Coastal Residents’ Perceptions of the Impact of

Community-based Tourism

Natthita Rojchanaprasart™ and Prasert Tongnunui**

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the perceived impact of
community-based tourism among coastal residents of Trang province, in
Thailand. The concepts, theories, and previous research were reviewed for
questionnaire construction, using a 5-point Likert scale. The content validity
of the questionnaire was tested by expert and reliability was tested with the
Cronbach alpha. The data collection using face-to-face questionnaire interviews
was conducted with a total of 229 coastal residents. The results of this study
indicated that coastal residents perceived CBT impacts in two ways: positively
and negatively. The positive impacts indicated that coastal residents are likely
to support future CBT development, mainly because of several benefits:
cultural heritage, economy, and environmental resources. The negative
impacts suggested that agencies encourage leaders and group members to
study the best practice of CBT and provide training to develop their capacities
in the areas of organizational management and conflict management.
Leaders and group members in CBT need to improve CBT management
through meetings to discuss and resolve these problems; moreover, they should
build relationships with other people in the community by sharing ideas

about CBT.
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Introduction

Community-based tourism (CBT) is considered to be a tool for conserving
natural and cultural resources and promoting community development (Davison
et al., 2005: 1397). In general, the objectives of CBT include community empowerment
and ownership, social and economic development, conservation of natural and
cultural resources, and providing a valuable experience for visitors (Lopez-Guzman
et al.,, 2011: 73). Many developing countries have been using CBT to mitigate the
negative effects of mass tourism (Lopez-Guzman et al., 2011: 73) which often results

in the destruction of resources and wildlife habitats (Xiao-li et al., 2006: 89).

The way of life of villagers in coastal communities depends on the
abundance of aquatic resources. Nevertheless, the condition of natural resources is
deteriorating and there is conflict over their use, especially due to global forces that
promote industry or tourism in coastal areas. To survive and cope with the forces
of external capital, some groups of coastal residents have adjusted their behavior to
preserve coastal resources by emphasizing conservation activities, such as mangrove
planting, restocking of aquatic animals, and establishing the monitoring of community
resources. In addition, some coastal communities have encouraged ecotourism as
a tool for coastal resource management (Rojchanaprasart, 2010: 100); for example,
the communities on Libong Island in Trang province studied by Rattasomboon
(2007), and at Yao Noi Island in Phang Nga Province, reported by Asker et al. (2010)
and Satarat (2010).

Most studies directed at residents’ perceptions of tourism and community-
based planning that had been extensively conducted in the west countries (Aref &
Redzuan, 2010: 87). Additionally, Aref & Redzuan (2010: 87) indicated that the positive
and negative impacts of tourism were different depending on the communities.
In to previous studies, the study samples were local residents, while there were only
a few studies of coastal communities (e.g. Diedrich & Garcia-Buades, 2009; Dyer
et al., 2007).
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Research Objectives

1. To study the perceptions of coastal residents concerning the impacts of
community-based tourism

2. To compare the demographic factors and perceptions of coastal residents

Literature Review

Studies of the impacts of tourism on the community have been apparently
a popular topic (Aref & Redzuan, 2010: 87; Perdue et al.,, 1990: 587; Aref &
Redzuan, 2010: 87). In the 1960’s, early studies of this impact were focused on the
economic and positive impacts of tourism. However, in the 1970’s, tourism studies
emphasized the negative socio-cultural impacts. In the 1980’s and 1990’s, studies
of the impacts of tourism were seemingly more balanced in both positive and
negative impacts, and this balance was called “sustainable tourism” (Tatoglu et al.,
n.d.: 746). Aref & Redzuan (2010: 87) consistently noted that there were numbers
of studies recently investigating the local residents’ perception of the socio-cultural
impacts of tourism. Moreover, Perdue et al. (1990: 587) stated that the differences
of residents’ perception of tourism impacts depended on sociodemographic
characteristics such as tourism economy, place of residency, and distance from

the tourism areas of the community.

The impacts of tourism on residents’ perception were divided into different
groups, depending on the criteria. Generally, the impacts of tourism were classified
into three types: socio-cultural impacts, environmental impacts, and economic
impacts (Jackson, 2008: 242; Alves et al., 2010: 23), while the tourism that affected
residents in tourism destinations was divided into positive and negative impacts
(Xiao-li et al., 2006: 87; Jackson, 2008: 242).

Regarding impact dimensions, some reports presented three dimensions
of impacts, including economic, social and cultural, and environmental impacts
(Xiao-li et al., 2006; Diedrich & Garcia-Buades, 2009; Upchurch & Teivane, 2000;
Mohammadi et al., 2010; Chandralal, 2010; Popova, 2003). Some reports showed
four dimensions—economic, social and cultural, environmental, and institutional

impacts (Islam, 2009). Dyer et al. (2007: 414) reported positive social, cultural,
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and economic impacts, and negative social impacts. Chandralal (2010: 45)
reported three factors: economic impacts, social impacts, as well as environmental
impacts. Moreover, some reports studied a specific dimension such as economic
impacts (Stylidis et al., 2010), socio-cultural impacts (Brunt & Courtney, 1999;
Aref & Redzuan, 2010), economic and social impacts (Horton, 2009), socio-economic

impacts (Ramser, 2007), and environmental impacts (Dixit & Narula, 2010).

It could be said that alternative tourism, including, community-based
tourism and ecotourism, has had several positive impacts, such as creating many
jobs in communities, increasing family or community income (Ashley and Garlan,
1994: iv; Diamantis, 2004: 14; Isam, 2009: 48; Keane et al., 2009: 3; Rome, 1999: 41;
Satarat, 2001: 301), improving infrastructures and facilities (Islam, 2009: 48; Keane
et al., 2009: 3; Popova, 2003: 36; Satarat, 2010: 304), developing the skill of tourism
group members (Ashley and Garlan, 1994: iv; Belanger, 2006: 4-5; Islam, 2009: 48;
Keane et al., 2009), supporting cultural preservation (Keane et al., 2009: 3; Rome,
1999: 41; Satarat, 2010: 305), and encouraging members to conserve natural resources
(Diamantis, 2004: 14; Isam, 2009: 48; Satarat, 2010: 305).

In addition, some studies on community-based tourism and ecotourism have
revealed many negative impacts of tourism, such as higher family living costs
(Keane et al., 2009: 3; Rome, 1999: 41; Satarat, 2001: 301), community problems
(e.g. accident, inflection, drug) (Ponna, 2009: 34; Satarat, 2001: 301), conflicts
among group members or communities (Ponna, 2009: 34; Kantamaturapoj, 2008),
local people’s lifestyle change (Horton, 2009: 100; Ponna, 2009: 34; Satarat, 2001: 301),
and pollution (Buckldy, 2009: 151; Cuison, 2008: 2-3; Diamantis, 2004: 15; Popova,
2003: 36; Rome, 1999: 41), low income of CBT (Chellan, n.d.: 21; Halstead (2003: 1D).

Methods of Study

Population and Sample

The population used in this study was residents in four coastal communities
in Trang province on the Andaman coast in Thailand: Libong Island, Muk Island,
Bo Hin village, and Yong Star village. All were engaged in activities related to CBT,

including homestay, boat/car/motorcycle services, guiding, aquatic animal
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processing, aquaculture, small-scale fishers’ groups, production of curry paste and
souvenir handicraft, Thai massage, etc. The population consisted of five CBT groups
for a total of 270 persons. The number of members in each group came from
interviews with the leaders. The total sample size was 229 interviewed persons
(Table D).

Table 1: Population and Sample Used for Questionnaire Interviews

Group Name Population Sample

Yong Star Community-based Tourism 80 64
Bohin Farm-stay 20 19
Koh (sland) Muk Homestay 55 44
Home Stay A-Koh (Island) Muk 30 22
Conservation Tourism and Koh (Island) Libong
Development Association 85 80

Total 270 229

Research Instrument and Data Collection

The research instrument was a questionnaire that had two parts concerning:
1 demographic factors and 2) the perceived impact of CBT by coastal residents
in Trang province. The latter part included economic, social and cultural, and
environmental impacts. Those impacts also included both positive and negative

impacts.

The concepts, theories, and previous research concerning both positive
and negative impacts of CBT management were reviewed for questionnaire
construction, using a 5-point Likert scale (strongly agree to strongly disagree)
(Ko & Stewart, 2002: 523; Jackson, 2008: 245). The content validity of the
questionnaire was tested by expert. The experts were five academics and three
leaders of CBT groups. Data were used to improve and correct the questionnaire.
For reliability testing, data were collected using questionnaires to interview 30
coastal residents, and reliability was tested with the Cronbach alpha. Questions
which had item-total correlations of less than 0.30 were deleted (Ko & Stewart,

2002: 524), which left 23 questions concerning positive and negative impacts.
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After that, face-to-face questionnaire interviews were conducted with 229 coastal

residents, which accounted for 84.81% of the total population of 270.

Data Analysis

The quantitative data analysis was conducted using SPSS v.21 software.
The demographic data on coastal residents were described according to frequency,
percentage, mean, and standard deviation. A factor analysis was applied to organize
the items of impact into factors. The variation in inter-group differences in
demographic factors was tested with t-test, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), and
multiple comparison testing with Hochberg’s GT2.

Results

Demographic Factors of Coastal Residents

The largest group of coastal residents was the Conservation Tourism and
Koh Libong Development Association, which accounted for 34.93% of residents,
followed by Yong Star Community-based Tourism and Koh Muk Home Stay,
with 27.95% and 19.21%, respectively (Table 2).

Table 2: Number and Percentage of Residents Categorized by Group of Community-based Tourism

Management
Group Name Number  Percent
Yong Star Community-based Tourism 64 27.95
Bohin Farm-stay 19 8.30
Koh Muk Homestay 44 19.21
Home Stay A Koh Muk 22 9.61
Conservation Tourism and Koh Libong Development Association 80 34.93
Total 229 100.00

The largest group of coastal residents by gender was male, and the largest
group by age was between 31-45 years. The most common occupation was
rubber planter and the commonest educational achievement was upper primary
school. Monthly family income was usually less than or equal to 10,000 baht.

The most common duration of residency within a community was 36-50 years.

NIDA Development Journal Vol. 53 No. 4/2013
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Most were members of CBT groups involved in homestays, boat/car/motorcycle

services, guiding, safety preservation, and cooking (female). These were followed

by residents involved in: 1) various occupational groups, 2) savings groups, funds

and community banks, 3) health groups, including public health volunteers and

Thai massage groups, and 4) coastal resource conservation groups, including

aquatic animal conservation, mangrove conservation, specific missions units, and

marine protection volunteers (Table 3).

Table 3: Percentage of Personal Characteristics of Coastal Residents, Trang Province

Personal Characteristics Percent
Gender
Male 52.84
Female 47.16
Age
18-30 years 9.61
31-45 years 48.90
46-60 years 33.19
61 years or more 8.30
Min = 18, Max = 72, Mean = 43.92, S.D. = 10.85
Education
Lower primary school level 22.71
Upper primary school level 36.68
Lower secondary school level 14.85
Upper secondary school level 13.97
Diploma/bachelor’s degree or higher 11.79
Occupation
Fishery, aquaculture 28.38
Rubber plantation 36.68
Trading, personal business 13.11
Employment 10.48
Government employee 6.11
Housewife, student 5.24
Monthly family income
Less than or equal to 10,000 Baht 67.57
10,001-20,000 Baht 21.62
20,001 Baht or more 10.81

Min = 1,300, Max = 80,000, Mean = 12,434.68, S.D. = 11,271.131
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Table 3: Percentage of Personal Characteristics of Coastal Residents, Trang Province (continued)

Personal Characteristics Percent

Length of residency within a community

Less than or equal to 20 years 17.03
21-35 years 24.89
36-50 years 37.99
51 years or more 20.09

Min = 2, Max = 72, Mean = 37.44, S.D. = 15.61
Group member
- Tourism groups: homestay, boat, car, motorcycle, guide,
safety preservation, female cook, 27.67
- Cultural and sport group: Rong-ngeng dance 2.34
- Coastal resource conservation groups: aquatic animal

conservation, mangrove conservation,

a specific mission unit, marine protection volunteer 7.57
- Occupational groups 23.50
- Savings group, funds, community bank 15.67
- Women/ housewife group 418
- Health groups: Thai massage group, public health volunteer 7.83
- Other groups 11.24

Dimensions of Perceived Impacts of Community-based Tourism by Coastal Residents

To determine the primary factors of CBT impact, the full set of 23 impact
items with a sample size of 229 interviewed persons was organized by factor
analysis using principal component extraction and varimax rotation. A Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin statistic of 0.75 and an examination of the correlations among the
items indicated that the data were suitable for factor analysis (Hutcheson &
Sofroniou, 1990: 225). The items with factor loading equal to or higher than 0.45
were grouped for each derived factor, while the cut-off point for Teye et al.
(2002: 675) was 0.40 and that of Webb et al. (2004: 144) was 0.50. Hair et al.
(2010: 117) identified significant factor loadings of 0.45 based on a sample size of
150.

NIDA Development Journal Vol. 53 No. 4/2013
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The factor analysis generated seven principal factors of perceived impacts
of CBT, which explained a total of 61.44% of observed variance (Table 4).
The seven factors were labeled as: 1) positive social and cultural impact,
2) negative social and cultural impact, 3) jobs and income, 4) product development,
5) positive environmental impact, 6) negative economic impact, and 7) negative

environmental impact.

Table 4: Factor Loading Following Varimax Rotation of Perceived Impact of CBT

Factors Factor  Eigen- % Cumulative
Loadings value Variance %
Explained
1. Positive social and cultural impact 4.51 19.59 19.59
1.1 CBT helps local residents, including 0.66

youths and the elderly, to develop
their skills.
1.2 CBT supports local resident empowerment: 0.60
group development, community ownership,
and entitlement.
1.3 CBT raises awareness among local residents 0.77

of cultural heritage preservation.

1.4 CBT supports rehabilitation of tradition, 0.59

culture, wisdom, handicrafts, and historic places.
2. Negative social and cultural impact 294  12.79 32.38
2.1 CBT creates social conflict within tourism 0.74

management groups.
2.2 CBT leads to social conict with gossip between  0.82
group members and other local residents.
2.3 CBT leads to the breakdown of religious activity, 0.81
practice, and ceremony.
2.4 CBT leads to problems of litter, waste. 0.57
3. Jobs and income 1.63 7.08 39.46
3.1 CBT creates income or benefits for local residents. 0.71

3.2 CBT creates several jobs in the community. 0.71
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Table 4: Factor Loading Following Varimax Rotation of Perceived Impact of CBT (continued)

Factors Factor  Eigen- %  Cumulative
Loadings value Variance %
Explained
3.3 CBT causes a distribution of benefits that 0.67

increases economy in the community.

3.4 CBT creates social network. 0.47
4. Product development 145  6.29 45.75
4.1 Local businesses support CBT. 0.62
4.2 CBT leads to various product developments. 0.83
4.3 CBT supports the creation of channels for 0.77

selling local products.
5. Positive environmental impact 1.34 5.82 51.57
5.1 CBT leads to improvement of litter management. 0.82
5.2 CBT brings about more feelings of appreciation  0.69
and awareness of natural resources and the
environment among community members.
5.3 The benefits of CBT make local residents 0.53
more willing to participate in natural resource
conservation.
6. Negative economic impact 1.21 5.27 56.84
6.1 The benefits of CBT are very small and uncertain. 0.72
6.2 The benefits of CBT are distributed unequally. 0.71
6.3 Investment by the public sector in facilities 0.57
supporting CBT is very low.
7. Negative environmental impact 1.06 4.60 61.44
7.1 CBT causes new areas to open or expand 0.82
as natural attractions.

7.2 CBT leads to more use of energy. 0.55

The highest loadings on each factor are displayed as follows:

Factor 1-positive social and cultural impact: CBT raises awareness of local
residents in cultural heritage preservation and helps local residents, including

youths and the elderly, to develop their skills.

NIDA Development Journal Vol. 53 No. 4/2013
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Factor 2-negative social and cultural impact: CBT leads to social conflict
with gossip between group members and other local residents and CBT leads to

the breakdown of religious activity, practice and ceremony.

Factor 3-jobs and income: CBT creates income or benefits for local

residents and creates several jobs in the community.

Factor 4—product development: CBT leads to various product developments

and supports the creation of channels for selling local products.

Factor 5—positive environmental impact: CBT leads to improvement of litter
management and brings about more feelings of appreciation and awareness of

natural resources and the environment among community members.

Factor 6—negative economic impact: The benefit of CBT is very small and

uncertain and the benefit of CBT is distributed unequally.

Factor 7-negative environmental impact: CBT causes new areas to open

or expand as natural attractions and leads to more use of energy.

Relationship between Demographic Factors and Perception of Coastal Residents

The seven factors of the perceived impacts of CBT by coastal residents were
analyzed with respect to six demographic variables, namely: gender, age, education,

occupation, income, and length of residency within a community.

1) Gender

Gender influenced the coastal residents’ perceptions of CBT impact on
product development (p=0.01). However, gender had no effect on the other six
factors: positive social and cultural impact, negative social and cultural impact, jobs
and income, positive environmental impact, and negative economic and negative

environmental impact (p>0.05) (Table 5).
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Table 5: Mean Differences in Tests of Perceived CBT Impacts by Gender

Impact Mean t p-value
Male Female
Positive social and cultural impact 3.85 3.78 0.82 0.41
Negative social and cultural impact 3.62 3.75 -1.12 0.26
Jobs and income 3.88 3.88 0.01 0.99
Product development 3.43 3.71 -2.58* 0.01
Positive environmental impact 3.85 3.81 0.43 0.67
Negative economic impact 2.70 2.70 -0.01 0.99
Negative environmental impact 2.97 3.06 -0.75 0.45

* Significant at the 0.05 level

2) Age

Age had no effect on perceptions with regard to any of the seven factors:
positive social and cultural impact, negative social and cultural impact, jobs and

income, product development, positive environmental impact, and negative economic

and negative environmental impact (p>0.05) (Table 6).

Table 6: Mean Differences in Tests of Perceived CBT Impacts by Age

Impact Mean F p-value
18-30 31-45 46-60 > 60
Positive social and cultural impact 3.76 3.80 38 384 0.13 0.94
Negative social and cultural impact 3.57 3.63 372 396 095 0.42
Jobs and income 3.98 3.92 382 374 097 0.41
Product development 3.56 3.50 357 391 132 0.27
Positive environmental impact 3.76 3.79 392 374 0.61 0.61
Negative economic impact 291 2.64 271 281 096 0.41
Negative environmental impact 2.80 2.98 3.00 350 220 0.09

3) Education

Education influenced the coastal residents’ perceptions of CBT impact on
jobs and income (p=0.00). However, education had no effect on perceptions of

the other six factors: positive social and cultural impact, negative social and

NIDA Development Journal

Vol. 53 No. 4/2013

Ol



Cooasfal Residents” Perceptions of the Impact of Community-based Tourism

cultural impact, product development, positive environmental impact, and negative

economic and negative environmental impact (p>0.05) (Table 7).

Table 7: Mean Differences in Tests of Perceived CBT Impacts by Education

Impact Mean F  p-value

Lower Upper Lower  Upper Diploma
Primary Primary Secondary Secondary or Higher

Positive social and cultural ~ 3.89 3.78 3.68 3.84 394  0.69 0.60
impact
Negative social and cultural = 3.62 3.64 3.64 3.62 405 135 025
impact
Jobs and income 388" 3714 3.85 403 424" 491* 0.00
Product development 3.49 3.47 3.50 3.74 386 1.68 0.16
Positive environmental 3.86 3.75 391 3.76 398 0.65 0.63
impact
Negative economic impact  2.66 2.78 2.69 2.69 256 053 071
Negative environmental 3.02 3.01 2.87 2.84 339 157 0.18
impact

* Significant at the 0.05 level

4) Occupation

Occupation influenced the coastal residents’ perception of CBT impact on
two factors, which were positive social and cultural impact, and negative
environmental impact (p=0.04, 0.01 respectively). However, occupation had no
effect on the perceptions of the other five factors: negative social and cultural
impact, jobs and income, production development, positive environmental

impact, and negative economic impact (p>0.05) (Table 8).
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Table 8: Mean Differences in Tests of Perceived CBT Impacts by Occupation

Impact Mean F p-
Fishery Rubber Trading Employ- Officer Other value
Planta- ment
tion

Positive social and cultural ~ 3.87%° 3.87*" 3.66"° 350 421> 3.73" 2.35* 0.04
impact
Negative social and cultural  3.60 3.68 3.43 3.70 421 406 2.13 0.06

impact
Jobs and income 3.76 3.95 3.98 3.69 413 383 187 0.10
Product development 3.61 3.56 3.63 3.24 402 333 190 0.10
Positive environmental 3.82 3.88 3.64 3.68 419 386 127 0.28
impact
Negative economic impact  2.69 2.75 2.58 2.46 283 3.06 135 0.24
Negative environmental 290" 290° 312" 283" 371" 3.63" 3.43* 0.01
impact

* Significant at the 0.05 level

5) Monthly Family Income

Monthly family income influenced the coastal residents’ perception of CBT
with regard to negative environmental impact (p=0.05). However, monthly family
income had no effect on perception of the other six factors: positive social and cultural
impact, negative social and cultural impact, jobs and income, product development,

positive environmental impact, and negative economic impact (p>0.05) (Table 9).

NIDA Development Journal Vol. 53 No. 4/2013
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Table 9: Mean Differences in Tests of Perceived CBT Impacts by Monthly Family Income

Impact Mean F p-value
<10,000 10,001- >20,000
20,000
Positive social and cultural impact 3.78 3.94 3.82 0.87 0.42
Negative social and cultural impact 3.69 3.51 4.02 2.77 0.06
Jobs and income 3.87 3.83 4.01 0.72 0.49
Product development 3.57 3.54 3.56 0.02 0.98
Positive environmental impact 3.78 3.97 3.93 1.36 0.26
Negative economic impact 2.69 2.61 2.90 1.25 0.29
Negative environmental impact 3.02% 2.81° 3.38" 2.98* 0.05

* Significant at the 0.05 level

6) Length of Residency

Length of residency influenced the coastal residents’ perceptions of the
negative environmental impact of CBT at (p=0.01). However, length of residency
had no effect on the perceptions of the other six factors: positive social and
cultural impact, negative social and cultural impact, jobs and income, product
development, positive environmental impact, and negative economic impact (p>0.05)
(Table 10).

Table 10: Mean Differences in Tests of Perceived CBT Impacts by Length of Residency

Impact Mean F p-value
<20  21-35 36-50 >50
Positive social and cultural impact 3.68 3.81 3.87 3.84 0.64 0.59
Negative social and cultural impact  3.63 3.61 3.63 3.92 1.49 0.22

Jobs and income 3.96 4.00 3.78 3.84 1.90 0.13
Product development 3.29 3.60 3.57 3.74 2.15 0.09
Positive environmental impact 3.70 3.89 3.88 3.76 0.76 0.52
Negative economic impact 2.68 2.65 2.75 2.70 0.21 0.89
Negative environmental impact 2.87° 291 293 341"  3.69* 0.01

* Significant at the 0.05 level
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Discussion
Factors of Perceived Impacts of Community-based Tourism by Coastal Residents

Our results found that some factors of CBT perceptions were similar to those
found in ecotourism and mass tourism. The results indicated that coastal residents
perceived impacts on the following seven factors: positive social and cultural
impact; negative social and cultural impact; positive economic impact on both
jobs and income, and production development; positive environmental impact;
negative economic; and negative environmental impacts. These findings have
similar dimensions to those of Long (n.d.: 84-85), who reported positive
socio-cultural impact, economic impact, and environmental impact, and negative
socio-cultural impact, and environmental impact, but did not report any negative
economic impact. Islam (2009: 70) reported only positive perceptions of ecotourism,
including social-cultural, economic and environmental dimensions. Moreover,
this study also had similar dimensions to those found for mass tourism by Dyer
et al. (2007: 414), who reported positive social, cultural and economic impacts,
and negative social impacts, but did not report any negative environmental
impacts. Brida et al. (n.d.: 16) reported positive cultural-environmental impact,
and socio-economic impact, and negative economic impacts (benefits not for
residents), and environmental and socio-cultural impact. However, Chandralal
(2010: 45); Trker & ztrk (2013: 51) reported perceptions of tourism with three
factors, including economic and social impacts, as well as environmental impacts.
Golzardi et al. (2012: 865) reported economic impact, social and cultural impact,
and environmental impact. Pappas (2008: 59-60) reported economic and social

impact.

In terms of negative social and cultural impact, the residents thought that CBT
led to social conflict with gossip between group members and other local residents
because all CBT groups of each community made those residents that were not

members of CBT groups unaware of CBT benefits.

In terms of negative economic impact, residents perceived that the benefit
of CBT was very small and uncertain. In the studied area, all the CBT groups were at

an initial stage of development, and most had been active for 1 to 6 years only.

NIDA Development Journal Vol. 53 No. 4/2013

0D



Cooasfal Residents” Perceptions of the Impact of Community-based Tourism

60

Advertising was rarely evident. Most used word-of-mouth among tourists, and
promotion by their own staff. The websites of Trang Homestay Association had
been terminated because the supporting budget from the public sector was
discontinuously provided. Moreover, the connection across disciplines on the
websites of community tourism was seldom connected. Some of their websites,
have no connection with the others neither pubic nor private sectors. Finally,
none of them was connected to mass tourism operators for conveying tourists into
communities. As argued by Sebele (2010: 142), the community-based initiative will be
damaged by a lack of business management and poor marketing skills. In addition,
Halstead (2003: 11) stated that CBT generated low income and took time to gain
benefits. The findings indicate that group members need to develop management

and marketing skills (Mbaiwa et al., 2005).

Although all CBT management groups in the studied areas had regulations
for sharing benefits, coastal residents thought that the benefits were unequally
distributed because of management problems and conflicts. There were many
factors affecting the selection of homestays by tourists in the studied area. Some
tourists requested a sea view homestay. Some Muslim visitors requested to stay with
Muslim homestay owners rather than non-Muslim homestay owners. Moreover,
some big homestay owners got tourists directly without sharing with other
homestays because big tourist groups requested to stay in the same homestay.
Consistent with the study of Kantamaturapoj (2008), the tourists selected homestays
near the tourism management center because it was convenient to walk to the
car park without having to wait for a boat to take them out. To improve the
sustainability of CBT, there should be capacity building in the organizational and

conflict management of leaders.

Relationship between Demographic Factors and Perception of Coastal Residents

Gender did not relate to perceived negative impacts (negative social and
culture impact, and negative economic and negative environmental impact). That is
consistent with Perdue et al. (1990: 595). Furthermore, gender affected the perceptions
of positive economic impact (product development), which is mostly managed by

women in CBT villages and therefore differed between males and females. That
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finding is consistent with Xiaoli (n.d.) in the case of positive impacts. However,
Mensah (2012: 279-281) used the gender variable to test the relationship with the

sub-items of economic, socio-cultural, and environmental impact.

Age did not affect either negative impacts (negative social and cultural
impact, negative economic, and negative environmental impact) or positive impacts
(positive social and cultural impact, jobs and income, production development,
and positive environmental impact). It could be inferred that the effects of CBT were
not obviously expressed as clear as expressed on mass tourism. The opinions of different
ages, therefore, showed no differences. That finding is consistent with Perdue et al.
(1990: 595) and Xiaoli (n.d.) in the case of negative impacts, but is not consistent
in the case of positive impacts. However, Pappas (2008: 59-60) used the age
variable to test the mean difference with the sub-items of economic and social impact.
Mensah (2012: 283-284) used the age variable to test the relationship with

the sub-items of economic, socio-cultural, and environmental impact.

Education level influenced perceived positive impacts (jobs and income)
because some residents that had higher education thought that CBT created
benefits not only for group members but also for other local sectors. Perdue et al.
(1990: 595) and Xiaoli (n.d.) reported on education’s effect on the perception
of negative impacts, while Andereck et al. (2005: 1071) reported on the level of
the effect of knowledge on the perception of community environment. However,
Pappas (2008: 59-60) used the education variable to test the mean difference

with regard to the sub-items of economic and social impact.

Occupation affected the perception of both positive social and cultural impact
and negative environmental impact. Especially regarding negative environmental
impact, the residents that were in fishery and rubber plantation occupations had to

depend on coastal resources, which made them have different opinions.

Income influenced the perception of negative environmental impact because,
for some residents, their income relied on abundant coastal resources. However,
Pappas (2008: 59-60) used the income variable to test the mean difference regarding

the sub-items of economic and social impact.
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Length of residency influenced the perceived negative environmental
impact, which is also consistent with Perdue et al. (1990: 595), while Xiaoli (n.d.)

reported on the effect of the length of residency on the perception of negative impacts.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The purpose of this study was to examine the perceived impact of CBT
among coastal residents that were members or were related to CBT groups of
Trang province in south-western Thailand. The data collection using face-to-face

questionnaire interviews was conducted with a total of 229 coastal residents.

The results of this study indicated that coastal residents perceived CBT
impacts in two areas of perception, which were positive and negative impacts. In
terms of positive impacts, they thought that CBT raises awareness of local residents
regarding cultural heritage preservation; leads to various product developments;
supports the creation of channels for selling local products; leads to improvement
of litter management; and brings about more feelings of appreciation and awareness
of natural resources and environment among community members. This indicated
that coastal residents are likely to support future CBT development, mainly because
of those benefits in relation to cultural heritage, the economy, and environmental
resources. In terms of negative impacts, they thought that CBT leads to social
conflict because of the gossip between group members and other local residents;
CBT benefits are very small and uncertain; CBT benefits are distributed unequally;
CBT causes new areas to open or expand as natural attractions; and CBT leads to
more use of energy. It is suggested that agencies encourage leaders and group
members to study the best practice of CBT and provide training to develop their
capacities in the areas of organizational management and conflict management.
Leaders and group members in CBT need to improve CBT management through
meetings to discuss and resolve these problems; moreover, they should build

relationships with other people in the community by sharing ideas about CBT.
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