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An ideal responsible tourism practice has become the most significant role and principle for
modern sustainable tourism development concept. Responsible tourism practice promotes
better for tourists visit and enhances the quality of life of host communities in the destination
by encouraging ethical consumption and production in all stakeholders. This paper attempted
to determine the impact of host communities’ perceived responsible tourism practice on
perceived destination sustainability and their quality of life as well as the impact of host
communities’ perceived destination sustainability on perceived quality of life. The study was
conducted with 355 participants from host communities in Haad Chao Mai Marine National
Park, Thailand. Self-administered questionnaires were used to collect the data. The collected
data were analyzed by using structural equation modeling (SEM). The results revealed that
perceived responsible tourism practice had a significant impact on perceived destination
sustainability and perceived quality of life. Additionally, perceived destination sustainability
influenced perceived quality of life. As such, embedding responsible tourism practice in
destination development plan can enable destination sustainability and better quality of life of

host communities and it might make the park successful ecotourism destination.

1. INTRODUCTION

In Thailand, the main goals of marine national parks are to
protect and conserve the ecosystems and the biological
diversity. The marine national parks are also used as locations
for tourism where tourism has been playing an important role
in alleviating poverty and boosting economies of coastal
communities all over the place [1].

Haad Chao Mai Marine National Park has been established
since 1982 and has covered approximately 230.87 sq. kms.
along the coastline on the Andaman Sea in Trang Province. It
is famous for tourist attraction as there is 20-km beautiful and
peaceful sandy beach with lines of pine trees. Several small
islands of the national park, i.e., Koh Kradan, Koh Cheuk, Koh
Mook and Koh Waen, are well-known for their beautiful
shallow coral reefs and are an ideal destination for natural
tourism and recreation, especially for snorkeling.

The largest population of dugong in Thailand can be found
in Li Bong Island, Haad Chao Mai Marine National Park,
which is the biggest area of seagrass - a major food source of
dugong. According to the Convention on Ramsar Site No.
1182 entitled “Haad Chao Mai’s Ramsar Site-Li Bong
Archipelago Wildlife Territory-Trang Estuary”, some areas of
Haad Chao Mai Marine National Park are classified as Ramsar
sites as they have high level of biodiversity and complete
ecosystem and serves as a habitat for marine creatures [2].
Consequently, Trang Province is assigned as an ecotourism
destination by the Office of Strategy Management for
Southern Province Cluster, local governance agency that
responsible for expanding and supporting tourism
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development [3].

The sustainable tourism development has drawn attention to
and been established as a policy approach by several relevant
agencies around the world. Tourism destination management
was employed to indicate sustainable tourism [4]. Economic,
social, and environmental aspects were used as a framework
to evaluate sustainable tourism in various destinations [5].

However, the tourism industry still faces sustainability
challenges. There are various arguments on the effectiveness
of sustainable policy in managing tourism development as it is
based on the interactions between people and tourist
destinations which is notably sensitive to social and physical
conditions of destination environment. Hence, responsible
tourism practice was introduced and embedded in destination
management plan to support sustainable tourism development
[6-8].

Responsible tourism has attracted significant attention to
both in practice and academic research in the tourism domain
[9]. It refers to principles and practices of tourism
development that intended to create more appropriate place of
living for host communities and of travelling for tourists to by
encouraging ethical consumption and production in all
stakeholders [10]. Stakeholders in tourist destinations mainly
include government, tourism businesses, tourists, and host
communities. The host communities play a pivotal role as a
primary stakeholder which are affected by the tourism
operations [11]. The involvement of host communities is
particularly crucial to successful implementation of
responsible tourism, therefore, some researchers studied on
responsible tourism regarding the perspectives of host
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communities.

In 2019, Gong et al. [12] studied the impact of responsible
tourism practice of host communities in Bangkok, Thailand
and found that destination sustainability was risen due to
responsible tourism practice. In 2017, Mathew and Sreejesh
[13] investigated perceptions of host communities in different
tourism destinations in India and concluded that responsible
tourism practice initiatives created conditions for destination
sustainability and improved the host communities' quality of
life. In addition, Hanafiah et al. [7] explored perceptions of
Langkawi Island communities in 2016 and revealed that
responsible tourism practice had an influence on perceived
better quality of life.

There are very few studies investigating host communities'
perception on responsible tourism practice in Thailand and
empirical study on the impact of responsible tourism practices
on destination sustainability and quality of life regarding the
perspective of host communities living around marine national
parks have not been investigated. As such, this study aims to
achieve a better understanding on the levels and the links of
responsible tourism practice, destination sustainability, and
quality of life regarding host communities' perspective in Haad
Chao Mai Marine National Park, Thailand.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Ecotourism, sustainable tourism, and responsible
tourism practice

Ecotourism is tourism focused on enhancing or maintaining
natural systems through tourism and developing economic and
social of host communities, which has similar objectives as
sustainable tourism [14]. It also enables sustainable livelihood
of host communities [15]. Additionally, some scholars
indicated that ecotourism has been defined as a component of
sustainable tourism (e.g., [15, 16]).

Responsible tourism had gained significant attention over
the past few decades and had been adopted in numerous tourist
destinations [13, 17]. Responsible tourism was considered as
a strategic management or a significant instrument embraced
in tourism destination to minimize negative impacts on
economic, social, and environment as well as maximize

positive impacts on tourism development [6-10, 12, 13, 17-19].

It built on the same grounds as sustainable tourism with over-
lapping essential goal that was to enable sustainability in
current tourism situation and not to stop developing tourism in
future generation [10, 17, 19].

According to an extensive literature review on tourism,
responsible tourism practice had been defined in several ways
by several researchers.

Chan and Xin [6] defined responsible tourism practice more
on the responsibility to reinforce tourist experiences and to
create a better destination awareness.

Mihalic [8] referred responsible tourism practice to the
actual behavior that made real tourism more sustainability and
linked responsible tourism to responsible behavior with the
sustainable tourism concept.

Gong et al. [12] indicated that responsible tourism practice
was a direct attention on ethical behaviors or actions taken by
tourism stakeholders, possibly educated by tourism principles,
and was able to characterize either individuals or organizations
including host communities, tourism businesses, government
agencies, and tourists.
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From the definition given by the scholars above, this paper
defines responsible tourism practice as an ethical behavior of
tourism stakeholders that made destination sustainable.

As reported by Koshy et al. [20], responsible tourism
practice was based on the concept of ‘the triple bottom line’
which equally emphasized on three tiers of sustainability, i.e.,
economy, social and environment. This concept was also in
line with the sense of sustainable development. Goodwin [21]
proposed three principles as key guidelines of responsible
tourism practices: economy, social and environment. Principle
on economic aspect included maximizing local economic
benefits, adopting equitable business practices, providing
appropriate and sufficient support to small, medium and micro
enterprises, etc. For social aspect, it was indicated to ensure
that tourism is access for all, encourage social and host cultural
diversity, ensure that tourism improve health and education. In
term of environment, it was advised to use resources
sustainably, reduce waste and over consumption, respect the
integrity of vulnerable ecosystems and protected areas,
promote education and awareness for sustainable development
for all stakeholders, etc. Apart from the above three
dimensions of responsible tourism, some scholars proposed
four dimensions for measuring responsible tourism practice
which were economic, social, culture, and environment [13,
20].

2.2 Responsible and destination
sustainability

tourism practice

A study of responsible behavior on community-based
tourists revealed that responsible tourism practice could
induce tourism and improve tourist destinations, thus,
fostering responsible behavior seemed be the best practice for
sustainable tourism [22]. Pirlone and Spadaro [19] pointed out
that responsible tourism practice was an expression of
preserving environment, culture and local traditions and
participation and active involvement of people aiming to
create sustainable tourism. Moreover, several scholars
asserted that responsible tourism practice had played an
essential role for destination sustainability (e.g., [6, 12, 13, 19,
20]). Tourist destinations were basically communities of
certain stakeholders who were affected by the tourism
operations. Therefore, sustainable tourist destinations were
unable to be achieved without considering host communities'
perceptions on tourism impacts [11]. Some researchers
investigated host communities' perceptions to measure
destination sustainability, for example, Lee and Jan [23]
employed host communities' perceptions on destination
sustainability as strategies to develop tourism plan. In addition,
several researchers used host communities' perceptions on
responsible tourism practice as an indicator to examine
destination sustainability (e.g., [12, 13]). Based on the above
argument, the hypothesis was proposed as:

H1: Host communities' perceived responsible tourism
practice has a positive impact on their perceived destination
sustainability.

2.3 Destination sustainability and quality of life

Quality of life referred to individual’s satisfaction with life
and individual’s feelings of well-being or fulfillment with their
experience. It depended on individual opinion and feeling
which might be perceived differently by different people [24].
Klein [25] stated that the best indicator of quality of life in



tourism destination was host communities, all walks of life,
and all segments of society in and around. According to Kim
[26], quality of life was categorized in four dimensions which
included (1) Material well-being: consisted of satisfaction with
cost of living, income and employment, (2) Community well-
being: consisted of satisfaction with community life and
setting that make up people’s appreciation with the greater
than neighborhood area where they live, (3) Emotional well-
being: consisted of satisfaction with leisure well-being and
spiritual well-being, and (4) Health and safety well-being:
consisted of satisfaction with health well-being and safety
well-being.

Studies on quality of life investigated whether social
environmental factors increased or diminished quality of life
of people and engaged an assessment of quality of life in two
dimensions of perception: better or worse [27]. Jeon, Kang and
Desmarais [28] studied on host communities’ perceived
quality of life in tourist destination and found that there was
relationship existed between host communities’ perceived
environment sustainability and their perceived quality of life.
According to the above argument, the hypothesis was
proposed as:

H2: Host communities' perceived destination sustainability
has a positive impact on their perceived quality of life.

2.4 Responsible tourism practice and quality of life

As suggested by Andereck and Nyaupane [24], the host
communities who perceive higher degrees of their own
personal gained from tourism had more positive attitudes
toward tourism and provided more supports on tourism
development. Liao et al. [29] indicated that quality of life had
a positive relationship with host communities’ perceived
benefits of tourism development. Thus, if host communities
felt secure on their quality of life, they tended to support
tourism development than those who did not feel they acquired
tourism’s benefit. In other words, if perceived quality of life
was lower, host communities might be unwilling to support
tourism activities in their community [18]. Therefore, attitudes
and perceptions of host communities should directly report to
tourism administration because they were crucial information
for improving well-being of destination communities and
reducing costs of tourism development [30].

Previous studies suggested that responsible tourism practice
might contribute new skills and improve accessibility to
education, health care, clean water, transportation network and
so on. Furthermore, it was able to enhance the quality of life
of the destination communities [6, 20]. Hanafiah et al. [7]
asserted that responsible tourism practice could minimize
negative consequences of tourism development. Additionally,
host communities’ perceptions on responsible tourism practice
had strong relationship and direct influence on their quality of
life. Regarding to the above argument, the hypothesis was
proposed as:

H3: Host communities' perceived responsible tourism
practice has a positive impact on their perceived quality of life.

2.5 Conceptual framework

As discussed, this paper developed a conceptual framework
of the relationship between responsible tourism practice,
destination sustainability and quality of life. This explained
that perceived responsible tourism practice has a positive
impact on perceived destination sustainability and positive
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impact on perceived quality of life. Additionally, perceived
destination sustainability positively influences percieved
quality of life. The relationship between the variables are
clarified by conceptual model and research hypotheses as
showed in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Conceptual model and hypotheses

3. METHODOLOGY

To address the research objectives and examine
hypothesized relationships, a quantitative research approach
was employed this study. Self-administered questionnaire was
designed to gather information for two months from
November to December 2019. The quota sampling method
was used to select 355 respondents from total of approximately
3,200 household in six villages located within Haad Chao Mai
Marine National Park including Ban Pak Meng, Ban Chang
Lang, Ban Koh Mook, Ban Khuan Tung Ku, Ban Nam Rab
and Ban Haad Yao based on the population size of each
community.

3.1 Instrument

The questionnaire consisted of four parts. The first part
included questions regarding respondents’ demographic
profile and the other three parts were designed to explore host
communities’ perceptions concerning responsible tourism
practice, destination sustainability, and quality of life which
required respondents to respond on five-point Likert scales (1
= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The perceptions on
responsible tourism practice were measured by ten items
consisting of three dimensions: economic responsibility,
social responsibility and environmental responsibility. These
items were adapted from Hanafiah et al. [7], Mathew and
Sreejesh [13] and Hafiz et al. [18]. The perceptions on
destination sustainability were measured by ten items
including three dimensions: economic sustainability, social
sustainability and environmental sustainability. They were
adapted from Mathew and Sreejesh [13], Lee and Jan [23] and
Mearns [31]. Finally, perceptions on quality of life were
measured by twelve items consisting of four dimensions:
material well-being, community well-being, emotional well-
being, and health and safety well-being. They were adapted
from Mathew and Sreejesh [13] and Kim et al. [32].

The questionnaire was reviewed by academicians to verify
the correctness of content and formulation of items. A pilot
test survey was conducted with 30 respondents from host
communities at Ban Toong Yipeng, Koh Lanta, Krabi
Province. The questionnaire items on the responsible tourism



practice, the destination sustainability and the quality of life
were subjected to reliability analysis indicating a Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient of 0.84, 0.88, and 0.88, respectively.

3.2 Data analysis

Data on demographic profile was analyzed using percentage.

Data on perceptions of host communities were screened to

4. RESULTS

44.3% aged between 31 to 50. 56.10% of them were graduated
from primary school. Approximately 70% have been residing
in this area for 11 years or more. With respect to income, about
64.50% earned 15,000 Bath or less. 73.50% of respondents’
careers were irrelevant to tourism.

Table 1. Respondents’ demographic profile
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check missing values and outliers and it was found that the Demographic Category Percentages
entire dataset did not comprise of missing values and outliers. Gender Male 42.30
To determine the data distribution, the univariate normality Female 57.70
was investigated by examining skewness and kurtosis of the Age 18-30 31.3
. 31-50 443
study items. The result of skewness ranged from -0.76 to -0.18 51 and older 2460
and kurtosis ranged from -0.54 to 0.39. The acceptable value Education Primary school 56.10
of skewness was less than 3 and of kurtosis was less than 10 Secondary
[33]. These suggested that there were no major issues with school/Vocational 25.40
regard to the normality distribution. Bachelor's degree or higher 18.60
Years of 5 years or less 18.80
Residency 6-10 years 11.50
11 years or more 69.60
Income (Bath) 15,000 or less 64.50
. 15,001-30,000 25.40
4.1 Respondents’ demographic profile 30,001 or more 10.10
Career Involvement in tourism 26.50
Respondents’ demographic profile was analyzed and Non-involvement in
presented in Table 1. 57.70% of respondents were female. tourism 73.50
Table 2. Assessment results of the measurement model
Constructs/ Dimension Associated Items Loadings AVE CR
Responsible Tourism Practice
Economic Responsible Creating employment opportunities 0.83 0.64 0.84
Purchasing of local produces 0.81
Encouraging local enterprise 0.75
Social Responsible Local communities’ participation 0.67 0.53 0.77
Creating employment opportunities for backward linkages 0.86
Creating training and skills development 0.64
Environmental Responsible Environmental protection 0.58 044 0.76
Do not exceed the ecological carrying capacity 0.63
Creating waste management programs 0.86
Creating ecological restoration programs 0.55
Destination Sustainability
Economic Sustainability Improving consistent and reliable income 0.84 0.70  0.87
Improving of living standards 0.89
Increasing of local enterprise 0.77
Social Sustainability Improving community empowerment 0.67 0.57 0.80
Improving benefits to backward people linkages 0.83
Increasing of facilities 0.76
Environmental Sustainability Improving natural environment 0.75 0.57 0.83
Improving biodiversity 0.85
Without pollution 0.51
Improving of environmental awareness 0.86
Quality of Life
Material Well-being Satisfaction with job security 0.72 0.64 0.84
Satisfaction with income 0.89
Satisfaction with cost of living 0.78
Community Well-being Satisfaction with community life 0.77 0.61 0.82
Satisfaction with community environment 0.89
Satisfaction with amenities and services 0.66
Emotional Well-being Satisfaction with influx of tourists 0.70 0.57 0.80
Satisfaction with spare time 0.84
Satisfaction with leisure activity 0.72
. Satisfaction with community cleanliness 0.64 0.57 0.80
Health and Safety Well-being Satisfaction with low levelst}(])f crime rate 0.67
Satisfaction with low levels of accident rate 0.93



4.2 Measurement model

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to test
the goodness-of-fit of the measurement model using LISREL
program. It is considered to be a good model fit if the value
of the chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio (x2/df) is less than
3, the goodness of fit index (GFI), adjusted goodness of fit
index (AGFI), comparative fit index (CFI), and norm fit index
(NFI) is higher than 0.90, and the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) is less than 0.08 [34].

Measurement model on responsible tourism dimension
showed x2/df =0.00, RMSEA = 0.00. Similarly, measurement
model on destination sustainability showed y2/df = 0.00,
RMSEA = 0.00. Additionally, measurement model on quality
of life showed y2/df = 1.06/1.00 (1.06), GFI = 1.00, AGFI =
0.99, CFI = 1.00, NFI =1.00, and RMSEA = 0.01. These CFA
results indicated that the measurement model had a good fit.

Factor loadings, Average Variance Extracted (AVE) and
Composite Reliability (CR) were used to assess the convergent
validity of the measurement model (Table 2). The item
loadings ranged from 0.51 to 0.93 were above the required
level of 0.5 as recommended [35]. Additionally, nine of ten
AVE constructs were greater than the suggested threshold of
0.50, only one construct was 0.44 and the CR coefficient was
also ranged from 0.76 to 0.87. As suggested by Fornell and
Larcker [36], if AVE was less than 0.5, but CR coefficient was
higher than 0.6, the convergent validity of the construct was
adequate.

According to the analysis results of measurement model in
latent variable (Table 3), the item loadings ranged from 0.61
to 0.80 were above the required level of 0.5 as recommended.
AVE values ranged from 0.49 to 0.55 and the CR coefficient
was ranged from 0.76 to 0.79 as recommended to establish
internal consistency.

Table 3. Assessment results of the measurement model in
latent variable

anstruFts/ Associated Loadings AVE CR
Dimension Items
Economic 071 051 076
. Responsible
Responsible .
. Social
Tourism . 0.80
. Responsible
Practice .
Environmental 0.63
Responsible ’
Economic
Destination Sustainability 0.77 0.55 079
Sustainability Social 073
Sustainability ’
Environmental
Sustainability 0.73
Mate;;?llge"' 0.72 049 0.79
Quality of Life Community o
Well-being ’
Emotloqal Well- 0.68
being
Health and
Safety Well- 0.61
being

4.3 Structural model

The structural equation model was analyzed to determine
the consistency of the model with the empirical data based on
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the fit indices, and to test the hypothesis relationships between
the variables. The overall model showed a good fit based on
the recommended range by [34], ¥2/df = 36.11/26 (1.38), GFI
=0.98, AGFI = 0.96, CFI = 1.00, NFI = 0.99, and RMSEA =
0.03.
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Figure 2. Structural model result

The hypothesis with the path coefficient values was then
analyzed and displayed in Figure 2 and Table 4. It was found
that host communities' perceptions on responsible tourism
practice influenced both variables: perceived destination
sustainability and perceived quality of life, respectively (B =
0.94, t = 14.56, p<0.001; B = 0.74, t = 10.36, p<0.001).
Additionally, host communities' perceptions on destination
sustainability indicated a positive impact on perceived quality
oflife (3 =0.26,t=2.79, p <0.01). Thus, hypotheses 1, 2, and
3 were all supported.

Table 4. Path coefficients and hypothesis testing

Hypothesis/Path  Coefficient t SE  Test result
H1: Responsible
tourism practice

—
Destination
sustainability
H2: Destination
sustainability
—
Quality of life
H3: Responsible
tourism practice
—
Quality of life

** £>2.576, significant at p<0.01

*** £>3.291, significant at p<0.001

0.94%** 14.56 0.06  Supported

0.26%* 279 0.09 Supported

0.74%%* 10.36  0.07  Supported

5. DISCUSSION

This study fills the research gap by conducting an empirical
study to examine host communities’ perceived responsible
tourism practice, perceived destination sustainability, and
perceived their quality of life in Haad Chao Mai Marine
National Park, Thailand. It also investigated the relationships
among the mentioned predictors.

The first hypothesis expected relationship between the host
communities' perceived responsible tourism practice and
perceived destination sustainability was supported from data
analysis. The perceived responsible tourism practice issue had
a significant direct influence on perceived destination
sustainability. The finding indicated that host communities'



perception concerning responsible tourism practice was an
essential predictor to determine their perceptions of
destination sustainability. The second hypothesis expected
relationship between the host communities' perceived
destination sustainability and perceived their quality of life
was supported. The perceived destination sustainability issues
had a significant direct influence on perceived quality of life.
The results suggested that economic, social and environmental
dimensions of the destination sustainability were very crucial
to deliver perceived quality of life among host communities.
Host communities who perceived aspects of destination
sustainability were then more likely to perceive their quality
of life. Additionally, the last hypothesis of the study expected
relationship between the host communities' perceived
responsible tourism practice and perceived their quality of life
was supported. The perceived responsible tourism practice
issue had a significant influence on perceived quality of life. It
was found that perceived responsible tourism practices of host
communities were a predictor of their quality of life. The
above results were in accordance with previous studies that
there was significant relationship between responsible tourism
practice and destination sustainability [13], between
destination sustainability and quality of life [13] and, between
responsible tourism practice and quality of life [7].

6. CONCLUSION

This study contributes to knowledge and understanding of
the responsible tourism practice and its positive impacts on
destination sustainability and quality of life. It has crucial
implications for academic and administrative work in tourism
context.

On the basis of the results, responsible tourism practice
could be used as a key consideration in tourism-related policy
identification and management as the inclusion of economic,
social and environmental aspects in tourism projects and
policies are able to develop more responsible practice,
especially in tourism business sector [37]. Relevant
government agencies should encourage tourism stakeholders
to have ethical behaviors to make sustainability of the
destination. As a result, responsible tourism practice might
contribute essentially to the process of tourism strategic
planning for the Office of Strategy Management for Southern
Province Cluster (OSM Andaman) to enable Trang province a
complete ecotourism destination.

However, there are some limitations that might be
considered in future research. This study focused on single
group of stakeholders which was the host community. Future
study on other stakeholders’ perceptions such as tourism
businesses, government agencies, and tourist might be
investigated. In addition, the study only involved host
communities from Haad Chao Mai Marine National Park,
Trang province. More studies with other communities in Trang
province should then be implemented.
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