (2001) suggest that the correlation matrix should have coefficients greater 

than 0.3 to be considered suitable for factor analysis. These conventions were adopted 

for this study                                                                                                                                              
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Independent T--Test and Paired Comparison T-Test   

 

The independent t-test was used to test the differences between groups on important 

questions, such as the reasons for joining a tourism collaboration. This test compares the 

mean scores of two groups (Field, 2005), and assumes that the measure has interval 

properties. In addition, the paired comparison t-test was used to measure differences in 

mean scores between different variables. That is, a paired sample t-test is a test for 

differences in the means of paired samples (Malhotra et al., 2004). Assumptions to be 

tested before conducting either t-test include: variables should be measured on interval 

scales; data are normally distributed; data have the same variance; and observations 

must be independent of each other.  

 

 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient   

 

In addition to undertaking tests of difference, the Pearson Correlation Coefficient was 

used to analyse the associations between continuous variables. The Pearson correlation 

coefficient value ranges from -1 to +1, where +1 indicates that the two variables are 

perfectly and positively correlated (Field, 2005; Pallant, 2004). The correlation 

coefficient of zero shows no linear relationship. Field (2005) further advises that 

commonly used indicators of the size of the effect of any correlation are: 0.1 represents 

a small effect; 0.3 is a medium effect; and 0.5 is a large effect. These conventions were 

adopted for this study.  

 

 

Multiple Regression 

 

This study adopted multiple regression to test the relationship between a single 

dependent variable and multiple independent variables. The three major types of 

multiple regression are: 1) standard or simultaneous regression; 2) hierarchical or 

sequential regression; and 3) stepwise regression. Pallant (2004) explains that a standard 

regression is used when the researcher wants to compare the effect of all hypothesised 

predictors by entering the independent variables at the same time. Hierarchical 

regression is employed when the researcher purposively chooses to enter the predictors 
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sequentially. This selection could be based on theory or previous assumptions and 

allows for comparisons between models. Lastly, stepwise regression allows the 

computer program to select which predictor to place into the equation based on 

predetermined factors such as largest or smallest significant influence. In this study, the 

standard multiple regression technique was suitable for all analyses. Before conducting 

multiple regression analysis, several assumptions had to be met. Assumptions for 

multiple regression include a suitable sample size; normality; linearity; 

homoscedasticity; outliers; and multicollinearity (Hair et al., 2006).  All such tests were 

conducted and are described as follows. 

 

 

• Sample Size in Regression Analysis 

 

A general rule for determining the appropriate sample size for multiple regression is 15 

to 20 observations for each independent variable in the equation (Hair et al., 2006). 

Furthermore, Green (1991) suggests two alternative approaches to determine the 

minimum sample size, based on different aspects of a regression equation. First, for 

confidence in interpreting the results of the influence of individual predictors within the 

model, 104+k is required (where k is the number of predictors). Second, for confidence 

in interpreting the overall fit of the regression model, a minimum sample size should be 

50+8k. This second approach is also supported by Tabachnick and Fidell (2001). 

However, Green recommends that sample size should be calculated for both approaches 

and the more conservative sample size should be selected. Miles and Shevlin (2005, 

p.119) suggest that such rule of thumb approaches fail to consider, “the expected effect 

size or the desired power of the test”. That is, a model with predictors that produce a 

large explained variance in the dependent variable requires a smaller sample size than a 

model that has a small effect on the dependent variable. They state that a sample size of 

between 40 and 50 will be sufficient for a model displaying a large effect size and with 

five or six predictors in the regression equation. The sample size for this study exceeded 

all these stated approaches to sample size determination. 

 

 

 



 

- 139 - 

• Normality, Linearity, Homoscedasticity 

 

Besides having a suitable sample size, the quality of data is an important consideration. 

Data should be normally distributed and assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity 

should be met. The normality of the data can be checked through histograms and normal 

probability plot or P-P plots. Histograms should represent a bell shaped curved and all 

observed residual points should sit on or close to the straight line in normal P-P plots. 

However, it is not unusual in a normally distributed sample for a few percent of cases to 

fall outside the range (Pallant, 2004). The homoscedasticity of the data was checked by 

using residual scatter plots and determining whether the relationship between the 

independent variable and the dependent variable were linear or not.   

 

 

• Outlier 

 

An outlier is an extreme score that sits well outside the normal range of scores reported 

and can be a very high or very low score (Pallant, 2004). Many authors note that 

multiple regression is sensitive to outliers (e.g., Hair et al., 2006; Pallant, 2004; 

Tabachinick & Fidell, 2001), because outliers affect the values of the estimated 

regression coefficients (Field, 2005). More specifically, Tabachnick and Fidell (2001, 

p.122) define outliers as “those with standardised residual values above +3.3 or less 

than -3.3”.  However, it is not unusual for a few outliers to appear in any data set and 

therefore it may not be necessary to take any action (Pallant, 2004). Moreover, it is 

common to find some outlying residuals with a large sample size. In this study, the two 

techniques of Mahalonobis distance and Cook’s Distance were used to detect outliers, 

as suggested by Tabachinick and Fidell (2001) and Pallant (2004). They explain that 

Cook’s distance is a measure of the overall influence of a case on the model and that a 

value greater than 1 may be a cause for concern. Mahalonobis distance is determined by 

a critical Chi-square value using the number of independent variables as the degrees of 

freedom. They suggest that a critical value for Chi-square using 5 independent variables 

is 20.5 with an Alpha level set at the conventional criterion of 0.001.  Both tests were 

conducted to check for outliers in this study. 
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• Multicollinearity Analysis and Singularity  

 

Multiple regression is sensitive to multicollinearity and singularity. Singularity occurs 

when scores for one independent variable display little variance from other independent 

variables when they are expected to vary to a higher degree (Pallant, 2004). Singularity 

can occur when combining variables into scales and retaining the original variables 

combined in the analysis. Alternatively, they often occur through poor instrument 

design where respondents score each variable in a similar fashion and little variance is 

evident. The second issue of multicollinearity occurs when independent variables are 

highly correlated (Pallant). As Hair et al. (2006 p.228) point out, “Multicollinearity 

creates shared variance between variables, thus decreasing the ability to predict the 

dependent measure as well as ascertain the relative roles of each independent variable”. 

That is, when multicollinearity is present, it distorts the standardised regression 

coefficients (beta values) (Field, 2005). As in the case for singularity, Miles and Shevlin 

(2005) warn that multicollinearity is more likely when two or more independent 

variables have been summed to create an additional variable, which is then also used as 

an independent variable. In this study, statements used to form summed scales were not 

used as predictor variables in any regression equation, thus minimising the possibility of 

multicollinearity.  

 

To check for multicollinearity, the Tolerance value and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) 

diagnostics available in SPSS were used. The Tolerance value is indicated by how much 

of the variance in one independent variable is not explained by the other independent 

variables. Pallant (2004) suggests that a tolerance value of less than 0.10 indicates a 

problem of multicollinearity. VIF is the inverse of the tolerance value. This diagnostic 

indicates whether an independent variable has a strong linear relationship with other 

independent variables (Field, 2005). The common cut off point for VIF is a score over 

10.  Furthermore, possible multicollinearity problems can be detected by examining the 

bivariate correlation between independent variables. Pallant suggests that 

multicollinearity may exist when independent variables are highly correlated (r = 0.9 

and above). However, Miles and Shevlin (2005) advise that such high correlations may 

still not actually be high enough to violate the assumptions of regression.  
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One source of high correlations between statements conceptualised to have lower 

correlations or little correlation is derived from the administration of a survey 

instrument. In particular, cross-sectional studies of respondent attitudes are vulnerable 

to the inflation of correlations by Common Method Variance (CMV) (Lindell & 

Whitney, 2001).  Using cross sectional survey and single source data, CMV may create 

a significant threat to the interpretation of results (Malhotra, Kim, & Patil, 2006). They 

explain further that CMV is a type of false internal consistency which occurs when the 

correlation among constructs is due to their common source. That is, the correlation 

may be due to the tendency for respondents to answer similarly to multiple items even 

when there is no true correlation between questions or statements. Respondent fatigue 

can often cause such false correlations. Since this study employed a cross-sectional 

design and data was collected from the same source, common method variance may 

have been an issue.  

 

Common method variance can be minimised by a number of techniques in two broad 

ways: procedural remedies and statistical remedies (Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Lee, & 

Podsakoff, 2003). In the case of a post-hoc test for CMV, they recommend that the 

Harman single factor test is appropriate. The test requires that all statements for the 

predictive variables be loaded into a factor analysis and factors extracted with an 

unrotated factor solution. If CMV exists, a single factor will emerge, from a factor 

analysis of all items, or one general factor accounting for most of the variance will be 

provided (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). From the results of the Harman’s test presented in 

4.3.7, we can conclude that there is no evidence of common method variance to affect 

the results. Accordingly, regression analyses were completed and reported with 

confidence. Nevertheless, the researcher is aware of the issues of multicollinearity and 

common method variance, and this is noted in the limitations section.    

 

 

 3.6 Ethical Considerations 
 

This study involved the participation of humans in research. Accordingly, ethical 

considerations were important for the conduct of this study in general and for data 

collection in particular. According to Denzin and Lincoln (1994), traditional ethical 
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concerns include informed consent, the right to privacy and protection from harm. The 

researcher must obtain the informed consent of participants before any data is collected 

(Minichiello et al., 2003), and all informants have a right to know the background and 

purpose of the study (Grbich, 2003). Moreover, it is essential that the researchers inform 

the participants about security of data issues (Holloway & Wheeler, 2002). Ethical 

clearance was obtained through the Office of Research at Griffith University before 

entering the field, and the following section describes some of the specific steps taken to 

minimize respondent harm or concern.   

 

First, an interview package which included a cover letter with the purpose of this study 

and information sheet was delivered to every participant. The cover letter included an 

invitation for the tourism stakeholder to participate in the study, an outline of what was 

required of them to participate in the study and how participants could receive further 

information about the study. The information sheet also provided details with regard to 

the purpose of the project, aims and objectives and potential benefits and outcomes, as 

well as contact details of research team members. In particular, for the qualitative 

interview each informant was asked to read and sign an informed consent form. The 

informed consent form was not provided for survey participants as informed consent 

was assumed by survey completion. This aspect was conveyed to respondents in the 

cover letter. The interview package both for the interviews and survey are available in 

the Appendix A and B.  Furthermore, the researcher had to ensure that all respondents 

understood that the completion of both quantitative survey and qualitative interview was 

voluntary and anonymous. Thus, the researcher was aware of the right to privacy during 

the field study. Additionally, for the survey the researcher was also aware of the 

personal involvement of many informants in a competitive business environment and 

the need to ensure complete privacy.  

   

 

3.7 Chapter Summary 
 

This chapter has summarised the methodology which was used to investigate the 

research problem. The mixed method was identified as a suitable method to provide an 

understanding of tourism stakeholder collaboration in destination management. The 
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semi-structured interview and self-administered survey were chosen as primary data 

collection techniques for this study. Secondary documentation was also used to 

supplement the primary data. The data collection for this research was divided into two 

stages. Study 1 was mainly involved with qualitative interview and followed by Study 2 

which was a questionnaire survey.  

 

In Study 1, 20 local tourism stakeholder interviews were conducted and analysed. An 

interview guide was developed to assist with this process. An expert review and pre-

tests were conducted to ensure the quality of the research tools. The researcher faced 

challenges including language and research cultural issues which were overcome and 

addressed. Study 2 comprised 161 usable responses from members of local tourism 

collaboration. Data was entered into SPSS version 15 and tests of regression, factor 

analysis, t-tests and correlation were conducted. Moreover, this chapter also includes the 

issues of reliability and validity, and ethical consideration for the study. Data analyses 

of both data collection techniques were detailed and results are further discussed in the 

next chapter.   
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CHAPTER 4 

  DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
 

 

4.1 Introduction 
 

The previous chapter discussed the research methodology employed to investigate the 

research problem. The purpose of the study is to investigate how tourism stakeholders 

effectively collaborate in sustainable tourism destination management. In addition, three 

research questions and the hypotheses were formulated to assist in the resolution of this 

research problem. This chapter presents the findings of the research investigation to 

resolve the problem and associated research questions. 

 

This chapter presents the findings of two studies, and is divided into four sections. The 

first section provides information from the interviews of local tourism stakeholders in 

Study 1. The second section presents the results of statistical analysis and hypothesis 

testing of the quantitative survey in Study 2. The third part of the chapter reports the 

qualitative findings from the survey conducted in Study 2. This information was 

obtained from the open-ended questions. The last section of the chapter provides 

preliminary data triangulation of the three sets of findings. This structure is depicted in 

figure 4.1. In addition, secondary data is presented and integrated with primary data 

throughout each section.  
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Figure 4.1. Chapter Outline 

 

 

4.2 Study 1: Qualitative Interview Findings   
 

The interviews in Study 1 aimed to explore the nature of tourism stakeholder 

collaboration and how stakeholders perceived their roles. The study provides insights 

into the concept of stakeholder collaboration and identifies issues relating to tourism 

stakeholder collaboration in the Chiang Rai region. The interviews also captured 

information relating to potential factors influencing successful tourism stakeholder 

collaboration. In addition, interviews assisted in preparing the instrument to answer the 

quantitative research questions of the study.   

 

The semi-structured interview was chosen as an appropriate technique to explore 

tourism stakeholder collaboration. Twenty interviews were conducted during 2007 in 

Section 1 
Study 1: Qualitative Interview Findings 

Section 2  
Study 2: Quantitative Survey Findings 

Section 3 
Study 2: Qualitative Survey Findings 

 

Section 4 
Integration of Findings 
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Chaing Rai, Thailand. A variety of stakeholders who were directly and indirectly 

involved in the tourism industry or local tourism activities were interviewed. Interviews 

were conducted at the respondents’ workplace and ranged in length between 30-45 

minutes. All interviews were tape-recorded and transcribed verbatim. Interviews were 

conducted on the basis of anonymity. Hence, the positions and organisations of the 

respondents have been de-identified in the transcripts.  

 

After the first two interviews, it was evident that information derived from respondents 

matched much of the literature framework developed in sections 2.4.3 and 2.5. Indeed, 

most of the comments from the interviews corresponded closely with factors drawn 

from the literature review. Hence, the findings from the interviews were first framed 

according to pre-developed ideas. Consequently, the data has been coded by using a 

thematic analysis largely within this initial framework. However, this semi-structured 

analysis also allowed for the emergence of themes from the data collected, particularly 

for the first two parts of this section. Moreover, the framework for data analysis was 

also developed according to the three research questions to facilitate data integration. In 

using a thematic approach, the researcher sorted interview data into categories and 

themes. Once a theme was defined, it was filled up with data until a point was reached 

where no new information was being added, and thus no longer contributed to the 

theme.  

 

Besides reporting respondent characteristics, the findings from the interviews with 

tourism stakeholders in Chiang Rai are discussed in four parts (see figure 4.2). Firstly, 

the chapter provides information relating to stakeholder groups in Chiang Rai, who they 

are, and their perceived roles.  Second, the chapter reports the findings about the nature 

of tourism collaboration in the Chiang Rai region. This part includes the recognition of 

the potential for tourism and collaboration efforts, motives for joining a tourism, and 

collaboration tourism collaboration in practice. The third part presents findings about 

how stakeholders perceived the idea of effective tourism stakeholder collaboration. The 

fourth part provides findings relating to factors affecting the success of tourism 

stakeholder collaboration which were previously identified in Chapter 2, to establish, in 

particular, how relevant the framework is to Thailand.  
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Figure 4.2. Framework for Qualitative Analysis   

 

 

4.2.1 Interview Respondent Characteristics 
 

Respondent interviews represented various local tourism stakeholder groups. Of the 20 

interviews, seven respondents represented industry and seven informants were from 

government agencies, with the remaining six informants representing various 

community organisation and university faculty members (shown in Table 4.1). 

However, some respondents reported that they had multiple roles. In this case, 

respondents have been grouped into the sector in which they had their primary role. 

Overall, respondents were from government agencies; regional tourism organisation; 

industry sectors and their associations; community organisations; local business 

associations; and educational institutions. Thirteen respondents were male and seven 
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were female. Most respondents hold a senior level position in their organisation. 

Respondents from the private sector were generally the owners of their businesses. 

 

While the sample comprised local tourism stakeholders, interviewees were not limited 

to members of tourism collaboration. Respondents were selected for their potential to be 

directly or indirectly involved in either tourism development, tourism collaboration or 

both. Accordingly, all of the respondents were able to provide information about the 

tourism collaboration and their involvement to some degree in the tourism 

collaboration, or had indirect knowledge about their activities. They could be a member 

or non-member of a specific tourism collaboration. Thus, information was collected 

from collaboration insiders and outsiders. Similarly, interviewees were selected as 

individual members or institutional members. That is, some organisations such as 

universities or non-profit organisations were collaboration members and a delegate of 

the institution attended collaboration meetings. Hence, a broad representation of tourism 

stakeholders was obtained. 

 

Table 4.1. Interview Respondent Characteristics 

Interview Gender Sector Interview Gender Sector 

A Male IA K Male Public* 

B Male Local L Male Private 

C Female Uni M Male       Private 

D Male IA N Male Public 

E Female Public O Female Private* 

F Female Uni P Female Uni 

G Female Uni Q Female Private 

H Male Public R Male Public 

I Male Public S Male NGO 

J Male Private T Male Private 

Note: * indicates non-collaboration member         

             IA refers to Industry Association in the private sector 
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4.2.2  Roles of Tourism Stakeholders in Chiang Rai 
 

The interviews revealed that there were many organisations involved in tourism 

activities in the province. The roles of stakeholders are reported first within a 

framework of major sectoral responsibilities. These three groups are public, private and 

local community sectors (see figure 4.3). It was acknowledged and reported in Chapter 

2 that different tourism sectors will likely play different roles. Accordingly, further 

analysis of such roles is assisted by using homogenous groups. Where expected sectoral 

roles are different, sector group differences are reported. Hence, findings are primarily 

reported as they relate to within sector issues, overlapping sectoral issues and 

unexpected between sector differences. This framework also facilitates the analysis and 

discussion of the findings. In general, most respondents agreed that different groups of 

stakeholders should be encouraged to participate in tourism collaborations.   

Furthermore, there was a consensus from all sectors (public, private and the local 

community) that they needed to work hand-in-hand with each of the other two sectors. 

The findings are further discussed under the framework of the three main sectors. 

 

 
 

Figure 4.3.  Key Tourism Stakeholders in Chiang Rai 
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 Public Sector 
 

Respondents acknowledged the dominant role of government. This was a given for most 

respondents in that governments controlled the budget and set policy. There were three 

further themes that emerged from the interviews. First, it was recognised that the 

proliferation of government agencies contributed to an increasing amount of 

complexity. Second, it was apparent that there was a high level of confusion among 

respondents about the respective roles of government agencies and between agencies 

themselves. Third, a lack of continuity in the agency function, structure and personnel 

presented stakeholders with some difficulties.  These three issues are now further 

elaborated. 

 

Respondents noted the changing roles and structure of the government agencies. This 

added more complexity and confusion about the government’s function. There are many 

government agencies involved in tourism both directly and indirectly, and respondents 

indicated that they relied on central government budgetary and policy settings. This 

required an understanding of which agency was responsible for a tourism-related 

activity. However, it was found that respondents were often confused. This confusion 

was evident in stakeholders from different sectors and amongst government agencies 

themselves. Thus, comments related to difficulties in gaining efficiencies in 

collaboration management and coordination. Both private and public sectors 

commented that government agencies in particular needed to clarify their roles and 

make such roles clear to all sectors. Furthermore, a number of respondents were 

unaware of recent government structural changes and, thus, the new roles. Accordingly, 

several respondents were operating under the ‘old’ assumptions of who did what. For 

example, one respondent pointed out that most people involved in tourism at the local 

level thought that the TAT had not changed and was responsible for leading destination 

development; a task it no longer controls.    

 

“People expect Tourism Authority of Thailand to be the organiser but they have 

no power to lead” (Interview T, Male).  
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One respondent further asserted that: 

 

“The government is the key active person... However, since I’ve been involved in 

tourism, the province has changed the governor four times, which is too often” 

(Interview J, Male).  

 

The following information about government agencies was gathered from the 

interviews, and supplemented where appropriate with secondary data such as 

government agency reports and website information. Two government agencies were 

perceived by respondents to have primary responsibilities for tourism management. 

These two agencies are the Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT), and Chiang Rai 

Provincial Office of Tourism and Sport. The TAT is a state enterprise but acts on behalf 

of the government and is funded by the government. Before government restructuring, 

TAT’s role was mainly divided into two main parts consisting of tourism marketing and 

tourism development. The focus of tourism development was on tourism destination 

planning and development, development of tourism service and tourism activities. After 

government reformation and restructuring in 2002, the tourism role shifted to two 

organisations instead of one. The TAT is now responsible for only tourism marketing 

and public relation work, whereas the tourism planning and development tasks have 

been assigned to the Office of Tourism Development, which is a department under the 

Ministry of Tourism and Sports.  

 

In addition, the changing roles and increasing number of local offices were perceived by 

respondents as factors leading to potential confusion. An indication of the scope of 

changes is shown as follows. The Ministry of Tourism and Sports and Tourism 

Authority of Thailand (TAT) is managed at a national level. At local and regional level, 

the TAT has several regional offices in Thailand and the Ministry of Tourism and Sport 

also has local offices in each province. There were two main local tourism organisations 

from the public sector in Chiang Rai that operate locally. First, the Tourism Authority of 

Thailand (Region 2) office was responsible for tourism marketing in four Northern 

Provinces which included Chiang Rai, Payao, Phrae and Nan. More recent information 

from the TAT website indicates that the TAT Chiang Rai Office is now only responsible 

for Chiang Rai province and Payao province. The TAT Phrae Office is responsible for 

the other two provinces.  
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The increasing number of local offices may appear to provide some evidence of a more 

pro-active development approach in tourism at the destination level. Apart from public 

relation and marketing work, the respondent from TAT stated that the TAT also gave 

advice to many tourism organisations and tourism entrepreneurs in the area, as well as 

the new local tourism office. Second, the vision of the Chiang Rai Provincial Office of 

Tourism and Sport (the Office) is to promote and support tourism, sport and leisure of 

the province. The main responsibility of the Office is to act as the coordinator for 

tourism, sport and leisure policy. This coordination role includes tourism planning and 

destination development. However, several respondents raised the point that this local 

office is new to the tourism sector. Accordingly, most of their staff had a sport 

management background rather than tourism work experience. Thus, it was evident 

from the interviews that support and advice from the Office was lacking for tourism 

stakeholders. Accordingly, it was perceived by many stakeholders that support and 

advice from the TAT was still needed. This situation increased the confusion for 

stakeholders and even led to conflict and misunderstanding among the government 

agencies.  

 

“Although the roles of tourism development was shifted to Chiang Rai 

Provincial Office of Tourism and Sport and most of the funding goes to Tambon 

Administration, TAT still has to give advice and information to the people and 

even to the to Chiang Rai Provincial Office of Tourism and Sport” (Interview E, 

Female). 

 

“The president of Chiang Rai Provincial Office of Tourism and Sport came from 

the Sports Department, so he/she doesn’t know much about tourism. The Office 

wanted some help from the Chiang Rai Tourism Society, so, the Tourism Society 

often works with the office. The collaboration between TAT and the tourism 

society is not the same. We are not close as in the past” (Interview M, Male). 

 

Besides the TAT and the Chiang Rai Provincial Office of Tourism and Sport, various 

government agencies were also assigned to support the tourism management and 

development function in Chiang Rai. The local authority included Chiang Rai 

Provincial Office, Chiang Rai Cultural Office, Community Development Provincial 

Office and local universities. For instance, as explained by respondents, the province 
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had established a group of stakeholders called Committee of Chiang Rai Tourism 

Support, also known as the Chiang Rai Team to look after tourism planning and 

development. The aim was to get different groups of stakeholders to participate in 

strategic planning to enhance the provincial economy and well-being of local 

communities. Moreover, some respondents stated that the government would like to 

hear voices from different groups of stakeholder on government policy and direction.  

The Chiang Rai team consisted of around 60 members and most of them were heads of 

government agencies and local organisations. Members of this committee were assigned 

by their institutional positions. That is, a head of one agency was a nominal member but 

if the person holding that position changed or was absent, another person fulfilling the 

role of agency head joined the committee. Thus, it was acknowledged that this situation 

could lead to a lack of continuity in the committee’s functioning. Respondents 

recognised that the concept of this collaborative committee was good; however, 

committee members were not involved on a continuous basis. This situation was 

compounded by the infrequency of meetings. One respondent from a local university 

asserted that: 

 

“There was only a once a year meeting and this does not work” (Interview C, 

Female). 

 

 

Private Sector  
 

Two issues arising from the exploration of the perceived role of the private sector 

related to its role as a supporting player to the public sector and also in providing a 

supportive network to private sector colleagues. First, it was evident that stakeholders 

believed that the primary tourism planning and development role for a destination is and 

should be performed by government agencies. In turn, it appears that respondents 

perceived the role of the private sector as one of compliance and support. Thus, 

following the government’s lead role was appropriate.  
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The following comment highlights this aspect of the role of the private sector in the 

Chiang Rai region as simply a follower:  

 

“As a private sector, we can only support the government with some information 

and share some opinions, but we cannot set the policy” (Interview L, Male). 

 
 

A second, more proactive role resulted from a perception that the private sector was 

unable to express their voice effectively. Therefore, a partnership arrangement among 

private sector members was emphasised. That is collaborative associations and 

networks were established on the basis of private sector characteristics rather than a 

need to service the destination in a more holistic sense. Respondents felt that by forming 

a collective voice they could be more easily heard by government. Two forms of these 

private sector collaborations were evident. The most recognised tourism association in 

Chiang Rai is the Chiang Rai Tourism Society. This collaboration was established by 

private sector members with a tourism focus. Other private organisations discussed by 

respondents included the Chiang Rai Chamber of Commerce and The Association of 

Northern Tourism Federation (17 provinces). Although the Chiang Rai Chamber of 

Commerce did not have a direct role in tourism, the organisation also focused on 

tourism because tourism business brought a lot of income to the province and their 

members. These associations acted as intermediary agents between the government and 

their members. Apart from those broader based private tourism collaborations, there 

were also small networks of entrepreneurs such as restaurants, car rentals, tour guides 

and hotel clubs. Some of these clubs were also members of the larger broader based 

tourism collaborations. In addition to lobbying larger collaborations and government 

agencies as outsiders, it was reported by respondents that collective groups within a 

collaboration would sometimes meet separately. Thus, cliques within collaboration 

groups often formed. The formation of such cliques suggests the potential for promoting 

vested interests ahead of the interests of the collaboration as a whole.  

 

It was generally felt by respondents, including those from the public sector, that 

collaborations established by the private sector operated more effectively than those 

established by government. Respondents noted that this was because, at least in part, 

they had a business focus and thus had a closer relationship to members making a living 
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in a tourism destination. Some respondents further noted that local tourism associations 

had seen much development over the last five to six years, but not necessarily any 

improvement. Formerly, local tourism association worked among its own members who 

were mostly from the private sector. In more recent years, such associations had 

broadened their base and were now involved with many organisations representing 

different stakeholder groups. One respondent observed that: 

 

“The association can help just by taking care of members and tourists... In the 

past, the association only did their own jobs. Nowadays, they collaborate with 

other institutions/individuals both public and private. They gain more authority 

in policy planning” (Interview M, Male). 

 

The members of private sector collaborations reported that they more actively 

participated in tourism development activities that were more closely related to their 

business interests. Drawing from the secondary data and interviews, it was evident that 

one person was often the leader of different tourism collaborations. Hence, private 

sector members were somewhat unsure of what role a leader was playing, and thus 

whether a leader was acting on behalf of their particular collaboration.  

 

 

Local Community Sector 
 

The local community sector includes non-profit organisations and elected local 

representatives and residents. It was universally agreed by all respondents that not only 

should the public and private sector collaborate, but that the local sector should be 

involved. In the case of tourism collaborations, residents appeared to play no direct role 

and the views of local residents were represented by elected representatives. Elected 

local representatives in the area are called Members of Subdistrict Administrators. 

These members are elected for fixed terms, and act as local representatives in different 

ways. They can make general representations to government and other agencies, public 

or private, join tourism collaborations or form a group to advance tourism related 

interests. Often, they formed a management team and were responsible for the 

development and conservation of natural resources and the environment in their local 
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community. They had the power to negotiate with public and private sectors on behalf 

of local residents.  For example, one respondent saw his role as Subdistrict 

Administrator in the following way:    

 

“Some Subdistrict Administrators may have the ability to build new tourism 

attractions. Some may choose to develop/renovate the old one to become a 

better place. Some neither create a new one nor promote an old one. But what 

they do is to look after the cleanliness of the attraction in their responsible area. 

I joined the TAT to be on the Doi Tung Development Project and also worked 

with Chiang Rai Tourism Society by providing them with good cooperation” 

(Interview B, Male). 

 

A number of respondents felt that local administrators played an important role in the 

tourism development in the area at this time. Subdistrict Administrators received 

funding for local development activities in general, including tourism related 

development. Although Subdistrict Administrators were elected to represent local 

residents, they followed government policy rather than advanced the ideas of local 

residents. Similarly, the activities of administrators were tied to the funding provided to 

them. If they received small amounts of funding they did little tourism work.  

 

In addition to elected local representatives, a number of non-profit organisations are 

involved in tourism collaboration and usually act on behalf of the local communities. In 

the Chiang Rai province, a number of external non-profit organisations have come to 

Thailand to assist in the resolution of wider based community issues, such as opium 

replacement farming and sex exploitation. These non-profit organisations may be 

health, charity or religion based. They work with a number of hill tribes, such as the 

Karen. Part of their work emphasises the role of community-based tourism as an 

economic substitute for other activities. This non-profit organisation works closely with 

local communities to advance their interests. Accordingly, they act as community 

consultants to local residents, and interact among them and other organisations and 

government agencies for the rights to manage the surrounding tourism resources. The 

roles of many of these externally based, non-profit organisations were purely 

humanitarian in nature. As the original community problems receded, they are now 
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closely involved in more positive activities such as tourism development. This role was 

not part of the original agenda for such organisations.  

 

In summary, the findings suggest that a tourism collaboration provides a reasonable 

opportunity for numerous stakeholders to work together for a better outcome for the 

community. In particular, there was a consensus among stakeholders from different 

groups that every sector has to be involved in a tourism collaboration to sustainably 

advance a tourism destination. However, roles and involvement varied between sectors.  

Tourism planning and policy development was controlled by government. While it was 

open for other stakeholder groups to be involved at some stage, the private sector and 

local community had a weak and largely passive voice on development issues. To 

compensate for this weak voice, private sector interests often worked more proactively 

in more homogenous groupings of stakeholders to provide a stronger voice on tourism 

related issues. In the local community sector, elected representatives and non-profit 

organisations played substantially larger roles than local residents, but their input could 

be muted by concerns about their respective agendas.   

 

 

4.2.3 Nature of Tourism Collaboration  
 

In this section, the interviews provide an overall picture of the nature of tourism 

collaboration in the Chiang Rai region. Three main themes are advanced, with each 

theme representing a particular level of activity. First, a recognition of the potential of 

tourism and collaboration efforts is discussed. This theme relates to the more abstract 

vision of the worthiness of forming any collaboration, and answers questions such as is 

tourism important or collaboration worthwhile. Second, motives for joining tourism 

collaboration are presented. This is a lower level where more customised reasons for 

participation are explored and reported. Third, the section reports findings related to 

tourism collaboration in practice. This level relates to the execution of a collaboration 

and highlights several practical issues that indicate how well a collaboration is 

performing. 
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Recognition of Potential of Tourism and Collaboration Efforts 
 

Almost all respondents appreciated the importance of tourism to the province and 

recognised the potential for more tourism activities to improve the economic and social 

well being of the area. Second, respondents also expressed the view that tourism 

development would be enhanced through collaborative efforts. Interviewees spoke 

extensively about the potential for sustainable tourism destination development. Indeed, 

the majority claimed that the Chiang Rai province has a high potential for expanded 

tourism activities, especially in relation to providing a variety of tourism attractions. 

Hence, there was a high level of enthusiasm expressed toward fulfilling such potential. 

Exemplar comments include: 

 

 “Natural attraction or built attraction...”  (Interview K, Male)   

“Cultural tourism and border-trade tourism...”  (Interview F, Female). 

“Nature, culture and adventure...”  (Interview H, Male).  

 

However, the issue of infrastructure was most mentioned in terms of facilitating or 

constraining tourism development. Several respondents complained that a lack of 

development of new infrastructure such as road, rail and other transport modes was 

holding back the fulfilment of the region’s tourism potential. Besides basic 

infrastructure, respondents saw a greater need for more development of tourism 

resources such as attractions, activities and recreational areas. A comment provided by a 

university representative conveys this general view: 

  

“We lack tourism attraction adaptation and development for it sustainability” 

(Interview C, Female).  

 

While respondents recognised the need for sustainable tourism development, they noted 

that not all stakeholders in the province agreed with them. Respondents suggested that 

when tourism was more accepted as a valuable industry within the area and society, 

other stakeholders (particularly local residents), would cooperate more. A number of 

respondents lamented that many stakeholders did not recognise the importance of 

tourism to the area. Accordingly, several respondents commented that the profile and 
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importance of tourism had to be raised amongst the wider community. Suggestions from 

respondents included providing more publicity to the community and the wider 

population. Several respondents also noted that educational institutions could provide 

knowledge and information for broader stakeholder groups. Moreover, a few 

respondents asserted that the media could play an expanded role in promoting the 

destination image and further assist in information circulation. Thus, respondent 

comments indicated a gap in perceptions of tourism importance between tourism 

insiders and outsiders. Furthermore, the range of ideas to bridge this gap indicated a 

collective view that bringing the wider community along was an important requirement 

for sustainable tourism development. 

 

Following the views about the need for tourism development, respondents also thought 

that a sustainable tourism destination requires cooperation among the tourism industry 

players and between industry and government. Furthermore, several respondents 

regarded tourism stakeholder collaboration as a key tool for sustainable tourism 

development. It was further suggested by one respondent that developing stakeholder 

relationships could be an important source of competitive advantage. The need for a 

tourism collaboration is illustrated in the following quotation:  

 

“... cannot let only one stakeholder do the job, or only leave it to the 

government. It cannot be like local people only leave it to the government or 

government leave it to local people; they all must cooperate” (Interview K, 

Male). 

 

Similarly, a respondent from the public sector added that: 

 

“If stakeholders participate in tourism collaboration, it will benefit them. If 

stakeholders go different ways, they will have to compete with each other” 

(Interview I, Male).   

 

On the other hand, respondents were unsure about how to involve more people in a 

tourism collaboration and effectively collaborate over time. For instance, a few 

respondents reflected that some organisations did not participate in a tourism 

collaboration because they felt that their tourism business could survive without 
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spending time participating in the collaboration. Therefore, tourism collaboration was 

not essential for all tourism business operators. Some of them could manage to make a 

comfortable living on their own.  Conversely, collaboration supporters stressed that the 

involvement of every stakeholder in the area was needed, particularly from top 

management and policy planners. There was a feeling from a few respondents that 

stakeholders from the public sector, private sector and the community had to take the 

notion of collaboration more seriously. Moreover, one respondent stated that it was 

important to collaborate both at a domestic and international level, and gave the 

example of the collaboration among the Greater MaeKhong Subregion (GMS) 

countries. It was thought that Chiang Rai would benefit from collaborative 

arrangements between these countries as a successful gateway to tourism in GMS.  

More specifically, it was recommended by one respondent that the collaboration needed 

more development in terms of research, building more networks, and regular 

information exchange and communication among participants. He/she was confident 

that if stakeholders kept participating in the tourism collaboration, it would lead to 

sustainable tourism development. 

 

 

Motives for Joining the Tourism Collaboration 
 

This second theme discusses the different motives for joining the tourism collaboration. 

Three particular motives were prevalent: benefits to the business of tourism; sharing 

information; and social. The business benefit issue was mostly mentioned by 

respondents. At a broader level, respondents felt that tourism brought economic benefits 

to the province and that through their participation in a collaboration they were assisting 

in this process. Thus, generating more income for local people was a prime 

consideration for several respondents. At the same time, a number of respondents felt 

that tourism also helped to prolong their culture. This cultural benefit resulted from the 

recognition that the business of cultural tourism required a retention and promotion of 

key aspects of Thai culture. Furthermore, some members indicated that they participated 

in a tourism collaboration because there was a need for tourism development. They 

stressed that tourism development was not easy to do individually. Thus, these 
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respondents considered getting together to contribute to the tourism development and 

promote the tourism destination as an ideal method.  

At a lower organisational level, respondents tended to see themselves like other 

collaboration members and had joined to gain some general business benefit. Indeed 

members had a general expectation that they would obtain some benefit from 

participating in a tourism collaboration. One respondent highlighted this issue as 

follows: 

 

“It is about the benefit. They are working together for benefit” (Interview G, 

Female).  

 

Members who had participated in a tourism collaboration acknowledged that frequently 

they would evaluate the worth of their participation by looking for benefits. Thus many 

saw that both individual and mutual benefits were strong reasons for them to participate 

in tourism collaboration. One respondent from the private sector said that:  

 

“Stakeholder collaboration was formed mainly for business benefit... and it is a 

fact that we can’t deny” (Interview N, Male).  

 

For individual benefits, one respondent stated that members are concerned about what 

they will get from the collaboration. Indeed, he stated that they should get something 

back from the collaboration. It was further suggested that the benefits should be greater 

than the cost of participating. In addition, perhaps unsurprisingly, it was noted from the 

interviews that private sector respondents tended to seek individual benefits more than 

public sector members. Respondents from government agencies and the local 

community sector tended to be more concerned about duty, public interest and mutual 

benefit for the community, whereas the private sector was more concerned with profit.  

As one businessman illustrated: 

 

“We have to accept that the private sectors want to attract more customers and 

make some profits, whereas public sectors want the job/project to be done. Then 

if we combine these two together, it will benefit every sector. It’s a win-win 

situation as long as everyone works closely together” (Interview L, Male).   
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In contrast, a few private sector respondents stated that the advantage of working 

together was mainly for news and information, not for business profit. By joining the 

tourism collaboration, several private sector respondents said that they received benefits 

such as news, information and ideas about tourism trends. Thus, their interests benefited 

indirectly. In addition, several of these private sector members felt that the tourism 

business sector did not need to work together to increase their profit. Everyone could 

stand on their own feet. Hence, participation in a tourism collaboration did not give their 

members any substantial profit. This idea was supported by one respondent from the 

private sector who said: 

 

“What we will get from collaborative members are news, information and know 

what’s going on tourism business, all the way through to tourism trends in the 

future...this is the main reason that makes me participate in the association” 

(Interview M, Male). 

 

Thus, it was identified that information exchange was one of the reasons why 

stakeholders joined the tourism collaboration. Some respondents said that the tourism 

collaboration was a central hub for information, in that they could obtain news and 

information to generally enhance their business activities. Accordingly, one respondent 

from the private sector summed up the situation with regard to information sharing as 

follows: 

 

“I can obtain information from different sources - knowledge and information 

exchange. I don’t want to do (business) alone and know nothing” (Interview Q, 

Female).  

 

In addition to benefit and information exchange issues, the majority of respondents 

considered that the tourism collaboration was the place they could make friends and talk 

to people who were in the same business. For example, a respondent from the private 

sector stated:  

 

“Apart from information exchange, the reason why I have participated in this 

collaboration is so that I can work with other members in the association” 

(Interview M, Male). 
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Tourism Collaboration in Practice 
 

So far, the first two themes have discussed the nature of a tourism collaboration from a 

broad vision perspective and an individual’s motives to participate. This theme relates 

to aspects of a tourism collaboration at a more operational level. Hence, the analysis has 

shifted from a broader based, less involved theme to a narrower, more personally 

involved and operational theme. Four dimensions associated with the theme of tourism 

collaboration in practice were identified. These dimensions are genuineness of 

participation, need for harmony, matching achievements to goals and project-based 

approach. While other dimensions may exist, it was evident that these were the 

strongest aspects that emerged through the interviews.  

 

 

Genuine Participation  

 

This dimension discusses the level of participation of stakeholders in the collaboration. 

While there was a general consensus that all sectors should be represented in a tourism 

collaboration, there was less conviction that this happened in practice. The following 

comment illustrates the widespread public view:  

 

“Every stakeholder has to be involved in order to truly benefit all groups.    

 Every stakeholder has to participate in every process, not only at some level” 

(Interview F, Female).    

 

Furthermore, many respondents indicated that there was an opportunity for them to be 

involved in the sharing of ideas and decision making. For instance: 

 

“I usually participate in tourism activities and also share some ideas at the 

meeting” (Interview I, Male).     

 

In practice, developing greater interaction and participation between disparate groups of 

stakeholder was found to be challenging. Local people tended to get involved in 

activities they found relevant to their immediate lives, such as local festivals. However, 
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for other activities they were less interested. Furthermore, disinterested stakeholders 

were hesitant to share ideas and make an effort in the collaboration, even if they turned 

up for meetings. It was found that some people had no opportunity to join, some had the 

opportunity but declined, and some were involved but only on a very limited basis. The 

paradox of feelings about collaborations is captured in this comment: 

 

“From my perspective, tourism collaboration is a must. There are many people 

involved but we still cannot achieve the goal because members do not fully 

participate” (Interview Q, Female). 

 

This quotation includes the twin comments that while collaboration is essential for 

tourism development, its success is hindered because of a lack of genuine participation. 

One example provided by a respondent relates to the situation where a handful of 

members were effectively involved in determining major collaboration issues such as 

developing mutual objectives. Some respondents felt that the opportunity to provide 

input on joint goal setting was somewhat superficial. There was considerable doubt 

whether members were actually involved in goal setting and if participating 

stakeholders represented all relevant stakeholders in the area. As one respondent said: 

 

“There was little real participation. Some groups can’t make a deal. But it is not 

too bad. It’s better than doing nothing” (Interview L, male). 

 

A related issue was the level of collaboration interaction; that is, the level of frequency 

of collaboration activities. Most respondents agreed that the province had been 

practicing some level of tourism collaboration. However, respondents had different 

views toward the level of tourism collaboration in Chiang Rai. The first group of 

respondents believed that there was a high level of tourism interaction in the area. They 

stated that tourism stakeholders in Chiang Rai closely collaborated. This group of 

respondents were from both the public and private sectors and most were involved 

actively in the tourism collaboration. One respondent from the public sector proudly 

highlighted that: 

 

“Tourism collaboration in many provinces in Thailand did not collaborate as 

effectively as in Chiang Rai” (Interview E, Female). 
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Few respondents noted that the tourism collaboration in Chiang Rai had collaborated to 

the level that there was discussion and participation in some activities and collaboration 

at the local authority level. Another group of respondents considered that the level of 

tourism interaction among stakeholders was improving and that the participation rate 

was reasonable. Thus, a mix of views was found in terms of who was involved. The 

following respondents illustrate this latter point: 

 

“At provincial level, there is a low level of interaction. At local community level 

there is a high level of tourism collaboration bonding with NGOs” (Interview F, 

Female).  

 

“Among the private sector, the level of tourism collaboration is less than 50 

percent. They think the issue is far from them. They are worried about not 

getting anything back from the meeting” (Interview D, Male).  

 

However, some respondents felt that the level of collaboration was very low. This group 

of respondents were from both the public and private sectors. They further stressed that 

full consideration of the implementation was unrealistic. Some respondents felt that 

collaboration activity was overrated, and that there was no true collaboration in practice. 

One respondent from the private sector suggested that there was some nice strategy and 

vision, but that this had to be put into action to actually make the collaboration efforts 

worthwhile, as the following quotation indicates: 

  

“It would be good if we really did it in a practical situation” (Interview J,  

Male).    

 

A similar view from a tourism academic indicated the lack of genuine participation:  

 

“...maybe no tourism collaboration or only a little” (Interview C, Female). 
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Further criticism about equal participation in the tourism collaboration includes the 

following comment: 

   

“I want to see the local sector have its own networking that can involve it in 

government policy. Previously, we had no voice, even in planning. Now we’re 

expecting that tourism collaboration will instigate the holistic approach” 

(Interview S, Male).    

 

A similar view was made that the collaboration management committee needed to listen 

to other people’s voices:   

 

“The board committee has to accept other people’s ability; accept other 

people’s opinions. This is most important” (Interview A, Male). 

 

Furthermore, the same respondent explained that unequal power distribution was one of 

the reasons for him not participating actively in tourism collaboration: 

 

“The picture is not clear, so it is waste of my time to participate. But if there is a 

right power distribution, I’m happy to participate” (Interview A, Male). 

 

 

Matching Achievement to Goals 

 

Associated with the idea of realistic participation is a strong theme of actually achieving 

some outcomes from the collaboration. That is, walk the talk. Although respondents 

found the concept of tourism collaboration simple to understand, it was not easy to 

implement. Several issues were raised by respondents, and overall there was a feeling of 

not achieving enough outcomes. One such issue raised by a respondent from the private 

sector was that the vision of the tourism collaboration was not clear for all tourism 

stakeholders. Hence, this would lead to divergent views on what needed to be done: 

 

“The picture of tourism network is not clear (Interview J, Male).  
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Similarly, this lack of clarity was illustrated by a representative from the public sector:  

 

“We need to develop collaboration more. There should be mutual objectives and 

rules. Also, the proportion of collaborative work needs to be assigned clearly” 

(Interview H, Male).  

 

In addition to clearer statements on strategy, one respondent from a government agency 

emphasised that there was a problem in putting plans into practice:  

 

“If you write 300 pages of tourism planning and don’t want to do anything about

  it, then that’s the end” (Interview K, Male). 

 

A similar comment illustrates this point about a lack of implementation: 

 

“Some tourism collaboration is only a piece of paper. Some have been 

established for three to four years but there is no progress and development. 

This is not useful” (Interview C, Female). 

 

While many respondents felt that the execution of the ideals of a collaboration was 

lacking, many respondents were positive about ways to improve this situation. Two 

suggestions included gathering more information and providing guidelines, together 

with better collaboration leaders. Hence, a suggestion was made that more research 

efforts and a handbook could assist the tourism collaboration to carry out their work 

successfully:  

 

“We should make use of available tourism research and extend it. Tourism 

stakeholder should try to put it into action. Although it is a hard work, we need 

to do it” (Interview F, Female). 

 

Furthermore, several respondents indicated that having the right person for the right job 

was important. They commented that implementation was difficult when the authority 

was in the hand of someone who did not have sufficient skill:  
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“The skilled person doesn’t have a chance to do it, while the person who has a 

chance to do it doesn’t know the job. Then what we’ve seen is that the budget 

and the outcomes do not match” (Interview J, Male). 

 

 

Project-Based Approach 

 

Associated with the difficulties raised by respondents in the latter two points about 

leadership skills and guidelines or manuals is a broader based issue. Tourism 

collaboration appeared to take on a short term project nature. That is, stakeholders 

tended to work together only when there was a project and budget. Local people would 

participate when they stood to gain or lose some benefits. Members were often 

concerned about efforts that did not return something from their participation. One 

respondent from the private sector asserted that the stakeholder collaboration was not 

ongoing:  

 

“Chiang Rai had a good level of tourism stakeholder interaction. However, it 

was not on a permanent and continuous basis” (Interview E, Female). 

 

It was also highlighted by one respondent that stakeholders worked together now and 

then whenever there was an event or festival, or as required: 

 

“The problem is that all participants are not going the same way. Everyone 

should have the same aim. However, if there is an event or a project, they make 

a great collaboration” (Interview L, Male). 

 

While some respondents argued that the level of interaction between the government 

and private sector was reasonable, many felt that the partnership between local people 

and other sectors was weak. In part, this resulted because many projects were discrete in 

nature and dependent upon resources and support. In the absence of support, projects 

were not initiated, developed or enhanced. A respondent from the local community 

sector said:  
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“The budget is used according to such a project. What we used to do was 

stakeholder’s going back after reaching agreement in the meeting and getting 

together again when there is a new project or budget. Whoever wants to 

continue to work on such issue will keep going” (Interview I, Male).  

 

 

Need for Harmony 

 

So far these three dimensions have illustrated issues of getting people to come together 

to work collaboratively. This next dimension relates more to the people aspect of a 

collaboration; that is, working in harmony. There was a strong focus on the need for 

collaboration members to work in harmony. This dimension has two aspects: causes of 

conflict and broader based cultural values. Respondents felt deeply that stakeholders in 

the area should share benefits and interests and work together to create synergy. 

Furthermore, they felt that it would be better if the community participated strongly but 

in harmony. A respondent from the private sector commented on the local tourism 

collaboration: 

 

“They should learn to create synergy between each other and have good 

planning” (Interview J, Male). 

  

Similarly, a respondent from the public sector pointed out the need for harmony rather 

than competition:  

 

“Competition between each other may cause us to lose some of the good things” 

(Interview I, Male). 

 

In addition, some respondents thought that participation in community forums could be 

a delicate issue. Although the majority of respondents considered collaboration among 

tourism stakeholders to be important, they also recognised that conflict between 

members was a possibility. As mentioned by several respondents, tourism 

collaborations need to be more aware of the causes of conflict among members.  
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For instance, one respondent suggested that an unequal distribution of benefits tended to 

create conflict:   

 

“Some people may consider that the committee members get a lot of benefits but 

are prejudiced, and set some activities for specific groups of people. Different 

people have different perspectives” (Interview M, Male). 

 

It was argued by some respondents that benefits only went to some specific groups; not 

to everyone. There was a feeling that active members usually obtained more benefits 

than non-active members. Furthermore, this unequal distribution resulted in slower 

progress toward collaboration objectives, if any progress was made at all. It was felt by 

several respondents that the people who proposed and controlled the project would gain 

more benefits than others. Hence, the unequal distribution of benefits held back 

effective tourism collaboration. Two respondents illustrate this issue as follows: 

 

“The group derives benefits for themselves more than they give to the overall 

Chiang Rai community. It doesn’t look like everyone will get the benefits and 

share these benefits. Nevertheless, other people will get some benefits but they 

are only going to be indirect benefits” (Interview B, Male).  

  

“Some people were good but some participated for themselves” (Interview P, 

Female). 

 

It was evident that some tourism stakeholders interviewed did not want to participate 

actively in a collaboration because of ego issues. Often they did not like people on a 

particular collaboration committee. While respondents did not comment on this issue of 

ego directly, the researcher inferred these feelings from other comments made. It was 

thus evident that conflict among tourism stakeholders existed as respondents 

commented on how members often gossiped and blamed each other for problems. The 

issue of receiving unfair personal benefits was seen as a major source of conflict among 

respondents. It was discussed earlier that obtaining some benefit from participating in a 

collaboration was one of the motives for joining the tourism collaboration. It was also 

mentioned that there was a general recognition that members participated to gain some 

benefit. However, members were unhappy to see other members taking more advantage 
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for themselves or for their own group. Thus, often those members who were unhappy 

about this situation tended to play a less active part in collaboration activities, or even 

dropped off from the collaboration:    

  

“Ego is the main obstruction...some organisations or individual still don’t want 

to collaborate because they don’t like the committees...they used to be members 

but they didn’t want to join the association anymore because of personal 

reasons. In my opinion, all organizations in the world must be like this. There 

must be a change about the management or committees. It is an election. The 

new person will replace the old person. There are some people who think that it 

must be corrupted or unfair” (Interview M, Male). 

 

“Conflict of benefits and interest as well as the distribution of benefits are a 

problem for collaboration” (Interview D, Male). 

 

 “Conflict of interest leads to unsuccessful of tourism collaboration” (Interview    

   G, Female). 

 

In addition, a more extreme form of unequal sharing of benefits was found to be 

perceptions of corrupt behaviour. Corruption was also a source of conflict that affected 

collaborative performance: 

 

“Corruption, as we know, is severe. When there is a corruption, the 

performance is not good. We are indignant when the budget is used in the wrong 

way... So the quality of outcomes is not good” (Interview J, Male). 

 

Cultural values were also evident in how tourism collaborations should operate at the 

local level within the province. The interviews demonstrated that the issue of 

consciousness (in Thai = Jit Sam Nuek) is important for successful tourism 

collaboration. In this context ‘consciousness’ refers to cultivation of 

consciousness/consideration. The following examples illustrate the key relationship 

between consciousness and stakeholder collaboration: 

 

“...will be sustainable if each person has consciousness” (Interview E, Female). 
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  “...need more development on collaboration, thought, and consciousness” 

(Interview K, Male). 

 

“The obstruction is consciousness. If everyone be sincere, make a real 

collaboration and the politics goes well, benefit will certainly be gained” 

(Interview L, Male). 

 

In addition, Thai people have strong cultural values relating to power distance, 

collectivism and uncertainty avoidance. People often pay respect to senior, superior and 

powerful people. It is important that younger or inferior Thais give respect. Hence, 

when arguing or questioning occurs this may be a sign of disrespect. Generally, tourism 

development policy decisions are made at the high levels of government and 

collaboration leadership respectively. Therefore, respect for Thai cultural values can 

hold back genuine collaborative work where decisions are developed, discussed and 

changed. For example, respondents commented that collaboration decisions were often 

in line with the superior person’s decision. Thus, the voice from every stakeholder was 

often not heard. Moreover, aspects such as a collectivist society, fear of losing face and 

criticism avoidance had also influenced collaboration working arrangements and 

decisions. These cultural values are embedded in Thai society and several comments 

from the interview throughout this chapter have reflected these issues. Although 

consensus was not too hard to achieve because members often followed the leader’s 

vision, it was doubted that the agreement reached was truly unanimous amongst 

members. The following comment expresses this doubt: 

 

“I had a chance to share some opinion; perhaps observe other people if they 

have the same or similar opinion to mine. Then I will agree and support this 

opinion deliberately; otherwise I would keep quiet” (Interview Q, Female).    

 

 

4.2.4 Effective Tourism Collaboration 
 

The previous section reported findings associated with the concept of tourism 

collaboration. In this section, the discussion moves forward to focus on ‘effectiveness’. 
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This section provides an extensive discussion relating to perceptions of effective 

tourism collaboration and how respondents judge effectiveness. Accordingly, the 

section is divided into two streams: 1) what is effective collaboration; and 2) how 

successful do respondents view the collaboration. 

 

 

Overall, the effectiveness of tourism collaboration was indirectly discussed throughout 

the interviews, with respondents offering various opinions about the effectiveness of 

tourism collaboration. The views expressed were wide ranging and there was no 

apparent consensus on the notion of effectiveness. For instance, the next three 

exemplars highlight the diversity of views. First, one respondent reported that 

effectiveness is reflected in a common aim and standard. A second approach was to 

simply look at the activities that had been carried out by the collaboration, while a third 

view suggested that effectiveness is about member satisfaction: 

  

“If they want a good collaboration, they should set a common aim and 

standard” (Interview L, Male). 

 

 “The outcome measures how effective we are. We look at the activities we have 

done. If it goes smoothly, no problem; then it is successful” (Interview M, Male). 

 

The same respondent explained further that:   

 

“Ultimately, the organisation’s goal is to help its members. I think the best KPI 

(Key Performance Index) is the satisfaction of collaborative members. If 145 

members are satisfied with the outcome, it means this committee’s work is okay” 

(Interview M, Male). 

 

To gain insights into the nature of collaboration effectiveness and success, respondents 

were further probed about the level of their satisfaction toward the work of tourism 

collaboration in the area. Once again, a range of views were offered about the perceived 

success of the tourism collaboration. However, the findings from respondents could be 

grouped into two aspects that reflect different perspectives. First was a focus at the 

personal level. This was a personal feeling of happiness and pride in being involved. 
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Second, a broader communal aspect was evident in how respondents framed their 

feelings toward collaboration success.  

 

The majority of the respondents were satisfied at a personal level. Respondents 

appreciated the opportunity to work within the tourism collaboration and were happy to 

participate in tourism development in the area. Many respondents expressed the view 

that the tourism collaboration was not only a place for various stakeholder groups to 

meet and work with each other, but that could also produce an effective outcome. This 

point contrasts with other comments where several stakeholders felt that outcomes were 

not achieved. However, for a large group of respondents, being members of a tourism 

collaboration made them feel proud. Respondents indicated that membership was good 

for their image and was a way of gaining respect from society. For instance, one 

respondent commented how he was personally pleased with his performance: 

 

“Yes. I am happy because I’m happy to work for society...doing some good 

things in my life” (Interview J, Male). 

 

At a broader community level, some members thought that the tourism collaboration 

was successful. Conversely, one widely held view was that if the community does see 

the collaboration as successful then that is the benchmark for success, rather than what 

members perceive. There was a mix of views about its contribution to society: 

 

“Stakeholder collaboration is at satisfactory level, but not that much...anyway, 

it’s not too bad. It’s better than doing nothing” (Interview L, Male). 

 

 

In addition, tourism collaboration was not yet successful because even though tourism 

collaboration had been promoted heavily recently, not many people took it seriously as 

argued by respondents from the private sector:     

 

“Tourism collaboration has been widely criticised, but not yet undertaken 

seriously. I have sympathy for its performance” (Interview R, Male). 
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“The club or association is not developed seriously because people don’t work 

continually” (Interview Q, Female).  

 

 

4.2.5 Factors Affecting Tourism Stakeholder Collaboration 
 

The purpose of this section is twofold: first, to provide relevant data for the following 

quantitative study (see figure 4.1); and second, to affirm or negate the relevance of 

theorised variables in a new context. Thus, this section aims to contextualise the 

thematic framework derived from the literature review. The study sought to substantiate 

whether these factors were relevant to the tourism destination context, and to see how 

relevant the framework is to Thailand in particular. In Chapter 2, various factors were 

identified that could affect the success of tourism stakeholder collaboration. These 

factors were: communication quality; perceived benefits:; trust; representation quality 

and equal participation; leadership style; administrative support and resources; and 

interdependency. Furthermore, the study also provided particular information to use for 

the subsequent survey investigation, especially measurement scale adaptation. The 

following model (figure 4.4) illustrates the main factors identified to affect the success 

of a tourism collaboration.  

 

The issues of perceived benefits and representation quality and equal participation have 

been discussed in Section 4.2.3, Nature of a Tourism Collaboration. In particular, 

perceived benefit was discussed under Motives for Joining a Tourism Collaboration, 

while participation issues were discussed under Tourism Collaboration in Practice. Both 

issues were recognised as important factors leading to more effective collaborations.  
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Figure 4.4. Factors Affecting Tourism Stakeholder Collaboration 

 

 

Communication Quality 
 

Overall, most interviewees raised the communication issue both directly and indirectly 

and suggested that good communication quality leads to better outcomes. For instance, a 

respondent from the public sector gave a general comment on ways to achieve 

collaborative goals: 

 

“We should collaborate to achieve the goal by having tourism stakeholders 

communicate and exchange information” (Interview I, Male).    

 

In addition, four dimensions relating to the issue of communication quality were teased 

out from the interviews. These four dimensions comprised: functional attributes of 

communication; communicating among a diversity of stakeholders; communication 

tools; and continuity of communication channels.  
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A number of attributes were used to describe good communication. The main ones 

related to clear and accurate information. Respondents suggested that tourism 

stakeholders had to communicate clearly because it would help to promote 

understanding among them. Moreover, it was recommended that stakeholders should 

communicate accurately to advance effective collaborative working. For example, one 

respondent suggested that:  

 

“The government agencies had to communicate well with each other and deliver 

to other stakeholders in the area clearly” (Interview C, Female). 

 

 

A second dimension related to communicating with a diversity of stakeholders. It was 

generally agreed by respondents that relevant players should be included in 

communication channels. Having key people involved in the collaboration provides 

members with adequate and quality information to share. This communication refers to 

face-to-face meetings and other modes of communication. However, the diversity of 

stakeholders participating in tourism activities makes understanding of issues and 

communicating ideas difficult. For instance, 

 

“Many tourism stakeholders joined a collaboration or participate in 

tourism project...however, communication among all of them was difficult” 

(Interview C, Female) 

 

Another issue was the time invested in such collaborations. Some stakeholders had 

paid positions to work within collaborations and to contribute to collaboration 

discussions, whereas other members were time poor. This resulted in some 

stakeholders not being able to attend meetings and even if they attended, they were not 

necessarily able to stay until the end of a meeting. Thus, face-to-face communication is 

lost for such stakeholders. One respondent said: 

  

“Individual time prevents each members from joining the activities because they 

would choose to do their own business first. If they still have time, they would 

come to the meeting and share their opinion...but again, some of them couldn’t 



 

- 178 - 

stay until the end of the meeting because they need to rush out to do their 

business or something else” (Interview I, Male). 

 

Some members indicated that they may not be able to attend the meeting. In this case 

they sent a delegate. Thus the owner /manager did not always attend in person but 

attempted to receive information via a third party. It was explained by one respondent 

that: 

 

“I don’t always attend the meeting; sometimes I am busy or have been away. 

But I normally send someone to attend the meeting instead of me on behalf of the 

hotel” (Interview T, Male). 

 

Similarly, one respondent explained that she did not have the time to participate in a 

meeting because she had no available staff to help her in her business during busy 

periods. Because of this, she had no way of obtaining the information provided at the 

meeting: 

 

“We are not a big company; we do not have much staff or time. So sometimes 

we cannot join with the others. Actually, the meeting should be held during the 

low season” (Interview Q, Female). 

 

Limited time was therefore identified as a barrier that prevented members from 

participating fully in the collaboration.  More importantly, these examples indicate 

a structural communication issue that provides a systemic bias. Small business 

operators do not have the same opportunity to participate in a face-to-face situation 

as others, either in the public sector or larger corporate enterprises. This issue 

overlaps with the genuineness of participation raised earlier. 

 

Various means of communication among tourism stakeholders were employed. These 

communication tools included handbooks, seminars/meetings, workshops and field trips. 

Handbooks for tourism collaboration and reports often resulted from the seminars and/or 

workshops among tourism stakeholders. These workshops or seminars of key tourism 

stakeholders from both public and private sectors often included academic staff as 

presenters or facilitators.  However, not all respondents were enamoured with the use of 
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handbooks produced for the benefit of the industry. To illustrate, one respondent talked 

about a handbook developed for tourism development but not used by anyone: 

 

“This handbook would help in practice and implementation. They should use 

this handbook to propose the project and budget, and create an action plan. In 

the handbook, it contains overall Chiang Rai practical strategy and direction. 

There were some recommendation and also steps to follow. Just follow the steps 

and that’s it. However, it might be a bit out of date; there’s a need for 

adaptation in term of the action plan. Its context is still good. It is about tourism 

mapping” (Interview J, Male). 

 

 

Continuity of communication channels was also identified as a key dimension of 

communication quality. Continuity of communication was felt to be a particularly 

damaging issue. Many arrangements were ad hoc rather than planned. In the case of 

regular meetings, regular dialogue between members could be established. However, 

other meetings were organised on a project basis when the money became available to 

initiate some activity, and there was a need to develop something. In addition, the 

interviews revealed that follow up and regular communication was needed because 

actions without follow up led to unsuccessful outcomes. One respondent highlighted 

that:  

 

“No coordinator sends out regular information, so people don’t want to keep 

pursuing the matter” (Interview F, Female).  

 

Another difficulty for collaboration was the change of key personnel resulting in a loss 

of information and continuity of relationships. One respondent commented on the 

change of four governors in eight years. It was felt by this respondent that the process 

of the tourism collaboration initiative would never reach the end because the process 

was re-started again and again. Similarly, another respondent indicated that when he 

was busy he substituted a staff member to attend in his place. Thus, if a business owner 

is substituted with a junior staff member, it is difficult to envisage collaboration 

members investing time to form relationships with temporary and junior collaboration 

members. 
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Trust  
 

There were no major dimensions evident in the analysis of this theme. The following 

comments on trust have been collated: 

 

“An important factor is that the organisation has credibility and reliability, and 

also the members believe in the organisation” (Interview S, Male). 

 

“They should have trust among them but it can’t move along well. This is 

business, so this kind of trouble happens because some want to bond but some 

want to be distinctive” (Interview L, Male). 

 

“Some little things such as members gossiping about each other within the 

collaboration can lead to distrust” (Interview R, Male).  

 

One respondent further explained that distrust could occur when members kept benefits 

for their own group of friends, and members gossiped about each other within the 

organisation. It was evident that some members did not like each other. Hence, trust was 

difficult to establish. Respondents noted that trust building was not easy because it 

related to benefits and mutual interests. It was hard to establish trust among members 

especially when members did not get along well. In addition, some respondents asserted 

that personal relationships are important for trust building.  For example: 

 

“People only trust within the group of friends. I can’t say that it’s difficult to 

trust; it’s not that, but if they have the same interest and benefit this group of 

people would trust each other” (Interview P, Female).    

 

Respondents also suggested how trust could be developed. One idea was to set 

examples through leadership while another idea was to focus on the collaborative goals 

and not to get distracted.  The following two exemplars illustrate this thinking: 
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“Public sectors should provide knowledge and give example to stakeholders that 

if there is no trust, then there will be some other problem along the way” 

(Interview E, Female). 

 

“We (members of tourism association) have to look at the collaborative goals. 

Each party has to show their sincerity and be straightforward” (Interview L, 

Male).   

 

 

Leadership Style 
 

A majority of respondents mentioned that collaboration leadership had a major 

influence on the tourism collaboration. Most of the respondents believed that 

government should provide leadership because effective tourism collaboration on issues 

such as tourism policy, planning and development depended on the government. They 

were generally of the view that if the government did the job, then the private sector 

would follow. There was a feeling that in the absence of strong government leadership 

the private sector might step up, but with less power and authority it would struggle. 

These issues were raised in section 4.2.2 when discussing the roles of collaboration 

members.  

 

In this section, a focus is placed on leadership at local and individual levels, with 

several respondents suggesting that good leadership style could improve collaborative 

working. This theme is divided into two dimensions - leadership skills and authority of 

the leader. Several leadership skills were identified as beneficial. As one respondent 

stated, if one wants to make the collaboration work, the leader has to initiate and 

encourage people to participate. Another respondent added that the leader or facilitator 

could be anyone who had leadership skills. A further comment indicated that the leader 

should be someone who could bring together not only the private sector but also 

government agencies and other stakeholders. Taken together, these comments appear 

overly optimistic in securing a person with well honed skills. 
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The following comments illustrate the range of skills thought to epitomise leadership 

style and skill: 

 

“We need a good leader...if we have a skilled leader, then we can motivate 

people to join” (Interview F, Female). 

 

“The leader is very enthusiastic, but I don’t know why his credibility has been 

less lately. If his words are not meaningful then it’s hard to inspire people to 

participate” (Interview T, Male). 

 

It was also noted by respondents that if the leader has no credibility, it would be hard to 

ask for cooperation from members. Accordingly, some members were not happy with 

their particular collaboration leader.  Possible reasons suggested were conflict of interest 

issues and a leader’s personality. It was further noted that the leader sometimes had 

difficulty in encouraging all members to participate in every activity due to conflicts 

between the leader and others. In addition, it was strongly suspected by some 

respondents that jealousy or narrow mindedness made the leader’s task difficult. Hence, 

an almost superhuman effort would be needed to satisfy all members. 

 

Conversely, there was general respect for leadership decisions, including those made in 

appointing sub-committees or making other organisational arrangements:  

 

“The direction of organisational work mostly depends on the leader because the 

board committee is chosen by the leader. That means the organisational policy 

depends on the leader” (Interview M, Male). 

 

 

In addition, participation from local residents is strongly influenced by the leader or 

head of the community. For example, one public respondent whose direct job was 

involved in community development indicated that collaboration at the community level 

relied heavily on the leader: 
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“If we look closely we will see that they still have problems about collaboration, 

but they can carry on because they have a strong committee. They respect its 

seniority in the system and the leader” (Interview N, Male). 

   

Where respondents felt disenchanted with leadership issues was when leaders appeared 

to be acting in a way not congruent with collaboration principles. For instance, one 

respondent felt that the leader’s ideas were segregated from the group. In such cases, the 

real power in a leadership group was hard to identify and was likely to cause disquiet, as 

the following statement indicates: 

 

“When it comes to the meeting, it’s likely that the leaders have broken off from a 

group, instead of working in collaboration” (Interview J, Male).  

 

 

Administrative Support and Resources 
 

The issue of administrative support and resources was one of the most mentioned 

aspects by respondents. Support and resources that were discussed included finance, 

human resources, administration and policy support. Of these three areas, finance was 

the most problematic and sought after resource. The majority of respondents mentioned 

that there was lack of government finance allocated for tourism planning and 

development in general. Moreover, government funding for seminars and workshops 

was insufficient:  

 

“We don’t have the budget that we were expecting. If we had enough in the 

budget, the project would be more sustainable” (Interview I, Male). 

 

 

Lack of staff and active members to carry out collaboration tasks were identified as 

factors that hindered effective tourism collaboration. In particular, private sector 

members found it difficult to participate during the high season. Although 

collaborations often had monthly meeting, these were sometimes postponed during the 

tourism season.  General comments from respondents include the following:  
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“It was obvious that if we put the right person in the right job, the collaboration 

would last longer and thus would promote a sustainable tourism destination” 

(Interview J, Male).  

            

“...lack of funding and staff who can work for the tourism collaboration on a full 

 time basis” (Interview Q, Female).   

 

            “If the staff are not ready, the development is more difficult” (Interview K,  

Male).   

 

“It’s not that the public sector doesn’t want to help. They’ve tried to help and 

provide financial support, but it lacks participation among stakeholders” 

(Interview A, Male). 

 

Destination tourism planning and development policies were derived from government 

decisions. This point was established in section 4.2.2. However, additional support at 

provincial and local community level was sought and generally found to be lacking. In 

addition, several respondents indicated that there was often a lack of consistency in 

policy implementation. Apart from administration and policy, some respondents 

mentioned that the collaboration should make better use of available research. 

Universities often had research funding available and had played a major role in 

providing consultation and workshop for tourism stakeholders. However, the take up 

was not high. The following quotes illustrate the different responses relevant to 

administrative and policy support: 

 

“There is good collaboration in Chiang Rai but the directions of policy are not 

parallel” (Interview L, Male). 

 

 “I have been involved in a lot of tourism research and we also incorporate with 

many organisations to provide training for stakeholders. It would be great if 

another community would follow” (Interview F, Female).  
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Interdependency  
 

Data collected from the interviews also affirmed the relevance of the notion of 

interdependency as a factor that facilitates effective tourism collaboration. This theme 

underlines the need to work together to address a community issue and being involved 

in such a shared purpose. Overall, the majority of respondents indicated that effective 

tourism collaboration and tourism development required joint working. Furthermore, 

some respondents pointed out that bringing together different skills and knowledge 

creates synergy. Such synergistic outcomes could not be achieved by individual 

stakeholders acting alone. Every stakeholder in the community had to help each other. 

The notion of interdependency was mentioned all the way through the interviews. 

Indeed, there was no dissenting voice on this issue. Terms used to express this theme 

included working together; cannot work alone; need participation; and working together 

toward common goals. The following exemplars illustrate this thinking:  

 

“Collaboration is needed, we can’t do it alone” (Interview J, Male). 

 

“We cannot work alone” (Interview L, Male). 

 

“...need interdependency, and local residents should be thoughtful to each 

other” (Interview S, Male). 

 

Several respondents thought that interdependency was needed in the future. A shared 

view among a handful of respondents was that while a tourism destination could 

achieve more together, it was felt that the need was not urgent. However, to fully 

develop a destination in the future they would indeed have to do more together. This 

point is highlighted in a comment from one respondent in the private sector: 

 

“You can now work alone but not in the future. Today, you are proficient and 

know many people, but in the future it will be hard for you to work when 

compared to people who are involved in strong networking” (Interview L, 

Male). 
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From the above comment, collaboration might not be perceived as urgent for some 

stakeholders. However, it was perceived as necessary in the future. This could be 

explained by the recognition that the tourism industry is evolving and highly 

competitive. Tourism collaboration was thus perceived to be part of a wider solution for 

tourism destination management.  

 

In summary, the interviews provided background information of local tourism 

collaboration and the perceived roles of stakeholders toward sustainable tourism 

destination management. More importantly, an overall picture of the nature of tourism 

collaboration is provided. Major themes that emerged through the interviews were the 

recognition of tourism potential, motives for joining the tourism collaboration, and 

issues involved in the tourism collaboration in practice. In addition, many factors were 

identified in line with the literature in terms of issues that affect collaborative working. 

These were communication quality; benefit; leadership style; trust; representation 

quality and equal participation; administrative support and resources; and 

interdependency. These factors had impacted on tourism collaboration in both positive 

and negative ways. Further analysis of the qualitative findings is presented in section 

4.5.      

 

 

4.3 Study 2: Quantitative Survey Findings  
 

The second stage of the thesis investigation aimed to explain the research problem 

through a quantitative study. A self-administered survey was delivered to members of 

four tourism collaborations in the Chiang Rai area. Since the objective of this study was 

to investigate how tourism stakeholders collaborate effectively in tourism destination 

management, the population of this study was determined to be members of tourism 

associations.  

 

The survey results are presented in seven parts. First, the demographic profile of 

respondents and background information are reported. Second, preliminary tests of the 

collected data such as the process of data coding and screening are provided. Third, 

findings about the level of members’ contact and reasons for joining the tourism 
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collaboration are provided. Fourth, measurement scales were developed further from 

section 3.6.2. The measurement scale purification process is presented and overall 

measurement scales are introduced, together with validity and reliability results. Fifth, 

descriptive analysis of scale constructs are reported followed by results from Pearson 

correlation analysis. Sixth, multiple regression analysis is employed for model 

evaluation.  Lastly, the summary of hypothesis testing is provided. 

 

 

4.3.1 Demographic and Background Information 
 

The following section reports demographic characteristics and background information 

of the sample collected in this study. This includes information such as age, gender, 

occupation and education. This section presents demographic and background 

information of the respondents by using descriptive statistics such as mean, percentage, 

and minimum value and maximum value.  

 

Overall, surveys were delivered to 271 collaboration members registered with the 

respective local tourism organisation at the time of the study. The survey administration 

was discussed in section 3.6.3.  There were 172 responses resulting in a response rate of 

64%. Of the responses received, 161 questionnaires were usable as several 

questionnaires were either blank or contained substantial missing values. The summary 

of demographic characteristics of respondents is shown in table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2.  Respondent Characteristics. 

Characteristics N Valid % 

Gender (n=161) 

   Male 

   Female 

 

75 

86 

 

47 

53 

 

Age (n=161) 

   Up to 24 

   25-34 

   35-44 

   45-54 

   55-64 

   65 and above  

 

8 

40 

48 

45 

17 

3 

 

5 

25 

30 

28 

10 

2 

 

Income (n=160) 

   Less than 3,000 baht 

   3,000-7,000 baht 

   7,001-11,000 baht 

   11,001-15,000 baht 

   15,000-19,000 baht 

   More than 19,000 baht 

 

1 

17 

29 

18 

26 

69 

 

.6 

10.6 

18.1 

11.3 

16.3 

43.1 

 

Level of education (n=159) 

   Completed year12 or less 

   Certificate or diploma 

   University degree 

 

16 

22 

121 

 

10 

14 

76 

 

Sector worked in (n=161) 

   Public sector 

   Private sector 

       Business Owner 

       Non Business Owner  

 

47 

114 

66 

47 

 

29 

71 

58.4 

41.6 
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Of the 161 usable responses, 47% of the respondents were male and 53% were female. 

Most members of the tourism collaboration worked in the private sector which 

accounted for 70% of the total respondents. This result reflected the actual proportion of 

stakeholders in the tourism industry where the number of private sector members is 

more than government agency members. Fifty eight percent of the members who were 

in the private sector owned the business they worked in. Although the questionnaire 

provided three choices for sector work (public, private, or local community), the 

respondents were grouped into two sectoral groups. This was due to the fact that the 

number of respondents who were working in the local sector was lower than 3%. Thus, 

the local sector respondents were grouped into the public sector. These five local 

community members were either elected representatives or delegates of NGO’s. 

Accordingly, it was considered appropriate to group them with other public sector 

members representing government agencies.  

 

In addition, most of the respondents in this study were in three age groups: 25-34; 35-

44; and 45-54 years. Age group and income results were a reflection of the 

characteristics of members of the respective tourism collaboration. The majority of the 

respondents (43%) earned more than 19,000 baht a month, given that more than half of 

the respondents owned the business they represented. Thus, the income was quite high 

when compared to average local people’s income.  

 

Moreover, respondents were asked to nominate their level of education. More than half 

(64%) of the respondents had a university undergraduate degree, with a further 12% 

holding a higher university qualification. It is normal that a university degree is popular 

and anticipated in society. Respondents’ length of years involved in tourism and 

hospitality business ranged from 1- 35 years. The respondents were also asked to 

indicate their occupation. Table 4.3 displays the occupation indicated by the 

respondents. Almost half of the respondents were tourism and tourism-related 

businesspeople (43%). They did not specify what type of tourism business they were in. 

The second largest group were government officers (14%) and hotel staffs/owners (4%). 

Some of them were travel agents (7%), merchants and souvenir shopkeepers (5%), tour 

guides (4%) and restaurant staff/owners (4%). A few of the respondents were university 

staff (3%), car rental staff/owners (3%), local representatives (2%) and a boat service 

staff/owner (1%). 
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Table 4.3.  Occupation Indicated by the Respondents 

Occupation N Percentage 

Tourism and tourism-related   

businessperson/entrepreneur  

Government officer   

Hotel business staff/owner 

Travel agent 

Merchant and souvenir shopkeeper   

Tour guide 

Restaurant business staff/owner  

University staff 

Car rental staff/owner 

Local representatives 

Boat service staff/owner 

57 

 

19 

18 

9 

7 

5 

5 

4 

4 

3 

1 

43 

 

14 

14 

7 

5 

4 

4 

3 

3 

2 

1 

 132 100 

Note: Not all respondents completed demographic questions 

 

 

In addition, background information was collected about the tourism organisation that 

the respondent belonged to. This information was used to screen respondents 

participating in the survey. Following this screening, it was concluded that all 

respondents were members of a tourism association or collaboration. The respondents 

were further required to nominate all collaborative tourism organisations they belonged 

to, so that a better sense of the tourism networks could be established. Overall, 68% of 

the respondents belonged to a local tourism association. 38% of respondents were from 

Lanna Tourism Network and most specified that they were from Lanna Tourism 

Network in Chiang Rai. The respondents who indicated that they were members of 

Lanna Tourism Network were required to specify their respective province. Twenty one 

of the respondents belonged to other association; such as hotel associations, restaurant 

clubs, tour guide clubs and car rental clubs. Percentages total more than 100% due to 

multiple responses. 14% of respondents belonged to more than one organisation.  
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Moreover, the respondents were asked to indicate whether they have participated in any 

educational seminars on tourism related issues. Seminars in this context refers to an 

educational workshop or meeting that aims to provide information and training on 

tourism. Overall, 86% of respondents had participated in this kind of educational 

seminar. Those who had participated in any of these seminars also rated the degree of 

usefulness and practicality of these seminars to their work. The 5-point rating scale for 

this question ranges from not useful to extremely useful (1 = Not Useful; 2 = Slightly 

Useful; 3 = Useful; 4 = Very Useful; 5 = Extremely Useful). 43% found that the 

educational seminar was very useful, 28% found it extremely useful, and 25% found it 

useful. Less than 5% of the respondents rated it slightly useful or not useful.  

 

 

4.3.2 Preliminary Data Analysis  
 

Before conducting the preliminary and main analyses of the data, the data set was 

screened and checked for appropriateness. The questionnaire was pre-coded except for 

two opened-ended questions and questions that allowed the respondent to specify the 

short answer. The reverse worded questions for 7-point Likert scale items were recoded 

(e.g., 1 = Strongly Disagree changed to Strongly Agree) for all scale points to align 

scale statements in the same direction.  

 

A range of statistical assumptions were made to allow the conduct of various analyses, 

such as independent sample and paired comparison t-tests, Pearson correlation, principal 

component factor analysis, and multiple regression. Hence, analytical techniques were 

used to detect any violation of statistical assumption assumptions, such as normality, 

outliers and missing data. As outlined above, questionnaires that contained a blank page 

or had substantial missing data were excluded from the analysis at the early stage of the 

data cleaning and screening process. The usable questionnaire data were entered into the 

SPSS software program for further checks on missing data. By using the explore 

function, it was found that missing data were minimal in this study. The majority of 

missing data was found in the demographic and background information section.  
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Interval level data was examined for normal distributions by using the explore function 

in SPSS. As a rule of thumb, histograms should represent a bell shaped curved and all 

observed residual points should sit on or close to the straight line in normal P-P plots. 

However, it is not unusual in a normally distributed sample for a few percent of cases to 

fall outside the range (Pallant, 2004). The normality of the data was checked through 

histograms and normal probability plot and produced satisfactory results.  In addition, it 

was found that skewness and kurtosis values were within acceptable ranges in this 

study. The result of skewness and kurtosis on each measurement scale for six constructs 

are reported in Appendix C. Furthermore, the data were also screened for any outliers or 

extreme values. The Cook’s distance and Mahalonobis distance tests revealed that there 

were few outliers. As discussed in section 3.6.4, it is not unusual to find a few outliers 

in a large sample (Field, 2005). Thus, it was decided to retain these cases because they 

did not violate the analysis. Further, specific assumption tests are reported in the 

sections that follow in this chapter, when reporting the results of specific statistical tests. 

 

 

4.3.3 Working with Members of Tourism Collaboration 
 

This section reports the frequency of member’s contact, the reason for joining a tourism 

collaboration and stakeholder perspectives on local tourism. Several analyses were 

employed to explain members’ perceptions and experiences, such as descriptive 

statistics, paired-comparison and independent t-tests. The latter tests were used to 

indicate whether any differences in mean scores were in fact statistically different.      

 

 

Member Contact 
 

Respondents were asked to indicate how often they have contact with members of the 

organisation. There were five possible responses: never; hardly ever; monthly; weekly; 

more than once a week. This response scale has thus captured ordinal level data. Table 

4.4 shows the frequency of member contact.   
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Overall, the findings show a low level of contact between members, regardless of mode 

of communication. According to the interviews, the major medium for contact by 

collaborations was said to be regular meetings. Nearly 40% of respondents stated that 

they made face-to-face contact on a monthly basis. This was the largest group that made 

monthly contact.  However, the combined responses for ‘never having contact’ or 

‘hardly ever making contact’ show that the level of very low contact ranges from 45.3% 

to 80.1%, depending upon mode of contact. This means that while face-to-face contact 

has the smallest percentage of all modes, almost half of the members hardly ever get 

together. Similarly, for telephone contact, nearly half of members have not used this 

medium to communicate with each other. As expected, it was demonstrated that email 

and internet website were least used. The email and Internet are relatively new ways of 

contact for most of the respondents. This reflects the age group of the respondents 

which mostly fall between 35 to 44 years and older who may not be so comfortable 

using computers and new technology. This could explain why online technology is 

rarely used in the collaboration. The issue of contact frequency is further elaborated in 

section 4.5. 

 

Table 4.4.  Frequency of Member Contact (in percentage) 

Method  Never Hardly 
ever 

Monthly Weekly More than 
once a week 

Letter  21.7 45.3 23.6 3.7 5.6 

Email 53.4 26.7 13.0 4.3 2.5 

Telephone 6.2 43.5 29.8 9.9 10.6 

Internet 
website 

47.8 23.0 15.5 6.8 6.8 

In person 8.7 36.6 39.8 8.1 6.8 

Fax 23.0 36.6 30.4 5.0 5.0 

 

 

Reasons for Joining the Collaboration 
 

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of particular reasons for joining a 

tourism collaboration. Seven potential reasons were distilled from the literature and 

preliminary discussions with industry representatives. The statements were measured on 

a 5-point categorical scale ranging from ‘not important’ to ‘extremely important’. The 
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highest ranked two reasons for joining a tourism collaboration was found to be promote 

tourism in the local area and networking opportunities. A paired-comparison t-test 

found no significant difference in the mean scores between these two reasons.  This 

shows that stakeholders see tourism collaboration as the place where they can meet and 

network with other people who are in the same business to communicate and exchange 

ideas and information. However, there is a significant difference between the first two 

ranked statements and the third-ranked statement (t(160)= -4.30, p=.00) to work with 

others to contribute to the area (M=3.63, SD=.99).  

 

Furthermore, a paired-comparison t-test detected no significant difference between to 

work with other to contribute to the area and to access information.  The lowest rated 

reasons for joining a tourism collaboration was found to be to get some business 

benefits; It was my obligation; and to get some personal benefit respectively. These 

three statements have significant differences between mean scores. That is, to get some 

business benefits (M=2.89, SD=) and It was my obligation (M=2.63, SD=1.28) were 

found to be significantly different (t(160)=2.17, p=.03). Likewise, a paired-comparison 

found a significant difference (t(160)= -2.49, p=.01) between it was my obligation and 

to get some personal benefit (M=2.37, SD=1.16).  

 

Table 4.5. Rationale to Join Tourism Collaboration 

 Statements            Mean score 

To promote tourism in the area         3.91^ 

To get to know other people/ networking         3.90^ 

To work with others to contribute to the area 3.63^^ 

To access information 3.57^^ 

To get some business benefits         2.89 

It was my obligation         2.63 

To get some personal benefits         2.37 

Scale 1= Not Important to 5= Extremely Important 

               ^  and ^^=  no significant difference 

 

Furthermore, statistical differences were identified through a series of independent 

sample t-tests conducted to test for significant mean differences in variables between 

groups. Data was checked and assumptions for t-test were met. First, an independent-
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sample t-test was conducted on all statements for public versus private groups. A 

significant difference was found for getting some business benefits for members who 

work in the public and private sectors (see Table 4.5). Members from the private sector 

(M= 3.06, SD= 1.185, n= 114) rated to get some business benefit as a more important 

reason for them to join the collaboration than for public sector members (M = 2.47, SD 

= 1.316, n = 114).  

 

In addition, as shown in Table 4.6 a significant difference was found in the statement to 

work with other to contribute to the area between members from the public and private 

sector (t (159) = 2.953, p = .004). Members from the public sector (M=3.98, SD = 

1.073, n = 47) are likely to work with others to contribute more to the area than 

members from the private sector (M = 3.48, SD = .924, n = 114). In addition, there is a 

significant different between the public and private sectors regarding the obligation to 

participate in a tourism collaboration (t (159) = 2.086, p = .039). Members from the 

public sector (M = 2.96, SD = 1.35) feel that it is their obligation, compared with 

members from the private sector (M = 2.50, SD = 1.23). Overall, the differences in 

mean scores are in expected directions. That is, private sector members rated business 

benefits higher while public sector members rated obligations higher. Working with 

others to contribute to the area was also higher for public members. However, this result 

is less easily explained by public duty considerations.  

 

Table 4.6. Rationale to Join Tourism Collaboration – Group Differences 

  
Variables           

Mean score Mean score 
Public 
(N=47) 

Private 
(N=114) 

Male 
(N=75) 

Female 
(N=86)) 

To promote tourism in the area 3.91 3.90 3.89 3.92 

To get to know other people/ networking 4.02 3.85 3.85 3.94 

To work with others to contribute to the area 3.98** 3.48 3.59 3.66 

To access information 3.72 3.51 3.56 3.58 

To get some business benefits 2.47** 3.06 2.75 3.01 

It was my obligation 2.96* 2.50 2.61 2.65 

To get some personal benefit 2.28 2.40 2.08** 2.62 

Scale 1= not  important to 5= very important *p<0.05   **p<0.01    ***p<0.001  
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Independent sample t-tests were conducted to test for differences between male and 

female members. There were no differences found for all reasons except personal 

benefit. In this case a significant difference in mean scores was found (t (159) = 3.025, p 

= 003). Female members (M = 2.62, SD = 1.20) rated personal benefit as a more 

important reason for them to join the collaboration than male members (M = 2.08, SD = 

1.05). 

 

 

Stakeholder Perceptions of Local Tourism  
 

Information was also obtained on members’ views on tourism policies for the province. 

The statements were measured on a 5-point Likert scale. Overall, most of the 

respondents agree that their province’s tourism policy is easy to understand, and that the 

province’s tourism policy is practical. However, 13% of members think the province’s 

tourism policy is neither easy to understand nor practical.  Nevertheless, on average 

40% of members agree that tourism offers good benefits to them, along with a good 

financial return. In addition, as illustrated in table 4.7, respondents rated highest the 

statement that the province has a variety of tourism product (M= 4.17). In contrast, the 

remaining statements have similar mean scores and a series of paired comparison t-test 

detected no significant statistical differences in the means for these four statements.        

 

Table 4.7. Views about Tourism in Local Area 

  
Statements 

Mean scores 
Overall Public 

(N=47) 
Private 
(N=114) 

Your province has a variety of tourism products 4.17 4.13 4.18 

Tourism offers me great benefit 3.76 3.55 3.85 

Tourism information is easily accessible to me  3.53 3.66 3.47 

Tourism offers me a good financial return 3.48   3.09** 3.65 

Your province’s tourism policy is practical  3.45 3.64 3.37 

Scale 1=strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree*p<0.05   **p<0.01    ***p<0.001  
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Moreover, table 4.7 shows the mean score comparison between members from the 

public and private sectors. As expected, there is a significant difference between 

members from public sector and member from private sector for the statement offers me 

a good financial return (t (159) = -3.169, p = .002). That is, members from the private 

sector (M = 3.65, SD = .959, n = 114) believe that tourism offers them good financial 

return more than do members from the public sector (M = 3.09, SD = 1.176, n = 47). No 

other differences in mean scores were detected. Given that public sector members were 

more closely aligned with government policies and were more likely to have more 

information, it could have been expected that mean scores would be different on these 

statements.  This issue is further discussed in section 4.5. 

 

 

Administration Support and Resources 
 

Respondents were asked about their level of agreement regarding the issue of 

administration support and resources. Mean (average) scores and standard deviations for 

each item are presented in table 4.8. The following scales are based on a 7-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). A higher mean score 

indicates a high level of agreement. However, some items included in the survey were 

presented in a negative direction. Therefore, these statements’ scores had been reversed 

in positive direction for comparison with all other statements. Mean score values ranged 

from 2.45 “We need more staff to function effectively” to 4.91 “The collaboration has 

performed relatively well in getting the resources it needs”. This indicated that members 

were satisfied with the collaboration efforts to get resources but they were very 

dissatisfied with staff resources provided.  

 

From an administration support and resources perspective, respondents tended to agree 

that the collaboration has performed relatively well in getting the resources it needs (M= 

4.91, SD =1.46) and resources are used properly to achieve their goals (M = 4.59, SD = 

1.29). These statements reflected on the performance of the collaboration to obtain 

resources. However, the remaining statements were rated lower. For instance, 

respondents rated that the collaboration does not get enough support (M = 3.16, SD = 

1.54). The performance-related statements tend to be scored higher than statements 
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reflecting the sufficiency of resources provided. Furthermore, a series of paired 

comparisons t-test detected significant differences between all statements except one 

paired of statements. There is no significant difference in mean scores between this 

collaboration does not get enough support and there are insufficient funds from 

government to meet our goals (t(160)=.141, p.89).  

 

Table 4.8. Mean Values for Administrative Support and Resources  

 Statement    (Scale 1=Strongly disagree and 7= Strongly agree) Mean  SD 

The collaboration has performed relatively well in getting the resources 

it needs. 

4.91 1.46 

Resources are used properly to achieve our goals. 4.59 1.29 

There is a lot of inefficiency in the way this collaboration uses 

resources.* 

4.10 1.64 

This collaboration has trouble getting the resources it needs to operate 

properly.*      

3.56 1.41 

This collaboration does not get enough support. * 3.16^ 1.54 

There are insufficient funds from government to meet our goals.* 3.14^ 1.65 

We need more staff to function effectively.*  2.45 1.38 

*reverse scored items          ^  =  no significant difference 

 

 

4.3.4. Scale Refinement for Constructs: Factor Analysis and Reliability 

 
Building on the methodology chapter, this section reports the results of the process of 

scale refinement. In section 3.5.2, five independent variables and one dependent 

variable were proposed for a model to explain Collaboration Member Satisfaction 

(CMS). Statements proposed to measure each construct were included in the survey 

questionnaire. The final statement selection processes are reported in this section. Factor 

analyses and tests of reliability were used to demonstrate the reliability and validity of 

scale constructs. The process was aimed at purifying the large number of statements that 

were included in the instrument. Reasons for the elimination of statements are reported 

in this section.  
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Exploratory factor analysis was used to investigate the unidimensionality of scale 

constructs. Before factor analysis was employed, assumptions about the appropriateness 

of the sample for the technique were checked. The assumptions of factor analysis 

include a suitable sample size, normally distributed data and no outliers. Additionally, 

the correlation matrix should show at least some correlation of r =.03 or greater to 

assume linear relationships between variables (Pallant, 2004). The data was also 

checked for normality of distribution, outliers and strength of the relationships among 

items. The descriptive analysis showed that the assumptions of factor analysis were met. 

Factor analysis was conducted with a sample size of 161 respondents which was above 

the minimum recommended size, as suggested by Pallant (2004) that factor analysis 

requires at least 100 cases. This study used Varimax for factor rotation. Furthermore, all 

KMOs in this study were found to be above the minimum recommended threshold of 

0.6. KMO’s ranged from .66 to .86. As mentioned in Chapter 3, Field (2005) and 

Pallant regard KMO’s above 0.6 as acceptable. Moreover, Field points out that 

Bartlett’s tests of sphericity should be significant at the 0.05 level and that factor 

loading at 0.4 should be taken as meaningful. This study complies with Field’s cut off 

with Bartlett’s tests of sphericity significant at .000 for all scales and with factor 

loadings greater than 0.4. 

  

All six measurement scales were checked for reliability using Cronbach Alpha.  For all 

scales, the Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was above the minimum acceptable level of .70 

as suggested by Pallant (2004). Moreover, Nunnally and Berstein (1994) advise that 

even though a score of .70 or higher is desired, a score of .60 is acceptable for research 

at the early stage of scale development. For the six scales, the Cronbach’s coefficient 

alpha ranged from 0.72 to 0.84. The coefficient alpha scores for each scale are shown in 

Table 4.9.   
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Table 4.9 Summarisation of Reliability and Factor Analysis of Measurement Scales 

 
Constructs 

No. of 
Items 

Reliability Variance explained 
in Factor analysis 

Dependent Variable  

Collaboration Member Satisfaction 

 

 

5 

 

.84 

 

66.1%  

Independent Variables 

Perceived Individual Benefit 

 

5 

 

.87 

 

66.5%  

Interdependency    3 .73 68.4%  

Representation quality and equal 

participation 

5 .77 62.1%  

Communication Quality  4 .73 55%  

Trust  3 .73 65.4%  

 

The results of factor analysis and reliability tests are reported for each of the six scales. 

The dependent variable is Collaboration Member Satisfaction (CMS). The five 

independent variables are: 1) perceived individual benefit; 2) communication quality; 3) 

representation quality and equal participation; 4) trust; and 5) interdependency.  

In Chapter 3, the process of using an expert review was reported. The expert review 

evaluated the content validity and clarity of the original pool of items. A scale 

purification process was conducted over the items included in the survey instrument. 

First, Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was used to improve the corresponding alpha values. 

Furthermore, each construct was taken one by one and a principal component analysis 

with Varimax rotation with eigen values set at 1 was performed. In every case, only one 

factor was extracted, thus providing evidence of unidimensionality. The corrected item-

total correlation of each scale is reported in tables 4.10 to 4.15. The following section 

explains the refinement of measurement scales in more detail.  

 

Besides factor loadings, tables 4.10 to 4.15 also report corrected item-to-total 

correlation scores for each individual item. Items with a corrected item-to-total 

correlation below 0.50 were generally eliminated as suggested by Field (2005). 

Exceptions were made for the trust and communication quality scales. One statement 

was retained in each scale that was marginally below the cut-off level. Each statement 

was considered important to the meaning of the theoretical construct. The retained 



 

- 201 - 

statement for trust had a corrected item-total score of 0.47 and 0.49 for communication 

quality. 

 

 

Collaboration Member Satisfaction 
 

Originally, nine statements were operationalised to measure CMS. Four statements were 

removed because these statements correlated less than other statements and were 

removed for parsimonious reasons.  The aim of this scale was to measure the level of 

satisfaction of members of tourism collaboration. Five statements were used to measure 

collaboration member satisfaction. Factor loadings for the five statements are 0.67 and 

above. The total variance explained by one factor is 66.1%. Table 4.10 shows the factor 

analysis of the CMS scale.   

 

Table 4.10. Factor Analysis for Collaboration Member Satisfaction (CMS) Scale 

Scale statement 
KMO = .84 

Factor 
Loading 

Corrected item-
total correlation 

Overall, I am satisfied with the results of this 

collaboration.  

.82 .70 

I am satisfied with what has been achieved by this 

collaboration. 

.88 .78 

I am proud of the outcomes achieved from this 

collaboration. 

.88 .78 

I enjoy working with this group of stakeholders. .67 .53 

I am confident that our interests have been advanced 

though this collaboration. 

.80 .69 

 

 

Perceived Individual Benefit 
 

Five statements were included in the questionnaire to measure the perceived individual 

benefit construct. All five statements were retained in the final measure. Factor loadings 

are .74 and higher. The percentage of variance explained is 66.5 (see table 4.11).   
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Table 4.11.  Factor Analysis for Perceived Individual Benefit Scale 

Scale statement 
KMO =.86 

Factor 
Loading 

Corrected item-
total correlation 

I get more out of this collaboration than I put in. .80 .68 

I receive useful benefits from the tourism 

collaboration. 

.74 .61 

I feel I benefit substantially from my involvement in 

the project. 

.85 .75 

My membership has benefited my organisation 

considerably. 

.85 .74 

I have personally gained a lot by joining this group. .83 .72 

 

 

 

Communication Quality 
 

Nine statements were included in the questionnaire to measure this construct. Three 

negative statements were removed since they appeared to confuse respondents and the 

statements did not correlate highly with other statements. Another two statements did 

not correlate highly with the pool of statements. Hence, five statements were removed 

and four were retained. Factors loadings are 0.72 and higher. Communication quality 

scale accounted for 55 % of the variance (see table 4.12).   

 

Table 4.12. Factor Analysis for Communication Quality Scale 

Scale statement 
KMO = .75 

Factor 
Loading 

Corrected item-
total correlation 

Information is widely shared among members. .74 .51 

There is sufficient time to discuss all important issues. .77 .55 

It is easy to understand what is going on with the 

collaboration. 

.75 .52 

There is an accurate information flow among 

members. 

.72 .49 
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Trust 
 

Eight statements were included in the survey questionnaire to measure trust in this 

study. Five statements were removed because two were negative statements that did not 

load on a single factor and the other three statements were not correlated highly with the 

pool of statements. The lowest factor loadings maintained are 0.74 and higher. The trust 

scale accounted for 65.4% of the variance. Table 4.13 shows factor analysis of trust 

scale 

 

Table 4.13. Factor Analysis for Trust Scale 

  Scale statement 
KMO = .66 

Factor 
Loading 

Corrected item-
total correlation 

I think all members are very honest when dealing 

with each other. 

.83 .59 

The information provided by collaborative members 

is always believable. 

.85 .62 

I believe collaborative members consider member’s 

welfare as well as their own.  

.74 .47 

 

 

 

Representation Quality and Equal Participation 
 

Initially, eleven statements were included in the questionnaires to measure this 

construct. One negative statement was removed as it seemed to confuse respondents and 

two statements did not correlate highly with other statements. Three statements 

correlated less than other statements and were removed for parsimonious reasons. Thus, 

five statements were retained in the final scale. The lowest factor loadings maintained 

are 0.64. Representation quality and equal participation scale accounted for 62.1% of 

the variance (see table 4.14).  

 

 

 



 

- 204 - 

Table 4.14. Factor Analysis for Representation Quality and Equal Participation 

scale 

Scale statement 
KMO = .83 

Factor 
Loading 

Corrected item-
total correlation 

No individual members dominate the collaboration. .64 .50 

Members participate equally in the partnership. .80 .68 

We are given every opportunity to express our views. .82 .70 

We usually get a consensus at a meeting. .83 .69 

I feel that everyone has an opportunity to express their 

view equally. 

.83 .69 

 

 

 

Interdependency 
 

Six statements were included in the questionnaire to measure this construct. Two 

statements did not correlate highly with the pool of statements. A further statement was 

a negative question and may have been worded poorly and confused respondents. 

Hence, three statements were removed and three were retained. The lowest factor 

loadings of statements retained are 0.80 and higher. The interdependency scale 

accounted for 68.4% of the variance (See table 4.15).  

 

Table 4.15. Factor Analysis for Interdependency Scale 

Scale statement 
KMO = .69 

Factor 
Loading 

Corrected item-
total correlation 

We cannot achieve our goals if we don’t all work 

closely together.  

.80 .56 

I feel that our community’s future rests on us working 

together. 

.82 .59 

It would be a big waste if we all went our separate 

ways on this project. 
.86 .65 
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In summary, all six measurement scales have been tested for reliability and validity 

using factor analysis and Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. Factor loadings have been above 

the standard in each scale. All scale measures produced a satisfactory Cronbach’s 

coefficient alpha score. Convergent validity was demonstrated through the uni-

dimensionality of scales. In addition, convergent validity and discriminant validity can 

be displayed through correlation analysis, as suggested by Patterson and Johnson 

(1994). They advise that discriminant validity is demonstrated when the correlation 

within measures are shown to be higher than correlations with other scale measures. 

This study demonstrated that the internal correlation of items were higher than the 

correlations between other scale constructs. Thus, the results from the correlation 

analysis support the convergent and discriminant validity of the scales. The next section 

presents descriptive information of the scales.  
 

 

4.3.5 Mean Scores of Measures 
 

This section reports the mean scores and tests of difference for all six measurement 

scales. The following scales are based on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Higher mean score indicates a high level of agreement.  

 

Of the six constructs, the interdependency scale has the highest mean score (M= 5.70) 

followed by representation quality and equal participation (M = 5.04). The third highest 

is collaboration member satisfaction (M = 4.81). A paired-comparison t-test detected a 

significant difference in means for collaboration member satisfaction scale and 

perceived individual benefit scale (t(160)= -2.44, p=.016). In addition, perceived 

individual benefit (M = 4.62) and communication quality (M = 4.61) generate almost 

the same mean score. A paired-comparison t-test found no significant difference in the 

mean scores between these two scales. However, there is a significant difference 

between the communication quality scale and trust scales (t(160)= -2.649, p=.009).  

Trust produces the lowest mean (M = 4.42). However, mean scores of all constructs are 

4.42 and higher (See table 4.16). This means that most members of tourism 

collaborations tend to agree with these statements in a positive way.  
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Table 4.16.  Mean Values and Standard Deviations for Six Scales 

 Scale Mean 

score 

Standard 

Deviation 

Interdependency    5.70 1.08 

Representation Quality and Equal Participation 5.04 1.1 

Collaboration Member Satisfaction  4.81 1.05 

Perceived Individual Benefit 4.62 1.15 

Communication Quality  4.61 1.05 

Trust  4.42 1.07 

 

 

A series of independent sample t-tests were conducted to determine whether statistical 

differences existed between the mean scores of different groups of respondents. No 

significant difference was found between public and private sectors, and between male 

and female groups. That is, all groups rated interdependency high and trust low. Next, 

respondents were recoded into two age groups. The age group was recoded into two 

different groups. The first group included respondents aged to 44 years and the second 

group included those who were aged 45 years and above. The assumptions for t-test 

analysis were checked, and revealed suitable data set for the analysis. The independent 

t-tests revealed the significant differences between groups of the respondents for trust 

scale (t(159)=-2.210), p.=.029). The older group tended to agree that trust is an 

important factor for collaboration (M= 4.64, SD= .927) more than the younger group of 

respondents (M = 4.27. SD = 1.14). Thus, younger members had less faith in the 

collaboration. The other scales demonstrated no difference between age groups.  

 

 

4.3.6 Correlations between Constructs   
 

Pearson correlation was employed to determine the relationship between variables. 

Therefore, before conducting the correlation analysis the data was tested for linearity by 

examining the scatter plot and normal distributions. The scales were normally 

distributed and the scatter plots revealed linear relationships.   
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Table 4.17. Pearson Correlations for Measurement Scales  

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 Collaboration Member Satisfaction (1)  .73 .63 .69 .64 .36 

 Trust (2)   .58 .64 .67 .31 

 Perceived Benefit (3)    .44 .46 .21* 

 Communication Quality (4)     .64 .33 

 Representation Quality and Equal 

Participation (5) 

     .39 

 Interdependency   (6)       

Note: p < 0.01, except * p < 0.05 

 

The results of the correlation analysis is shown in table 4.17. All variables were 

significantly correlated to each other. The strongest relationship between collaborative 

member satisfaction (CMS) and other variables was between CMS and trust (r = .73). 

The lowest correlation to CMS was interdependency (r = .36). Accordingly, all factors 

are positively associated with CMS. This means that a higher level of trust, perceived 

benefit, communication quality, representation quality and equal participation, and 

interdependency will result in higher collaboration member satisfaction. In addition to 

correlations with CMS, positive relationships were also found between variables. For 

instance, trust and representation quality and equal participation were correlated highly 

(r = .67), whereas perceived benefit and interdependence produced a moderate positive 

relationship (r = .21).     

      

 

4.3.7 Regression Analysis 
 

A series of multiple regression analyses were conducted using the dependent variable of 

Collaboration Member Satisfaction (CMS) and five predictors: trust; perceived 

individual benefit; communication quality; representation quality and equal 

participation; and interdependency. To produce a reliable result of multiple regression, a 

range of assumptions had to be considered. As discussed in the research methodology 

chapter, assumptions for multiple regression include: suitable sample size: normality: 
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linearity: homoscedasticity; no outliers; and no multicollinearity (Hair et al., 2006). The 

following section reports the results of regression analysis. 

 

The sample size of 161 collected for this study was considered suitable for regression 

analysis. With five predictor variables, this sample exceeds the minimum of 100 

recommended. By using histogram and normal probability plot analysis the data were 

found to be normally distributed. The examination of scatter plots revealed no deviation 

in relation to linearity or homoscedasticity. All plots showed a general linear 

relationship with scores clustering around the regression line. In addition to sample size, 

normality and linearity, outliers may also affect the values of the estimated regression 

coefficients (Field, 2005). Few outliers were found in this study. However, Pallant 

(2004) argues that it is not unusual to find a few outliers and it is not necessary to 

remove such cases from the analysis. Therefore, it was decided to maintain all cases.   

 

Moreover, the data was checked for multicollinearity and singularity. Multicollinearity 

can be detected by looking at the bivariate correlation between independent variables. In 

this study, there is no correlated variable with a correlation of 0.70 or higher between 

the independent variables. Additionally, the Tolerance value and Variance Inflation 

Factor (VIF) were used to assess the multicollinearity. This study follows the common 

cut off points for determining the presence of multicollinearity, as suggested by Pallant 

(2004).  The findings demonstrate that tolerances are above 0.40 and the VIF are less 

than 10, thus indicating no multicollinearity. As a result, the regression diagnosis 

suggests low multicollinearity concerns.  

 

Although multicollinearity is not a problem for the analysis, most bivariate correlations 

between independent variables still show strong relationships. Thus, tests for common 

method variance (CMV) were considered appropriate. CMV may exist when data is 

collected using a single instrument, resulting in the likelihood that observed correlations 

are somewhat exaggerated. As discussed in chapter 3, this study used Harman’s Single 

Test to detect any common method variance (CMV). It is noted that this test was done 

post hoc. The researcher did not initially plan any test for common method variance. 

The Harman’s Single test was performed as recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003). If 

CMV exists, a single factor will emerge from a factor analysis of all items or one 

general factor accounting for most of the CMV will be produced (Podsakoff & Organ, 
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1986). This study shows Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value at .91. An unrotated factor analysis 

using eigenvalue greater than 1 criterion revealed four factors that accounted for 62.5% 

of the variance. The first factor accounts for 42.7% of the variance. Hence, the 

Harman’s test suggests that CMV is not present.  

    

The standard multiple regression technique was used for the analyses. The results 

indicate how well this set of factors is able to predict the level of Collaboration Member 

Satisfaction (CMS) and, furthermore, how much each predictor contributes to the 

explanation of variance in CMS.  Results from this statistical tests are illustrated in table 

4.18 by using the enter method. The R square value tends to be an optimistic 

overestimation of the true value in the population (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Thus, 

for this study the Adjusted R Square coefficient has been used.  

 

Overall, the results show that five independent variables account for 67% of the 

variance in CMS. The multiple correlation coefficient is high and the model reached 

statistical significance at p <.000 level.   

 

Table 4.18.  Overall Regression Analysis: Predictors of CMS 

 B t Sig. 

    

     Trust  

 

.31 

 

4.33 

 

.000 

     Communication quality  .30 4.58 .000 

     Perceived individual benefit .26 4.65 .000 

     Representation quality and equal participation .10 1.45 .166 

     Interdependency    

 

     Adjusted R Square = 0.67  

     F = 65.6,  p= .000 

.07 1.39 .148 

 

 

Of these five factors, three factors were making statistically significant unique 

contributions to the equation. The two predictors of representation quality and equal 

participation, and interdependency, did not make a significant contribution to the 
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prediction of CMS. However, they might contribute to some aspects to the discussion of 

how to facilitate effective collaboration as they were raised in the literature review and 

qualitative information. This issue is further discussed in section 4.5. Overall, trust 

produced the strongest contribution to CMS (beta= .31). Communication quality (beta= 

.30) was the next largest contributor, while perceived individual benefit (beta=.26) also 

had a significant positive impact.  

 

Furthermore, the data was tested for differences between groups. First, the sample was 

split into public sector (N = 47) and private sector (N = 114). Again, standard multiple 

regression was used to investigate the predictors of collaboration member satisfaction. 

The size of the public service sample comprised 47 members. Considering the power 

effect size with five predictors, a sample size of 40-50 is sufficient for a large effect size 

in regression analysis (Miles & Shevlin, 2005). The coefficient of determination in this 

study has a large effect size according to Cohen’s convention as explained in section 

3.6.4. A detailed discussion on suitable sample size for the regression analysis was 

provided in that section. Thus, data splitting by sector was suitable.  

 

Table 4.19. Regression Analysis Split by Sectors: Predictors of CMS 

 Overall 
Beta 

Public 
Beta 

Private 
Beta 

 

Trust 

 

.31*** 

 

.28 

 

.29*** 

     Communication quality   .30***       .08 .35*** 

     Perceived individual benefit .26***     .52*** .20*** 

     Representation quality and equal participation   .10       -.13    .18* 

     Interdependency   .15  .27**    .02 

          

    F value 

    Significance 

    Adjusted R Squared 

 

 

65.620 

.000 

.669 

    

 

23.225 

.000 

.707 

 

 

56.341 

.000 

.710 

Notes: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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The results of the regression equations produced substantially different results for the 

two groups of private and public members. This finding indicates that different factors 

will account for member satisfaction, depending on the profile of member 

characteristics. The first major difference in the regression equations was that while 

perceived individual benefit was a significant predictor overall, for both public and 

private members the beta values were markedly different  The public sector (beta =.52) 

group of members showed a substantially higher beta than for the private (beta =.20) 

sector members. Similarly, there was a substantial difference in the effect of 

communication quality. In the case of the public sector members, communication 

quality did not explain any variance in CMS. In contrast, communication quality was 

the largest contributor to CMS for the private sector members. Likewise, for the private 

member sample, interdependency was the only predictor that did not make any 

significant contribution to CMS. On the other hand, interdependency (beta = .27) 

produced a significant contribution to CMS in the public member sample. Similar 

findings are evident for trust and representation and equal participation. In the case of 

these two variables, they were significant for the private sector group but not for the 

public sector group. It thus appears that private sector members are more concerned 

about obtaining an equal voice as well as trust issues. Overall, the private sector model 

found that four out of five predictors had significantly impacted CMS compared to two 

significant predictors for the public sector group. However, all models displayed high F 

values and explained variance.  

 

Table 4.20.Regression Analysis Split by Gender: Predictors of CMS 

 Overall 
Beta 

    Male 
Beta 

Female 
Beta 

     Trust ..31*** .25**   .41*** 

     Communication quality  .30***   .38***     .17 

     Perceived individual benefit .26*** 25** .26** 

     Representation quality and equal participation   .10      .12        .10 

     Interdependency      .15     .06       .06 

              F value 

              Significance 

               Adjusted R Squared 

   65.620 

.000 

.669         

35.662 

.000 

.701 

28.873 

.000 

.621 

Notes:  * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001 
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In addition, the sample was also split into male (N = 75) and female (N = 86) samples to 

investigate for further differences in relation to collaboration member satisfaction.  Data 

splitting by gender was also checked for suitable sample set. A series of tests detected 

no violation for major assumptions. For both male and female groups, perceived 

individual benefit and trust were found to have a significant effect on collaboration 

member satisfaction. However, the effect of trust was much stronger for female 

members (beta = 0.40) than for male members (beta = 0.25). Furthermore, it was also 

found that communication quality contributed significantly for the male member group 

with a beta coefficient of 0.38, but was not significant for female members. The results 

indicate that female members have higher satisfaction levels from obtaining more 

personal benefits and feelings of trust. However, for males, feelings of trust are less 

important but the need for receiving information is quite strong. Indeed, communication 

quality is the largest predictor of satisfaction for male members. The directions of 

significant predictors were all in a positive direction. 

 

In summary, perceived individual benefit made a strongly significant contribution to 

CMS in the overall regression analysis and for the split group analysis. Thus, perceived 

individual benefit appears to be a stable predictor across all four groups. However, for 

the remaining four predictors their effect on CMS was dependent upon the sample 

profile. For instance, interdependency and representation quality and equal participation 

did not contribute significantly to the overall regression analysis. Nevertheless, these 

two factors significantly influenced CMS when the group of sample was split by 

sectors, but in different ways. Interdependency produced significant contribution to 

CMS for public members, while representation quality and equal participation 

contributed significantly to CMS in the private member sample. Similarly, trust and 

communication quality had a strong overall effect, but resulted in mixed effects when 

the sample was split. These differences are further discussed in section 4.5. 

 

 

4.3.8 Summary of Hypothesis Testing 
 

The hypotheses were presented at the end of Chapter 2. Overall, five hypotheses were 

developed to test the quantitative model in Study 2. This section provides a summary 
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about whether each proposition is supported or rejected (see table 4.21). For research 

question 3, all five factors were hypothesised to have a positive influence on 

collaboration member satisfaction. These factors were: perceived individual benefit; 

trust; communication quality; representation quality and equal participation; and 

interdependency. Multiple regression was used to test these hypothesis. Further 

discussion and conclusion of these hypotheses in response to the research questions of 

the study will be provided in Chapter 5.   

 

As discussed in the last section of 4.3.7, perceived individual benefit was a stable 

predictor overall and across split groups. Thus, hypothesis 1 is supported. For the 

variables of trust and communication quality, both were significant in the overall model 

and had significant but different effects in the split samples.  Accordingly, hypotheses 2 

and 3 are supported. For interdependency and representation quality and equal 

participation, these two predictors were not significant in the overall equation but were 

significant when analysed in split groups. Hence, hypotheses 4 and 5 have contingent 

support. That is, the effect of both variables is weaker overall than other variables, but 

depending upon the sample profile will have a positive effect on satisfaction levels. 

 

Table 4.21. Summary of Hypothesis Testing 

Hypothesis Results 

H1   Perceived individual benefit will have a positive influence on CMS 

H2   Trust will have a positive influence on CMS 

H3   Communication quality will have a positive influence on CMS 

H4   Representation quality and equal participation will have a positive  

        influence on CMS 

H5  Interdependency will have a positive influence on CMS 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

Contingent 

support 

Contingent 

support 
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4.4 Study 2: Qualitative Survey Findings 
 

The purpose of this section is to present the qualitative findings from the survey data 

collected. Two open-ended questions were included in the survey instrument. Content 

analysis was used to analyse respondent comments from these two questions. The 

framework for the analysis was first structured around the research questions and factors 

drawn from the literature review. The rationale for having a predetermined theme or 

framework was discussed earlier in section 4.2. However, this was not a rigid 

framework. The researcher also allowed for the emergence of new themes as 

appropriate. Information from the open-ended questions will also be used to explain the 

statistical results in the integration of all findings in section 4.5. Furthermore, this data 

can be used as rich information to triangulate with the qualitative set of findings 

presented earlier in section 4.2.  

 

The respondents were asked to think of a time when they were working with other 

members of a collaboration. In the first question, respondents were asked to write about 

a situation in the collaboration where they were really enjoying the collaboration work.  

In the second question, respondents were asked to write about a situation that made 

them feel unhappy with the collaboration

 

. 

 

4.4.1 Demographic Information of Qualitative Survey Respondents 
 

While the overall demographic information was presented earlier in this chapter for the 

survey sample, not all respondents completed these open-ended questions. Accordingly, 

the demographic information of those respondents completing these questions is 

reported as follows. Eighty five respondents answered these open-ended questions. It 

was assumed that these respondents were active participants of tourism collaboration as 

they voluntarily gave comments to these open-ended questions. The majority of 

respondents were male (55%). Most respondents were from the private sector (70%). 

This profile matches the overall sample of 161 respondents.  
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Respondents could be grouped into three groups according to their attitude toward 

participating in tourism collaboration. One group of respondents was identified as 

reporting only positive experiences (25%). A second group commented on both positive 

and negative experiences (62%). A third group reported only negative experiences 

(13%). General comments from these three groups are now elaborated. Following this 

general introduction, more detailed findings relating to the issues of their positive or 

negative experiences are reported.  

 

The first group of members was very happy with collaborative working (25%). This 

group of respondents commented on collaborative work in a positive way. For instance, 

they thought that tourism collaboration brought tourism development. Also, they were 

happy because they could make friends in the same business and be able to access 

inside information. A slightly higher proportion of females completed this positive 

question (52%), compared to the overall survey profile of 45% female.    

 

Two examples of comments were from the private sector. One was from a male 

respondent and one was from a female respondent. A male respondent recalled that:    

 

“I am happy to cooperate with the organisation that makes me meet some 

friends who are in the same collaboration, and be able to access more news and 

information”. 

 

A female respondent also expressed the view that:  

 

“I am pleased ....and willing to join the membership for business advantage and 

also collaborate to contribute to local and provincial tourism development. The 

development will benefit in a continuous loop in the future”.  

 

She further recommended that:  

 

“The collaboration has to be strong enough to produce the outcome in every 

aspect. The public relations information which is sent to members is very 

important, and different methods can be used for communication. Also, members 
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should response to that information and update their business information to the 

collaboration continuously”. 

 

These respondents were happy with the collaboration and observed some benefits from 

it. Comments indicated that the advantage of the collaboration were that it was where 

members can get to know others in the same business, derive some business advantage, 

and contribute to the local tourism development. Moreover, the respondents also 

provided suggestions on ways to participate in the collaboration. These aspects are 

discussed later in this section.  

 

The second group reported both happy and unhappy feelings when working with other 

members (25%). The respondents expressed mixed views toward a specific 

collaboration. For example, one respondent stated that tourism networking provided a 

chance to express opinions toward tourism management in the community. There were 

opportunities to exchange knowledge and information among members. At the same 

time, the same respondent claimed that there was a lack of commitment from the 

government and support from related private organisations.    

 

The third group of respondents expressed only negative experiences with their 

collaborative working (13%). Collaborative working arrangements did not appear to 

satisfy this group of respondents. Indicative comments related to how the collaboration 

still had some gaps among members, that benefits only went to some specific groups, 

and that there was a lack of funding. Of the 13% of overall respondents who commented 

on this question, 73% were male and 27% were female. One male respondent from the 

private sector listed a number of points that he was unhappy with. A longer list than 

most respondents possibly indicates a higher level of intensity of dislike. Most 

respondents recalled only one or two aspects that they favoured or disliked. The 

respondent had probably thought about these issues previously rather than just recalling 

them from the top of his head for the survey. Of course, it could be that this respondent 

fervently wanted to point out the weakness of the collaboration and perhaps could not, 

until the interview, voice his opinion:   

 

“Things I dislike about this association are:   

• committees consists of a group of powerful people in the community;  
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• they seek their personal interest and facilitate only for their own group; 

• publicity has been done only internally and is unable to handle foreign tourists; 

• long-term management is monopolised and seeking political interest; 

• working toward quantity orientation  rather than quality; and 

• small scale revenue distribution”. 

 

An additional example was provided by a female respondent in the public sector.  She 

was the only public sector member to report a negative comment. She said the 

following: 

 

 “Unpleasant feelings when working with government sector due to the slow 

bureaucratic system, disorganized, and centralised work system. Government 

employees only acknowledge their own duty and have no collaboration with 

other. Besides, they are also unfriendly to work with”.   

 

The above comments illustrate the reasons why these two respondents were unhappy. 

The first respondent was critical about the representation of the collaboration members, 

particularly committee members. The second respondent complained about her 

unhappiness in working with the government sector. This could refer to her colleagues 

who worked in the same government institution or in fellow government institutions. 

These issues are elaborated further in the next part.      

 

 

4.4.2 Issues Influencing Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction 
 

The data were then analysed by looking at issues that had influenced members’ attitude 

when participating in the tourism collaboration. Each of the respondents commented on 

a number of issues. Issues were largely categorised using the thematic framework 

established in 4.2. These were: 1) participation; 2) benefit; 3) representation; 4) 

communication and information; 5) resources and support; and 6) goal setting. Thus, 

these categories do not perfectly match the thematic framework adopted in the 

qualitative interviews, nor the hypothesis testing model. Goal setting appeared to be a 

popular issue to comment on and has been included as a category. Furthermore, these 
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themes have generated sub-themes and will be discussed in detail under each theme. 

Counts for each of these four themes are based on the number of respondents who 

mentioned those themes (shown in table 4.22). 

 

Table 4.22. Issues Influencing Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction 

Issues Counts* Percentage (%) 

O P N O P N 

Participation issue 45 36 9 24.5 80.0 20.0 

Benefits 43 33 10 23.5 77.0 23.0 

Representation  40 13 27 22.0 32.5 67.5 

Communication and Information 27 7 20 15.0 35.0 65.0 

Resources and Supports 19 3 16 10.5 16.0 84.0 

Goal setting 8 5 3 4.5 62.5 37.5 

Total 182 97 85 100 53 47 

*Counts was based on no. of respondents   Note: O = Overall     P = Positive     N = Negative     

 

Participation  
 

The most mentioned theme was related to participation (24.50%). Thus, almost a 

quarter of all respondents felt that the nature of participation was an issue that 

contributed to their feelings of being happy or unhappy. Within this theme, three sub-

themes emerged: spirit of collaboration; community attachment; and personal value. 

Most of the comments for this theme were of a positive nature (80%). This 

overwhelming response to what makes respondents feel happy about the collaboration 

appears to support the notion that members like being involved. The following analysis 

of comments relating to participation further supports this notion.  

 

The first sub-theme to be discussed is the spirit of collaboration. This sub-theme refers 

to the feeling of involvement and belonging to the collaboration. This feeling of kindred 

brotherhood was evidenced in helping each other and being mutually supportive.  The 

following examples demonstrated the spirit of collaboration: 

 

• Teamwork 
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• Harmony 

• “In the past, the entrepreneur compete with each other for their own advantages 

but when working together collaboration is established; they help each other, 

become partners, exchange customers, share some benefits”.    

 

Respondents were generally glad to show their spirit and mindset for participation in the 

collaboration. For instance, a respondent from the private sector made this distinctive 

comment:    

 

• “I appreciate that the association was established based on cooperation, strong 

teamwork and good knowledge. The association was well accepted by other 

associations, and the collaboration with government sector and other private 

sectors is going well. There is also a potential for growth of the network that 

links to provincial, regional and nationwide level”. 

 

However, some negative comments related to general participation were also presented. 

For example: 

 

• There was a good participation at the beginning, but not so good later on; 

• Lack of participation in some activities; 

• Ego; 

• Selfish, lack of responsibility and honesty 

 

A second dimension was community attachment. Participation in tourism collaboration 

may occur from the need for community attachment and to work together to contribute 

to the community. This element relates to the respondents’ emotional attachment to 

their communities. It presents the link between people and their community and reflects 

their sense of belonging. The respondents stated that they were happy to work with the 

community to preserve the environment. Moreover, one respondent pointed out that 

she/he was happy to become part of a tourism collaboration and feel a sense of 

belonging. Additional comments on participation in community involvement were:  

 

• Get together to bring some  benefits  to the community; 



 

- 220 - 

• Participate for tourism development.  

 

In addition, a few respondents mentioned the network at community level as a new form 

of collaboration. For instance, a male respondent from the public sector recalled that: 

 

“Community-based tourism is a tool for local development to encourage a sense 

of belonging, use resources worthily and sustainability, preserve and restores 

culture and tradition. However, the Ministry of Tourism and some local 

administrators still do not pay attention to it”. 

 

The third dimension related to personal value. Personal value and appreciation also 

emerged from the findings. This element represented emotional and value attachment to 

the tourism collaboration. Four examples are highlighted: 

• The outcome makes members well accepted in the community and society at 

national level; 

• Appreciate working with the association and receiving privileges from being a 

member; 

• Organisation appreciates my value;  

• Appreciate working with all friendly members. 

 

The above comments demonstrate appreciation at being involved in the tourism 

collaboration. These respondents felt that they were accepted by society and were proud 

of themselves.   

 

 

Benefits 
 

Obtaining a benefit from being involved in a collaboration was also a heavily mentioned 

issue that influenced members’ attitudes toward the collaboration (23.5%). Once again, 

almost a quarter of respondents felt this aspect influenced their feelings toward the 

collaboration. Benefit refers to the recognition of both individual and mutual benefits to 

be derived from the collaboration. From the analysis of respondent comments, three 

dimensions were found to be associated with this aspect of deriving some form of 
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benefit. These elements comprise knowledge and information exchange, social 

interaction and a business benefit. Overwhelmingly, the majority of respondents who 

mentioned benefit issues commented in a positive manner. 

 

The first dimension was knowledge and information exchanged. Knowledge and 

information exchanged were extensively related to the notions of mutual information 

sharing, idea sharing and gaining broader knowledge:  

 

• Receive information and get to know future direction of the tourism industry; 

• Exchange attitudes and opinions on information and don’t feel lonely; 

• Gain experience and broaden view. 
 

The second dimension was related to social interaction. A social interaction benefit also 

influenced members’ attitudes when participating in tourism collaboration. This element 

concerned the benefit of providing opportunities to meet people from being members of 

the collaboration. Some example comments are: 

 

• Get to know people who are in the same and related business; 

• Get to know people and develop connection; 

• Get to know entrepreneurs and government agents that have expertise in tourism 

industry. 

 

The third element was business benefit and business opportunity. Typical positive 

comments were: 

 

•  Expand connections and business opportunity; 

• Help  each other’s businesses; 

• Appreciate the information provided by the association which helps the business 

to grow. 
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Besides positive benefits, respondents also observed some difficulties about benefit and 

interest within the collaboration. Distinctive negative comments on overall benefits 

issue were mainly related to the personal interests of individual members: 

 

• Some members express themselves as hard workers and disregard any self-

benefit, but actually the projects they’ve done were facilitated for their own 

benefit;  

• Seek personal interest and facilitate only to their group; 

• Sometimes feel like they took some advantages from me. 

 

 

Representation of Members  
 

The third theme was about representation of members. Twenty-two percent of 

respondents in the qualitative survey findings found representation of members was 

important for the tourism collaboration’s success. This theme included three 

dimensions: 1) equal opportunity to participate in idea and decision making; 2) 

leadership; and 3) membership. Unlike the first two themes, this theme was weighted 

more negatively (67.5%).   

 

Equal representation to participate in idea and decision making encompassed the 

opportunity for stakeholders/members to fully participate in the collaboration and be 

involved in decision making. Different opinions were offered on this dimension. For 

instance: 

  

• Members have the right to make a decision; 

• Has the right to vote; 

• Equal opportunity. 

 

Some complaints were also made about the same issue:  

 

• Everybody should participate equally; 

• Members are too shy to express their opinion; 
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• Disagree with the organisation’s decision; 

• Unable to fully express an opinion. 

 

Leadership was also mentioned as an important aspect of a tourism collaboration. The 

majority of comments on leadership were reported from a negative perspective. Three 

comments displaying opinion toward leadership were presented through negative views: 

 

• Weak leadership; 

• The organisation works in the way that the leader wants;  

• Leaders hardly accept others’ opinions.  

 

The last dimension was related to membership issues. It was apparent from the 

following examples that relationship among members and representation of members 

was positive for a few members:  

 

• Everybody is reconcilable, can reach agreement after the meeting; 

• Has board representatives; 

• Work with friendly members. 

 

However, this dimension was overwhelmingly negative. It was the issue of member 

conflict that caused great concern. The following comments illustrate the conflicts 

within collaboration: 

 

• There were gaps among members; 

• Superficial relationship among members; 

• A problem between management and members within an organisation; 

• There are conflicting groups within an organisation.  

 

From the above comments, it was apparent that there was numerous difficulties and 

conflicts among members.  
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Communication and Information 
 

Communication and information were strongly mentioned issues that influenced 

members’ attitude when participating in tourism a collaboration (15%). This dimension 

involved two sub-themes - information flow and availability. More comments from 

respondents portrayed a negative perception (65%) rather than a positive stance (35%).  

 

The first dimension was related to information flow. The majority of respondents who 

commented on the communication issue showed some concern about information flow. 

Although some comments portrayed that correct and clear information was received, it 

was suggested by the some respondents that the flow of communication and information 

was a problem and required improvement. The following comments demonstrate this 

point:   

 

• Receive correct and clear information from other members; 

• Communication is a problem. Must be established to promote understanding; 

• Should provide prompt news and information;   

• Lack of continuity in communication. 

 

The second dimension related to information availability. Six examples highlight this 

availability dimension. Mainly, respondents are concerned about limited time being 

available to be involved in meetings and collaboration activities, especially irregular 

meeting schedules:  

 

• Time to do some activities is limited;  

• Time-consuming;  

•  Members are unaware of what is happening in each month about the meeting, 

activities and how they can benefit from it; 

• Meeting are not regularly held as scheduled;  

• Only some people always attend the meeting; 

• Difficult to arrange a schedule for a meeting due to the cost and time 

constraints. 
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Resources and Support 
 

A much smaller group of comments related to the level of resources and support 

provided to assist the tourism collaboration (10.5%). While this area did not receive as 

much attention as previous factors, a substantial number of responses illustrate a level of 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction with this aspect. Resources and support encompasses any 

resource or support from government and respective agencies.  Three distinct categories 

of resources and support were financial support, administration support and human 

resources. Common terms that emerged were resource, support, staff and budget. A 

general comment was that collaboration requires enough resources and support. Most of 

the respondents complained that there was insufficient support and resources from 

respective agencies (84%). Only a few respondents were happy with the support and 

resources provided. One respondent said that:  

 

“Tourism Authority of Thailand provides clear information according to the 

business background, and fully supports the group”. 

 

Moreover, a male respondent from the private sector explained that: 

 

“During the first two years, the association has received good support from 

each members and committees in order to attend the meetings and participated 

in activities”. 

 

He then goes on to describe the current situation: 

  

For the past six months, some members and committees have left the 

group...Therefore, they are no longer participating in the meeting and the 

organisation is unable to perform activities at full capacity. The current solution 

is to motivate former members and committees to continue participating in the 

meeting and activities, or recruit new members and fill the missing committee 

positions”. 
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The above comment demonstrates the importance of having sufficient human resources 

available. Besides human resource, financial and administration support were identified. 

Typical comments about financial resource were: 

 

• Lack of budget;  

• Lack of funding from the government. 

 

In addition, the following examples show administrative support. These comments 

appear to indicate the essential nature of resources and support from government and 

respective agencies. Such comments were more negative in nature, which pointed 

toward the inadequacy of resources and support for effective collaboration: 

 

• Lack of commitment from government sectors; 

• Lack of support from related private organizations; 

• Not enough places and instruments to accommodate the collaborative activities; 

• There is no other unit to provide support and follow up the result; 

• Lack of support and participation for other agencies. 

 

Goal Setting 
 

The smallest group of respondent comments related to the theme of goal setting (4.5%). 

This theme involved formulation of vision and mutual objectives. Collaboration 

planning and implementation were presented in this theme. More than half of the 

respondents commenting on this sub-theme of goal setting were satisfied with the 

collaborative planning and implementation (62.5%). Five statements demonstrate the 

range of views on the goal setting theme. Generally, the respondents commented 

positively on the collaboration’s vision.  For example: 

 

• The association has a good vision and strong team. 
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However, some of the respondents argued that the collaboration had an unrealistic plan 

and mismatched plan and implementation: 

 

• No concrete plan derived from the meeting; 

• Unclear planning and don’t do as planned;  

• Should find practical policy and plan.  

 

In summary, the qualitative findings provided by survey respondents reveal that there 

were approximately equal numbers of instances where respondents felt happy or 

unhappy when working with other members. Comments could be categorised under six 

themes: participation; communication and information; representation; benefits; 

resources and support; and goal setting. The majority of comments regarding benefits, 

participation, and goal-setting themes were positive. On the other hand, respondents 

provided more criticism on representation of members, communication and information, 

and resources and support themes. Further interpretation of the data obtained from this 

section is integrated with the findings from the interviews and quantitative survey in 

section 4.5.    

 

 

4.5. Data Triangulation  
 

This section highlights the integration of key findings from the three data sources. That 

is, findings from the interviews in study 1, the quantitative survey in study 2, and the 

qualitative survey in study 2 are compared and contrasted in this section. This 

integration is reported using the framework of three research questions developed to 

guide this thesis investigation. These research questions are 1) perceived role of 

stakeholders; 2) the nature of tourism collaboration; and 3) factors that foster or hinder 

collaboration member satisfaction in tourism destination. The purpose of this section is 

to bring to together information from the three sets of data sources and to highlight how 

they tend to support or not support any particular issue. That is, how well do findings 

obtained through one data source and/or method compare with other data obtained in 

different ways. This section will not present any conclusions about the research 



 

- 228 - 

questions or overall research problem. A fuller discussion on these issues is presented in 

chapter 5. 

 

In overall terms, the findings from all data sources, including secondary data, tend to 

support each other. There are consistent themes evident through all sets of findings. The 

themes emerging from motives to join a collaboration and how collaborations are 

working in practice tend to fit together. The primary factors that tend to concern most 

collaboration members the most about collaboration effectiveness and/or satisfaction 

tend to be consistent across all data sources. There is one partial exception. The issue of 

genuine participation was raised in the qualitative interviews. For instance, not every 

collaboration member was brave enough to express their views in front of all members 

and not everyone wants to exercise their opportunity to participate. This may reflect the 

cultural background of the members. Thai has high uncertainty avoidance. Moreover, 

being a collectivist society, Thai people tend to be afraid of losing face and thus will try 

to avoid criticism. The possible explanation could be hesitating in face-to-face meeting 

with possible arguments, or the feeling that it was meaningless in having a voice. 

Likewise, a genuine opportunity to participate in collaboration activities was the highest 

mentioned issue from the qualitative survey results in study 2.  

 

Yet the regression analyses of the quantitative data set found that representation quality 

and equal participation was not a significant predictor of Collaboration Member 

Satisfaction (CMS) overall. In the regression model perceived individual benefits, 

communication quality and trust were significant predictors.  Only in the case of private 

members was participation a significant predictor of CMS. The latter finding is 

consistent with the notion that private sector members are more concerned with getting 

an opportunity to be involved and have a voice. This bias came through the interviews 

and the qualitative survey findings. It is more the case that the weight of importance 

found for this issue through both sets of qualitative data was not matched in the overall 

regression model. The participation variable was the weakest predictor of CMS in the 

private sector model. Hence, this suggests that participation may be a critical issue but 

may also affect CMS indirectly, either through a variable such as trust or another 

variable not included in the model. This issue is discussed further in Chapter 5. All 

other findings tend to be more consistent across data sources and are now discussed 

under the three research questions. 
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While the data for research question 1 about the roles of tourism stakeholders was 

obtained through the interviews in study 1 the results appear to be consistent with 

secondary data. There was no evidence to suggest that the private or local community 

sectors sought to play a more leading role in the policy formation and budget 

considerations of destination management. Respondents from all three sectors accepted 

the dominant role of government agencies in this respect. In addition, no evidence of 

dissent with this arrangement was found. Likewise, the passive roles found for private 

and local community sectors appear to be accepted across all sectors and from 

secondary data sources. That is not to mean that stakeholders did not want to participate 

in tourism development but that the lead and follower roles identified in this chapter 

were appropriate. These roles also appear to be consistent with the hierarchical structure 

of Thai society. The second issue about the role of government agencies in particular 

was the level of confusion about specific responsibilities. Again this issue was evident 

across all three sectors. 

 

The second research question concerned the nature of tourism collaboration. This 

question sought qualitative and quantitative information.  From the interview findings, 

three levels of data was presented. First, broad issues of collaboration importance were 

discussed. Second and third were motives for joining a collaboration and issues relating 

to collaboration arrangements in practice, respectively. Findings are compared across 

different sets of data using this framework. The majority of interview respondents 

considered tourism collaboration as essential for establishing strong tourism 

development. While not all private sector members agreed that collaboration was 

essential many of these same members acknowledged the need to collaborate in the 

future. In the quantitative survey the importance of collaborating was captured in a 

multi-item scale. This scale for ‘interdependency’ had a mean score of 5.7 on a scale of 

1-7. Hence, there is widespread acceptance of the need to work collaboratively at the 

tourism destination level. For members of a collaboration this is largely expected. The 

survey also found no difference between views of public and private sectors for the 

interdependency scale.  

 

A second issue was the motive for joining a tourism collaboration. Both qualitative 

interview findings and quantitative survey findings indicated that stakeholders had 

several reasons to join the tourism collaboration. Results from the interviews indicated 
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several reasons that encouraged stakeholders to participate in tourism collaboration. 

Reasons identified included the gaining of general information, personal and business 

benefits and a feeling of obligation or duty. In the face to face interviews, differences 

between stakeholder groups were not clear. Yet, from the survey, it was found that 

different motives for joining a collaboration do exist for different stakeholder groups. 

The quantitative survey found that there was a significant difference between the public 

and private sectors in getting a business benefit. The private sector was more anxious 

join the tourism collaboration to get some business benefit more than members from 

private sector. In addition, there was a significant difference in working with others to 

contribute to the area between public and private sector for participating in the tourism 

collaboration. Members from public sector are likely to work with others to contribute 

more to the area than members from the private sector. Similarly, members from the 

public sector felt that it was their obligation to participate in the tourism collaboration 

than members from the private sector. Since, the public sector holds major 

responsibility for tourism destination planning and development this bias is expected. 

However, all stakeholder groups saw the value of gaining information from 

participation in a tourism collaboration. 

 

A third level of issues identified under the nature of collaboration related to how 

collaboration arrangements operated in practice.  The qualitative interview findings 

pointed out four particular themes labelled genuine participation; matching achievement 

to goals; project based; and need for harmony.  In particular, genuine participation and 

need for harmony were also discussed in relation to the quantitative survey findings and 

the qualitative survey findings. First, issues relating to participation in the collaboration 

are discussed.  From the qualitative interviews, it was established that time pressures 

prevented many persons from attending meetings. This may be due to costs of 

participation were seen to be high in terms of the time it would take and the possibility 

of a less effective and less impartial result. Some respondents avoided regular 

participation because they felt that meetings clashed with everyday work and were 

reluctant to make effort. In the qualitative findings from the survey data the issue of 

participation was the most highly mentioned aspect of what made survey respondents 

happy or unhappy with their tourism collaboration. Thus, the issue of participation in a 

collaboration emerged strongly through both sets of qualitative data. However, as 
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discussed earlier in this section the quantitative data suggested that participation may 

not have a strong direct effect on Collaboration Member Satisfaction. 

 

The issue of a need for harmony was identified in the qualitative interviews. This issue 

spanned a couple of related areas, such as having the right attitude toward collaboration, 

avoiding conflict and the unfair distribution of benefits. Such issues also then 

overlapped with the notion of trust. The notion of consciousness was raised in the 

interviews to indicate that if members had the right attitude toward the collaboration and 

cooperated fairly then the collaboration would be effective. One respondent indicated 

that if members were sincere then the collaboration would be good. This issue was also 

raised in the qualitative findings from the survey in study 2.  In one of the themes under 

participation it was found that entering the collaboration in the right ‘spirit’ was an 

important consideration.  The second issue under the need for harmony related to the 

disagreement over benefits. Gaining a benefit from participating in a collaboration was 

expected and accepted across all sectors. However, the issue of the distribution of 

benefits was a particular source of anger and conflict among members. Similar points 

were made in both qualitative data sets. However, while the issues were noted across a 

wide number of respondents it was also evident that this facet may not be evident in 

face to face dealings because of Thai cultural conventions. Disgruntled members would 

be likely to avoid participating or participate in a superficial sense to avoid 

confrontational situations. Hence, the notion of benefits was widely seen as a source of 

concern.   

 

The trust issue was raised in qualitative interviews and investigated in the quantitative 

survey. Trust was found to be the largest predictor of Collaboration Member 

Satisfaction. This finding fits with the qualitative data as discussed above. In interviews 

it was indicated that trust was a delicate issue and little things can lead to distrust. 

Distrust could occur when members only kept the benefit for their own friends and own 

group. It was further reported that some members did not like each other. Hence, it was 

difficult to establish confidence and trust. While the reasons for trusting or not trusting 

members were not canvassed in the quantitative survey we can see that there are 

underlying issues of conflict over the distribution of benefits. Similarly, underlying 

reasons related to communication issues were raised in both sets of qualitative data that 

infer trust issues. A lack of contact between members was established in several data 
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sets. Criticisms were made about the accuracy and continuity of information. Likewise, 

issues under participation indicated selfishness and dishonesty from some members. 

Finally, the mean score for trust found in study 2 was 4.4 on a scale of 1-7. This score 

was lower than any other variable measured and compares unfavourably to the 

recognised need to collaborate of 5.7.   

 

The third research question sought to examine factors that might contribute to 

successful tourism collaboration and member satisfaction. In large part these factors 

have been discussed in relation to research question 2. Furthermore, it has already been 

established that one of the purposes of the qualitative interviews was to source relevant 

factors for the conceptual model investigated in study 2. It is thus a given that factors 

included in the model are consistent with the information obtained from the qualitative 

interviews. These factors are also consistent with the literature and will be discussed in 

Chapter 5. Hence, this section presents further discussion on the specific factors 

included in the measurement model to predict collaboration Member satisfaction as it 

relates to the qualitative findings obtained in the survey. Thus, the qualitative findings 

in study 2 also shed further light on what aspects make members more or less satisfied 

with a collaboration.  In addition, the notion of personal pride and community 

attachment, together with resource support is discussed. These issues emerged from 

both sets of qualitative data but were not investigated in the quantitative study. 

 

Overall, trust, perceived individual benefits and communication quality were found to 

significantly affect member satisfaction in the quantitative survey. From the qualitative 

findings in the study 2 survey, both perceived benefits and communication were key 

issues affecting whether members felt happy or unhappy working in the collaboration. 

Hence, these two factors are consistent for this sample of members. The third factor of 

trust was mentioned directly in the qualitative interviews but only by inference in the 

study 2 qualitative data. The notion of an unfair distribution of benefits and poor 

communication affected members’ feelings toward the collaboration. Likewise, issues 

pertaining to participation suggested trust issues. Thus, the main finding that trust is a 

major factor affecting member satisfaction tends to be consistent with other findings.  

 

From both sets of qualitative data two consistent factors emerged. First, respondents 

indicated that they felt a sense of pride and community attachment when working in 
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their local tourism collaboration. Second, a lack of resources was raised as a particular 

issue that affected the collaboration. For the resources and administrative support issue, 

the most common mentioned resource from the interview was financial support, staff 

competence and administrative and policy support. These dimensions also could be 

found in the qualitative survey findings. Particularly, financial and administrative 

support given by government agencies and its members was found to be the facilitating 

factor. Stakeholders required substantial and practical support from the government and 

respective agencies and mentioned that there was insufficient resources and support. 

This view was also supported by the qualitative survey findings. However, the 

quantitative survey findings advise that the collaboration has performed relatively well 

in getting the resources it needs whereas it also indicated that the collaboration does not 

get enough support. This paradox may be explained as overall, the collaboration 

requires more resources and support but compared with other collaborations or 

government beneficiaries they are doing well. Detail discussions and conclusion of 

these findings are provided in Chapter 5.  

 

 

4.6 Chapter Summary 
 

This chapter provided and discussed the results from three sets of data the qualitative 

semi-structured interviews, questionnaire surveys and qualitative survey. The qualitative 

interview findings provides background information and discussion of the tourism 

collaboration and destination. It reveals that most tourism stakeholders perceive tourism 

collaboration as a way to promote sustainable tourism destination management. 

However, stakeholders had different perspectives on the nature of stakeholder’s 

interaction and motives for them to participate in tourism collaboration. In addition, 

various factors that had influenced the performance of tourism collaboration were 

discussed.  

 

Data collected from the survey was presented in two main parts. The first part presented 

some findings from the quantitative data. Demographic backgrounds of the respondents 

as well as descriptive information relating to collaborative working were reported. 

Furthermore, differences between stakeholder’s groups were compared. Measurement 
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scales were tested for reliability and validity. Multiple regression analysis indicated that 

trust, communication quality and perceived benefit had a significant and positive 

influence on collaboration member satisfaction, overall. Split group analysis revealed 

that CMS predictors varied, depending upon the group.  

    

The second part of the questionnaire survey reported qualitative information from open-

ended questions. Content analysis was performed to categorise the comments from 

survey’s respondents regarding their attitude toward participating in the collaboration. 

Comments were grouped into six main themes as issues that influenced collaborative 

working: participation; benefit; representation of members; communication and 

information; resources and support; and goal setting. The findings present some 

interesting issues that could be used to support the numerical findings and also for data 

triangulation. Moreover, it also provides some issues that influenced collaborative 

working.  

 

Results from the interview, survey findings and qualitative comments are integrated at 

the end of the chapter for further discussion and implication on research problem. The 

next chapter will provide a discussion on findings and hypothesis testing, as well as a 

conclusion about the resolution of the research problem. 
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CHAPTER 5  

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 

 

5.1   Introduction 
 

Chapter 2 to Chapter 4 describe the various stages of this thesis investigation. In 

Chapter 2, I reviewed the literature on tourism collaboration and highlighted how 

stakeholder collaboration is a key facet in tourism from the three perspectives of 

sustainable tourism, destination management and tourism planning and development. 

More specifically, I established that stakeholder roles are complex and often difficult to 

distinguish. Furthermore, the review also found that the nature of stakeholder 

interaction is diverse and, consequently, collaboration effectiveness is hard to judge. In 

particular, it was established that limited research has been conducted into the 

measurement of collaboration members’ satisfaction and what leads to such specific 

outcomes. 

 

In Chapter 2, the research problem and three associated research questions were 

identified. The research problem was defined as: How do tourism stakeholders 

effectively collaborate in sustainable tourism destination management? Accompanying 

research questions to guide the investigation were formulated as follows: 

- How do stakeholders perceive their roles? 

- What is the nature of stakeholder collaboration? 

- What factors foster and/or hinder effective tourism stakeholder collaboration?  

 

In Chapter 3, the methodology used to collect the data to resolve the research problem 

was described and justified. The empirical research was carried out with a mixed 

method research design. The investigation involved two phases of data collection. A 

series of semi-structured interviews were conducted in the first phase, and a quantitative 

survey was carried out in the second phase.  
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In Chapter 4, the results of the two studies were reported. From the two studies, three 

sets of findings were provided. These findings included the results of interviews, survey 

quantitative findings and survey qualitative findings. In addition, the integration of 

several findings was highlighted at the end of Chapter 4. The findings indicate that 

stakeholders had different perspectives on the nature of stakeholders’ interaction and 

motives for them to participate in tourism collaboration. Moreover, various factors had 

influenced the performance of tourism stakeholder collaboration. Overall, the 

quantitative model indicated that perceived individual benefits, trust and communication 

quality were significant predictors of Collaboration Member Satisfaction (CMS) overall.   

 

The purpose of Chapter 5 is to further integrate the results reported in Chapter 4 with 

previously published studies. Furthermore, this chapter provides additional 

interpretation of the data collected, and discusses the issues arising from the results 

presented in Chapter 4. In particular, Chapter 5 will highlight the contribution made by 

this investigation to existing knowledge, both in theoretical and practical terms. This 

chapter is organised around the stated research problem and three research questions. 

The chapter starts with a discussion of the major findings of the study followed by an 

overall conclusion about the research problem. Implications from the findings for 

tourism theory, policy and practice will also be presented in Chapter 5. The final section 

of the chapter will present limitations of the investigation and recommendations for 

future research.           

 

 

5.2   Major Findings: Conclusions about Research Questions and 

Hypotheses  
 

The discussion of research findings are first presented under each of the three research 

questions. In addition, this section presents a discussion on each of the research 

hypotheses developed to test the conceptual model presented at section 2.5.  Three sets 

of findings are discussed in relation to the extant literature. Figure 4.1 in the previous 

chapter highlights the relationship between different sets of findings. 
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In section 5.2.1, I present findings related to the first research question: “How do 

stakeholders perceive their roles?” To understand the effectiveness of tourism 

stakeholder collaboration, it was established in Chapter 2 that an examination of the 

perceived roles of stakeholders in the area should first be carried out. Thus, in this 

section, tourism stakeholders in the Chiang Rai region were identified to represent 

public, private and local community sectors, and data sought to indicate their perceived 

roles in tourism collaboration. In Chapter 4, a number of findings were reported that 

reflected various issues arising from how different groups of stakeholder perceived their 

particular roles or functions.  

 

In section 5.2.2, a discussion is presented in relation to the second research question: 

“What is the nature of tourism collaboration?” As discussed in Chapter 2, 

implementation of tourism stakeholder collaboration has proven to be problematic due 

to the complex interrelationship of tourism stakeholders in a destination. Thus, in 

Chapter 4, findings from the qualitative interviews, quantitative survey and qualitative 

survey provide a picture of the nature of tourism collaboration in practice. In addition, 

this section aims to provide a brief review of the importance of understanding 

stakeholder collaboration and motives for participation.  

 

Third, the discussion regarding the factors contributing to effective tourism 

collaboration is presented in section 5.2.3 in response to the third research question 

which asks “What factors foster and/or hinder effective tourism stakeholder 

collaboration?” This study introduces the measure of collaboration member satisfaction 

as an indicator of effective tourism stakeholder collaboration. In this section, the results 

relating to five hypotheses derived from the conceptual model are discussed.   

 

 

5.2.1 Perceived Roles of Tourism Stakeholders in Destination 

Management 
 

The following discussion reflects on the first research question as presented in section 

5.2. I reported in Chapter 2 that a tourism destination consists of many stakeholders 

from various organisations and sectors. It is argued by many authors (e.g., Bramwell & 
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Lane, 2000; Buhalis, 2000; Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; Essex et al., 2005; Jamal & Getz, 

1995; Ritchie, 1993; Sautter & Leisen, 1999) that public, private and the local 

community sectors are key players in destination management. 

 

Identifying key tourism stakeholders and their perceived roles in destination 

management is an initial step in exploring stakeholder collaboration (Freeman, 1984). 

Much of the previous research on tourism stakeholders identified different groups and 

types of stakeholders in the travel and tourism industry (e.g., Buhalis, 2000; Mason, 

2003; Sheehan & Ritchie, 2005; Swarbrooke, 1999). While tourism stakeholders are 

defined as those people who are involved in or affected by the tourism industry, in this 

thesis, tourists were excluded as they are not part of or a member of a tourism 

collaboration in Chiang Rai. This does not mean, of course, that tourists are not 

important to destination management. However, for the purpose of this study they do 

not have any direct influence on destination stakeholder collaboration.  

 

Three major groups of tourism stakeholders were identified and investigated: public, 

private and local community. In the local community sector, two particular stakeholder 

groups were identified: elected subdistrict representatives and non-profit organisations. 

Respondents from each of the three main sectors agreed that all sectors should be 

represented in any collaboration. Indeed, it was noteworthy that no voice of dissent was 

evident through the entire qualitative data gathering. This general finding accords with 

Bramwell and Sharman (1999), Fyall and Garrod (2005), and Gray (1989) who point 

out that it has long been recognised that an effective collaboration must be inclusive of 

the key players. In addition, it was established from the interviews that no major group 

sought the exclusion of other stakeholders. In the context of Chiang Rai tourism 

collaborations, it is evident that there is a very positive view about the inclusive nature 

of collaboration. This is despite the fact that the three sectors may be seen universally to 

have quite different agendas. This notion of a genuinely good spirit brought to 

collaborative endeavours is elaborated further in section 5.2.2. The findings of this 

thesis indicate several differences between sectoral groups. That is, how they perceive 

their own role and how they perceive the roles of the other two key players. This 

discussion is thus framed around each key sectoral group. The discussion will highlight 

how the roles of each group are perceived differently. 
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Overall, one of the major findings regarding the roles of tourism stakeholders is the 

opportunity for broad representation of stakeholders to participate in tourism planning 

and development of the community. Furthermore, the findings suggest that most 

respondents agreed that different groups of stakeholders should be encouraged to 

participate in tourism destination management. It was believed from the interviews that 

the efforts of tourism stakeholder collaboration can lead to better sustainable tourism 

destination management. The finding echoes the words of several authors, such as 

Bramwell and Lane (2000a), Hall (2000), Jamieson (2006), and Timur and Getz (2008) 

that all stakeholders need to work together to promote understanding and sustain 

benefits for a tourism destination. However, different stakeholders may perceive their 

roles differently. This can often be explained by the fragmented nature of the tourism 

industry which consists of many players from different sectors who have multiple 

interests and objectives. The views of various stakeholders need to be considered to 

avoid conflict among different groups of stakeholders, or even within the same group of 

stakeholders.   

 

 

Public sector 
 

The findings show that respondents from all sectors agree that the public sector is 

primarily responsible for tourism destination management because they are the 

regulators and policy makers. That is, all groups acknowledge that the leadership role is 

taken up by government agencies and should be played out by these agencies. The 

interview findings support the argument by Morgan et al. (2003) that the government 

agencies are key leaders and responsible for destination management. Moreover, it is 

perceived by most stakeholders in this thesis that the government’s role is to provide 

infrastructure to facilitate tourism in the area. This finding is also in accordance with 

Font and Ahjem (1999) that the public sector is responsible for managing a destination’s 

infrastructure and concerned with its overall well being.  In this thesis, the nature of a 

lead role by the public sector was extended to that of a dominant role. As will be 

discussed later, much activity did not occur until the government acted. Thus, fully 

determining policy, regulations and budgetary considerations were the sole preserve of 

government agencies. 
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It was apparent from the interviews that while the private and local community sectors 

were willing to accept the government’s dominant role in policy making, this 

responsibility came as a two-edged sword. There was a strong expectation that 

sufficient infrastructure spending should be made available and that tourism 

collaborations should be well supported. The role of the public sector is frequently 

mentioned and criticised in the interviews, with respondents being well aware that the 

public sector held most authority and power over tourism destination management. 

Therefore, respondents from the private and local sectors were adamant that government 

agencies should provide increased support and resources for tourism destination 

development. The most common mentioned resource issue from the interviews was 

financial support. Particularly, financial and administrative support given by 

government agencies and its members was found to be a key facilitating factor in 

affecting collaboration outcomes. In addition, this support should be substantial and 

practical. The interviews indicated that there was a lack of government finance allocated 

for tourism planning and development, including budgets for seminars and workshops 

for human resource development. In contrast, the private sector tended to put more 

energy and labour into collaborations and expected financial support. Therefore, a lack 

of expertise and financial support are perceived as major obstacles by most respondents 

who are involved in collaboration participation.  

 

Allied to the lead role was the facilitator role. Many respondents commented on 

particular resource issues, but many of these funding issues related to the facilitation of 

collaboration activities. For instance, funding should be given to accelerate the progress 

of projects such as joint human resources training. Lack of staff and active members to 

carry on the collaborative work were also identified as factors hindering effective 

tourism collaboration. Data from the interviews shows that the private sector found it 

difficult to participate in tourism collaboration during the business season. This 

argument is supported by Mizrahi (1999) who points out that time and resources are 

needed to create a successful collaboration. However, this is complex and costly. Thus, 

the findings indicate that the government role should be expanded to seek wider 

stakeholder collaboration through conveying to all stakeholders the value of their 

contribution and actively creating opportunities for these stakeholders to contribute 

through minimizing their resource and time constraints. There was a requirement for the 

government to encourage the participation of the private sector and local 
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representatives. More collaboration is needed - first, with related government agencies 

to gain more funding support or/and expert input, and second, through wider local 

participation to minimize possible tensions among diverse groups of stakeholders.  

 

The interviews also highlighted the degree of complexity and confusion raised through 

structural changes of government agencies. This thesis illustrates an application of the 

observation by Hall (1999, p.284) that, “...changing role of government has major 

implication for tourism and sustainability”. In the Chiang Rai province, government 

agencies were those that were directly responsible for the tourism planning and 

development of the area, as well as those that were indirectly or partly contributing to 

the tourism destination. The tourism government agencies in Chiang Rai mentioned in 

the interviews were Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT) and Chiang Rai Provincial 

Office of Tourism and Sport, which is a department under the Ministry of Tourism and 

Sport. The main duties of these key tourism government agencies are tourism 

destination planning and development, development of tourism service, tourism 

activities, and tourism marketing and public relations work. Those government agencies 

who did not have primary responsibilities for tourism services in Chiang Rai, however, 

also took part in supporting tourism development of the area. Local authorities 

mentioned included Chiang Rai Provincial Office, Chiang Rai Cultural Office, 

Community Development Provincial Office and local education institutions.      

 

As previously discussed in Chapter 2, the Destination Marketing Organisation (DMO) 

is the key active tourism stakeholder within a tourism destination (Pike, 2004; Timur & 

Getz, 2008). In Chapter 2, it was also established that a DMO should be able to perform 

not only the destination marketing function, but also management and planning of the 

tourism destination. In this study, the Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT) was 

regarded as a DMO of the tourism destination using Pike’s (2004) definition. He argues 

that the DMO could be any organisation that is responsible for the marketing and 

perhaps the destination planning of a particular destination. After government 

reformation, the Provincial Office of Tourism and Sport also played DMO roles. Results 

from this study indicate that the TAT and Chiang Rai Provincial Office of Tourism and 

Sport are operating as DMOs. The TAT is mainly responsible for the tourism marketing 

and promotion of the destination, while the Chiang Rai Provincial Office of Tourism 

and Sport tends to do a great deal of tourism planning and development of the province. 
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However, the TAT still gives support to other stakeholders of the community, and 

participates in tourism planning and development to many tourism stakeholders in the 

area.  

 

It was found that some tourism stakeholders are confused about the roles of each of 

these government agencies. The results of this thesis suggest that the proliferation of 

government agencies contributes to an increasing amount of complexity. The qualitative 

interview findings also reveal that there are several government agencies involved in the 

management of tourism destination. Thus, confusion exists among tourism stakeholders. 

According to Sheehan and Ritchie (2005), the roles and responsibilities of agencies 

need to be clearly defined.  Furthermore, Dredge (2006b) points out that the roles of 

these government agencies may be clearer to stakeholders who are more closely 

involved in such tourism activities or projects, but not for everyone. The findings 

indicate that the dissemination of advice regarding roles and responsibilities was 

lacking. Moreover, members commented heavily in general about communication 

issues. Thus, it appears that the issue of communication starts at the top with roles 

needing to be more explicitly defined in order to promote greater clarity and 

understanding.  

   

Private and local community stakeholders play a passive role in relation to the direction 

of tourism development, and there is a high level of complexity and confusion about 

which government agency may be responsible for which parts of tourism development. 

Separately they are substantial findings, but taken together they add a further dimension. 

A passive private and local community sector will not be proactive in attempting to 

resolve issues relating to the level of confusion about roles. The private and local 

community sectors continue to play a wait-and-see role and hope that matters improve. 

While other authors have raised these issues separately, it appears that the juxtaposition 

of the two issues in this thesis extends our previous understanding. Factors affecting the 

effectiveness of tourism development and/or tourism collaborations need to be 

considered in relation to their interactive effects. That is, how combinations of factors 

may produce exaggerated effects. 
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Private Sector 
 

The private sector also plays an important role in tourism destination development. The 

private sector role has been emphasised as an industry-driven sector and implementer. 

The finding echoes the words of Simpson (2008) that the public sector enjoys taking 

important roles and planning and development, and lets the private sector drive the 

industry forward. The private sector is perceived as the major contributor to the tourism 

industry due to the fact that it provides most products and services to this industry (Font 

& Ahjem, 1999; Simpson, 2008). This group of stakeholders includes travel agencies, 

hotels, car rental firms and restaurants.  However, the private sector’s role is more like 

that of a follower than a key leader. The finding also indicates that the private sector 

perceived its own role as that of implementer rather than policy maker, and was willing 

to cooperate with the government in tourism development.  

 

Thus, based on its perceived role as implementer of government policy, the private 

sector tended to form networks to achieve this. The findings in this thesis are that 

tourism businesses often found that it was very hard to express their voice effectively as 

individual operators. That is, the private sector has less power and voice on an 

individual basis. This has led to the establishment of tourism networking among the 

members of the local private sector. These tourism networks act as intermediary agents 

to work between the government and their members in order to optimise benefits. This 

is supported in the study by Reid, Smith, McCloskey (2008), which found that the 

government recognises the leader of the tourism network as the voice of the private 

sector. The industry association which acts on behalf of the private sector can then help 

to create and promote a sustainable tourism destination. They form industry groups 

based on skill needs, as supported by Kanter (1994) who notes that stakeholders who 

have complementary assets and skills need each other. Results of this study are in 

contrast to the views of Carey et al. (1997) who assert that a tour operator may not be 

particularly interested in the long-term development of a tourism destination which 

optimises the benefits of all stakeholders. In this thesis, most tourism stakeholders from 

the private sector were keen to contribute to the tourism destination. Further details on 

this issue are provided in section 5.2.2, particularly in terms of the rationale for joining 

the tourism collaboration. In this follower role, the private sector do not see themselves 
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as inactive but are concerned with a need to work more for themselves. In addition to 

the industry network, the interview findings reveal that, as a group, the private sector is 

active in some broader issues. Occasionally, they can also play an organiser role in 

some tourism activities. The establishment of tourism associations by the private sector 

demonstrates its willingness to assume such a leadership role.  

 

 

Local Community Sector 
 

There are similar views presented by different stakeholders regarding the roles of the 

local sector. That is, the interactive role of the local sector is important for tourism 

destination development. Thus, there is an agreement that the local sector is encouraged 

to participate in tourism development in their area in order to maintain the tourism 

destination and benefits for the community. The local sector engaged in the qualitative 

interview findings were local non-profit organisations and locally elected 

representatives. Both of these community groups/individuals aim to interact on behalf of 

local resident, among local residents, other organisations and government agencies. 

These qualitative findings support the argument that local residents or local community 

should have an opportunity to be involved in some tourism destination management, 

such as tourism planning and development (Andereck et al., 2005; Bramwell & 

Sharman, 1999). It is also observed that the local community should be included in 

tourism planning, development and policy.  

 

However, it was found that the local community sector sometimes felt that their roles 

are not perceived to be important and their opinions are not heard.  Compared to the 

public sector and private sector, it was felt by the local sector that, in practice, they do 

not have a strong voice nor power. In addition, the interviews indicated that the local 

leader has a major influence over local residents’ decision making. The strength of the 

local community involvement also depends on the unity of members and the leader. 

Furthermore, this study supports the view that local communities have both formal and 

informal leaders. Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) state that formal leaders can be city 

leaders or agency staff, while informal leaders are usually volunteers who are willing to 

participate in the collaborative process. Non-profit organisations were essentially acting 
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as informal leaders, whereas members of subdistrict administrator and heads of villages 

are considered formal leaders. The interview findings indicate that the non-profit 

organisation mainly focused on providing consultation. Hence, non-profit organisations 

played a leadership role up to a point. They were engaged in consultative processes, but 

were not necessarily involved in any final decision making. An elected subdistrict 

administrator (refer to Chapter 4, section 4.2.2) often, however, has formal authority to 

negotiate with government agencies and tourism businesses on behalf of the local 

people. Accordingly, they often have the power to make decisions. Moreover, while 

elected representatives usually received a budget from the government to invest in 

tourism development, they tended to rely on government policy and budget.  

 

In summary, results from this thesis investigation demonstrated that the perceived roles 

of tourism stakeholders tend to follow previously published prescriptions but are 

differentiated in several important ways. The literature indicates that tourism 

stakeholders should understand their own roles and that of other stakeholder groups. 

However, the findings report that the roles of tourism stakeholders are not clearly 

understood among various stakeholders due to several reasons, for example, changing 

roles of government agencies, a lack of voice and communication issues. In this thesis, I 

have found that the government stakeholder role in the context of Thai tourism is 

passively accepted. Not one respondent suggested that anyone other the government 

could or should have serious input into the policy making and regulatory role of 

government. However, while all respondents believed that having a lead role is the 

government’s province, it is evident from comments from the private and local 

community sectors that there were issues with this. 

 

 

5.2.2    Nature of Tourism Stakeholder Collaboration  
 

The second research question investigated the nature of stakeholder collaboration in the 

tourism context in general and Chiang Rai in particular. The discussion in this section 

begins with an examination of how stakeholders view the idea of tourism collaboration. 

Second, the rationale for participating in a tourism collaboration is explored and 
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discussed. Finally, the nature of tourism collaboration in practice is discussed. This last 

part especially focuses on the nature of stakeholder interaction.  

 

 

Recognition of Tourism Collaboration  
 

The research identified two major, findings related to the recognition of the importance 

of tourism collaboration and thus engagement of tourism stakeholders. This part begins 

with a discussion on the recognition of tourism and its potential for tourism 

development as a foundation idea for tourism collaboration. It is assumed that the 

stakeholders who see the importance of tourism to their region are more likely to 

support tourism collaboration. Hence, where tourism has strong potential and brings 

benefits to the region, it is more likely that tourism stakeholders will be engaged in 

tourism collaboration activities. From the interview findings, it is evident that the 

Chiang Rai destination is widely perceived to have potential for tourism development. 

This finding is due in part to the widely held view that the destination has a variety of 

tourism products to offer. This finding is also supported by the quantitative survey 

findings where respondents indicated (with a high mean score), that the province has a 

variety of tourism products. Moreover, the quantitative survey revealed that respondents 

understood the province’s tourism policy, and that it was appropriate in practice for the 

region. While interview respondents indicated that aspects of the policy were not easily 

understood nor executed, the majority still felt that tourism development plans were 

welcome. More specifically, it was demonstrated that tourism offers good benefits and 

good financial returns to many collaboration members. While business benefits were 

rated higher by private sector members, all sectors reported receiving good benefits 

from their involvement in tourism. Thus, the environment for engagement with tourism 

stakeholders could be considered positive in the Chiang Rai province. 

      

Now I turn to the recognition of the need for stakeholder collaboration within a tourism 

destination, such as Chiang Rai. First, the interviews indicated that stakeholder 

collaboration is perceived positively as a way to promote sustainable tourism 

development. In accordance with the literature discussed in section 2.2.1, many authors 

advocate a collaboration as a way of working to promote sustainable tourism destination 
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management (e.g., Bramwell & Lane, 2000a; Bramwell & Sharman, 1999; Fyall et al., 

2003; Jamal & Getz, 1995). Findings from this thesis also show that although each 

stakeholder group has a different set of needs, they share the same views toward the 

importance of collaboration for a sustainable tourism destination.   

 

Regarding the recognition of tourism stakeholder collaboration, the qualitative interview 

findings provide two perspectives based on the need for tourism collaboration in the 

area. On one hand, it was found that there was a need to establish strong tourism 

collaboration. Findings revealed that tourism stakeholder collaboration was perceived 

by respondents as important for sustainable tourism destination management. Tourism 

stakeholder collaboration provided some benefits for members, such as that they can 

work together to achieve a common goal, or help to build a competitive advantage for 

the destination. The results support Ladkin and Bertramini (2002) that no one individual 

organisation can be responsible for the whole development of tourism. Moreover, the 

findings from this study suggest that tourism collaboration was perceived as important 

because there are interdependent tourism providers and limited resources available 

within the tourism industry. The evidence from the survey findings also support the 

notion that there is extensive acceptance of the need to work collaboratively at the 

tourism destination level.  

 

On the other hand, a small group of interview respondents perceived tourism 

stakeholder collaboration as non-essential. This finding is contrary to previous studies, 

such as those by Vangen and Huxham (2003) and von Friedrichs Grängsjö and 

Gummesson (2006). For instance, some stakeholders did not want to participate in a 

tourism collaboration because their business can survive without spending time 

participating in the collaboration. This view tends to focus more on self-reliance. Some 

of these stakeholders could manage to run the business on their own. One reason could 

be that tourism collaboration is too complicated a process for some, and not worth the 

time and effort that tourism stakeholders need to expend. This argument is supported by 

Schianetz et al. (2007) who point out that collaborative working in tourism planning is 

time consuming and costly. This may be because the costs of participating in tourism 

collaboration are perceived as greater than the accrued benefits of the collaboration. In 

addition, it was felt by the researcher that this group of stakeholders might have had 

negative experiences from participating in tourism collaboration and not believe that 
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tourism stakeholder collaboration could be implemented effectively. Thus, they 

conclude that tourism stakeholder collaboration is unnecessary for them.  

 

 

Rationale for Participating in a Tourism Collaboration  
 

As previously discussed in section 2.4.2, stakeholders participate in a tourism 

collaboration for a number of reasons. It was established in Chapter 2 that the main 

reasons cited by stakeholders were to achieve social objectives, collaborate for benefits 

and resources sharing, and to get to know each other. Findings from this thesis 

investigation supported these major reasons in general. Quantitative survey findings 

report upon the rationale for existing members of a collaboration joining a tourism 

stakeholder collaboration. These reasons are: to promote tourism in the local area; to get 

to know other people and networking opportunities; to work with others to contribute to 

the area; to access information; to get some business benefits; it was my obligation; and 

to get some personal benefits. The majority of these aspects from the survey are also 

discussed in the qualitative interview and qualitative survey findings. When integrated 

with findings from qualitative information, some of these findings are related. Thus, the 

discussion of this part is presented under the following dimensions: 1) benefits to the 

business of tourism; 2) information sharing; and 3) social.   

 

First, one major finding is that tourism stakeholders participate in a tourism 

collaboration because of perceived benefits. Results from the qualitative findings reveal 

that a prime motivation to participate in a collaboration was for benefits that could be 

gained. At a broader level, the qualitative interviews and qualitative survey findings 

provide evidence that members participate in tourism collaboration from the need for 

community attachment and to work together to contribute to the community. References 

to these benefits are also strongly evident in the qualitative survey findings. Also, the 

interview findings lends support to the notion that some members join a tourism 

collaboration because they recognise the potential of collaboration efforts to impact 

tourism development in the area. This issue is also related to the discussion in the first 

part of this section. In addition, this finding supports Vangen and Huxham’s (2003) 

view that the main reason for participating in the collaboration is to deal with major 
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issues that arise or achieve a common goal more effectively than could be done at the 

individual level.  

 

In addition, the quantitative survey findings shows that the public and private sectors are 

perceived differently in working with others to contribute to the area. That is to say, 

members from the public sector are likely to work with others to contribute more to the 

area than members from the private sector. Similarly, members from the public sector 

felt that it was their obligation to participate in the tourism collaboration more than did 

members from the private sector. These statements are consistent between evidence 

from the interviews and the literature. The public sector holds major responsibility for 

tourism destination planning and development (Font & Ahjem, 1999; Wilson et al., 

2001). Thus, it was not unusual if members from the private sector would feel obligated 

and had more enthusiasm to work in collaboration to contribute to the area. It was also 

interesting to note that the statistics on statistical tests of difference did not show a big 

gap between the public and private sectors. However, the interviews also show some 

concern from private members that they want to participate so as to contribute to the 

local area even though they are not obligated to do so.  

 

At a lower organisational and individual level, the qualitative interview findings showed 

that stakeholders expected to receive some benefits from the tourism collaboration. This 

is supported by a previous view that stakeholders will participate in their common area 

for a business benefit (von Friedrichs Grängsjö & Gummesson, 2006). Furthermore, the 

quantitative survey finding reports a significant difference in the attitude of members of 

the public and private sectors towards gaining a business benefit from participating in 

the tourism collaboration. It indicates that the private sector was more anxious to join 

the tourism collaboration to get some business benefit when compared to members from 

the public sector. This result is expected due to the rationale that the private sector tends 

to focus more on business benefits. This business benefit refers to any advantages 

obtained for the sake of their profession. One possible explanation could be that the 

private sector needs this business benefit to make a living and survive in the business 

world. The difference between business benefit and personal benefits, of course, is 

personal reward. In terms of personal benefit, no significant difference was found 

between the attitude of the public and private sectors towards gaining some personal 

benefit from participating in the tourism collaboration.  
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Second, all stakeholder groups saw the value of gaining information from participation 

in a tourism collaboration. Furthermore, from the interview findings members valued 

news and information exchanged more than a business benefit. Lotia (2004) and Kernel 

(2005) point out that members can share varied experiences, knowledge bases, 

information and expertise through collaboration. Furthermore, the findings support the 

previous view that getting technical information and assistance as a collective effort is 

more cost effective than information search as individual (Wilson et al. 2001). The view 

was made that news and information exchanged can be beneficial to the running of their 

business, especially for members who are business owners. That is to say, it can provide 

indirect outcomes of business benefit. However, a few respondents from the interviews 

claimed that the benefit of their working with others was mainly for news and 

information rather than for business benefit. They claimed that tourism collaboration 

only benefited them as individuals, and that there was no need to join the collaboration 

for business benefit. In addition, results from the quantitative survey provide support 

that getting business or personal benefits were rated as minor reasons for joining the 

collaboration when compared to accessing information.  

 

The third reason for members participating in tourism collaboration relates to social 

interaction. Data was gathered from three sources to shed light on this issue: interviews; 

quantitative survey; and open ended questions on the survey. This aspect has the highest 

mean score for reasons for joining a tourism stakeholder collaboration, based on the 

quantitative survey finding. Findings also support the argument advanced by von 

Friedrichs Grängsjö and Gummesson (2006) that members view the collaboration as a 

place where they can freely discuss common problems and find solutions for them. 

Moreover, their study found that many group members become friends and also meet in 

their free time. The results were somewhat similar to what has been found in this 

qualitative study that tourism collaboration was a place where tourism stakeholders 

could make friends and talk to people who are in the same industry. Moreover, results 

from the qualitative survey have also illuminated the dimension that members are happy 

to get to know people, especially fellow professionals with whom they can develop 

work or business connections.  
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Tourism Collaboration in Practice   
 

In the findings chapter, I reported four dimensions of this theme about how 

collaboration was carried out in practice. The scope and level of tourism collaboration 

and interaction among tourism stakeholders are highlighted from the area of analysis, 

Chiang Rai, Thailand. The interview findings indicate several characteristics to explain 

the nature of tourism collaboration in practice. These are: genuineness of participation; 

need for harmony; matching achievement to goals; and a project based approach. While 

some of these findings have been suggested in the literature, several new insights have 

been uncovered. 

 

First, the genuineness of participation of stakeholders in the collaboration is observed. 

Although the findings from both interview and survey indicate that tourism stakeholder 

collaboration demonstrates the broad representation of key stakeholders in the area, the 

genuineness of participation of stakeholders in the collaboration is less convincing. The 

results derived from the interviews shows that although a considerable amount of 

tourism collaboration had been promoted heavily, not many people took it seriously. 

Almost half of members rarely got together. There was an established process but still 

no real active participation from all members. This finding is supported by Miller and 

Ahmad (2000) who found that some reluctant stakeholders hold back from the 

collaboration process.  

 

This lack of genuine participation is exacerbated by a lack of involvement. According to 

Fadeeva’s (2004), the involvement of all stakeholders is a necessary condition to secure 

the interests of the community. Furthermore, she found that the informal and 

unstructured form of collaboration is highly dependent on a personal and existing 

relationship among tourism stakeholders, which provides channels of communication 

that can support the basic form of collaboration. However, this thesis found that not all 

stakeholders are involved in decision making, even though the tourism collaboration 

provides the forum for mutual goal setting and decision making.  The interviews 

reported that some members had no opportunity to participate in decision making, some 

had the opportunity but declined, and some were involved but on a very limited basis. 

Thus, it is likely that the success of tourism stakeholder collaboration is hindered due to 
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a lack of genuine participation. The opportunity to provide input is somewhat 

superficial. There was considerable doubt whether members are actually involved in 

goal setting and if participating stakeholders represented all stakeholders in the area.   

 

In addition, the interviews identified different views on the level of frequency of 

collaboration activities. One group thinks that there is a high level of interaction in the 

area. That is to say, tourism stakeholders in Chiang Rai collaborate firmly to achieve 

common goals. The practice of tourism collaboration in this region is better than in the 

past and the performance is above the average compared to other regions in the country. 

Tourism collaboration in Chiang Rai has collaborated to the level that there is a 

discussion, members participate in some group activities, and there is collaboration at 

the local authority level. A second group argues that the level of interaction among 

tourism stakeholders is at a reasonable level. However, a third group believes that the 

practice of tourism collaboration is at a low level. This group of respondents believe 

that fulfilling the ideas of a collaboration is unrealistic. In addition, the quantitative 

survey findings also report on the frequency of contact among members, establishing 

that the majority of stakeholders rarely got together regardless of the mode of 

communication.  

 

Second, the findings indicate that there is a problem in matching achievement to goals. 

Most of the targets had not been met. This may be because costs of participation were 

seen to be high, in terms of the time it would take and the possibility of a less effective 

and less impartial result. Given the benefit of hindsight, deadlines in a future action plan 

should be set within more realistic time frames. Moreover, the most common concern 

revealed from the qualitative interviews and survey findings was to be able to put 

available plans into practice. Hence, significant reasons given relate to a sense that there 

are insufficient resources and support from stakeholders group and ineffective local 

participation. Members may simply avoid meetings because they felt that they clashed 

with everyday work. Also, they may have a limited understanding of the importance of 

participating. These barriers were previously mentioned by Ladkin and Bertramini 

(2002), who point out that the lack of expertise and training of tourism planning 

authorities, political traditions that favour centralisation of authority, lack of funding, 

lack of interest and commitment by stakeholders along with competition for the same 

resources are all problems that prevent collaboration being put into practice.   
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It has been argued by Fyall and Garrod (2005) that because the tourism industry has a 

high degree of interdependency among stakeholders, it tends to make agreement very 

difficult for stakeholders. In contrast, the interview findings in this thesis suggest that it 

was not too difficult to reach agreement in the tourism collaboration even though there 

were many tourism stakeholders involved. This finding appears to make intuitive sense 

in that stakeholders who need each other will likely agree more often out of self-interest 

and possibly survival. However, it is recognised that while it was not too difficult to 

reach agreement, the interview findings have raised the issue of conflict among 

members elsewhere (see section 4.2.3). Hence, there is some level of doubt whether this 

easily reached agreement truly meets all stakeholder needs. This apparent paradox can 

be explained by Bramwell and Lane (2000a), who point out that consensus building is 

likely to involve continuing conflict, even when some convergence and harmony has 

been achieved. 

 

The cultural values of the Thai can also provide an explanation as to why agreement is 

reached in a stakeholder collaboration. This thesis demonstrates that tourism 

stakeholder collaboration is also influenced by cultural values in practice, such as 

respect for the superior/senior, face saving and avoiding criticism. Thailand has a high 

power distance and is a collectivist society, as discussed by Komin (1991). Hierarchical 

relations are also a feature of an organisation where superiors have absolute power. 

Thus, questions from or arguments by younger or inferior persons tends to show 

disrespect. Moreover, the collectivist society makes Thai people avoid criticism. They 

are also afraid of losing face. For instance, a comment from the interview illustrates this 

aspect in that a member is likely to keep quiet even though he/she does not agree with 

the group’s opinion. However, this does not always happen in every situation. No other 

previous study could be found that the culture background of members is an intervening 

issue for tourism stakeholder collaboration in practice.   

 

Third, the interview and qualitative survey findings indicate agreement on the need to 

work for harmony, which is the ideal situation for tourism stakeholder collaboration. 

This aspect is also important to society and seen as a norm of Thai culture and possibly 

in many other Asian countries where there is a collectivist culture. For instance, a study 

of Chinese cultural values indicates that the “pursuit of harmony is particularly reflected 

in the Chinese collectivist culture of conforming to group norms” (Hoare & Butcher, 
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2008, p.159). However, this thesis found that in practice there were conflicting values 

associated with tourism stakeholder collaboration in Chiang Rai, Thailand. Findings 

from this thesis demonstrate that tourism stakeholder views are varied; thus conflicts 

among them are not improbable. Participation in tourism collaboration is very delicate 

and there is a need to be aware of conflict among members. Ego, benefit, interest and 

prejudice can be sources of conflict among stakeholders. In particular, personal benefit 

can be seen as a major conflict issue among members. Previous literature has supported 

the fact that when each stakeholder aims to maximise the benefits for themselves, the 

interests of some stakeholders may conflict with others (Buhalis, 2000). This thesis has 

extended this understanding that a big ego can be a problem for effective tourism 

collaboration, as it limits a willingness to sincerely work together.  

 

The last important issue to point out is that tourism stakeholder collaboration is more 

likely to be project-based rather than operate on a continuous basis. The finding that 

tourism stakeholder collaboration is lacking in continuity and is project-based is found 

in both the interviews and qualitative survey. That is, the collaborative activity is 

intermittent. Furthermore, stakeholders tend to work together only when there was a 

project and budget from the government. Moreover, many projects were discrete 

because of lack of resources and support. Another finding from this thesis indicates a 

need for both periodic and ongoing reviews of a tourism collaboration because tourism 

collaboration is not stable. This is because the tourism industry changes over time and 

members of one association could have resigned from one association and become a 

member of another. The finding supports the argument of Vernon et al. (2005) that roles 

of members do not remain static over the collaboration’s lifetime, but will diminish and 

grow in relation to the ability of stakeholders to influence the tasks being enforced. 

Vangen and Huxham (1996) also point out that a collaboration evolves over time.  

 

In addition, from the perspective of other stakeholder groups, the local sector is only 

interested in tourism activities when it perceives an opportunity to receive some direct 

benefit. For instance, where the local residents feel that tourism is remote from their 

own endeavours, especially those who do not recognise the potential of tourism 

development and benefits that can be derived from tourism stakeholder collaboration 

they lack interest. This study supports the view of Schianetz et al. (2007) that 

stakeholders who gain more are likely to stay involved and share more opinions.  In 
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addition, it was found from the interviews that not only the local sector lack ongoing 

interest, but so do the other two stakeholder groups. The government also works on a 

project whenever there is a budget for tourism activities and tourism development. 

Likewise, the private sector tended to be interested when time constraints permit. 

In summary, this thesis investigated the potential for the application of stakeholder 

collaboration to the tourism context. The thesis recognises the importance of tourism 

stakeholder collaboration efforts and reports that perceived benefits from tourism 

stakeholder collaboration is the most motivating aspect for joining. A collaborative 

approach allows those stakeholders who have different viewpoints to work together 

with government agencies and to achieve mutually agreed upon outcomes. The 

collaborative process can then move forward to accomplish common goals and visions 

for sustainable tourism development outcomes. However, tourism stakeholder 

collaboration is not easy to implement in practical terms. Although working in harmony 

is desired, conflict among groups may be present. Several recommendations are made, 

such as that tourism stakeholder collaboration should be practiced vigorously and 

continuously developed, and that available plans and research be utilised. Furthermore, 

the findings indicate that tourism stakeholder collaboration is good in terms of planning 

but not yet satisfactory in practice.  

 

 

5.2.3   Factors Contributing to Effective Tourism Stakeholder 

Collaboration 
 

In section 2.4.3, I presented a review of the literature that highlighted those factors 

considered most likely to lead to effective tourism stakeholder collaboration. In this 

review, I identified several research gaps in relation to this question in terms of what 

leads to effective tourism stakeholder collaboration. Data was collected in two studies to 

address this issue. In addition, I highlighted how previous scholars have addressed the 

issue of measuring effective tourism collaboration for sustainable tourism destination 

management. In this thesis, I developed and tested a new measurement scale to measure 

the level of satisfaction felt by members of a tourism collaboration. Furthermore, 

qualitative and quantitative data was collected to shed light on what makes collaboration 

members satisfied. In this section, I first present and discuss the findings for the 
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conceptual collaboration member satisfaction (CMS) model for effective tourism 

collaboration. This first part begins with the measurement variable for CMS followed 

by a discussion of the results of hypothesis testing for the conceptual model.   

 

 

Conceptual Model for Effective Tourism Collaboration  
 

This thesis offers a framework for effective tourism collaboration by using collaboration 

member satisfaction (CMS) as an indicator of effective tourism collaboration. It was 

established in Chapter 2 that a variety of measures have been used to reflect the 

outcome of a tourism collaboration. The discussion of the literature in Chapter 2 

suggested that there is no agreement on what effective collaboration exactly refers to. 

Most authors refer to effective collaboration implicitly by introducing a set of defining 

characteristics and conditions of effective collaboration. Furthermore, various 

approaches have been developed to investigate whether stakeholders are effectively 

collaborating (see section 2.5), although little of this work comes from the tourism 

context. For this study, I have proposed that satisfaction ratings of collaboration 

members can be used to measure effective collaboration. Comments from the interviews 

with tourism collaboration members in the Chiang Rai region also support the view that 

satisfaction of members can be used as a key performance index for effective 

collaboration. Hence, this thesis takes the view that effective tourism stakeholder 

collaboration can be reflected by various aspects, including member satisfaction as 

argued in chapter 2.4.4 and empirical findings as presented in section 4.2.4. 

Furthermore, I argued in Chapter 2 that when members are satisfied and/or have a 

positive attitude towards the tourism collaboration, they are more likely to collaborate 

successfully.     

 

In this thesis, CMS refers to a subjective evaluation which I formally defined in Chapter 

2 as the level of satisfaction with the stakeholder’s goal fulfilment and group processes 

as perceived by the stakeholder. As discussed in the literature review, only a limited 

number of studies have used a specific outcome-based measure of effective 

collaboration, such as partnership synergy (e.g., Lasker et al., 2001; Weiss et al., 2002) 

or partner or member satisfaction (e.g., Lui & Ngo, 2005; Waddock & Bannister,1991; 
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Walton, 1996). I was able to find two studies that used member satisfaction as a 

measurement for effective collaboration in the tourism context (Selin & Myers, 1995; 

Selin & Myers, 1998). The member satisfaction scale developed for this thesis was 

based on two dimensions and operationalised as a multi-item scale, in contrast to the 

single item scale adopted in Selin and Myers’ (1998) study. A related study by 

Waddock and Bannister (1991) in the employment training context utilised a three item 

scale for partner satisfaction, but this was an overall measure of satisfaction. I further 

discuss how the CMS scale developed for this thesis contributes to the literature in 

sections 5.3.2 and 5.4.1 

 

Next, I briefly discuss how the conceptual CMS model in this thesis compares to related 

predictive models of effective stakeholder collaboration. Selin and Myers (1995) assess 

effectiveness of collaboration using single item measures labelled partnership 

satisfaction and partnership effectiveness. Their model includes 20 Likert scale items 

adapted from Waddock and Bannister (1991). All 20 proposed predictors were single 

item scales representing different drivers of collaboration effectiveness. In both models, 

regression analysis was used to analyse the data and with just 45 respondents it appears 

that a reduced set of predictors was included in each model. Among the 20 hypothesised 

predictors, six were found to be significant predictors of partnership effectiveness and 

eight were found to be significant predictors of partnership satisfaction. For partnership 

satisfaction these significant predictors were found to be: administrative support; sense 

of belonging; level of trust; leadership; give and take; inclusion; clear objectives; and 

issue importance.  

 

In contrast, key independent variables developed for this study were: perceived 

individual benefit; trust; communication quality; representation quality and equal 

participation; and interdependency. These five predictors were drawn from the literature 

and discussed in section 2.4.3. These five independent variables were adapted from 

existing scales and operationalised as multi-item scales. Moreover, the qualitative 

interview findings also underpinned the relevance of these five predictors included in 

the CMS model. All five measurement scales were found to be reliable and valid. 

Exploratory factor analysis confirmed the unidimensionality of each construct, and 

reliability scores exceeded the 0.7 levels recommended by Hair et al. (2006). Hence, the 
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CMS model presented in this thesis includes robust measures. This aspect is further 

discussed in sections 5.3.2 and 5.4.1. 

 

In this thesis, it was found that these five predictors explained 67% of the variance in 

the level of collaboration member satisfaction. This score compares favourably to those 

in the studies of Walton (1996) and Selin and Myers (1995).  Walton found that 

planning, sharing benefits and burdens, interdependence, operational information 

exchange, extendedness, and asset specificity explained 80% of the variance in the level 

of current partnership satisfaction. Selin and Myers’ study reported 84% of variance in 

the level of partner satisfaction as explained by nine predictors. In addition, I reported 

the results of split groups based on male/female and public/private. The explained 

variance for these additional models ranged from 62% to 71%. Thus, all models in this 

thesis indicate the relevance and importance of selected predictor variables. In the 

following section, I discuss the results of hypothesis testing and the relationship of each 

individual factor to CMS.   

 

 

Hypothesis 1:  Perceived individual benefit will have a positive influence on  

collaboration member satisfaction. 

 

In general, a number of authors have recognised the importance of perceived individual 

benefit in tourism collaboration. Perceived individual benefits in this thesis refers to the 

perceived recognition of individual benefits to be derived from the collaboration. The 

measure included aspects of directly receiving a certain level of benefit, either personal 

or organisational, together with the amount of give and take.  This latter aspect refers to 

an input versus output trade-off in terms of benefits. Results of the multiple regression 

analysis supported the hypothesis (H1) that perceived individual benefit has a positive 

influence on collaboration member satisfaction. Furthermore, a perceived benefit was 

one of three significant predictor variables in the overall regression model. Thus, overall 

perceived individual benefits (26%), communication quality (30%) and trust (31%) 

explained most of the variance in member satisfaction. 

 

In general, the results of this thesis are congruent with previous research (e.g., 

Bronstein, 2003; Schianetz et al., 2007) where stakeholders are more willing to invest 
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their time and effort if they perceive some benefit from their engagement. Findings from 

the interviews further identified that participating in the tourism collaboration would 

bring benefits to both the community and the individual. Qualitative information from 

the survey also identified that perceived benefits is an important contributor to 

satisfaction with the tourism collaboration. In particular, the benefits derived from the 

collaboration included the exchange of knowledge, social interaction, and establishing 

networking connections.  While Selin and Myers (1995) include a single item scale to 

measure personal benefit, they did not include this predictor in their regression on 

partnership satisfaction. No other studies could be found that specifically addressed the 

relationship between perceived benefit and member satisfaction.  

 

Furthermore, it was reported from the interviews that not every member would get the 

same sort and amount of benefit.  It was found from the interviews that respondents 

from the private sector tended to seek more benefits from the collaboration than those 

respondents from the public sector. This is in accordance with the results from the 

quantitative survey where the private sector respondents reported a higher rating in 

importance for business benefits. However, the rating for personal benefits was not 

different between the two groups.  Furthermore, interview respondents indicated that 

active members tended to receive more benefits than non-active members. This finding 

supports the empirical study by Prestby, Nakama, Leazie, et al. (1990) who argue that 

members who are more active in the collaboration perceive that they obtain more 

benefits.  In addition, analysis of the private/public and male/female groups showed a 

stronger relationship between perceived benefit and member satisfaction for public 

respondents, but no difference between male and female respondents. No studies could 

be found that have analysed these two groups similarly. 

 

 

Hypothesis 2: Trust will have a positive influence on collaboration member  

                         satisfaction. 

 

Referring to the discussion on the finding of the multiple regression in section 4.3.7, the 

results show that trust produces the strongest contribution to collaboration member 

satisfaction. Thus, the result supports hypothesis 2 (H2) that trust will have a positive 

influence on CMS. The finding is consistent with those of previous researchers, such as 
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Vangen and Huxham (2003), Montiel-Overall (2005) and Raymond (2006) that trust is 

an important factor for successful collaboration. However, in the empirical study of 

Waddock and Bannister (1991), trust did not significantly contribute to effective 

partnership satisfaction. Furthermore, this finding extends the findings of Selin and 

Myers (1995) where they found the level of trust to positively affect partnership 

satisfaction. Trust as conceptualised in this thesis has a broader conceptual base than 

that used by Selin and Myers. It refers to the willingness of stakeholders to be 

benevolent and have confidence to other stakeholders’ reliability and honesty. This 

follows the conceptualisation of trust by Mayer et al. (1995), Morgan and Hunt (1994) 

and Morrow et al. (2004) as previously discussed in section 3.5.2. In addition, split 

group analysis of the private/public and male/female groups showed a different 

relationships between trust and member satisfaction.  

 

The result of hypothesis testing strongly indicates that trust is needed for effective 

collaboration outcomes. Furthermore, the qualitative interview finding revealed that it 

would be hard to work together without trust and confidence in each other. This finding 

supports the view of Tschannen-Moran (2001) that members are unwilling to work or to 

be passionate about working closely together if there is no trust. The respondents 

expressed in the interviews that they needed to be confident that things committed to by 

government authorities could actually be implemented or at least be consistently 

followed up, so that they would not waste their time being involved in the planning 

process. Accordingly, such views explain why trust is one of the important factors 

affecting a willingness to be involved in tourism stakeholder collaboration.  

 

Furthermore, it has been argued that members might not get along well with each other 

in practice. In addition, distrust could occur when members only sought benefits for 

their own friends and own group. The qualitative interview findings provide the 

explanation that while some members can work together, some cannot. It is evident 

from the interviews that some members do not like each other. Hence, it is difficult to 

establish confidence and trust. Accordingly, trust building is recommended because 

trust building and commitment to work in the future for local interest and benefits 

affects the willingness of tourism collaboration. A review of literature in tourism has 

yielded little in the way of trust building, in that stakeholders who do more to build 

trusting relationships than other stakeholders may achieve more genuine and more 
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effective collaboration (Tschannen-Moran, 2001). However, the discussion on trust 

from the interviews was somewhat indistinct.  Respondents in the interviews did not 

often explicitly mention trust. This findings extends the extensive amount of research 

that has been conducted to investigate collaboration and trust. Trust appears to be 

implicitly embedded in high performing collaboration practices, rather than a term 

openly used.   

 

 

Hypothesis 3: Communication quality will have a positive influence on   

collaboration member satisfaction.        

 

The third factor to be tested in this model was communication quality. In this thesis, 

communication quality refers to directional information flow as indicated by clarity, 

accuracy, frequency, timeliness, openness, and relevance as previously defined and 

operationalised in chapters 2 and 3. This conceptualisation underlines the ideal 

attributes of communication quality which can contribute to collaboration member 

satisfaction. The survey results reports the significance of communication quality in 

relation to the CMS. Thus, hypothesis 3 (H3) is accepted. That is, communication 

quality has a positive influence on CMS. This implies that respondents perceived 

communication quality as an important factor in achieving effective collaboration. This 

study extends the results of Selin and Myers (1998) that open communication between 

members contributes to effective collaboration and member satisfaction. The 

communication variable in Selin and Myers was limited to one dimension of 

communication quality, that is, open communication. Moreover, the finding is 

consistent with theoretical propositions in other studies, such as that by Selnes (1998) in 

that communication is an important source for satisfaction and can lead to mutual 

understanding of performance outcome and expectation.   

 

In addition, findings from the interviews support Legler and Reisch’s (2003) view that 

good communication quality is needed to ensure that the overall vision and benefits are 

shared with all stakeholders. Clearly, tourism planning and policy needs to be clearly 

communicated so as to obtain the collaboration of stakeholders at all levels. 

Furthermore, members need to have clear information about the benefits of 

collaboration and what action is required from them. The qualitative survey findings 
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also support the literature, with results from the interview and the qualitative survey 

showing that information flow, having time available and meeting with other 

participants were mostly mentioned in the communication and information theme. It 

was apparent that good communication quality such as regular, correct and clear 

information exchange leads to effective collaboration.  

 

In contrast, poor information flow and limited time can be a problem and hinder 

collaborative working. In addition, having limited time and the time consuming nature 

of collaboration were also identified as barriers in both the interviews and open-ended 

section of the survey. It was noted that if time for participation is somewhat limited, it 

prevents members from participating fully in collaboration. This finding echoes the 

words of Wiggins and Damore (2006) that time is the essence of collaborative efforts. It 

was suggested that carefully planned timing and accurate communication as well as a 

follow up loop will advance the effectiveness of the collaboration. The findings from 

this thesis points out that unclear information distribution and irregular meetings are 

observed as problems that impact the success of a collaboration.  

 

In addition, split group analysis of the private and public members demonstrated that 

communication quality is a significant predictor for member satisfaction for private 

members. That is, while communication was significant overall, it was later found that 

for the public sector members this variable was not significant in explaining public 

member satisfaction. As public members are likely to be more involved in originating 

and sending communication, they are less likely to perceive communication problems 

and the importance of this. On the other hand, private members are more likely to be the 

receivers of communication and hence rely more on such activities. Moreover, the 

analysis showed a key difference between male and female respondents. 

Communication quality is a stronger significant predictor for male respondents, while 

for female members communication quality was not a significant predictor. These 

differences in how communication quality affects collaboration outcomes have not been 

previously reported in the tourism literature. In the main, previously published work 

used single item measures and reported overall predictive capabilities. 
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Hypothesis 4: Representation quality and equal participation will have a  

positive influence on collaboration member satisfaction.  

 

Representation quality and equal participation of members is proposed as a factor 

contributing to CMS. As discussed in the literature review and also evident from the 

qualitative findings, these issues appeared to overlap and were combined into one 

related factor for the quantitative study. No previous author has conceptualised 

representation quality and equal participation as a comprehensive construct. For this 

study, representation quality and equal participation refers to the breadth and hierarchy 

of member representation with equal opportunity to fully participate in ideas and 

decision making. Results from the multiple regression analysis indicate that 

representation quality and equal participation was not found to contribute significantly 

to CMS. In contrast, the study of Waddock and Bannister (1999) indicates a significant 

relationship between balance power relations and partner satisfaction. In Waddock and 

Bannister’s study, balance power relations measures one aspect that is similar to the 

representation quality and equal participation variable of this thesis. Nevertheless, in 

this thesis, representation quality and equal participation correlated positively with 

CMS.  

 

While representation quality and equal participation had no significant overall effect on 

CMS, the results showed that it had a significant influence on CMS for the private 

sector. However, it is noted that representation quality and equal participation produced 

the smallest contribution to explaining the level of satisfaction for private members.  

Thus, hypothesis 4 (H4) has contingent support.  

 

While representation quality and equal participation was not found to be a significant 

predictor in the overall CMS model and only made a small significant contribution to 

CMS for the private sector, it was identified as an important factor for collaboration 

from the interview findings and qualitative survey findings. The results of the 

qualitative study suggest that a number of aspects of representation quality and equal 

participation should be noted. One important finding of this study is that a broad 

representation of stakeholder in tourism collaboration would help to promote a better 

outcome. This finding is found to be supported by a number of researchers who suggest 

that effective collaboration generally requires the involvement of a broad representation 
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of stakeholders (Fyall & Garrod, 2005; Legler & Reischl, 2003). Yet again and similar 

to the findings in this thesis, the literature argues that involvement of all 

stakeholders/members in the collaboration may sometimes lead to confusion, 

dissatisfaction and conflict (Stead & Harrington, 2000). Broad representation could 

create some complex issues, while interaction among different stakeholder groups also 

presents challenges. It was discussed previously in Chapter 2 that it was sometimes 

difficult to achieve agreement. However, the qualitative findings indicate that it was 

mostly not too hard to reach agreement because members often followed the leader’s 

vision (see section 5.2.2).  

Furthermore, the involvement of stakeholders at all levels is critical to dealing with the 

issue of sustainable destination management. From the qualitative study, it is argued 

that sustainable tourism destination requires the involvement of multiple stakeholders 

that encourage more consideration of maintaining economic, environmental and socio-

cultural development. This is consistent with the views of Donaldson and Preston 

(1995) that there is a need to involve all relevant stakeholders and that their interests are 

essential. Broader ranges of tourism stakeholders are seeking involvement in tourism 

collaboration. Therefore, these can add value in terms of knowledge and ability 

(Bramwell & Sharman, 1999). Respondents from the interview share the common view 

that there has to be some flexibility in implementing collaborative projects, and one 

should not be too self-centred.  

 

In support, the qualitative findings indicates that there was an opportunity for members 

to participate in idea sharing and decision making. However, there was a perceived need 

to encourage more equal opportunity to fully participate in ideas and decision making. 

The finding also supports the statement of Fadeeva (2004) that equal participation and 

fair benefits distribution among members can produce satisfactory collaborative 

outcomes. In the view of private tourism associations, the recruitment of more 

collaboration members will provide a stronger voice for the private sector in the region. 

Respondents suggested that industry members work closely together to form a larger 

voice to represent their interests and to come up with better plans to promote the 

destination. In addition, they can work together and apply pressure on the government 

to improve the environment for the private sector and for the broader community.  
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However, some members still felt that they have no voice in the collaboration. This 

could be explained by the level of power and authority held by members. As Bramwell 

and Lane (2000a) point out, some stakeholders who have less power may be excluded 

from the process of collaborative operations and/or eventually have less authority in the 

process. The findings are also consistent with previous research that the power balance 

among stakeholders has a key effect on satisfaction with a partnership (Waddock & 

Bannister, 1991). Thus, a satisfactory power balance is desirable for effective tourism 

collaboration. However, it is argued by Aas et al. (2005) that power imbalances cannot 

be overcome easily, even if all stakeholders work together. The findings shows that an 

imbalance of power still exists even though the collaboration might include a broad 

range of key stakeholders.  

 

A further point of explanation may arise from cultural factors. One respondent 

illustrated the dilemma facing subordinate members that it was unlikely for the 

subordinate to argue with superior members. The qualitative study also found similar 

views to the above in that not every collaboration member was assertive enough to 

express his/her views in front of the other members, and not everyone wanted to 

exercise any opportunity to do so. This may reflect the cultural background of the 

members. With regard to cultural aspects, the possible explanation could be that it was 

not thought to be their business, they were reluctant to engage in face-to-face meetings 

that might engender possible arguments, or there was the feeling that it was meaningless 

to have a voice and it was better to keep quiet. Some members felt a lack of confidence 

or certainty about taking on particular issues.  

 

 

Hypothesis 5: Interdependency will have a positive influence on collaboration  

member satisfaction.  

 

In this thesis, interdependency is defined as a perceived need to collectively address a 

community issue and involvement in such a shared purpose. Overall, interdependency 

did not make a significant contribution to CMS, whereas the study by Walton (1996) in 

the supply chain context found that interdependence significantly influenced partnership 

satisfaction. She indicates that loss of control and interdependence between the firms 

led to greater partner satisfaction. No other studies were found in the tourism related 
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literature that had investigated the relationship between interdependency and member 

satisfaction. However, further multiple regression test for split groups between the 

public and private sectors demonstrated a significant contribution from 

interdependency.  Interdependency was found to positively and significantly impact 

public members’ satisfaction. In addition, the significant finding from the view of public 

members could imply that government agencies may want to see involvement from all 

sectors and expect better outcomes from working together. Thus, government agency 

members may believe that interdependency has an influence on collaboration member 

satisfaction.   

 

However, respondents from the interviews made a number of comments related to the 

need for interdependency. They mentioned that interdependency can encourage good 

tourism collaboration because tourism stakeholder cannot alone achieve what they can 

do together in the collaboration. This comment is in accordance with Kanter (1994) that 

no stakeholder can accomplish alone what can be done in a group, so this makes the 

interdependency issue important for collaboration. Moreover, the finding is also in 

accordance with Mayer et al. (1995) that interdependency is imperative for 

collaboration because members have to rely on each other in many ways to achieve a 

mutual goal. Accordingly, this thesis extends the conceptual work of other authors in 

testing the predictive effects of interdependency.  Furthermore, it has been established 

empirically that for public sector members interdependency has a direct effect on 

member satisfaction. The converse was found for private sector members. While 

authors have advocated the importance of interdependency to collaboration outcomes, 

this thesis has determined that this construct does not have a direct impact upon private 

members’ satisfaction. This finding may have occurred for various reasons. First, 

interdependency may not be a direct factor that influences CMS, but may still have an 

effect on the broader construct of tourism collaboration effectiveness. Alternatively, 

interdependency may be considered as a precondition for other factors, such as 

communication quality or trust. In this case, the effects of interdependency could be 

mediated by factors, such as trust. As alternative models were outside the scope of this 

thesis investigation, further study may be needed to address this issue fully.   

 

In summarising the conceptual model, all five proposed factors have a positive 

significant influence on collaboration member satisfaction. It has been shown overall 
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that trust is the strongest predictor of CMS followed by individual perceived benefit and 

communication quality respectively. In addition, findings from the interviews and 

qualitative comments from the survey assist in explaining the outcomes of this 

hypothesis testing. Moreover, the thesis results extend the knowledge from previously 

discussed literature. The emergence of new ideas will result in further adaptations to the 

current model of effective tourism stakeholder collaboration.   

 

Consequently, this section has provided information to assist in answering the three 

research questions. It is suggested that the roles of tourism stakeholders are needed to be 

clearly understood. Moreover, the recognition of potential of tourism and collaboration 

efforts and benefits derived from the collaboration tend to encourage tourism 

collaboration. In addition, several characteristics of tourism collaboration such as 

genuine participation and need for harmony also provide a picture of tourism 

collaboration practice. Many factors identified from this study which include 

communication quality, benefit, trust, interdependency, representation and equal 

participation, leadership style, and administrative supports and resources, are influential 

on successful tourism collaboration. However, these factors can also hold back a 

successful tourism collaboration.  

 

 

5.3 Conclusions about the Research Problem 
 

Early in this chapter, section 5.2 provided answers to three research questions. This 

section provides a discussion and conclusion about the overall research problem and 

provides a conclusion to the whole research effort. The research problem that has been 

addressed in this thesis is to investigate how tourism stakeholders effectively 

collaborate in sustainable tourism destination management. This section is presented in 

two broad parts. Firstly, a discussion of the research problem is provided. The second 

part suggests how the conclusions contribute toward the development of a theory for 

tourism stakeholder collaboration for sustainable tourism destination management.  
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5.3.1   Effective Tourism Collaboration and Sustainable Tourism 

Destination Management 
 

Several potential benefits from participating in a tourism collaboration were highlighted 

in the literature review chapter, such as enhanced business benefit, promoting a 

sustainable tourism destination and building a strong community. Despite the 

recognised advantages of working together, the review of literature indicates that there 

has been very limited study of tourism stakeholder collaboration. This thesis was 

motivated by the lack of studies in stakeholder collaboration in the tourism context, and 

especially the effectiveness of carrying out tourism collaboration. Most of the studies of 

stakeholder collaboration and/or partnership are drawn from outside the tourism 

literature. In addition, most studies are conceptual or qualitative in nature. The few 

studies in related areas use small samples and single item measures. Only a few studies 

used specific outcomes measures, such as member satisfaction. Accordingly, this thesis 

investigated stakeholder collaboration in the tourism industry in an effort to fill some of 

the knowledge gaps by exploring ways to practice effective stakeholder tourism 

collaboration.  

 

This thesis has fulfilled its research objectives by providing an alternative way to 

practice effective stakeholder tourism collaboration. Findings reported in this thesis do 

not preclude any alternative approaches to determining effective tourism collaboration 

or effective collaboration in a general context, but they do lend support for the 

reproduction. By combining the issues from the three research questions, this thesis 

provides a conceptual framework for effective tourism collaboration for sustainable 

tourism destination management. These issues include understanding the nature of 

stakeholder interaction collaboration, their perceived roles and views toward 

collaborating in sustainable tourism destination, and factors likely to contribute to 

collaboration member satisfaction in particular.  

 

This thesis suggests that the effectiveness of a tourism collaboration is subject to 

influence from various issues such as stakeholders and surroundings. As suggested by 

Palmer and Bejou (1995), collaboration should not be undertaken without understanding 

the needs of stakeholders and the constraints of their environments. This thesis suggests 
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that the value of tourism collaboration should be recognised by all stakeholders, 

especially government agencies. Tourism collaboration is a process undertaken by 

related stakeholders to achieve their goals. It is argued that effective collaboration may 

be affected by the degree to which the stakeholder is involved, the competency of actors 

to carry out the agenda, and willingness of stakeholders to collaborate. Furthermore, 

there is a necessity to identify the relationship among stakeholders’ common values, 

perceptions or visions on particular issues.   

 

In this thesis, different points of view were expressed toward tourism stakeholder roles, 

as discussed in section 5.2.1. Nevertheless, the majority of respondents indicated that 

there was not much divergence of views toward sustainable tourism destination 

management. Furthermore, some respondents, regardless of the sector they were in, 

agreed that sustaining socio-economic aspects was the major concern of tourism 

stakeholders, especially for the business sector. Thus, the findings of this thesis is 

slightly at variance with the literature reported in section 2.2.1 that divergent views exist 

among stakeholders with regard to how sustainability and sustainable destination 

management are perceived. Overall, the term sustainable tourism was mentioned 

throughout the interview. That is, most of the respondents acknowledge that sustainable 

tourism is a national concern.  

 

In addition, the qualitative survey findings indicate that when working with other 

members in a tourism collaboration, more than half of the respondents have had both 

positive and negative experiences. Those who have had positive experiences in their 

group appreciate the perceived benefits from the tourism stakeholder collaboration. 

Compared to those who have had positive experience, the number of members who 

have had negative experiences is relatively small. However, some members demonstrate 

a high intensity of dislike and complaint. In particular, the findings focus heavily on 

financial resource.  

 

Furthermore, both qualitative findings from the interview and the survey suggest that 

stakeholders at all levels need to enter into the spirit of collaboration. It was further 

recommended that government and educational institutions should provide knowledge, 

establish consciousness/consideration for all stakeholders (including the young 

generation), towards sustaining tourism resources. However, the use of the term 
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‘establish consciousness/consideration’ (in Thai: ) was not found in the 

Western literature. Thus, it can be argued that cultural values may have some influence 

on roles and perception of stakeholders.  Future research may be needed to see how 

cultural values can influence the perception and participation of stakeholders in 

sustainable tourism development, or if it influences the effectiveness of collaboration. 

 

In summary, there must be a willingness to show a spirit of collaboration and provide 

mutual support. Tourism stakeholders need to work actively in order to create an 

effective tourism collaboration. Moreover, the government needs to clearly 

communicate the benefits of participation for the allocation of resources, and also needs 

to take this into account in order to prevent future conflict among stakeholders. 

Furthermore, effective collaboration among tourism stakeholders, then, can be used as a 

basis for developing tourism destination management strategies. Thus, the implications 

for sustainable destination management are discussed next in section 5.4.   

 

 

5.3.2 Contribution of the Study 
 

In this section, I summarise the contribution of this research to existing theory and 

practice. The results from this study contribute to the existing body of knowledge in 

four ways. First, in general this research extends a small amount of scholarly work in 

the tourism context by placing the study in a developing country context. Second, this 

study has made an original empirical contribution to knowledge by testing the relevance 

of established factors in the literature on effective tourism collaboration. A contribution 

is a synthesis of conceptual issues in relation to the tourism stakeholder collaboration 

approach. Fourth, I itemise several aspects that make a contribution to research 

methodology.  

 

 

Tourism Context in Thailand 
 

Overall, this study extends the investigation of stakeholder collaboration to the tourism 

context. As highlighted in Chapter 2, stakeholder collaboration has long been claimed as 
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an instrument to facilitate sustainable tourism destination management, yet much of 

stakeholder research resides outside the tourism context. Thus, to the researcher’s 

knowledge, the collective aspects of stakeholder collaboration investigated in this thesis 

have not been previously undertaken in the tourism context. Furthermore, this thesis 

extends the body of knowledge to the developing country context.  In Thailand, 

particular aspects of relationships between groups in society suggest that Western ideas 

of effective stakeholder collaboration may be different. Thus, this study has made a 

general contribution to the body of knowledge relating to tourism in Thailand.  

 

 

Empirical Model  
 

Despite a number of research studies focusing on tourism stakeholder collaboration and 

sustainable destination management, this study fills a knowledge gap by developing and 

testing a conceptual model for effective tourism stakeholder collaboration. In particular, 

I have developed new measurement scales for testing the research model. Furthermore, I 

have included in the conceptual model a new construct labelled Collaboration Member 

Satisfaction (CMS) as a proxy for effective tourism collaboration. Previously, few 

studies modelled quantitative measurements for effective tourism collaboration, and 

most studies have only tested the interactions among selected factors in isolation or in 

other contexts.  

 

Hence, the development of this measurement model provides an integrated framework 

for understanding what influences effective tourism stakeholder collaboration in tourism 

destination management. This quantitative approach thus contributes significantly to 

existing tourism literature which is built on a general knowledge platform relating to 

tourism stakeholder collaboration, stakeholder partnership/collaboration and stakeholder 

management. No previous study has investigated effective tourism collaboration by 

using CMS as a measurement outcome for effective collaboration. As a result, this 

thesis contributes a new aspect of measurement for tourism stakeholder collaboration 

and perhaps for theory of stakeholder collaboration.  
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A Synthesis of Conceptual Issues 
 

A second contribution of this thesis relates to a synthesis of scholarly work from related 

aspects within disparate literatures. First, I have provided an overview in sections 2.2 to 

2.4 of the work in stakeholder collaboration from the three perspectives of sustainable 

tourism, tourism planning and development, and tourism destination management. In 

this overview, I demonstrated the central role that stakeholder collaboration is thought 

to play in tourism. Thus, the findings of this thesis have implications for a wide cross-

section of scholars working in tourism.  Second, a large focus of previous research into 

stakeholder collaboration has been to base research on key issues drawn from outside 

the tourism literature. Much work has been drawn in particular from the general 

management and environmental areas, since little research has been conducted in the 

tourism context. Thus, the material from non-tourism areas has been synthesised with 

tourism studies to present a conceptual model for development and testing. This 

research also contributes to the literature on tourism stakeholder collaboration by 

confirming the existence and strength of some of these relationships. In particular, the 

discussion in Chapter 2 focuses on the central idea of what brings about effective 

tourism collaboration from a wider perspective. 

 

 

Methodological Approach 
 

Two main methodological contributions were made. First, the use of a sequential mixed 

method design has strengthened the research findings. I have outlined in Chapter 2 that 

a large number of related studies have been conceptual or qualitative in nature. In this 

thesis, I extended this approach by utilising a quantitative survey design. By using a 

qualitative method in the first phase of the study, I was able to collect rich information 

about a range of research issues. Also, this phase assisted in the identification of the 

salient preconditions of tourism stakeholder collaboration in a sustainable tourism 

destination management context. Furthermore, this data was used to investigate how 

these factors could be developed as a conceptual model for measuring effective tourism 

collaboration. However, the quantitative study allowed me to test the conceptual model 

in a particular context. This is a significant extension on previous studies within the 
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tourism context. Furthermore, qualitative data was also collected during the quantitative 

survey phase that allowed me to triangulate more of the findings on particular issues. 

This approach to triangulation was discussed in section 4.5. 

     

Second, the development of scale measurements has contributed methodologically to 

the tourism literature and also stakeholder collaboration/partnership theory. I have 

indicated in section 5.2.6 that CMS is a significant new development for a suitable 

measurement scale for effective stakeholder collaboration. In addition, five factors 

thought to drive CMS were conceptualised and operationalised for the tourism context. 

The scale measures were validated in Chapter 4 and reliabilities ranged from 0.73 to 

0.87. Accordingly, these scale measurement can be used in subsequent research to 

investigate the arguments presented in this thesis. The results also indicate that the 

model presents a useful framework for further tourism stakeholder collaboration 

research. Thus, it is possible to replicate this scale in different settings or destinations 

for validation and for extending the body of knowledge. However, the implementation 

process and the application of those strategies may differ from one destination to 

another, depending on each destination’s unique characteristics.  

 

The results reported in Chapter 4 and early in this chapter (sections 5.2 and 5.3) have 

indicated several important findings in addressing the research problem of how tourism 

stakeholders collaborate effectively for sustainable tourism destination management. 

The findings of this research not only make a theoretical contribution to tourism 

stakeholder collaboration and sustainable destination management, but also offer 

practical contributions for the tourism industry in Thailand in particular. Several 

recommendations have been identified from the findings of this research which will be 

discussed in the following section.   

 

 

5.4   Implications of the Research Findings 
 

Responding to the research questions and hypotheses, a critical discussion was 

presented in section 5.2. Furthermore, the main research problem was answered and 

discussed in section 5.3. The thesis identified a number of important issues which need 
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to be addressed in order to foster effective tourism stakeholder collaboration for 

sustainable tourism destination management. There are several implications from these 

findings and discussion that should be highlighted.  Theoretical implications are 

discussed first. 

 

 

5.4.1 Theoretical Implications  
 

The findings have a number of theoretical implications. It is argued that the findings 

reported in this thesis have wider theoretical implications than those discussed so far. In 

this section, the discussion is extended to draw out potential implications for theory in 

three particular areas: the measurement model; factors contributing to tourism 

collaboration; and broader implications for sustainable tourism destination management.  

 

 

Implication for Measurement Model 
 

The first area to be discussed is the possible implication for the measurement model and 

involves the practice of borrowing concepts from other disciplines for application to the 

tourism stakeholder collaboration area. This model presents a foundation for future 

tourism researchers to further develop and test the applicability and theoretical 

soundness of the model. Instead of borrowing more work from management and other 

disciplines, more work can be fostered within the tourism context. One of the most 

important implications of the research findings is the need to make tourism 

collaboration work effectively. The research identified the need to develop an 

alternative measurement for effective tourism stakeholder collaboration. It is argued by 

Hardy et al. (2005) that effective collaboration among organisations depends on aspects 

that include achievement of cooperation and innovation, the interests of members, and 

the continuous relationships among participating members. Specific comments about 

the model follow. 

 

A number of researchers have introduced alternative measurements for successful 

stakeholder collaboration. However, only a few researchers use measures which are 
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applicable to the tourism context. As a result, Collaboration Member Satisfaction 

(CMS) was developed and served as a measurement of the effectiveness of the 

collaboration. CMS is defined as a subjective evaluation which is defined as the level of 

satisfaction with the stakeholder’s goal fulfilment and group processes as perceived by 

the stakeholder. This measurement is indicated by the level of satisfaction in two 

aspects: group process and goal fulfilment. This definition is based on the works of 

Hardy et al. (2005); Jamal and Getz (1995); Lui and Ngo (2005); and Waddock and 

Bannister (1991). For instance, Waddock and Bannister claim that partnership 

satisfaction is one method of assessing the effectiveness of collaboration.  

 

The conceptual model was built on established relationships, but also tested some newly 

proposed interrelationships between key constructs. The literature review from Chapter 

2 highlighted various factors which can influence the performance of stakeholder 

collaboration/partnerships. In those studies, a robust measurement for effective tourism 

stakeholder collaboration was not clearly identified. In addition, robust measures of 

predictors of effective tourism collaboration were lacking. Thus, the research model was 

based and developed on existing literature and theoretical constructs, to overcome gap.  

 

The Collaboration Member Satisfaction (CMS) model developed for this thesis was 

used to measure the relationship between influences factors for effective tourism 

stakeholder collaboration and CMS. In Chapter 4, five critical factors were identified as 

determinants of CMS. In the final research model, these critical factors include: 

perceived individual benefit; trust; communication quality; representation quality and 

equal participation; and interdependency. The proposed model to investigate the factors 

that contribute to tourism stakeholder collaboration was tested and validated. The 

combination of both qualitative and quantitative information assisted in providing 

robust research findings. 

 

 

Factors Contributing to Tourism Collaboration 
 

This investigation has also made several theoretical contributions to knowledge by 

providing a strong foundation for understanding tourism stakeholder collaboration and 
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its key factors, as well as the relationships among those key factors, thus adding value to 

future research. In this thesis, it has been demonstrated that relatively distinct factors 

can be developed with high scale reliabilities. The findings of this study have 

implication for factors specific to tourism stakeholder collaboration.  

 

The discussion earlier in this chapter provides evidence that trust was one of the most 

influential factors for collaboration member satisfaction, thus providing successful 

stakeholder collaboration. Conversely, distrust can hinder the effectiveness of the 

collaborative outcome. In addition, the development of communication quality will 

assist tourism collaboration by providing accurate, clear and timely information and 

knowledge exchange. Communication quality is an important factor to ensure mutual 

understanding for all stakeholders. An additional key concern has been the relative 

contribution of perceived individual benefit to the success of tourism collaboration. 

Tourism stakeholder collaboration is likely to be more effective if members of the 

collaboration are perceived to derive some benefit from participation. Findings from this 

study support previous research that stakeholders are more willing to invest their time 

and effort if they perceive some benefits from their participation. It is also highlighted 

that conflict of interests and an unfair distribution of benefits could hold back the 

effectiveness of a tourism collaboration.    

 

Although representation quality and equal participation and interdependency did not 

make a statistically significant contribution to the CMS in the overall model, they 

provided significant contribution in the case of particular groups of stakeholders. 

Furthermore, they offer implications for related theory. It was found in this thesis that 

broad representation of stakeholders was desired to improve the effectiveness of tourism 

collaboration. However, the findings contrast with previous studies in that the 

involvement of all stakeholders in the collaboration may sometimes lead to conflict. It 

was found from the interviews that public agreement was often reached. Public conflict 

was minimal. Further, it is costly and time-consuming. In addition, equal participation 

and power balance have been discussed and point to the issue that power in the 

collaboration may not necessarily be shared among members equally. The findings 

reveal that not every stakeholder will speak his/her mind, especially when these views 

differ from those of the majority of the group or from the leader.  
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In addition, interdependency is a relatively new scale for effective tourism 

collaboration. A new scale for interdependency has been developed from the foundation 

of both implicit and explicit definitions and tested for reliability. Interdependency was 

not perceived as a significant necessary factor influencing collaboration member 

satisfaction, overall.  More importantly, the split group analysis shows the significant 

relationship between interdependency and CMS for public members. The findings also 

suggest that interdependency can encourage good tourism collaboration because tourism 

stakeholders cannot accomplish alone what they can achieve within the collaboration. 

Previous studies have tended to assume a homogeneity in how tourism collaboration 

models will work. However, this thesis has demonstrated that relationships between 

collaboration factors and outcomes will vary for different groups.  

 

As explained earlier in section 5.2, both leadership and administrative support and 

resources have been prescribed in the literature as necessary for effective tourism 

collaboration. These findings could make a useful implication to tourism collaboration 

research. It would be of the interest to further modify the conceptual model of this study 

by adding these two factors to the model and test it rigorously.   

 

 

Broader Implication for Sustainable Tourism Destination 

Management 
 

This study does not limit the findings to effective tourism collaboration; rather it also 

discusses the implications arising from the implementation of tourism stakeholder 

collaboration. Beside the theoretical model, the results may have implications for 

related topics in sustainable tourism destination management or the wider tourism 

discipline. This thesis highlights how tourism stakeholder collaboration has an 

important impact on sustainable tourism destination management.  The use of tourism 

stakeholder collaboration as a lens to investigate the management of sustainable tourism 

destination is fruitful by promoting mutual goals and understanding among players in 

the industry. This conclusion supports the calls of authors, such as Bramwell and Lane 

(2000a) and Jamal and Getz (1995).  Another key implication of this study is the need 

for sustainable tourism planning and development. It is apparent that there is a need for 
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destination planning aimed at fostering and encouraging local community involvement. 

Tourism stakeholders must become actively involved in the planning and implementing 

process.   

 

In addition, this research has implications for the theoretical development of stakeholder 

theory and the stakeholder management approach. Understanding different stakeholder 

roles and the perceptions and values that are common to stakeholders is important to 

achieve effective collaboration. Stakeholders need to learn how their capacity can 

contribute to the process of integration. Some issues that emerged in this study are not 

limited to the tourism context; rather they may also provide a guide for stakeholder 

management in other contexts where managing stakeholders is essential.  

 

 

5.4.2 Practical Implications 
 

The findings also carry implications for each sector involved in collaboration. Tourism 

collaboration is a process of joint working among tourism stakeholders to share 

information and act or decide on issues related to the domain, in order to achieve a 

common purpose. This section integrates points made from earlier discussion and 

specifically addresses three areas: overall local community; government agencies; and 

the private sector.    

 

 

Implication for Overall Local Community 
 

In this section, implications for local community groups refers to a broader perspective. 

It was realised in framing the following issues that the diversity of local community 

interests warranted a more encompassing approach. Several management issues of 

particular concern to local community tourism stakeholders are highlighted next. A 

number of tourism stakeholders are aware that tourism is very sensitive to external 

environmental changes. Thus, timely reviews of collaboration objectives are needed to 

keep pace with such changes. Furthermore, the mutual objectives have to be made more 

specific so that appropriate implementation can be performed. Tourism stakeholder 
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need to be persuaded that tourism collaboration is beneficial rather than detrimental to 

tourism development. They should understand that there is an opportunity to 

collaborate, even among competitors.  

 

This thesis has produced a high degree of commonality across a diverse range of 

stakeholder groups. However, perceptions and expectation of outcomes may differ. For 

instance, from the interviews it was established that stakeholders questioned whether 

outcomes matched goals or that there was genuine participation. Furthermore, there are 

costs in the collaborative process and this affects the level of collaboration which will 

be contributed by tourism stakeholders. A comparison between the investment in time 

and effort and worth of the return tends to provide a common reason for participating or 

not in a collaboration. Furthermore, the findings have implications for stakeholders in 

relation to the spirit of collaboration. That is, there was a strong sense of a spirit of 

brotherhood, sense of belonging and awareness among many members. Collaboration is 

more than a gathering of interested parties. Given this, a collaborative way of thinking 

should be promoted. Furthermore, the tourism collaboration should provide practical 

benefits by offering access to individual or group consulting for all members.    

 

Moreover, this study provides a number of implications for tourism in Thailand, 

particularly in the Chiang Rai province. One of the important implications is the need to 

establish an active local tourism collaboration. Common vision and mutual 

understanding among stakeholders should be developed. At this stage, contributions 

from local community members are limited. Local stakeholders think that there is 

inefficient communication. Given this, coordination and public relations across all 

stakeholder groups are recommended.  

 

The results conclude that cultural issues are also important to consider when practicing 

tourism collaboration in the area. This research found evidence to suggest that Thai 

culture does shape the process of tourism stakeholder collaboration. Using Hofstede’s 

(1991) approach, it can be seen that Thai culture has a high power distance. Managing 

stakeholders’ relationship across sectors and all levels requires an awareness of the 

hierarchical structure of Thai society. Thailand is a country that has a long tradition of 

respecting social hierarchy. Local people are not likely to display or debate their ideas 
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in public, especially if these might be in opposition to what the leader believes. The 

findings also highlight some contradiction in terms of the equal participation and power 

balance of tourism stakeholder collaboration that exists in western countries and in 

Thailand. The implications and conclusions derived from this study could be provisional 

due to different cultural aspects. The results of this study support the argument put 

forward by Komin (1991) that Thai culture can be characterised as an ego-oriented 

society which emphasises the importance of face-saving and criticism avoidance. 

Moreover, Thai culture pays attention more to emotional issues. Thus, conflict between 

individuals is kept to minimum or is avoided if possible (Thanasankit & Corbitt, 2000). 

This value can impact on the degree of decision-making and participation in tourism 

activities.  

 

 

Implication for Government Agencies 
 

Government agencies can promote greater application of good tourism collaboration 

practice. Capable government agencies are needed for successful collaboration. Given 

that the government sector has the most authority and power and plays a dominant role 

in leading tourism destination activities, it is incumbent upon its agencies to do an 

excellent job. It is argued that tourism destination management and tourism 

collaboration is a political process. Government agencies are required to provide the 

leadership role as well as administrative support and resources for effective tourism 

collaboration. 

 

Political will from the top of the hierarchy is very important. The government leader, 

local authority and also leaders from industry associations have been shown to have an 

impact on tourism policy and destination development. The local and tourism policy 

should be planned in a way that can facilitate the work of tourism collaboration. The 

perspective taken by the public sector is that if the government takes certain actions, 

then the private sector will follow. In another case, if the government agencies do not 

provide good leadership, the private sector may manage to take some action. However, 

this action from the private sector is normally conducted with less power and authority, 

thus reducing the effectiveness of outcomes. By putting stakeholder values and 
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perspectives together, management strategies could be more effective and stronger once 

stakeholders understand their roles and each other’s perspective toward sustainable 

tourism destination management. 

 

Accordingly, government could provide administrative support for enhancing 

collaboration through training. Education and training should be provided to raise the 

level of understanding and capacity of tourism stakeholders.  This recommendation 

results from the finding that selecting and retaining the right staff remains a key concern 

for management. Moreover, staff support for small businesses in peak times should be 

given strong consideration. In addition to training, the government should provide 

further financial support for the tourism collaboration, even if the amount of their 

financial contribution is not substantial.  

 

 

Implication for Private Sector  
 

This research also has practical implications for the private sector, as tourism is a 

private sector driven industry. These findings can be viewed as complementing and 

greatly extending prior documentation of management challenges arising in the sector. 

It should be recognised by the private sector that competition among members is an 

offset force to collaboration. Another managerial implication is the opportunity for 

enhanced existing tourism collaboration programs. The findings suggest one specific 

problem area for practicing tourism collaboration. That is, there are not enough active 

members or support from government and related agencies. A similar problem occurs 

when there are limited investments in terms of time and effort.  

 

In conclusion, the question of how to collaborate effectively will remain of significant 

interest to policy makers and researchers alike. The model developed and tested in this 

thesis has implications for tourism stakeholders by providing evidence of factors that 

can influence tourism collaboration. The findings indicate that trust, perceived 

individual benefit, and communication quality contribute significantly to CMS in 

general, but that contingent circumstances such as different membership groups make a 

difference. Practical efforts to date in these areas have been relatively low in efficiency, 
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perhaps principally since those involved had little appreciation of the importance of 

tourism collaboration. The destination planner should then establish a practical strategy 

to accommodate these factors. Moreover, with a better understanding of collaboration 

and what factors are involved, the industry can encourage best practice in tourism 

collaboration. Given this, not only will tourism stakeholders benefit from the practice of 

tourism collaboration, but also other stakeholder groups who live in the area.   

 

 

5.5 Limitations of the Study  

 

There are two major limitations in this investigation and the results need to be viewed 

with these in mind. The first limitation was related to the sample size. The survey 

population was small compared to other studies on scale development. The sampling 

frame for the quantitative survey included those persons that were listed as members of 

one of the relevant collaboration groups in the Chiang Rai region. While a high 

response rate was achieved from this sampling frame, the relatively small sample size of 

161 is not ideal for more advanced statistical analysis. Future research could replicate 

this study with larger samples which would then allow other powerful statistical 

analysis to be conducted. However, the number of cases collected has met the 

assumptions for all analyses used to validate the measurement scales, and is thus 

sufficient to claim that scales are both valid and reliable. 

 

The primary data was collected in the Chiang Rai region, Thailand. It is acknowledged 

that the study was conducted in a single region. Moreover, the language issue should be 

taken into account. Time and budget was also constrained for this study. The researcher 

was based in Australia during the study period. Thus, the time used to conduct the data 

collection was somewhat limited because the researcher had to travel to Thailand during 

that time. This limitation affected the research design which had to be flexible and cost 

effective for the study. Thus, it did not allow more time for reflective qualitative data 

collected. As this study was conducted in a single region, the result might reflect 

directly on only this one region. Stakeholders in other areas might have different 

perceptions, attitudes and behaviours concerning tourism stakeholder collaboration and 
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tourism destination management. In addition, a further development of scale items 

might be required for a different context.  

 

 

5.6   Implication for Future Research 
 

This thesis reports on an investigation for tourism stakeholder collaboration in a specific 

setting. The empirical data was collected from a tourism context in Thailand. The 

findings present an insight into the nature of the interaction and roles of tourism 

stakeholders in the area, as well as the factors likely to contribute to effective tourism 

collaboration for sustainable destination management. Even given limitations that have 

been identified above, this investigation has made several empirical and theoretical 

contributions to knowledge and can be extended in various directions in future research. 

There are three main points of recommendation for future research.  

 

Firstly, a replication of this study could use a larger sample size and be undertaken in a 

different geographical context. Moreover, an attempt to generalise the findings is 

advocated to test the theoretical contributions from this study. Second, this research can 

be extended by modifying the research model developed for this thesis. Although the 

findings can be used to discuss issues of tourism stakeholder collaboration in a global 

context, future research is needed to test its application to other areas and/or larger scale 

of analysis for validation of the research model. Potential mediating factors between 

determinants and collaboration member satisfaction could be added and examined in 

any future study. In addition, the research model could include other factors, such as 

leadership skills and administrative support and resources. These factors were 

mentioned in the qualitative interviews but not included in the final research model. 

Third, future research could include cultural values as a factor in the conceptual 

framework. This could have a considerable moderating effect on the preconditions of 

effective tourism collaboration.  
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5.7 Chapter Summary 
 

The final chapter provides a brief summary of the investigation and draws together the 

main findings in relation to the three research questions posed in Chapter 1. In this 

thesis, the findings draw attention to the importance of proactive and integrated 

approaches in bringing about effective improvement in terms of building capacity for, 

and the degree of, tourism stakeholder collaboration. The discussion focused on 

drawing conclusions from the findings of all studies and integrating such conclusions 

with previous research. The investigation found that effective tourism collaboration in 

sustainable tourism destination management needs to consider three main issues. 

 

The first research question proposed to uncover the perceived roles of tourism 

stakeholders and their views toward sustainable tourism. The literature review in 

chapter 2 identified the existence of numerous perceptions regarding tourism 

stakeholder collaboration. This thesis investigated the roles and perceptions of three 

major groups of stakeholders: public, private and local community sectors and argues 

that all stakeholders groups accepted the view of including all tourism stakeholders in a 

collaboration and the key dominant role of government agencies. Major findings are a 

level of confusion about specific responsibilities of the government roles, proactive 

roles for collective associations of private sector members, and key roles of elected local 

representative and non-profit organisation in the local community sector.   

 

Second, three major issues were discussed in relation to the nature of tourism 

stakeholder collaboration. These issues were the recognition of tourism stakeholder 

collaboration efforts, the rationale for joining the tourism collaboration, and tourism 

collaboration in practice. Most respondents recognised the positive impact from 

participating in a tourism collaboration. In practice, the issue of genuine participation 

was raised as not all stakeholders fully participated in a tourism collaboration, even 

though the range of stakeholders’ participation in the local tourism collaboration was 

representative. Furthermore, several issues such as the need for harmony, matching 

goals to achievement, and the project based approach were identified and discussed.  
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Third, this research has investigated effective tourism stakeholder collaboration by 

using CMS as a measurement tool. Trust, perceived individual benefit, and 

communication quality are significantly predictors of CMS, overall. Furthermore, 

interdependency contributed significantly to CMS for public sector members while 

representation quality and equal participation contributed significantly to CMS for 

private members. Accordingly, knowledge of tourism stakeholder collaboration has 

been extended in these areas.  

 

One of the key findings of this study relates to the contribution to tourism stakeholder 

collaboration research. Although, the research setting has been conducted in Thailand, 

all constructs in this thesis may meet the needs of researchers who call for universal 

theories in tourism stakeholder collaboration. The implication of the thesis in relation to 

tourism stakeholder collaboration and sustainable destination are presented in this 

chapter. This thesis has highlighted implications for future tourism research and to the 

industry in practice. The tourism industry will likely explore further avenues to enhance 

tourism stakeholder collaboration for sustainable tourism destination management. It is 

hoped that this thesis might also serve as a guide for developing future effective tourism 

collaboration strategies. 
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Supervisor  
Dr Ken Butcher 
TLHSM Gold Coast campus, Griffith 
University  
Tel   + (0)755528887 
Fax   + (0)755528507 
Email: k.butcher@griffith.edu.au 

 
By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information 
package and in particular have noted that: 
 

• I understand that my involvement in this research will include a 30-45 
minutes semi-structured interview; 

• I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 
• I understand the risks involved; 
• I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my 

participation in this research; 
• I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary; 
• I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the 

research team; 
• I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or 

penalty; 
• I understand that I can contact the Manager Research Ethics at Griffith 

University Human Research Ethics Committee on + 61 (0)7 38755585 
or research-ethics@griifith.edu.au. if  I have any concerns about the ethical 
conduct of the project; and 

• I agree to participate in the project 
 
The interview will be tape-recorded and the recordings will be destroyed after 
interview contents have been transcribed.  

 
Name  ___________________________________________________ 
 
Signature ___________________________________________________ 
 
Date  _____/_____/______ 

 
 

mailto:C.Yodsuwan@Griffith.edu.au�
mailto:k.butcher@griffith.edu.au�
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PhD Student Researcher           
Ms. Chachaya Yodsuwan 
TLHSM Gold Coast Campus Griffith 
University 
Tel. + (0)7 55529011 
Email: 
C.Yodsuwan@Griffith.edu.au 

 
Supervisor  
Dr Ken Butcher 
TLHSM Gold Coast campus, Griffith 
University  
Tel   + (0)755528887 
Fax   + (0)755528507 
Email: K.butcher@griffith.edu.au 

 

 
 

   
    -  

 
 

 
     

 
 

     
 

 
 

 
E –Mail:  research-ethics@griffith.edu.au 

 
 

 
 
     

_____________________  
             

    _____/_____/______ 
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               Griffith Business School  
               Department of Tourism, 

Leisure, 
                    Hotel and Sport Management 
   Gold Coast Campus, Griffith University 

        PMB 50  
Gold Coast MC, Queensland 9726 

                           Australia  
             Telephone +61(0)7 5552 8054 
                           Facsimile  +61 (0)7 5552 8507 
             www.griffith.edu 

 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
 
I am writing to invite you to participate in a stakeholder collaboration survey. This 
survey is part of a PhD project being undertaken by Chachaya Yodsuwan, a student of 
Griffith University Gold Coast Campus. An information sheet on this project is 
provided. Please note that your participation is entirely voluntary and you may choose 
to withdraw at any time without penalty. Your participation is very important and 
greatly appreciated for me. The survey is administered by research assistances. The 
survey will take approximately 15-20 minutes.  
 
All information gathered is completely confidential and entirely anonymous (research 
assistances will not write your name or any other identifying information on the 
questionnaires). Names will not be provided to any other parties. Participating in the 
survey is taken as your consent to participate in the research project. If you require any 
further information, please contact project supervisors, Dr Ken Butcher on + 61 
(0)755528887 or at k.butcher@griffith.edu.au or Dr. Bussaba Sitikarn at 053-916694 
or bsitikarn@hotmail.com for local contact. 
 
 
Thank you for your time and assistance with this project 
 
Your Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Chachaya  Yodsuwan 
Department of Tourism, Leisure, Hotel and Sport Management 
Griffith University 
 

mailto:k.butcher@griffith.edu.au�
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               Griffith Business School  
               Department of Tourism, 

Leisure, 
                    Hotel and Sport Management 
   Gold Coast Campus, Griffith University 

        PMB 50  
Gold Coast MC, Queensland 9726 

                           Australia  
             Telephone +61(0)7 5552 8054 
                           Facsimile  +61 (0)7 5552 8507 
             www.griffith.edu 

 
 

  
 
 
  

-  
 
  

 
  

 
Dr  Ken Butcher  + 61 (0)755528887   

k.butcher@griffith.edu.au   
  053-916695  bsitikarn@hotmail.com  

 
  

 
 
 
 
       
 

mailto:k.butcher@griffith.edu.au�
mailto:bsitikarn@hotmail.com�


 

- 297 - 

 
             

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  Griffith Business School  
               Department of Tourism, Leisure, 

                    Hotel and Sport Management 
   Gold Coast Campus, Griffith University 

    PMB 50  
Gold Coast MC, Queensland 9726 

                           Australia  
             Telephone +61(0)7 5552 8054 
                           Facsimile  +61 (0)7 5552 8507 

               www.griffith.edu  
An Investigation of Tourism Stakeholder Collaboration in Sustainable Tourism 

Destination Management 
 

INFORMATION SHEET 
 

PhD Student Researcher           
Ms. Chachaya Yodsuwan 
TLHSM Gold Coast Campus Griffith 
University 
Tel. + (0)7 55529011 
Email: 
C.Yodsuwan@Griffith.edu.au 
 
 

Supervisor  
Dr Ken Butcher 
TLHSM Gold Coast campus, Griffith 
University  
Tel   + (0)755528887 
Fax   + (0)755528507 
Email: K.butcher@griffith.edu.au 
 

Tourism stakeholders play an important role in tourism destination management. Pursuing an 
effective and practical strategy for tourism destination management with an amount of 
appropriate collaboration requires the involvement of all stakeholders in the destination. 
However, little analysis has been made into understanding the nature of tourism stakeholder 
collaboration in sustainable destination management and determining the factors critical to 
successful tourism stakeholder collaboration. The objectives of the study are to investigate 
Thailand tourism industries; and to critical analyse the contemporary literature on stakeholder 
collaboration and sustainable tourism development; and to determine possible critical factors 
for effective stakeholder collaboration in Thailand. In term of practical contribution, the 
finding from this study can be used to make recommendation on how to improve tourism 
collaboration in Chiang Rai toward sustainable tourism.  
 
Information collected as a part of this research project will remain confidential and only 
aggregate results will be reported in any subsequent publication. The survey will take 
approximately 15-20 minutes. By completing this questionnaire, you are indicating your 
willingness and consent to participate in this research project. A PhD research student at Griffith 
University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in 
Research Involving Humans. If potential participants have any concerns or complaints about 
ethical conduct of the study, they can made directly to Ms. Chachaya Yodsuwan on 07 
55529011 or Dr Ken Butcher on + 61 (0)755528887 or the Manager, research Ethics on + 61 

http://www.griffith.edu/�
mailto:C.Yodsuwan@Griffith.edu.au�
mailto:k.butcher@griffith.edu.au�
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(0)7 38755585 or research-ethics@griifith.edu.au. or Dr. Bussaba Sitikarn at 053-916694 
or bsitikarn@hotmail.com for local contact. During the period of data collection in Thailand 
which starts in 1 March 2007 until 30 September 2007, the participants can contact researcher at 
053 756576.  
 
This report outcome of this study will be in a form of PhD thesis, conference proceeding 
and academic journal articles. 
 
Privacy Statement 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and-or use of your individual 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 maybe 
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.gu.edu.au/us/aa/vc/pp or telephone 07 3875 5585 

mailto:research-ethics@griifith.edu.au�
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PhD Student Researcher           
Ms. Chachaya Yodsuwan 
TLHSM Gold Coast Campus 
Griffith University 
Tel. + (0)7 55529011 
Email: 
C.Yodsuwan@Griffith.edu.au 
 
 

Research Assistant  
Ms. Suchanyasinee   Trisuk 
Mae Fah Luang University 
Chiang Rai, Thailand  
Tel. (0)81 0767638  
 
 
 
 

Supervisor  
Dr Ken Butcher 
TLHSM Gold Coast campus, 
Griffith University  
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SURVEY OF TOURISM COLLABORATION 
 

Section I:

 

 Background information  

1). Which province do you live in? __________________________________ 
 

2). How long have you lived in your province? _________________ Years 

 

3). Have you participated in an educational/information seminar on tourism 

related issues? (Tick one) 

         1   Yes (Go to Question 3)                         2  No (Go to Question 4) 
 
4) Did you find these educational/information seminar/workshop useful and 

practical in your work? (Circle one) 

        Not useful                 Extremely useful 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 

5). Which of the following organizations do you belong to: (Please tick all that 

apply) 

   Local Tourism Association     

 Lanna Tourism Network (please specify your province)......................... 

   Other (please specify)……………………………………………........... 
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Section II:
 

  Working with members of tourism organisations 

In this section, please answer the following questions for ONLY one of the above 

organisations. If you belong to more than one organisation, select the ONE

 

 

organisation that you are most involved with. Please circle the number that fits 

your opinion on the importance of the statements by using the scale below.   

6). How important was the following reasons to join this ONE

 

 organisation? 
Not at all 

Important 

Somewhat 

Important 

Important Very 

Important 

Extremely 

Important 

6.1 To access information 1 2 3 4 5 

6.2 To get some personal benefits 1 2 3 4 5 

6.3 To get some business benefits 1 2 3 4 5 

6.4 To work with others to 
contribute to the area 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.5 To get to know other people/ 
networking 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.6 To promote tourism in the area 1 2 3 4 5 

6.7 It was my obligation 1 2 3 4 5 

 

7). How often do you have contact with members of this ONE organisation? 

 Never Hardly ever Monthly Weekly More than 
once a 
week 

7.1)  Letter 1 2 3 4 5 

7.2) Email 1 2 3 4 5 

7.3)  Telephone 1 2 3 4 5 

7.4)  Internet website (e.g. chat 
room, bulletin board)  

1 2 3 4 5 

7.5)  In person 1 2 3 4 5 

7.6)  Fax 1 2 3 4 5 
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8). Using the SAME organization as before,  please consider each statement and 
circle the number that best represents your level of agreement with the statement  

1 = Strongly Disagree (SD)  2 = Disagree (D)  3 = Slightly Disagree (SLD) 4 = Neutral 
(N)  5 = Slightly Agree 6 = Agree (A)  7 = Strongly Agree (SA) 

 SD D SLD N SLA A SA 

8.1) No individual members dominate the collaboration 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.2) The collaboration has performed relatively well in  

         getting the resources it needs.   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.3) Information is widely shared among members 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.4) I find the convenor’s leadership style makes it  

        easier for me to work with the group 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.5) Members participate equally in the partnership 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.6) We need more staff to function effectively. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.7) Communication among members is well-handled 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.8) The convenor seeks to create a pleasant working  

        atmosphere 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.9) The issues that are dealt with are important to all  

         members 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.10) Resources are used properly to achieve our goals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.11) Communication among members is excellent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.12) The convenor gets group approval of members on  

         important matters before going ahead 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.13) All affected stakeholder groups are represented in  

          the collaboration 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.14) This collaboration has trouble getting the resources  

          it needs to operate properly. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.15) I seldom hear about the programs that are going on 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.16) The convenor encourages all members to  

          participate 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.17) Some members have too much power 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.18) There is a lot of inefficiency in the way this  

          collaboration uses resources. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.19) I often feel uninformed about matters 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.20) The collaboration has a very effective leader. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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 SD D SLD N SLA A SA 

8.22) There are insufficient funds from government to  

           meet our goals. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.23) There is sufficient time to discuss all important    

          issues 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.24) The convenor displays a lot of enthusiasm for the  

          project. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.25) This collaboration does not get enough support. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.26) It is easy to understand what is going on with the   

          collaboration 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.27) The convenor demonstrates a high level of  

          initiative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.28) At times,  I don’t understand what we are  

           supposed to do 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.29) There is an accurate information flow among  

          members 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.30) I feel that I can trust all members of the  

          collaboration completely. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.31) I am  strongly committed to working well with  

          members  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.32) I get more out of this collaboration than I put in 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.33) Overall, I am satisfied with the results of this  

         collaboration 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.34) I am happy to cooperate with my collaboration  

          members. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.35) There is a lot of trust among collaboration     

         members. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.36) I feel little sense of belonging to the collaboration 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.37) I receive useful benefits from the tourism  

         collaboration 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.38) I am satisfied with what has been achieved by this  

         collaboration. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.39) I am proud of the outcomes achieved from this  

         collaboration. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.40) I think all members are very honest when dealing  

          with each other. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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 SD D SLD N SLA A SA 

8.41) I really feel passionate about working with this  

          group. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.42) I feel I benefit substantially from my involvement  

         in the project 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.43) I am satisfied with the level of cooperation  

          displayed by all members. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.44) I fully support the group’s decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.45) The information provided by collaborative  

          members is always believable. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.46) I really feel that I belong to the group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.47) My membership has benefited my organisation  

considerably 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.48) I enjoy working with this group of stakeholders. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.49) I am confident that our interests have been  

         advanced though this collaboration. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.50) I believe collaborative members consider  

         member’s welfare as well as their own. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.51) We cannot achieve our goals if we don’t all work  

         closely together 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.52) I have personally gained a lot by joining this group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.53) I did the right thing by joining this collaboration. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.54) My overall experience on this collaboration has  

         been very enjoyable. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.55) I have faith that this collaboration would keep all  

          our best interests in mind. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.56) Some members try to exploit the collaboration for  

         their own sake.   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.57) I feel that our community’s future rests on us  

         working together 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.58) We are given every opportunity to express our  

          views. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.59) Some members withhold important information  

          from us. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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 SD D SLD N SLA A SA 

8.60) It would be a big waste if we all went our separate  

           ways on this project. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.61) We usually get a consensus at meetings. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.62) I feel that everyone has an opportunity to express 

their view equally. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
 
9. Please think of a time when you were working with members of this ONE 
organization and you really enjoyed 

 

what was happening. Tell us a little about this 
situation. How did you think or feel at the time.   

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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10. Please think of a time when you were working with members of any tourism 

organization and you really unhappy 

 

what was happening. Tell us a little about 

this situation. How did you think or feel at the time.   

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

 

Section III
 

 Views about Tourism in your province. 

Please consider each statement and circle the number that best represents your 
level of agreement with the statement  
 

1 = Strongly Disagree (SD)  2 = Disagree (D)  3 = 

Neutral (N) 

4 = Agree (A)  5 = Strongly Agree (SA) 

SD D N A SA 

1. Your province’s tourism policy is easy to understand. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Your province’s tourism policy is practical. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Tourism offers me great benefit. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Tourism offers me a good financial return. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Your province has a variety of tourism products. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Tourism information is easily accessible to me. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Section IV:

 

 Personal Information. All information is confidential and used for 
analysis purpose only. 

1). Are you committee member of___________ (Please tick all that apply) 

 Tourism Association    Chiang Rai Tourism Network 

   Other (please specify)……………………………………………………. 

 

2). Gender (Please tick one) 

  1 Male    2  Female 
 

3). Which best describes the sector you work in? (Please tick one) 

 1 Public sector 2  Private sector  (If private sector, do you  own your 

own business 1   Yes     2  No ) 

   3 Other (please specify)……………………………………………………… 

 
4). What is your occupation?___________________________________________ 

 
5). Monthly Income (Please tick one) 
  

1  Less than 3000 baht 2   3000-7,000 baht  3 7,001-11,000 baht
   

4   11,001-15,000 baht 5  15,001-19,000 baht 6   More than 19,000 baht 
   
 
6). What is your age? (Please tick one) 

1 Up to 24   2   25-34   3  35-44   

4   45-54   5  55-64   6   65 and above 
 

7) Please indicate your highest level of education: (Please tick one) 

1 Completed year 12 or less  2   Certificate or Diploma 

3  University degree (Please specify the highest level……………………)  
 

8). How long have you been working in the Tourism/Hospitality sector?_____years 

 

Thank you for taking time to complete this questionnaire. 
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………………………..  

 

 

         1                           2     

 

4). 

 

                                    

                   1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

1            

2       ..... 

  .... 
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 1 2 3 4 5 

6.2  1 2 3 4 5 

6.3  1 2 3 4 5 

6.4  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.5  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.6  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.7  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

     

  

 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 1 2 3 4 5 
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)  

1 2 3 4 5 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

8  

 

 

1 = (SD)  = (D) =  (SLD)  = (N)

= (SLA) = (A) = (SA) 

 

 SD D SLD N SLA A SA 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 SD D SLD N SLA A SA 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 SD D SLD N SLA A SA 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 SD D SLD N SLA A SA 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9  
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……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

10  

 

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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1=   (SD) = (D) =

(N) 

4 =    (A) = SA) 

SD D N A SA 

 1). 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 3).  1 2 3 4 5 

4).  1 2 3 4 5 

5).  1 2 3 4 5 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

1).  

1   

2   

3     ……………….……………………………… 

4     

 

2).  

  1     2     
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1.  

2   (  

      a        b   

  

 

 

 

5)  

  

1      2   –            3 -  

4  –   5  -     6    ,  

   

 

1             2   25-34  3   -    

4   45-54        5  55-64  6    

 

 

7).  

1     2    

3   

         

 

8). _______  
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SSccaallee  MMeeaassuurreemmeennttss  
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Descriptive Statistics of Scale Items 
 

Statement N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
CMS      

1).Overall, I am satisfied with the 

result of this collaboration. 

161 4.69 1.256 -.619 .444 

2). I am satisfied with what has 

been achieved by this collaboration. 

161 4.78 1.317 -.755 .658 

3). I am proud of the outcomes 

achieved from this collaboration. 

161 4.80 1.342 -.608 .485 

4). I enjoy working with this group 

of stakeholders. 

161 4.75 1.286 -.816 .930 

5). I am confident that our interests 

have been advanced though this 

collaboration. 

 

161 5.03 1.247 -.529 .043 

Perceived Individual Benefit      

   1). I get more out of this 

collaboration than I put in 

161 4.19 1.490 -.416 -.362 

   2). I receive useful benefits from 

the tourism collaboration 

161 4.68 1.408 -.742 .151 

   3). I feel I benefit substantially 

from my involvement in the project 

161 4.59 1.381 -.659 .056 

   4). My membership has benefited 

my organisation considerably 

161 4.98 1.348 -.817 .551 

   5). I have personally gained a lot 

by joining this group 

161 4.68 1.438 -.693 -.019 
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Descriptive Statistics of Scale Items (Continued) 
 

Statement N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Communication Quality      

   1). Information is widely shared 

among members 

161 4.93 1.456 -.730 -.031 

   2). There is sufficient time to 

discuss all important issues 

161 4.52 1.356 -.376 .178 

   3). It is easy to understand what is 

going on with the collaboration 

161 4.58 1.417 -.313 -.343 

4). There is an accurate 

information flow among members 

161 4.40 1.416 -.303 -.311 

      

Representation Quality & Voice      

  1). No individual members 

dominate the collaboration  

161 4.53 1.651 -.356 -.877 

  2). Members participate equally in 

the partnership. 

161 5.09 1.495 -.741 -.041 

  3). We are given every 

opportunity to express our view 

161 5.08 1.294 -.748 .675 

  4). We usually get a consensus at a 

meeting 

161 5.19 1.266 -.881 .912 

  5). I feel that everyone has an 

opportunity to express their view 

equally. 

161 5.30 1.327 -.662 .217 

Statement N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Interdependency      

   1). We cannot achieve our goals if 

we don’t all work closely together.  

161 5.65 1.380 -.1.059 .628 
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  2). I feel that our community’s 

future rests on us working together. 

161 5.66 1.235 -.692 -.250 

  3). It would be a big waste if we 

all went our separate ways on this 

project. 

161 5.80 1.317 -1.105 .789 

Statements on tourism collaboration including sources of measurement scales 

 

Statement Sources 

 

CMS 

 

 I am satisfied with what has been achieved by this 

collaboration 

New item 

 I am proud of the outcomes achieved from this 

collaboration. 

New item 

I enjoy working with this group of stakeholders. Lui & Ngo (2005) 

I am confident that our interests have been advanced 

though this collaboration. 

New item 

Overall, I am satisfied with the results of this 

collaboration 

Morrow, Hansen, and Pearson 

(2004) 

 

Perceived Individual Benefit 

 

 I get more out of this collaboration than I put in Waddock and Bannister (1991) 

 I receive useful benefits from the tourism 

collaboration 

Waddock and Bannister (1991) 

 I feel I benefit substantially from my involvement in 

the project 

Waddock and Bannister (1991) 

 My membership has benefited my organisation 

considerably 

Waddock and Bannister (1991) 

 I have personally gained a lot by joining this group Morrow, Hansen, and Pearson 

(2004) 
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Statement Sources 

Communication Quality  

Information is widely shared among members Waddock and Bannister (1991) 

There is sufficient time to discuss all important issues New item 

It is easy to understand what is going on with the 

collaboration 

New item 

There is an accurate information flow among members Waddock and Bannister (1991) 

 

Representation Quality & Voice 

 

No individual members dominate the collaboration New item 

Members participate equally in the partnership Waddock and Banister (1991) 

We are given every opportunity to express our views. New item 

We usually get a consensus at a meeting New item 

feel that everyone has an opportunity to express their 

view equally. 

New item 

 

Trust 

 

I think all members are very honest when dealing with 

each other. 

Doney and Cannon (1997) 

The information provided by collaborative members is 

always believable. 

Doney and Cannon (1997) 

I believe collaborative members consider member’s 

welfare as well as their own.  

 

Doney and Cannon (1997) 

Interdependency  

We cannot achieve our goals if we don’t all work 

closely together.  

New item 

feel that our community’s future rests on us working New item 
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together. 

It would be a big waste if we all went our separate 

ways on this project. 
 

New item 

Statements Not Used in Final Scales  

Statement Sources 

 

CMS 

 

I am happy to cooperate with my collaboration 

members. 

New item 

I am satisfied with the level of cooperation displayed 

by all members. 

New item 

I did the right thing by joining this collaboration. New item 

My overall experience on this collaboration has been 

very enjoyable. 

New item 

  

Communication quality scale  

Communication among members is well-handled Waddock and Banister (1991) 

Communication among members is excellent Waddock and Banister (1991) 

I seldom hear about the programs that are going on*      Waddock and Banister (1991) 

I often feel uninformed about matters*                     Waddock and Banister (1991) 

 

Representation Quality & Equal Participation 

 

 I fully support the group’s decisions. New item 

Some members have too much power *        New item 

All organizations/individuals that should be involved 

in the collaboration are welcome to participate 

Waddock and Banister (1991) 

The issues that are dealt with are important to all 

members 

Waddock and Bannister (1991) 

All affected stakeholder groups are represented in the 

collaboration 

Waddock and Bannister (1991) 

 I am  strongly committed to working well with Waddock and Bannister (1991) 



 

- 324 - 

members  

Note: * indicated reversed question 

 

 

 

Statement Sources 

  

Trust  

 I feel that I can trust all members of the collaboration 

completely. 

Hadjikhami and Thilenius (2005) 

There is a lot of trust among collaboration members. Waddock and Banister (1991) 

I have faith that this collaboration would keep all our 

best interests in mind. 

Doney and Cannon (1997) 

Some members try to exploit the collaboration for 

their own sake.*    

Hadjikhami and Thilenius (2005) 

Some members withhold important information from 

us.*                   

Hadjikhami and Thilenius (2005) 

 

Leadership style 

 

I find the convenor’s leadership style makes it easier 

for me to work with the group 

Bass charisma scale (1985) 

 The convenor seeks to create a pleasant working 

atmosphere 

Halpin and Winer (1957) 

The convenor gets group approval of members on 

important matters before going ahead 

Halpin and Winer (1957) 

The convenor encourages all members to participate Bass charisma scale (1985) 

The collaboration has a very effective leader. New item 

The convenor displays a lot of enthusiasm for the 

project. 

New item 

The convenor demonstrates a high level of initiative New item 

Note: * indicated reversed question 
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Statement Sources 

  

Interdependency  

We cannot achieve our goals if we don’t all work 

closely together.  

New item 

feel that our community’s future rests on us working 

together. 

New item 

 

Administrative support or resources 

 

The collaboration has performed relatively well in 

getting the resources it needs 

Waddock and Banister (1991) 

We need more staff to function effectively. * Waddock and Banister (1991) 

Resources are used properly to achieve our goals. New item 

This collaboration has trouble getting the resources it 

needs to operate properly.*      

Waddock and Banister (1991) 

There is a lot of inefficiency in the way this 

collaboration uses resources.*  

Waddock and Banister (1991) 

There are insufficient funds from government to meet 

our goals.* 

New item 

This collaboration does not get enough support.* New item 

  

Note: * indicated reversed question 
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