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Titiyawadee Punmanee 

THE CHALLENGES OF RURAL ECOTOURISM:  

A CASE STUDY OF NORTHEAST THAILAND  

 

ABSTRACT 

 
This thesis explores Thai stakeholders and their ecotourism experiences, in the context of 

recent tourism growth. It investigates who are the Thai rural ecotourism stakeholders. 

Furthermore, it examines not only how do the Thai ecotourism stakeholders construct the 

concept of ecotourism but also what are Thai ecotourism stakeholders’ views on managing 

ecotourism at the local level. 

The three tourism destinations in Chaiyaphum province — Prang Ku, Ban Khwao and Pa 

Hin Ngam national park — were selected for the case studies. This research was conducted 

with the help of a variety of participants: government authorities, non-government agencies, 

tourism operators, domestic tourists, international tourists, and local communities. The key 

methods comprise interviews, focus groups, questionnaires and research diaries. Data was 

obtained from 32 interviews, 6 focus groups and 502 questionnaires. 

The thesis findings illustrated the fact that Thai ecotourism stakeholders in rural areas 

affect the practices and the strength of relationship with the stakeholders, as well as the 

personal relationships within the same organisation. 

The thesis findings ascertained that Thai ecotourism is tourism which involves the 

preservation, conservation and maintenance of natural, cultural and heritage values, that also 

benefits local communities. 

The study of the stakeholders and their corporations in relation to ecotourism not only 

provided an understanding of the network structure, but also constitutes an original 

perspective from which to view multi-stakeholder networks in the ecotourism areas. In 

empirical terms, the thesis successfully obtained rich data and insights into the roles, 

responsibilities and relationships as a result of an intensive and extensive process of focus 

groups, interviews, questionnaires and research diaries. It is hoped that this thesis will be 

used in future research for observing stakeholders and their networks, both in Thailand and 

other countries. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Introduction 

 This thesis examines Thai stakeholders and their ecotourism experiences in the context 

of recent tourism growth in rural areas. Since ecotourism has expanded around the world, 

many developing countries have begun to adopt it as an approach to increasing their economic 

output (Butcher, 2007; Ocampo, 2020; WorldBank, 2020) and, at the same time, sustaining 

the flora and fauna within local areas, in the name of sustainable tourism. For example, in 

some Asian countries (e.g. Cambodia, Indonesia and Thailand), government agencies have 

adopted ecotourism as a means to help the country deal with the harmful environmental and 

social problems that mass tourism causes.  

 Homklin (2020) suggests that many local governments implement ecotourism as a 

way to compensate for a significant drop in the number of international tourist arrivals. 

Furthermore, they use ecotourism as a way to address the structural problems of the national 

economy, such as the relative decline of agricultural exports, e.g. rice (O’Neill, 2002; 

Punmanee and Wheway, 2017), and hunting (Stronza, 2007). For example, the increasing 

number of countries selling rice as an export product and declining agricultural prices 

worldwide have led to the loss of manufacturers to developing countries, such as Vietnam. 

Therefore, developing countries look to invest in higher-value industries, and the shift 

towards considering more niche tourism (e.g. ecotourism and volunteer tourism) fits with the 

current rationale emanating from developing nation-states.  

 While ecotourism has gained momentum, especially in rural areas, problems have 

nevertheless begun to emerge. For example, increasing changes in animal behaviour 

(Muehlenbein et al., 2010), conflicts between local residents and government officers (Stone 
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and Nyaupane, 2016; Khanal, 2019), and tourism operators’ inappropriate selling of 

ecotourism excursions (Kry et al., 2020) have raised concerns regarding the negative 

consequences of ecotourism. Do the tourists alone cause negative impacts? Is the lack of 

ecotourism planning and management the issue? Or do local residents lack knowledge on 

implementing ecotourism? 

 This chapter will introduce the structure of the thesis’s five sections: the research 

questions and objectives, the thesis rationales, an outline of the study area, a clarification of 

the contested terms and, finally, the thesis structure.  

 

1.2 Research Questions and Objectives  

 The aim of this study is to explore Thai stakeholders and their ecotourism experiences, 

in the context of recent tourism growth. Meeting this aim will progress through the following 

objectives: 

1. Who are the Thai rural ecotourism stakeholders?  

2. How do the Thai ecotourism stakeholders construct the concept of ecotourism? 

3. What are Thai ecotourism stakeholders’ views on managing ecotourism at the local 

level?  

 In this thesis, the research questions and objectives prevent taking the stakeholders’ 

voices for granted because different stakeholders construct and practice ecotourism 

differently. Moreover, their shared knowledge also provides details of how the stakeholders’ 

view of the world varies with the geographical areas in which they live and the hierarchy of 

their jobs and positions within Thai society. The next section illustrates the research rationale. 
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1.3  Research Rationale 

 Tourism is one of the most vital economic sectors across 185 countries and 25 

geographical regions (WTTC, 2021). It has widely attracted the attention of policy makers, 

tourism operators and researchers. The developing countries are sites for many tourism 

studies. Most focus on the environment, social and economic implications. The problem of 

unsustainable forms of tourism has led to an emphasis on seeking a sustainable approach to 

help create mutual benefits for both local people and natural resources (e.g. ecotourism and 

volunteer tourism).  

 From this imperative, ecotourism emerged as a key branch of tourism studies in the 

1990s (Butcher, 2007). Academics (e.g. Boo, 1990; Buckley, 1994; Ceballos-Lascurain, 

1996; Honey, 2008; Fennell, 2014), international organisations (e.g. Wight, 1993; TISTR, 

1997; UNWTO/UNEP, 2000) and the regional agencies (e.g. PATA, 1992) formulated their 

own definitions of ecotourism, and there is not one single, universally accepted definition.  

 The definitions of ecotourism have tended to focus on natural areas (see Valentine, 

1993; Lindberg and Johnson, 1994; Fennell, 2014). However, some academics (see Ziffer, 

1989; Ceballos-Lascurain, 1996; Honey, 2008) argue for the involvement, to a greater or 

lesser degree, of different aspects, such as culture, education and indigenous people. For 

example, developing countries have adopted ecotourism to increase the quality of life for 

local communities (Gautam et al., 2020) and provide the funds for research to safeguard flora 

and fauna (e.g. the Ecuadorian Government-Charles Darwin Foundation conservation 

programme and the Elephant Hospital and Research Foundation).  

 Since the worldwide adoption of the term ‘ecotourism’, concerns have arisen as to 

whether and how to include ecotourism in each country’s national development plans. Where 

they have added ecotourism to the national plans, governments’ involvement has mainly 
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focused on place-based promotion, rather than setting up the planning, regulations and 

training for ecotourism stakeholders to utilise (Kaur, 2006; JICA, 2010; MOTAC, 2020).  

 With these weaknesses of government involvement, ecotourism researchers have 

started to change their emphasis, from defining ecotourism, towards the impacts of 

ecotourism and community-based ecotourism in different places around the world. For 

example, Fennell (2001) addresses the issue of a definition from an academic perspective, 

employing content analysis to help the Canadian Government, industry and academia to 

establish an ecotourism strategic plan and regulations for Alberta’s communities to utilise. 

Even though the literature includes numerous ecotourism studies, a dearth of studies focuses 

on competing interpretations of ecotourism, its implementation and issues around cooperation 

between the stakeholders in the developing countries (Belisle and Hoy, 1980; Palmer and 

Chuamuangphan, 2018; Dorjsuren and Palmer, 2018; Wondirad, Tolkach and King, 2020).  

 Recently, ecotourism studies have widened their scope, shifting from a focus on 

ecotourism destinations in developed countries, to a wide plethora of ecotourism in rural areas 

within developing countries (Pleumarom, 2001; O’Neill, 2002). Research set within 

developed countries mainly focuses on ecotourism, emphasising the positive and negative 

impacts within local settings and landscapes, flora and fauna and local communities’ 

economics (see Koens, Dieperink and Miranda, 2009; Pathmasiri and Bandara, 2019; Pathak 

et al., 2020; Zhang and Zhang, 2020). Yet, there is still a dearth of research examining the 

ecotourism stakeholders; instead, the focus is on tourists’ experience (Tran and Walter, 2014; 

Sonjai et al., 2018; Diamantis, 2018; Walter, Regmi and Khanal, 2018; Ashraf and Sibi, 

2020). The aim of this thesis is to contribute to widening the lens of enquiry, from tourists to 

the views of stakeholders dependent on ecotourism, adding to a broader debate concerning 

ecotourism and the perceptions of its stakeholders in rural areas (Butcher, 2007). The next 

section outlines the study areas. 
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1.4 Study Areas 

 Thailand is the study area, for several reasons. Within Thailand, tourism is one of the 

country’s six largest
1
 and most intensive economic sectors (NESDB, 2017). Moreover, 

tourism has played a fundamental role in the Thai national development plans for more than 

four decades. In addition, the World Tourism Organisation notes that Thailand’s tourism 

sector ranks among those in the top ten countries in the world, placing second in Southeast 

Asia behind Malaysia (UNWTO, 2019). Moreover, the World Travel and Tourism Council 

(WTTC) reported that Thai tourism generated Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of nearly THB 

0.11 billion in 2019 (GBP £3.60 billion
2
) and created nearly one million jobs, 21.4% of all 

Thai employment (WTTC, 2019).  

 As mentioned above, the Thai government has adopted and utilised ecotourism as a 

way to help increase the number of niche tourists visiting Thailand. Unfortunately, even 

though the Thai government claims that ecotourism should create less harm than mass 

tourism, it has underestimated the challenges of implementing ecotourism in more marginal, 

rural areas.  

 However, the problematisation of ecotourism still occurs, in two ways. The first 

relates to how state and non-state-related stakeholders employ the term. In defining 

ecotourism, the Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT) emphasises tourism’s role in sustaining 

ecology (Bangkokbiznews, 2020), while the Thai tourism operators believe ecotourism should 

principally involve local economic development (ThaiSmile, 2019; ThailandInsider, 2020). 

Thai academics have generally paid attention to themes relating to helping and sustaining the 

natural resources and local cultures (Khemthong, 2012). This point illustrates that the 

ecotourism definition is still a ‘buzz word’ in Thailand, which different stakeholders still 

define and redefine. Second, problems have arisen from the complexity of ecotourism 

                                                           
1
 Automotive industry, electronics and electric appliances, food industry, agricultural products, tourism and 

health services. 
2
 Exchange rate on February 11, 2021, 1 GBP = THB 38.54 (Marksandspencer, 2021). 
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stakeholders and their management. Thus, the adoption of ecotourism by Thai communities 

has caused complications for local residents and other relevant ecotourism stakeholders 

applying and utilising ecotourism, in terms of planning and managing within their local areas. 

For example, in the 1990s, the TAT defined ecotourism as a form of tourism that focuses on 

creating environmental awareness within local areas and applying it in the tourism 

communities as an approach to helping local communities live in harmony with nature. 

Unfortunately, since the introduction of Thai ecotourism, some local residents have found it 

problematic because they have experienced rapid changes in their local environments and 

societies, due to the influx of tourists and the growth of national infrastructures (e.g. roads, 

airports, water supply, telecommunication) (Peleggi, 2002; Kontogeorgopoulos, Churyen and 

Anuwat, 2015). For example, promised roads are incomplete (Thairath, 2021), and some 

airports serve tourists rather than local people who cannot afford the tickets (Sitikarn, 2004). 

 Referring to the expansion of ecotourism in Thailand, Thai studies have mainly 

focused on prominent tourism destinations, such as Chiang Mai, Chiang Rai and the islands 

that include Phuket (see Hvenegaard and Dearden, 1998a; 1998b; Kontogeorgopoulos, 2004a; 

Kontogeorgopoulos, Churyen and Anuwat, 2014; Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 2018; 

Meemana and Zhang, 2019) rather than rural areas, such as the Northeast of Thailand. 

However, in the late 1990s, the Thai government agencies started to introduce ecotourism and 

cultural programmes into this untouched area of Thailand. This is partly because one-third of 

Thailand’s total national park area is in the Northeast region, leading government authorities 

to see it as an opportunity to introduce ecotourism into rural areas. Moreover, local 

settlements are a combination of a significant cluster of Khmer ancient cultures, many 

archaeological sites and numerous traditional festivals that differ from other parts of Thailand. 

 This Northeast region is the poorest region in Thailand (Punmanee and Wheway, 

2017) and the last region to which the Thai government has paid attention regarding 
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implementing and supporting industrial, transportation, technology and tourism sectors within 

Thailand. Perhaps this is the case because of the relative lack of tourists, tourism services, 

stakeholder involvement and transportation facilities and the long distance between 

settlements (Janssen, 2015; Punmanee and Wheway, 2017). Even though the Northeast is the 

largest region in Thailand with more than a quarter of all Thai provinces (20), its economy 

relies on agriculture (specifically, cattle, buffalos, chickens and ducks) and crops (including 

rice, sugar canes, tapioca, rubber, vegetables, Maize and fruits), as well as fishing. For 

example, in 2018, the Office of the National Economic and Social Development Council 

reported that the Northeast Gross Regional Product per capita was the lowest of all Thai 

regions (THB 83,856 per year or GBP 2,176 per year), 6.07 times lower than that of the 

leading Eastern region (NESDC, 2020)—one reason this thesis pays attention to the Northeast 

region as its study area.  

 As mentioned, the Northeast region has a large concentration of national parks. The 

research focuses on the most popular national park, which has provided ecotourism 

programming within the Northeast region. The research illustrates the study area and the 

research procedures by using secondary information, in the form of journal articles, books and 

relevant organisation websites, and primary information gathered via 32 interviews and six 

focus groups. The researcher collected 502 questionnaires (from both international and 

domestic tourists), mostly from three case studies in Chaiyaphum province (see Chapter 4, 

Methodology). As Figure 1.1 shows, they are Prang Ku in Chaiyaphum town, Ban Khwao in 

Ban Khwao District and Pa Hin Ngam National Park in Thep Sathit District. 
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Figure 1.1: Chaiyaphum province map (Author’s figure) 

 

1.5 Contested Terms 

 Several terms within this thesis require formal definition: ‘ecotourism’, ‘tourists’, 

‘sustainable development’, ‘Technocratic Government System (top-down approach) and 

Neopopulism (bottom-up approach)’, ‘cultural heritage’ and ‘community’. 

 

1.5.1 Ecotourism 

 Ceballos-Lascurain first established the term ‘ecotourism’ in 1987, and that definition 

remains the most widely known in the field: 
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 “Travelling to relatively undisturbed or uncontaminated natural areas with the 

 specific objective of studying, admiring, and enjoying the scenery and its wild 

 plants and animals, as well as any existing cultural manifestation (both past 

 and present) found in these areas”.  

                 (Ceballos-Lascurain, 1987) 

 

 Since then, the number of definitions of ecotourism has expanded significantly. Many 

researchers continue to think of ecotourism principally as a way of helping to sustain nature 

(Backman, Wright and Backman, 1994; Wall, 1994; Fennell, 2014). Others place more 

emphasis on culture, including helping to protect indigenous communities and their cultures 

(Ceballos-Lascurain, 1987; Ziffer, 1989; Honey, 2008). Ecotourism can also be a process of 

development (Ziffer, 1989; Kutay, 1992; Weaver, 2002; Fennell, 2014) or a form of 

responsible tourism (Richardson, 1993; Place, 1995; Fennell, 2014). Individual or 

organisational interests sometimes shape contested definitions. Chapter 2 discusses this 

debate. 

 As mentioned, ecotourism refers to various forms (e.g. community-based tourism, 

alternative tourism, nature tourism), but the most common themes concern minimising the 

negative impacts occurring within natural areas, returning economic benefits to the host 

countries and communities and developing a “consciousness and knowledge of the natural 

environment among the tourists as well as the hosts” (Boo, 1990, p. 2).  

 Budowski (1976) divides the relationships that involve tourism and nature in three 

ways. First, this relationship represents ‘conflict’, often due to conservationists focusing 

narrowly on the environmental problems tourism causes rather than benefit accrual. Second, 

the relationship is ‘coexistence’, where environmental and development goals are logically or 

spatially separate. Finally is the possibility of ‘symbiosis’, viewing conservation and 
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development goods as mutually reinforcing a ‘win-win’ scenario (Christensen, 2004; USAID, 

2004; Chaigneau and Brown, 2016).   

 Hence the view of ecotourism is dependent on geographical space, human choices, 

culture and politics. Often, what we consider ‘nature’ is the product of humans and the shape 

of the society (Macnaghten and Urry, 1998). Referring to ecotourism often engenders 

confusion about the kinds of nature that people in the local communities must sustain. 

Different stakeholders have different interests, with some biased towards preserving nature 

(e.g. NGOs) and others who may have vested interests in preserving the existing mass-tourist 

infrastructure, including hotels, restaurants and entertainment facilities, perhaps just because 

different people may think and value nature in differently. Within Thailand, the definition of 

ecotourism is strongly focused on nature. This has ultimately raised concerns within some 

tourism destinations in Thailand, especially in the areas with indigenous people who once 

lived inside the park or destination (see Chankorm, 2021; Pinkaoew, 2021). 

  

1.5.2 Tourists 

 Tourists are one of the four main stakeholders within the tourism industry (along with 

residents, tourism operators and government authorities) (Goeldner and Ritchie, 2005). 

‘Tourist’ also signifies “the person who travels outside the usual environment (excluding trips 

within the areas of usual residence and also the regular, routine trips, such as to workplace) 

for a specified period of time and whose main purpose of travel is other than exercise of an 

activity remunerated from the place visited” (UNWTO, 1991, n.p.). Chadwick (1994, p. 66) 

further adds that the “purpose of travel should exclude those migrating for long-term periods 

or  living in the host countries, as well as those who migrate for work that is not temporary”. 

Additionally, UNWTO/UNSTAT (1994) suggests that to acquire the ‘tourist’ label, a person 
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should travel at least 160 km (99.42 miles) from home and stay there for at least one day but 

less than a year.  

 The UNWTO (1991) assigns tourists to two categories: international and domestic 

tourists. First, an international tourist is “a visitor who travels to a country other than that in 

which he/she has his/her usual residence for at least one night but not more than one year; and 

whose main purpose of visit is other than the exercise of an activity remunerated from within 

the country visited” (WTO, 1991, n.p.). Second, domestic tourists are those “. . .who travel 

away from the residential environment for at least one night but no more than 6 months within 

his/her home country” (WTO, 1991, n.p.; UN, 1994, n.p.).  

 This research will focus on both international and domestic tourists. More detail on 

this subject appears in Chapter 5: Methodology. 

 

1.5.3  Sustainable Development 

 The thesis considers sustainable development in three ways: via its evolution, 

definition, and socially constructed nature.  

 Sustainable development has its roots in the debates over limiting growth during the 

1970s (Donovan, 2009) and the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment in 

1972 in Stockholm (Macnaghten and Urry, 1998). Additionally, in response to an increasing 

environmental problem around the world, the United Nations Environment Programme 

(UNEP) and the World Wide Fund for Nature Malaysia decided to create the World 

Conservation Strategy, aiming to provide the living resource conservation policies for humans 

to follow, in the face of global development (IUCN, 1980). 

 In 1987, the Non-Government Organisations (NGOs) decided to extend sustainable 

development beyond the World Conservation Strategy, via the Brundtland Report. The 

Brundtland vision for sustainable development later gained universal recognition as an 
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important moment in the development of the sustainability agenda, due to its highlighting 

three key components of what became characteristic sustainable development. First was the 

environment in which humanity should conserve, by changing how development takes place, 

through the adoption of environmental technologies. Second, nation-states must be able to 

meet their basic needs (i.e. employment opportunities, food, energy, water and basic 

sanitation). Third, economic growth should not come at the expense of sustainable 

development; developing nations should be able to access with greater equity the economic 

growth that developed economies have traditionally experienced.  

In 1992, the Rio Earth Summit extended the Brundtland definition from focusing on 

safeguarding the environment to allowing national governments to join and set up their local 

action plans. This illustrated that the integration of sustainability and development had 

changed focus, from pure government intervention towards considering obligations to local 

communities.  

 The definition of sustainable development refers to “development which meets the 

needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 

needs” (WCED, 1987, n.p.). Macnaghten and Urry (1998, p. 213) suggest that sustainable 

development often shares the common ideas: “Both definition share the underlying believe 

that economic and social change is only sustainable and thereby beneficial in the long term 

when it safeguards the natural resources upon which all development depends”. Despite these 

common beliefs, different organisations and nations often misinterpret sustainable 

development. Some organisations and investors apply sustainable development within their 

management decisions but only focus on the economic impacts rather than community 

outputs (Eccles and Klimenko, 2019)  

 If nations articulated the concept of sustainable development in a similar vein, 

sustainable development could create cooperative-relationship (symbiotic) situations for each 
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nation, in terms of its environment, society and economy. However, this situation is highly 

optimistic; most developed countries turn into leaders for the environmental controllers while 

less developed countries end up as followers.  

 According to the definition of sustainable development above, its keen focus is on 

improving benefits in the long term, to help create a balanced relationship between nature, 

economy and society. In terms of its socially constructed nature, Demertitt (2002) noted how 

the environment and nature have increasingly become intertwined with the ‘self-image’ of 

contemporary geography.   

 Regarding the construction of ‘nature’, Macnaghten and Urry (1998) illustrate three 

different yet influential viewpoints. A first view focuses only on the scientific knowledge of 

nature (often by conservationists). This group pays less attention to the human and social 

impacts within the natural settings, a doctrine that can conflict with community priorities. A 

second viewpoint often sees nature through “identifying, critiquing and realising various 

values which underpin or relate to the character, sense and quality of nature. Such values held 

by people about the nature and the environment are treated as underlying, stable and 

consistent” (Macnaghten and Urry, 1998, p. 1). Often, this group values nature differently, 

depending on its personal interests. Some only concern changing nature without 

compromising the experiences of human societies, while other groups may articulate the value 

of nature by seeing nature and societies as intertwined. Finally, the third viewpoint mainly 

concerns not only nature and the impacts that human activities cause but also the 

transformation of nature through the changes in the global-local society, through which space-

time compression enables travel across the globe with ease.  

 According to the discussion above on the social construction of nature, how people 

value/conserve nature is often unclear, and what people think about nature may not be nature. 

Thus, the word ‘nature’ links to sustainable development, yet it becomes even vaguer.  
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1.5.4 Technocratic Government System (top-down approach) and Neopopulism (bottom-up 

 approach)  

 The technocratic government system has its roots in a ‘top-down’ approach. Its main 

participants are normally elite people, politicians and civil servants. In terms of their 

practices, we often realise that the government authorities are the controllers and enforcers, 

while the ordinary people are followers (Priscoli, 2001; Cvitanovic et al., 2015).  

 Neopopulism has its roots in populist ideas. First identified in the late eighteenth 

century as an emphasis on ‘the people’ (Butcher, 2007, Conniff, 2020), populism and 

neopopulism mainly refer to the ordinary people in society (e.g. local people, hill tribes, 

feminine groups). For example, in participatory bottom-up development, local people have 

the opportunity to control their destiny by respective governance structures giving them a 

‘voice’. 

 The 1980s saw a shift from government-based development to ‘community-based 

development’. This emphasis on community-based participation is the definition of 

neopopulism. It mostly refers to rural communities (see Chambers, 1983), small scale, 

environmental sustainability and community empowerment (see Butcher, 2007).  

 Butcher (2007, p. 32) even stretches the idea of neopopulism further, explaining it as 

“development in the sense of being ‘what people do for themselves’ as opposed to ‘what is 

done to them”. Thus, participants in neopopulism are part of a ‘bottom-up’ approach.  

  

1.5.5 Cultural Heritage 

 Cultural heritage results from human, rather than biophysical processes and activities. 

These include either productive or material activities, and non-material activities, as well as 

values that are more difficult to define, such as religious, social, artistic, traditional and iconic 

values (Aplin, 2002). 
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 Aplin (2002) divides cultural heritage into three main categories: movable heritage, 

immovable heritage (archaeological sites and historical buildings), and non-material heritage 

(dance, folk stories, craftworks). Thai cultural heritage is largely indigenous rather than 

externally imposed, as Thailand has retained its independence through the colonial period 

between the sixteenth and the mid twentieth centuries (Aplin, 2002), the reason “over 90% of 

the Thais are Theravada Buddhists” (Aplin, 2002, p. 330). It shapes religious architecture, a 

large inventory of built heritage sites, whilst other styles, such as Khmer (Cambodian cultural 

heritage styles) influenced other Thai cultural heritage sites. This architectural heritage spans 

the Northeast region, represented by the Khmer temple in Phimai, Nakorn Rachasima 

province (Aplin, 2002) and evident in and around ecotourism sites. Using the popular 

definition by Ceballos-Lascurain (1987), cultural heritage sites also fit within the definition of 

ecotourism.  

 

1.5.6 Community 

 Community is often recognisable as a group of people who share common experiences 

and a sense of place, culture and history. Community became a significant element in 

development thinking in the 1970s, due to the perceived negative impacts of modern 

development (Banks and Carpenter, 2017). It has become a vital focus for improving and 

balancing the quality of peoples’ lives in the poorest/rural areas. Researchers must focus on 

the neglect of rural community development issues that a Technocratic Government System 

(top-down approach) and Neopopulism (bottom-up approach) have caused (Chambers, 1983).  

 Additionally, Butcher (2007) illustrates that the definition of community has narrowly 

focused on local communities, neglecting regional, national and international aspects of 

community. No community exists economically or culturally in isolation from these wider 

parameters. So, ‘community’, like ‘nature’, in an important sense, is a constructed category.  
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1.6 Thesis Structure 

 The thesis is structured as follows: 

Chapter 2: Ecotourism Constructions and Impacts 

 This chapter provides a critical review of the literature, forming the conceptual 

backbone of the study. It illustrates the meaning of ecotourism by describing what influences 

its definition. It also concentrates on the impacts of ecotourism in developing countries.  

 

Chapter 3: Ecotourism Stakeholders and Their Experiences 

 This chapter develops the discussion from the previous chapter, moving on to 

ecotourism stakeholders and their experiences with ecotourism implementation in developed 

and developing countries. Later, it focuses on the various factors that hinder/encourage the 

success of ecotourism. This thesis pays attention to two key elements: power and politics.  

 

Chapter 4: The Introduction of Thai Ecotourism Stakeholders  

 Inskeep (1991) suggests that ecotourism is not a project that one party can undertake; 

ecotourism incorporates factors including people, money, service, surroundings and 

sustainable development. He argues that to ensure sustainable ecotourism, we must pay 

attention to the variety of stakeholders involved in the different aspects of ecotourism. 

 This chapter’s objective is to address the first research question the thesis poses: ‘Who 

are the Thai ecotourism stakeholders?’ The researcher uses Chaiyaphum as a case study, but 

many of the key representatives are from surrounding regions or nationally situated in 

Thailand. The seven different stakeholder types are: Central Administrative Organisation 

(CAO), Regional Administrative Organisations (RAO), Local Administrative Organisations 

(LAO), Nongovernmental Agencies (NGA), tour operators, tourists and local communities. 
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Chapter 5: Methodology 

 This chapter outlines the methodologies used in this thesis, starting with semi-

structured interviews and open-ended questionnaires to ascertain the definitions of ecotourism 

from Thai stakeholders. Focus groups also aid in understanding the perceptions of ecotourism. 

Moreover, semi-structured interviews and research diaries also helped to ascertain problems 

within different sectors, including national, regional and local organisations, nongovernmental 

agencies, tourism businesses, tourists and local people.  

 

Chapter 6: The Construction of Ecotourism by Thai Ecotourism Stakeholders 

 The objective of this chapter is to answer the second research question: ‘How do 

Thailand’s ecotourism stakeholders construct the concept of ecotourism in terms of natural, 

economic, cultural, heritage and archaeology factors?’ To answer this question, the chapter 

aims to identify how different people define ecotourism and describe the connectivity 

between humans and nature, culture, and heritage; then, summarises the chapter’s overall 

findings. This chapter strives to convey an understanding of Thai ecotourism and what it 

means to different stakeholders connected to ecotourism. In this chapter, data come from 

focus groups, semi-structured interviews, open-ended questionnaires, research diaries and 

secondary data, to assess multiple stakeholders through their perceptions of environment, 

culture and heritage. 

 These analyses are distinctive and original. Few existing studies assess ecotourism’s 

meaning through the understandings of multiple stakeholders within the ecotourism arena 

(Goodwin, 1996; Fennell, 2001, Liu and Li, 2020). 
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Chapter 7: The Engagement of Thai Ecotourism Stakeholders in Rural Areas: Local 

Stakeholders and Engagement Disconnect  

 This chapter aims to answer the third research question: ‘What are Thai ecotourism 

stakeholders’ views on managing ecotourism at the local level?’ To answer this question, the 

chapter first aims to explain how each stakeholder perceives the roles of each stakeholder 

group. Second, it examines the stakeholders’ experiences of managing ecotourism within 

ecotourism destinations. Finally, it considers whether collaborations among all ecotourism 

stakeholders could help to manage ecotourism destinations in rural areas. Data in this chapter 

come from focus groups, semi-structured interviews, open-ended questionnaires, research 

diaries, personal experiences and secondary data.  

 The analyses in this thesis are distinct from previous studies that focus on a few 

groups of ecotourism stakeholders. Instead, I attempt to cover the key governance structures 

and the rest of the tourism stakeholders involved in the many different aspects of ecotourism. 

Currently, only a small body of existing research focuses on understanding the roles, 

responsibilities and engaging experiences of the stakeholders within the ecotourism field. 

 

Chapter 8: Conclusion 

 The final chapter attempts to re-examine the review and critique of the stakeholders’ 

understandings of ecotourism and explore how these understandings of different actors could 

ultimately contribute to influencing stakeholders’ actions and the outcomes for ecotourism 

destinations. The study discusses the available opportunities for the Thai population, in terms 

of helping to sustain the geographical landscapes of tourism, i.e. natural, cultural, heritage and 

archaeology sites. The chapter finally highlights possibilities for further studies. 
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1.7 Conclusion 

 This chapter has introduced the content of the thesis, demonstrating ecotourism as an 

instrument for helping Thai societies to sustain their natural and cultural areas and boosting 

their economies. However, to do this, all stakeholders (government authorities, 

nongovernmental agencies, tourism operators, domestic and international tourists and 

communities) must understand what ecotourism is, as well as ways to interpret this 

knowledge and apply it in practice.  

 The next chapter discusses the background details of ecotourism studies, focuses on 

the relevant definitions, considers the meaning of ecotourism and its drawbacks and raises 

concerns over the implementation of ecotourism around the world. 
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CHAPTER 2 

ECOTOURISM CONSTRUCTIONS AND IMPACTS 

 

2.1 Introduction 

 This thesis examines how Thai stakeholders experience ecotourism in rural areas, in 

the more general context of the recent growth of tourism in Thailand. As Chapter 1 sets out, 

the thesis looks at how stakeholders construct the definition of ecotourism and how key 

stakeholders apply it in Northeast Thailand. This chapter has two sections, comprising the 

construction and the impacts of ecotourism.  

 

2.2  The Construction of Ecotourism  

Ecotourism has had great resonance within the tourism industry for around twenty 

years, relatively recently becoming known as the fastest growing tourism segment in the 

world (Hawkins and Lamoureux, 2001; Fennell and Dowling, 2003; WTTC, 2004; Fennell, 

2014). However, the definition of ecotourism still lacks clarity. As with other fields in the 

social sciences, debates about conceptual boundaries are commonplace, and tourism studies 

experiences this with regard to ecotourism. For example, Ceballos-Lascurain (1996, p. 2) 

supports this idea by mentioning that “a lingering problem in any discussion on ecotourism is 

that the concept of ecotourism is not well understood, and therefore, it is often confused with 

other types of tourism development”. This subsequently led to the contention amongst 

academics (Mowforth, 1992; Hvenegaard, 1994; Bjork, 2000; Blamey, 2001; Honey, 2008), 

corporations, NGOs and governments that employing the term ecotourism suits different 

personal beliefs and experiences, to fit national self-interests and utilisation as a political tool 

(e.g. Chuamuangphan, 2009; Fletcher, 2019).  
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 Historically, the definition of ecotourism in its early stages focused on the issues of 

‘conservation and enjoyment of nature’ (Bragg, 1990; Wight, 1993; WTTERC, 1993; Orams, 

1995). According to this view, researchers often construct the word ‘nature’ through the view 

of conservationists (see Chapter 1, section 1.5.3). Thus, academics often tend to pay more 

attention to nature and natural resources than to viewing nature as entwined with humanity 

(Chambers, 1983).  

 A key definition of ecotourism that Cellabos-Lascurian developed illustrates this:  

 

 “Travelling to relatively undisturbed or uncontaminated natural areas with the 

 specific objective of studying, admiring, and enjoying the scenery and its wild 

 plants and animals, as well as any existing cultural manifestation (both past 

 and present) found in these areas. . . . The person who practices ecotourism 

 has the opportunity to immersing himself/herself in nature in a manner 

 generally not available in the urban environment”.  

         (Ceballos-Lascurain, 1991, n.p.) 

 

The central issues of this definition mainly focus on natural areas, education and 

sustainable development (Ceballos-Lascurain, 1987; Laarman and Dust, 1987; Wearing, 

McDonald and Ponting, 2005). Moreover, this definition also suggests that the method of 

creating sustainable ecotourism is to have “strict guidelines, regulations and management 

plans that will enhance the sustainable operations” (Diamantis, 1999, p. 96). However, 

Wondirad, Tolkach and King (2020) critique one of principal issues that Ceballos-Lascurain’s 

ecotourism definition had overlooked, namely, economic contributions. Wondirad, Tolkach 

and King (2020) believe that ecotourism should benefit not only natural areas but also local 
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people living within its sites. The local people must make a living to help sustain and protect 

the environment. 

 Around the 1980s, a general shift towards community-based development occurred in 

the neopopulist tradition (see Chapter 1, section 1.5.4). Accordingly, Murphy’s work 

included a change in the definition of ecotourism—for example, Murphy (2008) defines 

ecotourism as tours that primarily focus on local community not only as a product, but as the 

principal stakeholder and interest group.  

The rise of sustainability in development thinking, from the Brundtland Report of 

1987 and the Rio Conference of 1992, marked a watershed. The idea of sustainable 

development became entwined with ecotourism. Ecotourism appeared able to combine 

development with conservation―the key tenet of sustainable development. One of the 

definitions of ecotourism that Kinnaird and O’Brien develop illustrated this: 

 

 “Ecotourism or nature tourism is implicitly assumed to have little or no impact 

 on the environment . . . appears to be an ideal solution for combining goals of 

 development and conservation”.  

              (Kinnaird and O’Brien, 1996, p. 65) 

 

Whilst Ceballos-Lascurain (1987) neglects the economy in his definition of 

ecotourism, he still recognises that a definition of ecotourism should include not only nature 

but also culture and indigenous people within its remit because these aspects, nature and 

culture, intertwine. Humans have constructed the meaning of nature in many ways. Some note 

that nature should only focus on its value of nature rather than its meaning. However, others 

argue that what people think of as constituting nature may not be nature (Butcher, 2007). For 

instance, in the national park, has the flora and fauna existed prior to the establishment of the 
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park or did human activity introduce it? Accordingly, many ecotourism definitions focus on 

nature and culture. For example, Farrell and Runyan (1991) and Alampay (2005) note that 

ecotourism is a recognised way of helping and protecting nature and culture. Others (Boeger, 

1991; Grenier et al., 1993; Scace, Grifone and Usher, 1992; UNWTO, 1995) also mention 

that while ecotourism minimises the impacts on host communities, ecotourists also must pay 

respect to other cultures as well. Shores (1992) also points out that the definition of 

ecotourism, as Ceballos-Lascurain defines it, is incomplete and requires including the impacts 

of cultural and biodiversity areas within ecotourism sites. For example, in such Asian 

countries as China, Laos, Thailand and Vietnam, ecotourism sites contain cultural and 

heritage sites; focusing solely on nature would not represent the diversity of ecotourism sites 

around the globe (Zhang et al., 2017).  

In 1989, even though Kutay (1989) and Ziffer (1989) also defined ecotourism in a 

similar way to the concepts of Ceballos-Lascurain, they were also the first researchers who 

paid serious attention to the concept of ‘development’ within ecotourism, i.e. the economic 

benefit to the host countries as well as local residents. For example: 

 

 “A form of tourism inspired primarily by the natural history of an area, 

 including its Indigenous cultures. The ecotourist visits relatively undeveloped 

 areas in the spirit of appreciation, participation and sensitivity. The ecotourist 

 practices a non-consumptive use of wildlife and natural resources and 

 contributes to the visited area through labour or financial means aimed at 

 directly benefiting the conservation of the site and the economic well-being of 

 the local residents. The visit should strengthen the ecotourist’s appreciation 

 and dedication to conservation issues in general, and to the specific needs to 

 the locale. Ecotourism also implies a managed approach by the host country or 
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 region which commits itself to establishing and maintaining the sites with the 

 participation of local residents, marketing them appropriately, enforcing 

 regulations, and using the proceeds of the enterprise to fund the area’s land 

 management as well as community development”.  

         (Ziffer, 1989, p. 6) 

 

 This latter point is key, focusing not on the benefits of natural areas alone but actually 

involving the topics of development and economics (see Ziffer, 1989; Diamantis, 1999; 

Higham, 2007). This new emphasis, often referred to as ‘community development’, initially 

became recognised in development thinking via the work of Chambers (1983) (see Chapter 

1), who argues for a need to focus on community.  

 Cooke and Kothari (2001) argue that the results of development within the community 

might not come from community engagement but, instead, through the participation of certain 

dominant interest groups, namely, those campaigning for and supporting the development and 

construction of particular facilities they perceive as needed within local communities. Butcher 

(2007) notices that communities could not avoid community development. Governments 

provide/market national priority projects, including electrification, airports and roads, to cater 

to the basic needs of people and improve well-being, particularly in rural areas where such 

infrastructure is lacking, as in Thailand. However, such infrastructure projects oppose what 

constitutes ecotourism, the idea of sustainable tourism development that preserves natural 

environments and habitats and limits the excesses of mass tourism development.  

 Thomlinson and Getz (1996), Butler (1999), Ryan, Hughes and Chirgwin (2000), and 

Butcher (2007) also mention that the development aspect of ecotourism should occur on a 

small-scale. There are many differing views regarding scale. Some, such as Butler (1999), 

argue that only small-scale development can be compatible with sustainable development. 
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This approach limits the growth of ecotourism businesses, which helps to preserve the 

environment. Marshall (1996, cited in Alampay, 2005) notes that ecotourism is a form of 

tourism that helps to conserve nature as well as maximise the host community, to improve its 

own social, economic and environmental well-being. This seems appealing but, again, suffers 

from the need to attract a narrower, wealthy (and educated) pool of tourists who could not 

inject the same level of capital into local communities as mainstream mass tourism.  

 Others argue for giving greater priority to development and growth (see Kutay, 1989; 

Butler 1999; Ryan, Hughes and Chirgwin, 2000; Butcher, 2007). Small-scale development 

attracts upwardly mobile ecotourists, but local communities must realise some material 

benefit from adopting different working methods and management practices. 

 King (2010) even suggests that economic development and natural resource 

conservation are compatible goals in ecotourism theory. For example, countries in Southeast 

Asia, such as Laos, Thailand and Vietnam, have already faced problems of how to utilise the 

concept of sustainable development to meet national development goals whilst conserving the 

environment and earning income in tandem (Calgaro and Lloyd, 2008; Cohen, Smith and 

Mitchell, 2008; Socialist Republic of Vietnam, 2012; Hongjamrassilp, Traiyasut and 

Blumstein, 2021). Similar discussions/conflicts between the environment and the economy 

have occurred in other parts of Asia and Africa (Belisle and Hoy, 1980; Nicholas, Thapa and 

Ko, 2009; Das, 2017). 

 During the early 1990s, the definition of ecotourism still widely focused on the natural 

resources, local communities and the economy (Ross and Wall, 1999a). Valentine (1993) 

suggests that ecotourism definitions also must include ‘effective management plans’ to help 

and benefit the areas a programme implements. If the management plans already exist, then 

following them would be easier for all types of stakeholders. Thus, Valentine calls 

ecotourism: 
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 “a new form of tourism . . . especially concerned with the appreciation of 

 nature as the primary motive to participate, but with an essential element of 

 zero negative impacts . . . based on relatively undisturbed natural areas, non-

 damaging, non-degrading, ecologically sustainable, a direct contributor to the 

 continued protection and management of the natural areas used, subject to an 

 adequate and appropriate management regime”.  

           (Valentine, 1993, pp. 108-109) 

 

However, Boo (1990) argues that including strict management plans within the 

definition of ecotourism as Valentine suggests, with the hope that it would benefit the host 

countries in a sustainable way, is not enough. She argues that ecotourism plans must be part 

of wider regional and national plans.  

Other views in the early 1990s paid attention to cultural heritage. For example, Figgis 

(1993, p. 8) defined ecotourism as “travel to remote or natural areas which aims to enhance 

understanding and appreciation of natural environment and cultural heritage, while avoiding 

damaging or deterioration of the environment and the experience for others”. Figgis (1993) 

notes that cultural heritage is equal in importance to natural resources. Some of the cultural 

heritage that lies within natural areas is old, intangible and high-value, as are the natural 

resources (Weaver, 2005). For example, ancient dances and language are always visible but 

present in the people who inhabit cultural heritage sites, and changes brought about by 

modernity have diminished some of these cultural forms (Lovell and Stuart-Hoyle, 2006), 

indicating the difficulty of managing cultural heritage (Landorf, 2009). 

Since the late 1990s, the meaning of ecotourism has increasingly incorporated 

concerns regarding management and ethics (Honey, 2008; Fennell, 2014). Fennell (2014) 
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pioneered the application of ethical principles to ecotourism, although, as the quotation below 

makes clear, primarily with a clear focus on the construction of nature: 

 

 “A sustainable form of natural resource-based tourism that focuses primarily 

 on experiencing and learning about nature, and is ethically managed to be low-

 impact, non-consumptive, and locally oriented (control, benefit, and scale). It 

 typically occurs in natural areas and should contribute to the conservation or 

 preservation of such areas”.  

               (Fennell, 2014, p. 43) 

 

Since the beginning of the twenty-first century, ecotourism has tended to focus on the 

relationship between tourism, environment, sustainable development, local citizens, 

education, ethics and economics (Cock and Pfueller, 2000; Ryan, Hughes and Chirgwin, 

2000; Weaver, 2001; UNWTO/UNEP, 2000). Cultural heritage has not received consideration 

to the same extent in the ecotourism literature. Robinson and Boniface argue that people 

normally do not realise that “the environment intrusions of tourism industry are frequently 

cultural intrusion” (Robinson and Boniface, 1999, p. 14), and this applies to ecotourism. 

However, in contention with this view, Fennell (2014) mentions that ecotourism should 

involve less focus on cultural heritage because including cultural concerns within the 

definition of ecotourism waters down the definition, and different forms of tourism bleed into 

each other. Ecotourism loses its distinctiveness, its focus on environmental conservation. 

Moreover, Dowling (1996) and Fennell (2014) also argue that culture is only a niche issue 

within the meaning of ecotourism. Therefore, if cultural heritage becomes a principal concept 

like nature, then it becomes ‘cultural tourism’ (Fennell, 2014). 
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However, the World Tourism Organisation (WTO) points out that ecotourism seems 

to involve cultural and rural tourism more (Wood, 1991). Accordingly, the WTO has tried to 

balance practices between natural and cultural areas. For example, the WTO has created a 

World Tourism Day to help to ‘provide opportunities for all, transforming lives and protecting 

the cultural heritage that makes us human’ (UNWTO, 2020).  

Moreover, in the context of ecotourism in Southeast Asian countries, Dowling (1996) 

mentions that there are plentiful examples of cultural heritage within those countries, but their 

governments still prefer to exclude cultural heritage and geological sites from the definition of 

ecotourism. This is the case despite finding cultural-heritage sites often ‘embedded’ within 

ecotourism destinations. Also, ecotourism destinations are mainly in the rural areas of 

developing and developed countries (Butcher, 2011; Snyman, 2014; Cobbinah et al., 2017). 

However, the definition of ecotourism has tended to exclude rural tourism (Choibamroong, 

2011; Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 2018), despite many ecotourism projects relying on rural 

communities for project sustainability.  

 On the other hand, Passmore (1974) illustrates that nature’s involvement with 

humankind includes not only its intricate link to human activities but also its involvement 

with culture. He even compares nature to a new-born baby and explains that this baby needs 

help from wildlife as well as humankind, because when he/she grows up, he/she needs this 

support to help him/her to survive and reproduce. Thus, culture, built-heritage and lifestyles 

also closely tie nature with humanity (Uzzell, 1989). 

Since 2000, despite many ecotourism definitions, their main focus is on the impacts on 

their geographical sites and local communities (Butcher and Smith, 2015; Kishnani, 2019; 

Karmini, 2020). Some clarify that ecotourism should mainly focus on giving back to the 

communities rather than taking advantage of them (Arismayanti and Mananda, 2016). Others 
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focus on decentralisation and empowerment (Pornprasit and Rurkkhum, 2019; Cabral and 

Dhar, 2020).  

Walter (2013, p. 26) decides to move even further and discuss the ‘pedagogies’ of 

ecotourism education, emphasising culture. This should include storytelling, dance, preparing 

food, eating, rituals and music, each conveying environmental, cultural and livelihood 

knowledge to visitors. In line with Walter’s explanation of the principles of ecotourism 

education, many academics have started to reintroduce ecotourism with a cultural focus 

(Zhang and Lei, 2012; Tran and Walter, 2014; Wang et al., 2014; Khanal, 2019-20; 

Pathmasiri and Bandara, 2019; Cabral and Dhar, 2020). These cultural aspects of ecotourism 

apply to Thailand, whose many undiscovered communities would benefit from small-scale 

ecotourism. 

 Tourists have many varied motivations to travel to developing countries, including 

self-improvement, political motives and visiting friends and relatives. These new motivations 

have led to the demand for more authentic tourism experiences linked to the natural world as 

well as cultural resources. Tourism is no longer solely for pleasure (Rojek and Urry, 1997).  

Expanded tourist numbers have influenced local construction and architectural styles. 

In other words, these constructions are often not authentic, in that they do not mirror the local, 

indigenous cultures. Moreover, McLaren (2003, p. 5) mentions that “Tourism has accentuated 

cross-cultural stereotypes, led to mutual distrust, and accelerated cultural change”. For 

example, in the northern part of Thailand, the hill tribe people have adopted a begging 

strategy to earn quick money from foreigners (Trupp, 2014). This has become a social issue 

for Thailand, prompting attempts to stop begging from both international and domestic 

tourists. 

Additionally, Swarbrooke (1999) states that the process of social change has occurred 

in the rural areas through depopulation. In some places, a small cluster of indigenous culture 
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and local residents lives as modernity tends to undermine rural areas, in favour of the cities. 

This has led to many concerns over the rurally located cultural heritage (Thomas, Harvey and 

Hawkins, 2013), resulting in less attention to maintaining cultural-heritage sites, some of 

which suffer neglect or act as tourism ‘honey pots’ with questionable impacts on local culture.  

Since cultural heritage and natural resources intertwine, especially within developing 

countries, the definition of ecotourism has started to acknowledge cultural heritage again, 

attracting interest from academics from Asian countries. For example, Zhang and Lei (2012) 

believe that ecotourism is a tool for enhancing quality of life, increasing opportunities for 

environmentally responsible economic development and conserving fragile natural resources, 

cultural heritage and landscapes. Sparse studies of ecotourism come from a purely Southeast 

Asian perspective. 

Ross and Wall (1999b) claim that there has been much research on ecotourism 

projects. Noteworthy are frequent charges that ecotourism has failed to deliver, in terms of 

protecting and maintaining sensitive areas that include the natural resources and cultural 

heritage sites (Lyon and Wells, 2012; Hill, 2016; Adom, 2019; Sobhani et al., 2022; Zhao, 

2022). Some scholars argue that ecotourism is only a tactic to attract people to the green 

market (Ross and Wall, 1999a; McLaren, 2003). Wight states: 

 

 “There is no question that ‘green sells’. Almost any terms prefixed with the 

 term “eco” will increase interest and sales. Thus, in the last few years there has 

 been a proliferation of advertisements in the travel field with references such 

 as ecotour, ecotravel, ecovacation, ecological sensitive adventures, 

 eco(ad)ventures, ecocruise, ecosafari, ecoexpedition and, of course, 

 ecotourism”. 

                   (Wight, 1993, p. 4) 
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 Indeed, many Asian countries and agencies around the world have recognised 

ecotourism as one of the fastest-growing sectors (Wearing and Neil, 1999; Blangy and Mehta, 

2006; Honey, 2008; Balmford et al., 2009), raising awareness of management practices as 

well as implications for ecotourism (Hall, 2004; Nicholas, Thapa and Ko, 2009; Diamantis, 

2018; Hongjamrassilp, Traiyasut and Blumstein, 2021). 

 Bjork (2000) illustrates that ecotourism is not a type of activity-based tourism but a 

unique form of tourism that pays attention to improving management of natural resources as 

well as economic well-being. However, many countries—especially Southeast Asian 

nations—have focused their attention on adventure activities, such as mountain climbing, 

scuba diving and bird watching. Yet, many of these same countries have fallen behind in the 

protection of fragile areas, indigenous communities and cultural heritage (e.g. Ardis, 1996; 

TAT, 1997; Kontogeorgopoulos, 2004a; Kontogeorgopoulos, 2004b; Adom, 2019; Sobhani et 

al., 2022). Development and management of ecotourism cannot grow to such a degree that it 

supports sustainable development, until the time each stakeholder (institutions, private 

sectors, tourists and tourism operators) has more clearly defined roles and practices. By 

chasing economic benefits, Southeast Asian countries have tended to neglect sound 

management of ecotourism sites.  

Next, the discussion focuses on the effects of ecotourism in developing countries.   

 

2.3 The Effects of Ecotourism in the Developing World 

 Ecotourism is one of the development strategies that governments within the 

developing countries, such as Malaysia (WWFNM, 1996) and Thailand (Sangpikul, 2020), 

have utilised as an approach to help boost their local economies. Some academics support the 

idea that ecotourism also helps to reduce the threat of the poverty trap in developing 

countries, especially in rural areas (Zeppel, 2006; Cobbinah, 2014; Palmer and 
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Chuamuangphan, 2018). However, Brown and Hall (2008, p. 841) argue “the consequences of 

tourism could also create the impacts similarly to those caused by oil and weaponry”. 

 The growth of ecotourism incomes within developing countries has brought these 

countries around 10% to 30% of global tourism spending and about 30% to 40% of the 

world’s tourists (Fritsch and Johannsen, 2004; Singh, 2010). Christ et al. (2003) and Flather 

and Cordell (1995) also point out that the number of ecotourists and/or other types of tourists 

will double by the end of 2020, a prediction that would have come true if not for COVID-19. 

Considerable contention remains regarding how ecotourism is interpreted conceptually 

and its actual implementation through the various levels of government. As Chapter 1 

describes, ecotourism has linkages between tourism and nature. Budowski (1976) suggests 

that the best approach to promote close and long-term relationships between nature and 

ecotourism stakeholders is to ensure that all stakeholders mutually benefit from ecotourism—

in other words, ‘symbiosis’ between nature and ecotourism management and promotion.  

To benefit host communities means to improve their overall standard of living. This 

idea could refer to the term ‘development’, and developing countries want to harness the 

income from tourism, specifically ecotourism, to improve the lifestyles and economic 

independence of local people, particularly in rural and marginal communities where capital 

and investment trickling down from large investment elsewhere is difficult.  

Development normally means to improve in a way that ultimately helps an aspect to 

become more advanced and stronger, or to have ‘more’ than it has today (Wallerstein, 1994). 

Some academics define development as a tool for helping—as well as guiding—the agencies 

or countries to meet the basic needs of populations and lift people out of poverty (Sachs, 

1992).  

After applying development to the ecotourism definition (Ziffer, 1989; Gursoy and 

Rutherford, 2004; McKercher, 2010; Jamaliah and Powell, 2018), some academics (Daly, 
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1990; Smith, 1993; Glasbergen and Blowers, 1995) raise concerns, especially over how to 

balance development and conservation. Bjork tries to explain what the ecotourism 

stakeholders should do:  

 

 “the authorities, the tourism industry, tourists and local people need to co- 

  operate and make it possible for tourists to travel to genuine areas in order to 

  admire, study and enjoy nature and culture in a way that does not exploit the 

  resource, but contributes to sustainable development”.  

                  (Bjork. 2000, pp. 196-197) 

 

 However, this approach seems more abstract than practical. Ferguson (1990) suggests 

that in order to balance these two aspects, development should not occur from a top-down 

perspective — i.e. by government authorities (see Chapter 1, section 1.5.4—Technocratic 

Government System)—for citizens to follow because it only focuses on “the economics and a 

neglect of cultural and environmental aspects of development” (Butcher, 2007, p. 33). Rather, 

it must provide people an opportunity to set their own rules and allow them to have their own 

right to speak (see Chapter 1, section 1.5.4—Neopopulism). Butcher (2007, p. 32) also 

agrees that both a technocratic government system (government-based development) and 

neopopulism (community-based development) are “often referred to as development in the 

sense of being ‘what people do for themselves’ as opposed to ‘what is done to them’”. As 

Chapter 1 mentions, ecotourism impacts not only the local community but also sustainable 

development; thus, local communities should be able to run their own strategies and plans. 

Several successful case studies on community-based ecotourism have been documented in 

Alberta, Canada (see Herremans and Welsh, 2001), and Olango Island in the Philippines 

(Alampay, 2005, pp. 142-143). Ong also supports the idea, suggesting: 
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 “We need to attend to how places in the non-West differently plan and 

 envision the particular combinations of culture, capital and the nation-state, 

 rather  than assume that they are immature versions of some master western 

 prototype”. 

         (Ong, 1999, p. 31) 

 

Moreover, Reime and Hawkins also point out: 

 

 “To be successful, tourism-development must correspond to the inherent 

 characteristics and needs of the regions, its society and the customers sought”. 

                 (Reime and Hawkins, 1979, p. 68)

   

This quote is significant in the context of this thesis. During the era of mass tourism, 

little concern arose for consideration of regional and local cultures/norms. Despite some 

contention, developing countries still believe that ecotourism would ultimately help to provide 

benefits rather than create problems in their countries (de Haas, 2002; Fitzgerald and Stronza, 

2016; Hunt, 2022). This is because ecotourism destinations as a whole have successfully 

brought infrastructure facilities, such as roads, transportation and electricity, to rural areas, 

which can benefit the wider population and rural hinterlands (Spenceley and Meyer, 2012; 

Saufi, O'Brien and Wilkins, 2014; Forje, Tchamba and Eno-Nku, 2021). However, some 

argue that this programme has failed to sustain the environment and cultural aspects. The 

works of Ndione make an interesting point that supports this argument, when he states: 
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 “You are poor because you look at what you do not have. See what you 

 possess, see what you are, and you will discover you are astonishingly rich’ 

                (African proverb, quoted in Ndione, 1994, p. 37)

   

Consequently, development within tourism-related fields focuses not only on how to 

improve ecotourism programmes but also on how to advance the residents’ lifestyles from the 

traditional to the modern. Furthermore, the focus includes improving five different aspects: 

economics, social, political, cultural and technological (Goulet, 1989; Ionel, 2019). Pearce 

(1991), Oppermann and Chon (1997) and Sharpley and Telfer (2008) also suggest that 

development helps to create jobs and improve economies within the rural communities and 

the countries themselves. At the same time, development also creates security within the 

tourism destinations, as people in such communities or countries must ensure that tourists 

have peace and happiness whilst travelling (see Sharpley and Telfer, 2008; Sharma, Charak 

and Kumar, 2018; Bechmann Pedersen, 2020).  

Development can sometimes mean moving towards modernity, replacing or 

superseding the older, traditional lifestyles. For example, the work of Bryceson (2002, pp. 

726-727), Jongudomkarn and Camfield (2006, p. 504) and Leavy and Hossain (2014, p. 38) 

demonstrate the shift from agricultural lifestyles towards the process of deagrarianisation
3
: 

 

 “. . . farming is not a favoured option for the younger generation in rural areas 

 of developing countries, even those in which agriculture remains the mainstay 

 of livelihoods and the rural economy”.  

                   (Leavy and Hossain, 2014, p. 38)  

                                                           
3
 “Deagrarianisation is a process of agricultural society dominated by non-agricultural activities. For example, 

rural people are migrating to urban areas to seek higher incomes, and farmers are using new technologies on 

farming, such as using pesticides instead of organic fertiliser or tractors instead of buffaloes”. BRYCESON, D. 

2002. The scramble in Africa: reorienting rural livelihood. World Development, 30 (5), 725-738. 
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This has caused concern for the developing countries’ authorities and residents, as 

development has dramatically changed the ways in which developing countries’ people live. 

For example, Rigg (2007) demonstrates that the way development has occurred in Thailand 

has now subsequently changed Thai lifestyles, with Thai people believing that “a happy man 

is a wealthy man—material goods have become symbols not only of success but also of 

happiness” (Rigg, 2007, p. 65). Within a generation, the acquisition of material goods has 

been a noticeable trend as incomes have increased.  

There are two approaches to measuring the success of development projects. Firstly,  

development that uses the ideas of balancing and improving through a step-by-step approach 

(sufficiency economy
4
); and  secondly, development that applies the idea of business tools by 

comparing which strategy is the most prudent course, via the use of  benchmarking
5
 tools 

(Srinakharinwirot University, 1999). The popular approach of developing countries is 

‘benchmarking’, which works as a quick and balanced process for ‘solving problems’ via 

measuring quantitative indicators. However, the Thai authorities argue that this process would 

not necessarily help to create a successful solution, as Thai residents are not ready for the new 

challenges that modernising economies presents (Srinakharinwirot University, 1999). Thus, I 

argue that local communities are still not ready to adapt to modern methods of performance 

management and key performance indicators that tracking the progress of projects often 

requires.  

                                                           
4
 Sufficiency economy is ‘a philosophy that stresses the middle path as the overriding principle for appropriate 

conduct and way of life by populace at all levels (individual, family and community). Its aims are to balance the 

development strategy within the nation as well as to develop in line with the forces of globalisation and shielding 

against inevitable shocks and excesses that may arise’ (Sufficiency Economy NESDB, 2006). 
5
 Benchmarking is a process that focuses on how to improve the organisation via the ideas of finding the gaps 

within the organisation itself, by comparing and seeking ways to improve those gaps from case studies of the 

most successful organisations. After applying this process, the organisation itself would then eliminate those 

gaps and become successful later (Boonyamalik, 2005) 
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Since benchmarking’s application by developing countries in the context of 

ecotourism, problems have occurred—notably, misunderstandings in relation to the definition 

of development itself between local communities—and the key issue becomes the object of 

benchmarking, i.e. what are the aims of development? This is why different perceptions of 

ecotourism are important to understand. Development itself, as well as ecotourism, is (re) 

constructed and contested. 

A focus on ‘process’ rather than concrete action and implementation has been a key 

obstacle to enabling ecotourism to benefit local communities. Local communities and interest 

groups have seen the increased bureaucracy resulting from the processes of modernity as 

putting a ‘block’ on creating meaningful change on the ground within ecotourism sites.  

The following section outlines some key impacts of ecotourism that the literature 

identifies. Some are the unintended consequences of promoting ecotourism in new locations. 

 

2.3.1 Land Price Increases 

Ecotourism generally functions as a driving force behind helping local people earn 

more household income (Almeyda et al., 2010; Walter, 2013; Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 

2018; Pornprasit and Rurkkhum, 2019; Ashraf et al., 2020). However, there are some 

drawbacks, especially when areas acquire recognition as tourist destinations. Cater (1993) 

states that ecotourism programmes have forced land prices up. She uses Belize as an example, 

pointing out that “the areas (proximate to Miami, Houston and New Orleans) cost around 

‘US$135,000 (in 1993)’ and probably now (in 1993), foreigners own all these areas” (Cater, 

1993, p. 86). Moreover, Bosselman, Peterson and McCarthy (1999) also mention that most 

Belizeans could not afford to live in tourist regions because land values in Belize were 

extremely high. Similarly, in Honduras (Moreno, 2005), Costa Rica (Horton, 2009) and 

Cambodia (Walter, 2013), foreign investors forced the prices of properties close to ecotourism 
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sites upwards, and this has forced the local residents to live farther away from the places 

where they grew up. Almeyda et al. (2010) also mention that the arrival of ecotourism 

programmes in Costa Rica has led to increased land and food prices inside the country.  

 

2.3.2  Sociocultural Problems 

 Since tourism has become established within the developing countries, such as 

Thailand and Nepal, the number of social and cultural problems has increased in four ways, 

namely, through “commodification, culture affecting social change, cultural knowledge and 

cultural patrimony” (Brandon, 1996, pp. 17-19). Specifically, these increase crime (Farr and 

Rogers, 1994; Mansperger, 1995; Pizam, 1999; Teye, Sirakaya and Sonmez, 2002; Tarlow, 

2006; Howard, 2009; Mohammed and Sookram, 2015), dissatisfaction within the local 

population (Doxey, 1975; King, Pizam and Milman, 1993; Mansperger, 1995; Madan and 

Rawat, 2000; Mapes, 2009), cultural homogenisation (Cohen and Kennedy, 2000; Morrison 

and Maxim, 2021), displacement of local residents (Faulkenberry et al., 2000; Green, 2000; 

Joseph and Kavoori, 2001; Jaurez, 2002; Neef, 2019) and prostitution and health-related 

problems (Ryan and Hall, 2001; Bauer, Chon and McKercher, 2003; Howard, 2009; Padilla et 

al., 2010; Godovykh and Ridderstaat, 2020).  

 Dearden’s work uses Northern Thailand as a case study and demonstrates a significant 

sociocultural problem occurring within the unspoiled areas. Dearden (1991) states that the 

more international and domestic tourists arrive within the ethnic villages each year, the more 

signs of significant cultural changes emerge. For example, some ethnic people wearing T-

shirts instead of their own ethnic dress (Coppock, 1977), costing them a significant sum of 

money. The highlands residents have become accustomed to the idea of earning quick money 

by becoming beggars (Cohen, 1979). Tourists interfere with the tribespeople by impacting 

their everyday lifestyles because tourists may enter into their homes at different times. And 



 

39 
 

the ethnic residents must invent new cultures and adopt the stereotype from Western 

behaviours to attract both international and domestic tourists (Stronza, 2001; Mahapatra, 

Pandey and Pradhan, 2012; Cabral and Dhar, 2020). This has become a kind of ‘performance’ 

for the tourists, to encourage economic benefits.  

 In addition, Duffy (2002) and Mowforth and Munt (2015) mention that ecotourism has 

simultaneously impacted the process of empowerment within the local communities and 

created fragmentation within their local families. For instance, in Vietnam, women have more 

opportunities to work than in the past, when they only did housework (Tran and Walter, 

2014). Also, in Costa Rica, people must work long hours, due to the changes resulting from 

the influx of tourists and previously mentioned increases in land values and food prices, 

resulting in such family problems as divorce (Horton, 2009). Horton (2009) even notes that 

some women have become involved in prostitution, due to the presence of foreigners and the 

associated economic benefits. Furthermore, Honey (2009) illustrates some Maasai residents 

who have lost faith in their cultures, possibly because they see themselves as ‘humans in a 

zoo’, waiting for the tourists to come, see and experience them, a kind of exhibit. Honey cites 

an interviewee stating that “his classmates only wear the Maasi dress and behave like Maasi 

peoples when the tourists arrive, but, after the tourists left he just pretended to be someone 

else” (Honey, 2009, p. 50). 

  

2.3.3 Environmental Impacts 

In an ideal world, ecotourism works as a strategy to help nations to overcome 

problems from mass tourism. However, Jacobson and Lopez (1994, p. 415) question whether 

“ecotourism cannot be viewed as a benign, non-consumptive use of natural resources”. 

Dearden (1991, p. 409) agrees with Jacobson and Lopez and further contends, “Tourism is not 
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environmentally benign”. Ecotourism still involves relatively smaller numbers of tourists 

travelling great distances and requiring more money to partake. 

Within the developing countries, these ecotourism problems mostly relate to the 

degradation of natural resources (Wiertsema, 1995; McKercher, 1998; Weaver, 1998; Chin et 

al., 2000; Holden, 2009; Jouanjean, Tucker and te Velde, 2014; Afonso et al., 2021; Ștefănică 

et al., 2021) and the increases in pollution (Farrell and Marion, 2001; Kruger, 2005; Barman, 

Bera and Pradhan, 2015; Chowdhury and Maiti, 2016; Abris et al., 2020). Karen and Mather 

(1985) further discuss the ecotourism problems around trekking within Nepal (e.g. 

deforestation and waste pollution). In a similar vein, ecotourism problems have also appeared 

among the Sea Kayaking community in Southern Thailand (Kontogeorgopoulos, 2004a). The 

results in Thailand were not dissimilar to Nepal’s.  

Gill and Satyanarayan (cited in Dowling, 1996) find more evidence of the impacts of 

introducing ecotourism into Thailand. They record reports of dead deer and elephants near the 

tourism sites; animals that consumed golf balls or fell off the cliffs whilst building road 

infrastructure and golf courses. Moreover, in Ecuador’s Galapagos Islands, the negative 

impacts linked to the large amount of tourist arrivals annually included erosion and plant and 

animal disturbance (Brandon, 1996; Powell and Ham, 2008; Mapes, 2009; Nash, 2009). 

Mathieson and Wall (1982) discuss further impacts of ecotourism within the Galapagos 

Islands, from the increasing number of plant and animal invaders. These incidents have 

reduced the native flora and fauna and increased breeding failure of coastal bird species 

(Nash, 2009).  

The study of hoatzin chicks in the Amazonian rainforest by Mullner, Linsenmair and 

Wikelski (2004) also detects chicks standing lower chances of survival because of the 

disturbance from the size of tourist groups. Some academics note the increased risk of the 

transmission of diseases to the wild animals within ecotourism sites (Stone and Nyaupane, 
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2016; Bello, Lovelock and Carr, 2017; Khanal, 2019-20). Additionally, others cite tourist 

management to attract ecotourists that has caused direct impacts on animal behaviours (Long, 

1991; Davis, 2015; Massingham, Fuller and Dean, 2019), including driving boats to make 

flamingos fly, allowing tourists to find frigatebird nesting areas (MacKinnon, MacKinnon and 

Thorsell, 1986), feed the animals (Mapes, 2009; Massingham, Fuller and Dean, 2019; Afonso 

et al., 2021) and use flashlights and torches during turtle hatchings (Ballantyne, Packer and 

Hughes, 2009; Walter and Cronin, 2020). 

Haysmith (1995) lists the environmental impacts that have occurred in different 

nations (see Appendix 1) — for example, poor water quality, disturbing breeding and wildlife 

that affects reproduction, trail erosion and disturbing vegetation and wildlife, soil compaction, 

sea-turtle nesting and reproduction (Chapters 6 and 7 return to this aspect). In general, the 

impacts on nature result from different factors. For example, Weber (1993) states that the 

impacts within the African environment are due to the limited education of tour guides and 

tourist group sizes. Others (Haysmith, 1995; Kusler, 1991a; 1991b) mention that the impacts 

on nature depend on the visitors’ activities and behaviours.  

Despite numerous negative impacts of ecotourism in developing countries, this alone 

does not mean that the negative consequences of ecotourism should limit the introduction of 

ecotourism in different settings around the world. There are examples of cases where 

ecotourism has helped to conserve and protect the biodiversity of natural resources. For 

example, in Australia, ecotourism benefits the host communities by protecting the water 

supplies and nutrient cycling within biodiversity (Diamantis, 1999; Moskwa, 2008; Korosi, 

2013). In Costa Rica, ecotourism has helped the country to reduce deforestation within the 

natural environments (Karwacki and Boyd, 1994; Horton, 2009; UNEP, 2019; Konyn, 2021). 

Moreover, in Central America, benefits to the local cultural and ecological sites include 

protecting the watershed (Courrau, 1995; Klak, 2007; Hunt and Stronza, 2011; Loperena, 
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2016). In Cambodia, ecotourism has helped the local residents to learn, value and maintain 

their traditional cultures, such as Khmer classical dance in Chambok, the use of ox carts for 

farming and harvesting and the traditional Khmer Water Festival, with boat racing and lantern 

floating (Walter, 2013; Sen and Walter, 2020). Finally, in Rwanda, ecotourism has helped to 

not only save numerous gorillas but also decrease the problems regarding regional politics 

(Verissimo et al., 2009; Maekawa et al., 2015; Sabuhoro et al., 2021). 

 

2.4 Conclusion  

This chapter illustrates the numerous definitions and viewpoints of different groups 

regarding ecotourism. The meaning of ecotourism is associated with such key topics as 

natural areas, conservation, sustainable development, local communities, economics, 

education and welfare. For example, some academics question the definition of ecotourism 

relating to the indigenous residents, as well as cultural heritage. Fennell (2014) argues that 

ecotourism should only discuss and pay attention to natural environments because the word 

ecotourism originated from the terms ‘ecology’ and ‘tourism’. Including other aspects, such 

as culture, risked ‘diluting’ the meaning of ecotourism. However, others (Cronin, 1990; 

Honey, 2008) argue that culture cannot be independent of nature because people have created 

cultures and heritage.  

Recently, ecotourism has become a niche in which people feel virtuous about how 

they can protect the environment and help other people to earn income. Furthermore, 

ecotourism also impacts the areas that have become the tourism destinations. For example, 

environmental degradation, crime and property values increase. This chapter makes 

increasingly evident that ecotourism is socially constructed, and differing constructions have 

emerged. 
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Helping to decrease the risk of problems means having well-managed ecotourism 

plans. However, the plan might not be enough if the residents in the countries fail to 

implement it. Such plans are the most important ways of helping ecotourism to become 

successful and minimising the impacts on natural and cultural heritage areas, as well as 

contributing income to local communities. We must first consider the relevant stakeholders 

and their understanding of the term ‘ecotourism’ and, second, understand the relationships 

between the relevant ecotourism stakeholders. Doing this would initially help the host 

countries to experience less severe consequences from ecotourism, due to promoting strong, 

resilient host communities. 

How different stakeholders relate to the contested nature of ecotourism shapes how 

ecotourism happens in reality. This is where debates about nature, economy and culture come 

to the fore when examining Thai ecotourism. The importance of culture in Thai ecotourism 

emphasises the symbiotic connection between culture and nature that has developed through 

the emphasis on Buddhism. Whilst in Thailand the challenges of implementing ecotourism 

mirror other developing nations, understanding what motivates different stakeholders appears 

to influence the extent to which ecotourism can succeed in more remote, rural locations, 

where all stakeholders must work together. 

 The next chapter, attempts to demonstrate how different stakeholders experience 

ecotourism, especially on local scales of experience. It also pays attention to the factors that 

have shaped ecotourism.  
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CHAPTER 3 

ECOTOURISM STAKEHOLDERS AND THEIR EXPERIENCES  

 

3.1 Introduction 

 As Chapter 1 mentions, a key aim of this thesis is to explore Thai stakeholders and 

their ecotourism experiences, in the context of recent growth of tourism in rural areas. The 

previous chapter discusses this in relation to the construction of ecotourism definitions and its 

impacts across developing countries. This chapter aims to extend the discussions from 

Chapter 2, to ecotourism and associated stakeholders’ experiences, especially relating to the 

operation of ecotourism on the ground. In this thesis, stakeholders are “any group or 

individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organisation's objectives” 

(Freeman, 1984, p. 46). Within the tourism literature, Byrd, Bosley and Dronberger (2009) 

and Goeldner and Ritchie (2005) divide tourism stakeholders into four main categories: 

tourists, tourism operators, host governments and local residents. Moreover, the thesis focuses 

on the various factors that hinder/aid the success of ecotourism in different countries around 

the globe, categorised here as ‘power’ and ‘politics’. The chapter comprises two sections, 

namely, the views and implementation of ecotourism via the stakeholders and the associated 

impacts on ecotourism development.  

 

3.2 Ecotourism Stakeholders: Views and Implementation 

While ecotourism has existed as a concept globally for more than two decades, there is 

wide recognition of an ‘implementation gap’ (see Schoemann, 2002; Hall, 2008). This is due 

in part to the paucity of linkage and collaboration between the host residents and the 

ecotourism mediators (cf. Ashraf and Sibi, 2020; Wondirad, Tolkach and King, 2020) and the 

scarcity of involvement of local residents in management and decision-making on ecotourism 
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management and practices (Nicholas, Thapa and Ko, 2009; Chia et al., 2018). Moreover, 

Treuren and Lane (2003) highlight that organisations developing their own strategies and 

goals would help to minimise the problems and costs and maximise the benefits to host 

countries. However, Hall notes: 

 

 “If there are multiple agencies involved and/or private or non-government 

 partners how will efforts be coordinated and how do we ensure that every 

 party understand the goals in the same way?”.  

                  (Hall, 2008, p. 244)  

 

This quotation exemplifies the need in developing countries for sound strategies and 

plans, based on a shared understanding of ecotourism and factoring in local needs, to properly 

implement plans and benchmark performance and ensure reaching goals. If key goals are 

unmet, analysis to learn from mistakes and improve future policies must follow. 

 The strategy to help each nation to conserve the environment and the cultural heritage 

is to have well-managed ecotourism plans (Mieckowski, 1995; Stabler, 1997; Li, 2004) and 

good stakeholder collaboration (Wondirad, Tolkach and King, 2020). These are less often in 

evidence within developing countries (Schoemann, 2002). This thesis focuses on the national
6
 

and the subnational
7
 scales because the national and the subnational scales of ecotourism 

implementation in developing countries are completely different from those in developed 

countries. For example, in Canada and Australia, a subnational ecotourism implementation 

plan is already in place, so processing and reaching successful ecotourism implementation is 

quicker there (Wight, 2002). In developing countries, the complexity and variable efficacy of 

national and subnational scales (e.g. cooperation mechanisms and allocation/sharing of 

                                                           
6 
National scale (i.e. National policy, Department policy). 

7 
Subnnational scale (i.e. Provinces, communes). 
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regulator responsibilities between different levels of governments) often delay 

implementation of ecotourism (Alampay, 2005; Asraf and Sibi, 2020). 

Diamantis (2018) raises concerns regarding the problems facing ecotourism. He 

suggests that one of the most pressing problems is ‘stakeholder management’. Backman and 

Munanura (2015) and Pornprasit and Rurkkhum, (2019) agree with Diamantis, illustrating 

that the key drivers to make ecotourism live up to its environmentally friendly credentials are 

‘the ecotourism stakeholders’— tourists, residents, entrepreneurs and government officials. 

Each stakeholder group comprises a diversity of views on dealing with the ecotourism 

challenge (Diamantis, 2018). Following this, Ziffer (1989) and Boo (1991) highlights why 

developing countries (or some developed countries) are still finding ecotourism a challenge, 

given the multiplicity of meanings and values involved. They state: 

 

 “The definition of ecotourism is multi-purpose; it attempts to describe an 

 activity, set forth a philosophy, while at the same time espouse a model of 

 development (Ziffer, 1989, p. 5). Nevertheless, ecotourism claimed to provide 

 economic benefits through natural resources preservation, offering potential 

 benefits to both conservation and development”  

          (Boo, 1991, p. 54)  

 

 Despite this challenge, the statement claims that ecotourism contributes benefits not 

only to ecotourists but also to those host nations and related tourism operators. Ecotourism is 

thus contentious, in relation to the idea of improving the standard of living within host 

countries. Development and economic approaches have influenced the growth of ecotourism, 

from conservation and preserving the natural sites to concentrating on the strategies for how 
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to improve economic incomes and provide new employment opportunities in local 

communities.  

 Host countries have now generated greater funding to deal with increases in the 

demands of tourists for tourism facilities, whilst ignoring the interest in protecting and 

sustaining the environment and culture (see Chapter 2 for more detail). Donohoe and 

Needham (2006) also mention that this confusion surrounding the definition of ecotourism 

also led to concerns on how to implement ecotourism management with a plethora of different 

users, such as decision-makers, managers, planners and local residents.  

 The following sections offer some examples of influential stakeholders and their 

experiences with ecotourism programmes. It focuses first on government agencies, then on 

ecotourism operators, ecotourists themselves and, finally, local communities.   

 

3.2.1 Governmental Organisations 

Government has responsibilities to inform, support, assist and formulate and 

implement policy to serve and benefit the people. Gordon (1991, pp. 2-3) defines government 

as “a form of activity aiming to shape, guide, or affect the conduct of some person or persons 

— i.e. the conduct of conduct”. However, the roles of the government may ultimately vary, 

depending on locations and social norms on policy implementation. Within the field of 

ecotourism, Goeldner and Ritchie (2005, n.p.) note that government often views tourism as ‘a 

wealth factor in the economy of their jurisdiction’. This view applies in both developed and 

developing countries. According to Goeldner and Ritchie, the governments within Asia, South 

Africa and the Pacific Islands have also further applied ecotourism in their national plans as 

way of improving the economic restructuring in their countries (Schoemann, 2002; Dredge 

and Jenkins, 2007; Hall, 2008; Jenkins, Hall and Troughton, 1998). Moreno (2005) mentions 
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that by 1990, nearly every developing country had developed an ecotourism programme 

within its national plan. 

However, implementation of ecotourism differs in developed countries (see Appendix 

2). For example, Australia (Tisdell and Wilson, 2002) and Canada (Wight, 2002) follow a 

more decentralised model, based on the needs of their local communities. Additionally, 

Pearce (2001, p. 351) notes that because the developed countries often have “a happy 

juxtaposition of the right people and the right skills and a sympathetic council” with which to 

work, they can spread good practice in ecotourism site management down to the community 

level. By contrast, developing countries’ governments only tend to implement some of the 

above, tending to suit the needs of those who implement such policy rather than those who 

utilise it (Fennell and Dowling, 2003; Hall, 2008; Honey, 2009). Additionally, as Fletcher 

(2009, p. 272) points out, “many elements of ecotourism discourse are likely to be quite alien 

to members of the rural communities in less-developed and non-Western societies where 

ecotourism is promoted”. To enable ecotourism to succeed, the Good Governance Advisory 

Group demonstrates:  

 

 “Good governance depends on the actors and groups involved in the network, 

  their aspirations and values, and the decisions they make about issues such as 

  accountability,   transparency,  participation,  communication, knowledge- 

  sharing,  efficiency  and  equity’. Developing  countries’  context  —  and  

  Thailand — can and do lack these factors”. 

(Good Governance Advisory Group, 2004, cited in Beaumont and Dredge, 2010, p. 8)

  

Although developing governments have strategies in terms of implementing 

ecotourism programmes within their national plans, this does not mean that the way they 
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practise and define the term ‘ecotourism’ would effectively support sustainable ecotourism. 

Developing governments have still forgotten to focus on ‘coordination’ with other relevant 

stakeholders (Schoemann, 2002) or otherwise ‘put people back into their networks’ (Rhodes, 

2002), a recognised significant approach to helping the nations improve their tourism 

programmes, especially in terms of implementing planning and policy (Allmendinger, Barker 

and Stead, 2002; Gunn and Var, 2002; Swart, 2005; Hall, 2008). This also sheds light on the 

disadvantages of top-down national development plans (see Chapter 2), which do not 

account for locally specific circumstances. These national development plans also tend to 

originate from urban-focused government officials with little experience of the social and 

economic challenges that rural communities face. For example, governance in developing 

countries tends to be directed from the capital of each country, where policy makers often 

come from elite families with little connection or understanding of rural communities or the 

rural economy that dominates employment in such countries as Philippines, Indonesia, 

Thailand and Vietnam (Sidel, 2005; Marie Stur, 2019).  

For example, the Thai government tends to allocate/share the policies and regulations, 

mostly creations by the main staff in the relevant authorities, from the capital of Thailand, 

Bangkok. Thus, the policies and regulations sometimes do not suit the needs of the local 

people within rural areas. Often, they are not that easy for the rural authorities and people 

living in those areas to follow.  

Furthermore, Stein, Clark and Rickards (2003) mention that to implement the 

ecotourism policies, the collaboration between sectors is not enough when creating effective 

ecotourism planning that also requires a focus on the relationships within organisations. 

Additionally, Anyaoku and Martin (2003) further suggest that to make ecotourism 

programmes a success, the residents and the rest of the ecotourism stakeholders must have 

good relationships while working with each other. McKercher and Ritchie (1997) and 
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Nunkoo (2015) also note that if the tourism officers lack expertise and skills in the tourism 

fields, the results would be less than satisfactory. The Good Governance Advisory Group 

(2004, cited in Beaumont and Dredge, 2010, p. 8) suggests that the ability to make ecotourism 

achieve its aims requires government involvement in “the network, their aspirations and 

values, and the decisions they make about issues such as accountability, transparency, 

participation, communication, knowledge-sharing, efficiency and equity”. Key to this is 

having staff with expertise and experience in tourism management. 

Additionally, Schoeman (2002) demonstrates that the ecotourism approaches 

sometimes may not see implementation if a significant number of changes occur within both 

local and national governments. Schoeman (2002) highlights the example of Qwa-Qwa 

national park in South Africa, where the park management officers submitted the request to 

government authorities and asked for permission to build the new resorts inside the national 

park. The national park officers received several answers from many political government 

officers, with one respondent rejecting the request while another accepted it. Whilst the 

accepted request continued through relevant processes, the political governance changed 

again and, thus, the park management officers, not having heard anything from the incoming 

government, were still unsure of the request’s status. In the end, the Qwa-Qwa national park 

officers had to chase the document from the new government and, at the same time, resubmit 

the request. Changes in governance on local, regional and national levels can severely inhibit 

basic requests and tasks without the rare suitable handover of responsibilities. Moreover, a 

similar situation also occurred in Thailand, due to poor and slow cooperation between 

different levels of governments. However, in the case of Thailand, it not only caused severe 

problems in the delivery process; it also led to the loss of international market to other 

countries nearby (see Punmanee and Wheway, 2017).  



 

51 
 

In light of the problems of governance within the Qwa-Qwa national park, Wight 

(2002) illustrates the opposite of such governance problems. In Alberta, Canada, projects had 

received positive feedback on ecotourism strategies, owing to having consulted ecotourism 

actors (e.g. government sectors, ecotourism industries and local residents), to enrol support 

for exchange and encourage the activities of ecotourism through different stakeholders.  

In the case of Cambodia (Nyaupane, Lew and Tatsugawa, 2014; Toko, 2018; Walter, 

Regmi and Khanal, 2018), transparency and accountability are also important in establishing 

credibility and trust from the local residents. Wight (2002) suggests that transparency 

responsibility from each ecotourism actor in applying ecotourism within specific areas is 

essential, but Wight (2002) notes that locations and marketing within sites/destinations are the 

first ecotourism need on which government must focus in creating the ecotourism programme. 

 

3.2.2 Ecotourism Operators 

As one of the fastest growing tourism sectors in the world, the creation of a large 

number of ecotourism operators has occurred in recent years, but without the required 

planning to develop tourism and spread the benefits to local communities. Normally, 

ecotourism operators see ecotourism as a product for making business profits. They tend to 

make sure to provide the best ecotourism facilities, leading to ecotourist satisfaction with their 

ecotourism operators.  

Thus, Weaver, Glenn and Rounds (1996) note that whilst there are plenty of 

ecotourism entrepreneurs, they still lack experience working in ecotourism. Some ecotourism 

operators prefer to create good support and rapport with the host communities (Mathieson and 

Wall, 1982; Weaver, Glenn and Rounds 1996; Ross and Wall, 1999a). Weaver, Glenn and 

Rounds (1996) and Hillary (2000) state that those ecotourism suppliers cooperating and 

coordinating with only the host communities is not enough. They also need the support from 
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government agencies to help the ecotourism operators overcome the problems of lacking 

access to information and, at the same time, to allow them freedom to form their opinions 

whilst attending local community meetings. In a similar vein, Wall (1997) suggests that 

ecotourists also play a key role in fostering an effective ecotourism industry, as the people 

who place demands on the ecotourism marketing areas. 

 

3.2.3 Ecotourists 

Ecotourists place increasing demands on the infrastructure and the number of tourist 

destinations within the host countries (see Wang et al., 2014). Some scholars, such as Chin et 

al. (2000), mention that the various types of tourists do not differ from each other as users 

within tourist destinations, sharing the same facilities, such as toilets, roads, bins, and natural 

and cultural-heritage areas. 

The literature shows that coverage of the barriers to helping to improve ecotourism 

implementation, in terms of effectiveness, remains limited, especially regarding stakeholder 

relationships. Many references in the ecotourism literature focus on tourists’ attitudes in 

different parts of the world. 

Chin et al. (2000) argue that the way to help tourists understand ecotourism and, at the 

same time, decrease the number of negative impacts is to educate tourists and implement 

regulations for them to follow (see Tisdell and Wilson, 2005). However, Lucas (1990) argues 

that education may not be the right approach for all areas, depending on the culture within the 

host countries. Some academics (Smith and Alderdice, 1979; Littlejohn, 2000; Miller, 

Dickinson and Pearlman-Houghie, 2001) also argue that creating activities within the tourist 

destinations could be one approach to helping to sustain tourist areas, including bird 

watching, wildlife reserves, picnicking and hiking (Angus-Reid-Group, 1993; Miller, 

Dickinson and Pearlman-Houghie, 2001; Deng, 2004; Huang et al., 2008). They mention that 
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various activities, such as power-boating, hunting, skiing, golfing and gambling, are unrelated 

to ecotourism activities and can be damaging (Angus-Reid-Group, 1993; Miller, Dickinson 

and Pearlman-Houghie, 2001; Deng, 2004). 

 

3.2.4 Local Communities 

Local residents are one of the essential groups of ecotourism stakeholders (see 

Chapter 1) because they are crucial to helping tourists experience and learn about the nature 

and culture within the host community (Stronza, Hunt and Fitzgerald, 2019). Moreover, local 

residents are the first ecotourism stakeholders, with the principal interest in the protection of 

nature and culture (e.g. Stem et al., 2003; Hunt and Stronza, 2011) and strengthening 

engagement with local communities (e.g. Snyman, 2013; Marcinek and Hunt, 2015; Romero-

Brito, Buckley and Byrne, 2016). Neth (2008) suggests that inappropriate management could 

gradually lead to conflicts between local communities. Backman and Munanura, (2015) argue 

that the essential key players creating sustainable ecotourism are the local stakeholders. 

Notably little information is available concerning local communities’ perception of 

ecotourism in developing countries, especially in Asia (Belisle and Hoy, 1980; Krüger, 2005; 

Dorjsuren and Palmer, 2018; Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 2018). Reviewing the literature 

must first focus on local residents’ attitudes
8
 throughout the world, to expand understanding 

of ecotourism in marginal rural communities globally (Becker et al., 2005; 

Kontogeorgopoulos, 2005; Lai and Nepal, 2006; Tsaur, Lin and Lin, 2006; Bruyere, Beh and 

Lelenguyah, 2009). 

Although studies of local residents’ attitudes are important, this research does not 

provide tools for measuring local residents’ attitudes. Its purpose is to focus on these aspects: 

the cooperation of local residents and other relevant stakeholders (Kutay, 1992; Wells and 

                                                           
8
 Attitude is ‘a psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some degree of 

favour and disfavour’ (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993, p. 1). 
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Brandon, 1993; Campbell, 1999; Mehta and Heinen, 2001; Phillips, 2003; Li, 2006) and the 

empowerment of local communities to make decisions within ecotourism development plans 

in their localities (Brandon, 1993; Newmark and Hough, 2000; Sofield, 2003; Sonjai et al., 

2018). For local people, ecotourism does not necessarily represent an opportunity for 

economic development, particularly if there is already a lack of trust in local and national 

governmental structures that emphasise a top-down approach (see Chapter 1). 

Moreover, Oikonomou and Dikou (2008) demonstrate that without trust between local 

residents and other ecotourism stakeholders, the ways of improving or integrating 

conservation and development in destinations would be complicated by a lack of local 

residential support. Furthermore, Jones (2005), Stronza and Gordillo (2008) and Tran and 

Walter (2014) believe that trust is vital for improving the local residents’ behaviours and 

encouraging them to be environmentally responsible. However, Pipinos and Fokiali (2009) 

and Pagliara, Mauriello and Russo (2020) argue that the stress of implementation and 

planning of the ecotourism venture would improve if knowledge of ecotourism or 

conservation were in place (e.g. Greece and Italy). Moreover, participation, cooperation and 

communication could be tools to help host countries control and influence future effective 

ecotourism implementation.  

Koens, Dieperink and Miranda (2009) suggest that ecotourism requires a better 

institutional capacity and more integrated planning on local and national levels, paying more 

attention to the initial planning stage. Accordingly, the best approach to improving the quality 

of planning and decisions is to increase the cooperation with all stakeholders, to better 

understand their views and motivations (Beierle and Konisky, 2000; Carmin, Darnall and 

Milhomens, 2003). Moreover, Runyan and Wu believe: 
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 “The inclusion of complex impact considerations in a tourism planning 

 process strongly implies relatively wide community involvement in impact 

 assessment. Increased involvement in estimating complex impacts contributes 

 to the reliability of  the estimates. Such involvement also serves as a 

 constructive vehicle for appraisal of impacts by individuals and groups other 

 than those which are ‘expert’, a body of interests most planners feel should be 

 included in a planning process. . . . The strength of professionals lies in 

 forecasting relatively simple and quantitatively definable impacts; the wide 

 involvement allows a look at more complex impacts, their comparison with 

 those that are relatively simple, and an appraisal of the combination. Although 

 resident involvement can significantly increase the time and effort required by 

 professionals to complete a project, the payoff is impactful information of 

 increased reliability and usefulness”.  

           (Runyan and Wu, 1979, p. 451) 

 

Following this logic, Altinay and Bowen (2006) and Nunkoo and Gursoy (2016) 

suggest that ‘power’ and ‘politics’ are key for considering communities’ role in tourism 

planning in developing countries. The next section discusses this.  

 

3.3 Factors that Impact on Ecotourism Development 

 Even though power and politics are essential for tourism development and planning, 

in the context of tourism, the concepts are still largely absent from the ecotourism literature 

(Farmaki et al, 2015; Nunkoo and Gursoy, 2016). First, I outline the importance of power. 
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3.3.1 Power 

 Power is “an action(s) on other action (s), each action may contain one or two or three 

elements i.e. a capacity, a facility and an ability” (adapted from Foucault, 1987, and Lukes, 

2005). So, why power and tourism? Power is one of the central concepts interwoven with the 

study of tourism (Hollinshead, 1999; Butcher, 2008; Dorjsuren and Palmer, 2018; Palmer and 

Chuamuangphan, 2018), particularly when considering the stages of planning and 

management (Wearing and McDonald, 2002, Nunkoo and Gursoy, 2016) and evaluating the 

local residents’ perceptions and willingness to accept tourism development in their 

communities  (Pearce et al., 1996; Nunkoo and Gursoy, 2016; Pagliara, Mauriello and Russo,  

2020). Power imbalances shape impacts within the host communities and create conflicts 

between tourists and local communities/host countries (see Urry, 1990, pp. 56-63; Wearing, 

1998, p. 243; Cheong and Miller, 2000; Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 2018) and residents and 

their local government representatives (Ruhanen, 2013; Nunkoo, 2015). 

 The power that people have in this context manifests in different ways. However, 

important elements are monetary power and powerful positions that authorities hold (Hunt 

and Kasynathan, 2001; Kilby, 2002, Mayoux, 2002; Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 2018). 

Elliot (1997, p. 10) refers to power in societies simply as “who gets what, when and how?’ 

Avelino and Rotmans (2011, n.p.) argue for conceptualising power as ‘a capacity of actors to 

resist, drive or direct transformations”. Moreover, Allen (2003, p. 2) mentions that power “is a 

relational effect of social interaction”. Deleuze and Guattari (1988) and Foucault (1980; 1991; 

2001) also comments that power can occur anywhere through discourses, strategies, practices 

and relationships, as a result of daily life; for example, within the family, school, finance or 

even formal institutions (see Weber, 1995, pp. 29-30).  

 Power can assume three different dimensions. In the first view (the one-dimensional 

view—see Figure 3.1), “A has power over B to the extent that A can get B to do something 
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that B would not otherwise do” (Lukes, 2005, p. 8). Lukes (2005, p. 19) also mentions that 

this power (one-dimensional view) involves “behaviour in the making of decisions on issues 

in which there is an observable conflict of interest”, otherwise known as A forces B to do 

something without B’s input. Policy makers and political officers normally use this one-

dimensional view of power to get other stakeholders to do something they want them to do.  

 

                                  exercise  

                                                                                                    

                                        

                                power over 

 

Figure 3.1:  First Dimension of Power (Power is straight forward) 

 

 Second, in the two-dimensional view, Bachrach and Baratz (1962) state that to utilise 

power effectively, people use two methods of exercising control over people: A coerces B (B 

has no choice to decide, apart from following A’s decisions to avoid the conflicts—non-

decision-making
9
); and A influences B, and B complies with A. Lukes (2005, p. 21) 

demonstrates that “B complies with A because they recognise that A’s command is reasonable 

in terms of B’s own values”.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
9
 ‘A means by which demands for change in the existing allocation of benefits and privileges in the community 

can be suffocated before they are even voiced; or kept covert; or killed before they gain access to the relevant 

decision-making arena; or, failing all these things, maimed or destroyed in the decision-implementing stage of 

the policy process’ (Bachrach and Baratz, 1970, p. 44). 

A B 

B will do something what  

A wants. While A  does 

not need to worry about 

B and B’s social interests. 
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                                  exercise  

                                                                                                    

                                        

                                power over 

 

Figure 3.2:  Second Dimension of Power 

 

 Third, there is the three-dimensional view, focused on “control over the political 

agenda’, whether through social forces, institutional practices or individuals” (Lukes, 2005, p. 

28). For example, “A may exercise power over B by getting him/her to do what he/she does 

not want to do, but B also exercises power over them by influencing, shaping or determining 

their very wants (B’s real interests
10

)” (Lukes, 2005, p. 27).  

 

                                  exercise  

                                                                                                    

                                        

                               power over 

 

Figure 3.3:  Third Dimension of Power 

 

 Drawing on these dimensions, power in Thailand can appear in two different views. 

First, the government authorities and political officers have used the two-dimensional view, as 

they have more power than other stakeholders, but they can use their power to force or to 

                                                           
10

 Real interests is “a way of identifying basic or central capabilities which existing arrangements preclude. For 

example, if Crenson’s steelworkers in Indiana, are forced to trade off air pollution against employment, their real 

or best interest is to render clean air and employment compatible, which would require pollution controls 

throughout the United States, so that no community is relatively disadvantaged by them” (Lukes, 2005, p. 148). 

A B 

B has ability to 

manipulate the agenda. 

But B’s power can be 

both direct and indirect, 

depends on who control 

the agenda. 

A B 

B has ability to 

manipulate the opinions 

of others in the society in 

order to persuade them 

that what is being 

proposed is desirable. 

But B’s power can be 

both direct and indirect, 

depends on who control 

the agenda. 
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influence people to do something that they would like others to do. For example, A applies 

coercion to B when the government utilises the power of law to force the local people, as well 

as indigenous people, to move away from a national park. A influences B and B complies 

with A, with the national park officers using education strategies to influence local 

populations and indigenous people to stop destroying their natural resources. This 

demonstrates that whilst the local communities and indigenous people have a formal right to 

determine their futures, existing two-dimensional power relationships limit what they can do 

to change their lives.  

 Thai people have also applied the three-dimensional view of power, particularly in 

rural areas where some local residents within destinations still believe that their local areas 

have less political conflicts than the urban cities (i.e. Bangkok, Chiang Mai and Pattaya), in 

terms of elections and corruption (Anderson, 1998; Anderson and Tverdova, 2003). Cordina 

et al. (2021) suggest that power works through everyday lives, such as through social and 

economic practices, i.e. informants, difficult to regulate formally by law. Furthermore, power 

can produce change in two ways, ‘positively’ or ‘negatively’, depending on how the person 

applies it within daily routines. Intriguingly, ‘positive power’ forces/influences local 

communities/host countries to reach their goals. However, the process of ‘negative power’ 

manifests in the opposite way, as the populations in these localities have no rights to involve 

themselves with local projects. Accordingly, this problem later leads to various negative 

impacts within communities/host countries, due to a lack of resident interest in local areas or 

government sectors (Johnson and Wilson, 2000).  

 ‘Negative power’ can sometimes separate people into different social classes. People 

who possess power would be treated differently from those lacking power to influence 

decision-making. Within the study of power and the perceptions of local residents in the 

Philippines and Thailand, Cahill (2008) and Palmer and Chuamuangphan (2018) demonstrate 
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that the voices of local residents were ignored for various reasons, including fear, lack of 

confidence and lack of interest, due to concerns that their voices would not be heard.   

 Moreover, power in developed countries could also (mis-)represent the developing 

countries. For example, Mitchell (1995) reports how the United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID) took advantage of Egyptian people. USAID reported that 

the factor driving the Egyptian agricultural problem was overpopulation, and the way to help 

was to open up their agricultural markets to global competition. However, that did not lead to 

the promised better availability of food to ordinary people. 

 Like Mitchell’s work, Foucault (1980; 1982) and Rose (2002) mention that the way 

USAID influenced Egypt’s market to become more internationalised contributed to changing 

local lifestyles from traditional agriculture towards industrialisation (Parnwell, 2005). This is 

called ‘power to’ or ‘outside-in’ power (Dowding, 1996). Moreover, Foucault (1982) and 

Rose (2002) also suggest power should not focus only on ‘power over’ because power starts 

to “shift away from production and manifestation towards destructive acts that disassemble, 

fragment and resist acts which may change the balance of power and enhance the outcome 

power, also known as ‘power to’” (Rose, 2002, p. 383). For example: 

 

 “. . . power is a more or less stable or shifting network of alliances extended 

 over a shifting terrain of practice and discursively constituted interest. Points 

 of resistance will open up at many points in the network whose effect will be 

 to fracture alliances, constitute regroupings and re-posit strategies”.  

                  (Foucault, 1987, pp. 95-96) 

 

 Foucault’s approach to power is different from the traditional perspective on power as 

one person or group exercising power over another (Stein and Harper, 2003). Foucault argues, 
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“Power is everywhere not because it embraces everything, but because it comes from 

everywhere . . .  it is produced from one moment to the next, at the very point, or rather in 

every relation from one point to another” (Foucault, 1978, pp. 92-93) in all social relations, 

such as linguistic, institutional, economic and religious (Lynch and O'Riordan, 1998; Stein 

and Harper, 2003). Foucault (1978, p. 99) also notes, “We must not look for who has the 

power . . . and who is deprived of it. . . . We must seek, rather, the pattern of the modifications 

which the relationships of force imply by the nature of their process”. Thus, Paddison et al. 

(2000) and Sharp et al. (2002) mention that power could manifest differently in different 

places due to how the stakeholders exercise power.  

 Hollinshead also suggests that the ‘power to’ approach allows tourism authorities to 

think more clearly about the effects of other stakeholders, as well as their societies, more than 

the ‘power over’ approach, because:  

 

 “power can help practitioners and researchers become vigilant to the fact that 

 their own actions are not as ‘neutral’ and as axiomatically equitous as they 

 may  have assumed, and that they are indeed themselves working to 

 entrenched a priori understanding in or of cultural environmental matters and 

 preformulated understandings about religion or the spirituality of a distant 

 interpreted populations”.  

        (Hollinshead, 1999, p. 17) 

 

 Researchers adopting the Foucauldian view of power, set out above, have started to 

doubt whether ecotourism is, in fact, benign, compared to the power imbalance evident and 

much discussed in mass tourism. The introduction of ecotourism programmes has impacted 

both local communities and the environment (Lindberg, McCool and Stankey, 1997; 
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Woodford, Butynski and Karesh, 2002; Muehlenbein et al., 2010; Coria and Calfucura, 2012; 

Lonn et. al., 2018; Cabral and Dhar, 2020). However, Scheyvens (1999) suggests that the 

ecotourism impacts that occur in the world now may not have been caused by deficient 

formulations of ecotourism but by a failure to implement sound guidance and progressive 

understandings of ecotourism. Scheyvens also demonstrates that the way to help ecotourism 

become sustainable is ‘to maximise the benefits to local communities and empower them to 

make decisions within their localities (Scheyvens, 1999, p. 246; Butcher, 2007; Koens, 

Dieperink and Miranda, 2009; Khanal, 2019; Mree et al., 2020). Moreover, Coria and 

Calfucura (2012), Das and Chatterjee (2015) and Scheyvens (2000) also note that ecotourism 

has helped to establish empowerment within ecotourism areas, i.e. increasing the ability of 

people to make decisions independent of state actors (Byrd, Bosley and Dronberger,  2009). 

Cornwall (2004, p. 77) defines empowerment as a process that “helping marginalized or 

oppressed people to recognise and exercise their agency”.  

 However, empowering local communities has been a too-fleeting experience for many 

communities that have become involved in ecotourism, due to multiple factors that emerge 

through this thesis. However, the challenge is even greater in developing and middle-income 

countries. The key factor does appear to be poor governance and accountability between local, 

regional and national government, and a recurring theme in many countries still wedded to the 

notion of a ‘top-down’ approach. The next section highlights how grassroots approaches to 

ecotourism have become increasingly important. 

 Since the idea of grassroots approaches (empowerment for local communities) 

emerged more recently, Thailand started to adopt these approaches and apply them to local 

communities during the premiership of Chuan Leekpai between 1998 and 2001 (Weist, 2001; 

Arghiros, 2002; Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 2018), as a way of enabling local populations 

to independently employ their powers, like other stakeholders. Mayo and Craig (1995, p. 1) 
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state that implementing the grassroots approach is “starting from the empowerment of local 

communities”. This is easier said than done in Thailand, where politics and governance have 

tended to percolate outwards from Bangkok in a top-down manner. Such countries with a 

large, dominant urban centre like Bangkok struggle against the dominance of political elites in 

all sectors of society. 

 Scheyvens defines empowerment of ecotourism’s local communities in terms of four 

different impact areas, namely, economic, psychological, social and political (see Table 3.1). 

Although the empowerment process is one of the crucial programmes that could ultimately 

introduce some changes to a given locality, if the stakeholders cannot use their power, this 

empowerment will ultimately amount to nothing (Bramwell and Sharman, 1999). However, 

Cahill (2008) suggests that the way to successfully nurture empowerment is to give it time, as 

well as to run stakeholder courses on ‘how to use power’. Thus, local residents can learn that 

they have the same voice as other stakeholders within their respective communities and 

localities. This supports the idea of Akama that ‘any type of alternative tourism’ must 

promote empowerment:  

 

 “. . . the local community need to be empowered to decide what forms of 

 tourism facilities and wildlife conservation programmes they want to be 

 developed in their respective communities, and how the tourism costs and 

 benefits are to be shared among different stakeholders”.  

              (Akama, 1996, p. 573) 
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Table 3.1: Framework of the Impacts of Ecotourism on Local Communities (Scheyvens, 1999, p. 247)

Impacts/ 

dimensions 

Signs of empowerment Signs of disempowerment 

Economics - Cash earned is shared between many households in the 

community. 

- There are the visible signs of development within the 

communities (i.e. road, water). 

- Cash earned is captured by outsiders, with little going to 

local people. 

Psychological - Increased confidence from the community members as they 

seek education and training 

- Confusion 

- Frustration from local communities  

Social - Improved the relationship between individuals and family 

while they are working together. 

-Received funds on improving road, school, water supply and 

health clinics. 

- The loss of respect for traditional culture, lands and 

older populations 

- Divorce 

- Misunderstanding between the groups associated with 

ecotourism. 

-Crime, begging, crowding 

Political - Provides the autonomy for the local populations to make 

decisions for themselves. 

- The decisions of local communities should come from a 

variety of people who live in the communities such as youths, 

women and the hill-tribe. 

- Prohibit the local populations contributing towards 

making decisions affecting their own destiny.   

- The decisions are mainly coming from the certain 

groups of people in the local communities. 

- Lack voices to represent different groups of people 

involved in the early stage of the policy implementation 

within the local communities. 
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 Although the empowerment process is one of the crucial programmes that could 

ultimately introduce some changes to a given locality, if the stakeholders cannot use their 

power, this empowerment will ultimately amount to nothing (Bramwell and Sharman, 1999). 

However, Cahill (2008) suggests that the way to successfully nurture empowerment is to give 

it time, as well as to run stakeholder courses on ‘how to use power’. Thus, local residents can 

learn that they have the same voice as other stakeholders within their respective communities 

and localities. This supports the idea of Akama that ‘any type of alternative tourism’ must 

promote empowerment:  

 

 “. . . the local community need to be empowered to decide what forms of 

 tourism facilities and wildlife conservation programmes they want to be 

 developed in their respective communities, and how the tourism costs and 

 benefits are to be shared among different stakeholders”.  

              (Akama, 1996, p. 573) 

 

 The way to affect the feeling of powerlessness is to give a voice to those in different 

social classes, to enable a level of participation similar to that of councillors, doctors and 

ministers (Wallace and Pierce, 1996; Das and Hussain, 2016). This method of including 

people from different backgrounds is known as ‘participation’. Bramwell and Meyer (2007, 

p. 769) outline it as “the sum of the heterogeneous relations that involve power is much 

greater than that of the individual parts”.  

 This quotation shows that “sharing power or sharing in an activity or undertaking 

activities with other people” (Richardson, 1983, p. 9) is an important way of engaging 

everyone in the ecotourism field, so they can work together and reduce the effects of 
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misunderstandings between stakeholders, as well as helping the ecotourism programme to 

become more sustainable (Sofield and Li, 2007; Sen and Walter, 2020). 

 Participation occurs in two forms (direct and indirect), but this thesis and the tourism 

field commonly refer to it as ‘direct participation’: 

 

 “Those means by which people take part in efforts to influence the course of 

 government authorities involving personal (face-to-face) interaction with both: 

 the official spokesmen and each other”. 

         (Richardson, 1983, p. 15) 

 

 Since empowerment intertwines with the study of tourism, studies relating to power 

and participation have become more abundant, especially in relation to local communities in 

developing countries (see Gallardo and Stein, 2007; Cahill, 2008, Malam, 2008; Pornprasit 

and Rurkkhum, 2019; Sen and Walter, 2020; Wondirad, Tolkach and King, 2020). Moreover, 

‘power’ has now come to represent the centralisation and the representation of tourism, in 

relation to the issue of people and places (Hampton, 1998; Desforges, 2001; Tucker, 2003). 

However, the spread of power within Asia appears unequal, due to cultural aspects and 

‘corruption’, as the thesis acknowledges (Bramwell and Sharman, 1999; Yogi, 2010; Sayira, 

2015). Tosun also demonstrates why corruption occurs more in developing countries, namely, 

because “developing nations are normally ruled by a small group of well-organised powerful 

elites to a larger extent than developed countries are” (Tosun, 2000, p. 613). Moreover, 

within developing countries, people who have power normally work in political arenas with a 

lack of tourism experience. When politics becomes unstable, international tourists would 

subsequently feel less secure. Research by Steyn and van Vuuren (2016) indicates that 
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countries that practice good governance attract tourists, so political issues are also now one of 

the main concerns in the tourism field. This leads to the next key concept, politics. 

 

3.3.2 Politics 

 Politics is “about power, who gets what, where, how and why” (Lasswell, 1936). 

Lasswell (1936) and Luhiste (2006) demonstrate that politics influences every aspect of life, 

but political instability also impacts people, environment and geographical space (see Altinay 

and Bowen, 2006; Duggan, 2019; Tomczewska-Popowycz and Quirini-Popławski, 2021). 

However, Hall (1991) argues that including politics within these areas of academic research 

is not enough; the need is to focus on who controls the political arena: 

 

 “Politics is about control. At the local, regional and national levels, various 

 interests attempt to affect the determination of policy, policy outcomes and the 

 positions of tourism in the political agenda”. 

                  (Hall, 1991, p. 213) 

 

 However, in reality, the literature on tourism is grossly lacking in political research 

(Matthews, 1975; Hall, 1994; Causevic and Lynch, 2013; Farmaki et al., 2015; Duggan, 

2019). This situation has continued, especially in the ecotourism context and within 

development studies (Duffy, 2006). However, in ecotourism or related alternative tourism 

activities, political governments see alternative modes of tourism as an approach to helping 

them gain more income for developing countries (Tuohino and Hynonen, 2001; Kiss, 2004; 

Zeppel, 2006; Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 2018; Syamimi et al., 2019). They believe that 

this is the easiest way of earning more money from international tourists without having to 

invest any money in creating or building any of the natural, cultural or heritage areas for the 
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tourists, such as entertainment facilities, theme parks or gambling casinos. This is primarily 

why government authorities from developing countries have added ecotourism—or other 

related alternative tourism—into their National Development Plans (Sarobol, 2002; Sonjai et 

al., 2018; Karki et al., 2020). Lynn (1992) also suggests that they use tourism to overcome 

the problems they face as a result of less demand for their goods in overseas markets. 

Furthermore, they also believe that tourism was a secure market for them to sell, creating a 

reliance on tourism as part of the economic mix, particularly in Thailand. 

 Duggan (2019) demonstrates that political encounters have the potential to rupture 

dominant paradigms of power, equity, race and environmental change. For example, politics 

could also have negative effects for the indigenous people and the local communities feeling 

neglected by political structures; the government agencies rarely provide opportunities for the 

local residents or the indigenous people to participate or respond (Hall, 1994, Van den 

Berghe and Flores Ochoa, 2000). Coppock (1977) believes that considering politics within 

the tourism context will require asking themselves who is receiving the benefits, i.e. the 

government or local communities? Various studies show that government institutions see 

themselves as an actor that must accrue economic benefits from tourism, rather than the local 

communities. They see both groups (indigenous people and local residents) as those who 

cause problems or as too poorly educated to have any input. This is particularly the case in 

contemporary Thailand.   

Consequently, this makes the residents feel isolated from the government institutions, 

and afraid to say something, lest the government actors laugh at them and ignore their views 

(Cahill, 2008). Thus, both groups of residents undoubtedly feel alienated concerning political 

issues (Giddens, 1998; Furedi, 2005). This reflects Thailand, in the sense of stark cultural and 

educational divides between the government elites and ordinary people. Educated elites claim 
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that they speak for local people as they possess education while local people do not, and this 

negates the ability of local people to voice their opinions and concerns. 

 Moreover, politics has the potential to separate people into three different groups, 

namely, political elites, others who do not know about politics at all and those who know 

something about politics. Mort (1989) argues that although people may feel fear concerning 

politics or have lost faith in politics, this does not mean that they should ignore politics 

altogether. Instead, Mort states: 

 

 “. . . the past decade has witnessed a massive loss of confidence in what many 

 be held to be the bedrock of formal democracy. Faith in government, in the 

 credibility of politicians, in the power of governments to do anything, has hit 

 an all-time low . . .” 

              (Mort, 1989, p. 40-41) 

 

 Political instability could also be one of the barriers with the potential to influence 

tourists so that they ultimately fear visiting any tourism destination (Hall, Timothy and 

Duval, 2004; O'Brien, 2012; Farmaki et al., 2015). Buckley and Klemm illustrate this point: 

 

 “Most of the evidence on tourist motivations points to fear and insecurity as a 

 major barrier to travel and thus a limitation on the growth of the industry. In 

 addition to the openly stated fear there is often an expression of lack of interest 

 in travel, which can mask an underlying fear”.  

              (Buckley and Klemm, 1993, p. 191) 

 



 

70 
 
 

 Political stability is one of the fundamental aspects to which the government must pay 

attention, mainly because it gives tourists the impression that these places are ‘safe’ for them 

to visit. Britton (1983, p. 3) supports this idea: “A destination must be accessible; it must be 

political and socially stable”.  

 However, the government-related planners and tourism planners have nevertheless 

ignored this, and Thailand is a prime example. As Richter and Waugh mention: 

 

  “Tourism may decline precipitously when political conditions appear 

 unsettled. Tourists simply choose alternative destinations. Unfortunately, 

 many national leaders and planners either do not understand or will not accept 

 the fact that political serenity, not scenic or cultural attractions, constitute the 

 first and central requirement of tourism”.  

                 (Richter and Waugh, 1986, p. 231) 

 

 The quotation demonstrates that the way to maintain the number of tourists arriving in 

the country is to maintain its political stability and have public debates surrounding political 

issues inside the country. For example, Verissimo et al. (2009) note that since Rwanda has 

adopted ecotourism, it has helped to decrease the political instability within its regions. It not 

only helps conserve gorillas but also contributes to an increase in the number of international 

tourists within the country. A further benefit is that once ecotourism contributes to local 

economic growth and political stability helps facilitate economic growth, people across 

developing societies will be more conscious of stable local and national government 

structures. This can have a positive impact on international perceptions of poorer nations.   
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3.4 Conclusion 

 In tourism studies, implementation and planning are essential processes to help the 

tourism actors encourage sustainability in tourism. Ecotourism also needs these two elements 

to help contribute positive outcomes to the host communities, in social, economic, natural and 

cultural terms. Mowforth and Munt (2015) mention that the best strategy to help tourism 

succeed is to focus on cooperation among all the tourism stakeholders.  

 Gunn and Var (2002) divide the tourism actors into four main groups: business, 

public, nonprofit and professional. In this chapter, I separate the ecotourism actors into 

slightly different categories, including government, nongovernment, tourism operators, 

ecotourists and local communities. To help each stakeholder to cooperate and work more 

closely with ecotourism implementation also requires considering “the critical role of 

argument in the policy process and maintain its supposedly value-neutral appraisal of tourism 

policy” (Hall and Jenkins, 1995, p. 93). This study illustrates that these two key factors, 

power and politics, are important in shaping stakeholder, especially local community, 

attitudes towards tourism. 

 The next chapter introduces the Thai ecotourism stakeholders in this thesis, providing 

a brief history of each stakeholder and what their roles and responsibilities ultimately include, 

to help readers understand the perspectives of Thai ecotourism stakeholders and how they 

act/perform differently from other ecotourism stakeholders in developed countries. 
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CHAPTER 4 

THE INTRODUCTION OF THAI ECOTOURISM STAKEHOLDERS 

 

4.1 Introduction  

 As Chapter 1 mentions, this thesis explores Thai stakeholders and their ecotourism 

experiences, in the context of recent growth of tourism and its impacts on rural areas. After 

discussing ecotourism and stakeholder experiences in developed and developing countries, 

this chapter sets up the key Thai stakeholders involved with ecotourism programmes in the 

rural areas. The chapter divides Thai rural ecotourism stakeholders into seven groups: Central 

Administrative Organisation (CAO), Regional Administrative Organisations (RAO), Local 

Administrative Organisations (LAO), Nongovernmental Agencies (NGA), Tour Operators, 

Tourists and Local Communities.  

 However, before detailing each section, the chapter briefly illustrates how Thai 

stakeholders have used ecotourism as a community-based development approach (referred as 

‘neopopulism’; see Chapter 1) to contribute the concept of development by decentralising 

authority structures into the non-dominant groups in local areas. During 1996, the Thai 

authorities first introduced ecotourism in one of the rural communities called Khiriwong in 

Nakhon Si Thammarat (South of Thailand). The Khiriwong community-based ecotourism 

acted as one of the model communities to establish how ecotourism leads to both drawbacks 

and benefits for Thai rural communities—for example, the disempowerment of local 

residents and the impacts of environmental and social issues (Sonjai et al., 2018). 

 After the Khiriwong ecotourism project initiation, ecotourism became a central 

programme with a significant role in Thailand, especially in 2001. The first reference to the 

term ‘ecotourism’ was in the 2001 National Economic and Social Development Plan 
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(NESDP), in a guideline that mainly focused on ecotourism and related stakeholders, 

especially regarding cooperation with other actors within the ecotourism sector.  

 Since ecotourism appeared in the NESDP 2001 ― 2006, the number of private 

tourism partnerships in Thailand has significantly increased. This is indicative of 

ecotourism’s increasing prominence and discussion by academics and other stakeholders, 

including local communities (Pleumarom, 1997; Pon-Oum and Sukphongsri, 2000; 

Santasombat, 2001; Sonjai et al., 2018). However, when it has come down to management 

practices, only a few agencies—Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT), nongovernmental  

agencies, government authorities and local communities—have really followed the NESDP 

guidelines.  

 Inskeep (1991) suggests that one party cannot carry out ecotourism. Rather, it is a 

programme that requires the involvement of people, money, service, surroundings, and 

sustainable development. Inskeep (1991) also mentions that to make sure ecotourism is 

sustainable, the variety of stakeholders involved in the many different aspects of ecotourism 

requires attention. Similarly, Jamal and Getz believe that “no individual stakeholder can fully 

control planning” (Jamal and Stronza, 2009, p. 170).  

 This chapter defines the stakeholders, then examines the engagement of Thai actors in 

ecotourism programmes. To do this, I follow the stakeholder schema of Mitchell, Agle and 

Wood (1997), which divides stakeholders into three different stakeholder groupings (see 

Figure 4.1 overleaf):  
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Stakeholder Scheme 

 

Definitive stakeholder: is the group or individual that fits all three attributes 

(urgency, power and legitimacy) and has the power to keep all the programme 

running, as well as having the right to order people to undertake activities.  

 

Expectant stakeholder: is the group or individual that fits two of three attributes and 

still has an active role in some part of the programme.  

 

Latent stakeholder: is the group or individual that fits one of three attributes but has 

no influence, power or legitimate claims and urgent needs. In other words, they are 

less influential.   

 

 

Figure 4.1:  Stakeholder Scheme (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997, pp. 878-870) 

 

The stakeholder table below is adapted from Mitchell et al.’s stakeholder scheme above, 

expanded for this thesis by dividing the Thai ecotourism stakeholders into three types, 

outlined below in Table 4.1. Moreover, it also includes ‘high’, ‘medium’ and ‘low’ 

characteristics of different Thai stakeholders and their influence on ecotourism development.  
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Stakeholders Urgency Power Legitimacy 

Definitive 

CAO 

RAO 

LAO 

MOI 

MOTS 

TAT 

Tourism Operators 

Tourists 

 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High  

High  

High 

High 

 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High  

High 

High 

 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High  

Medium 

Medium 

Expectant 

NGA 

Local Communities 

 

Increasing 

Increasing 

 

Medium 

Low 

 

low 

Increasing 

Latent 

MNRE 

MOC 

 

Medium 

Low 

 

Low 

Low 

 

Increasing 

Low 

 

Table 4.1
11

:  Ecotourism Management Stakeholders (Thailand) 

 

Many of the key representatives, including Central Administrative Organisation (CAO), 

Regional Administrative Organisations (RAO), Local Administrative Organisations (LAO), 

Nongovernmental Agencies (NGA), Tour Operators, Tourists and Local Communities, are 

from  Chaiyaphum province, within the   Northeast  region of  Thailand, outlined below   (see  

Figure 4.2) 

 

                                                           
11

 Adopted from Mikalsen and Jentoft (2001). 
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Thai Ecotourism Stakeholders 

 

Figure 4.2: Thai Ecotourism Stakeholders (Author’s figure)

CAO 

MOTS 

TAT 

MNRE 

MOC 

MOI 

RAO LAO NGA 
Tourism 

Operators 

National 
tourism 

operators 

Tourists 

International 
tourists 

Thai tourists 

Local 
Community 

Chaiyaphum 
province 

ONEP 

DNP 

FAD 
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4.2 Central Administrative Organisations (CAO) 

 The stakeholders included in this research will differ from academic work that focuses 

on Western case studies. Such developing countries as Thailand have more complex political 

and organisational structures, exemplified by the Central Administrative Organisation 

(CAO). The CAO is “an umbrella organisation that captures all the key ministries of 

government. Thailand is a unitary democratic state, incorporating national, regional and local 

administration and governed using a parliamentary system” (Krueathep, Riccucci and 

Suwanmala, 2008, p. 159). It comprises 20 ministries. However, there are only four executive  

branches of the national government, according to the Reorganisation of Ministry, Sub-

Ministry, and Department Act, which amends various ministries in Thailand included in this 

thesis. Thai academics often believe that the CAO is characterised by command, incentive, 

power to control and using policy directly, to influence all the stakeholders in the country 

(Balassiano, 2011; Suzuki, 2017). For example, in terms of developing countries, including 

Thailand, CAO tend to use a “command and control approach, which is to command people 

or firms not to do something by enacting a law that makes it illegal for delegating authorities 

to enforce such laws through the imposition of fines or penalties to violators” (PIDS, 2002, p. 

1). Hence, the CAO has great control over other kinds of stakeholders and their affairs. 

 In this part concerning the CAO, the thesis pays attention to: Ministry of Tourism and 

Sports (MOTS); Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MNRE); Ministry of 

Culture (MOC); and Ministry of Interior (MOI). Notably, political change has caused 

authorities as well as villagers confusion, in terms of their relationships with stakeholders 

involved with ecotourism, outlined in the pages to come. 

http://www.thaigov.go.th/eng/index.aspx?parent=467&pageid=467&directory=2018&pagename=content2
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4.2.1 Ministry of Tourism and Sports (MOTS)  

 The role of the MOTS is to develop, promote and support policies relating to tourism, 

sports and recreation, as well as strategy and research, drawing on government and 

nongovernmental agencies (MOTS, 2021). 

 The MOTS is one of the stakeholders I have scored using three high-ranking scores in 

urgency, power and legitimacy, from the Mitchell et al. scheme; so, we categorise the MOTS 

within the ‘Definitive stakeholder’ group (see Table 4.1, p. 79-80). This indicates that the 

MOTS possesses significant rights and powers to exert control over and influence others. To 

understand the stakeholders’ roles and efficacy, we ultimately must identify which 

legislation/policy requires amending to help and improve ecotourism management. This will 

include looking at how to improve the understanding of ecotourism across multiple 

stakeholders. 

 The MOTS is a key stakeholder, with power over management of tourism laws and 

regulations, as well as influence over other Thai tourism networks, including affiliated 

tourism departments, such as Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT), Regional Office of 

Tourism and Sports, other international related agencies (e.g. ASEAN ― Association of 

Southeast Asian Nations) and the Pacific Asia Travel Association (MOTS, 2021). Tasked 

with control over the budgets, the MOTS also decides which department sectors it could 

support to a greater or lesser extent. Furthermore, the MOTS also possesses the power to call 

tourism stakeholders to tourism conferences. For example, in 2003, a conference entitled 

‘Planning Tourism Strategies for Thailand’, organised by the senior official of the Ministry of 

MOTS and chaired by Deputy Prime Minister Suvat Liptapallop, called for every Regional 

Administrative Organisation (RAO) Officer in Thailand to attend and discuss what could be 

done to expand ecotourism and other forms of tourism to every province in Thailand, through 

the employment of community-based strategies. To achieve this, he needed help from RAO’s 
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Officers, to spread the word concerning every issue they discussed, down to each province, 

local organisations inside each province, and then on to local villagers.  

As a result of these conversations, Suvat Liptapallop pointed out that tourism was 

different from traditional manufacturing, due to the opportunity for income expansion. 

Manufacturing had been the dominant growth sector in the Thai economy during the 1980s 

and 1990s. However, Thailand had struggled to move further up the value chain, and 

recently, industrial development has slowed (Warr, 2002; 2019; ADB, 2015; Kang, 2022). 

On the other hand, tourism has spread to every type of job and social service (e.g. farmers, 

hospitals, schools). Manufacturing income expansion has only filtered to the specific groups 

within the supply chain, manufacturing such products as automobiles (CEO-Retreat, 2004; 

Salam, 2009; Natsuda and Thoburn, 2013; Lee, Qu and Mao, 2021). These wealthy 

individuals have tended to capture disproportionate concentrations of wealth through various 

monopolistic activities. 

 Since the tourism conference, tourism departments have expanded around Thailand, 

and it initially appeared to have yielded a remarkable result. However, some negative issues 

emerged. For example, questions arose as to why some provinces received more support than 

others (with little empirical justification), why some departments obtained more from the 

budget of the MOTS than other agencies and why did this budget get allocated somewhere 

else instead of funding aspects that needed improvement within the provinces and local 

districts in greatest need (CEO-Retreat, 2004). Most government officers tend to frame 

tourism in the sphere of economic development and, therefore, neglect social and 

environmental concerns (see PIDS, 2002). Valuing destinations in economic terms is easier 

than in social and environmental capital, where few metrics exist for government to use in the 

Thai context. 
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 The problem with the ‘top-down’ approach (see Chapter 1) is that it concentrates and 

spends money and resources on larger projects/firms/provinces, disadvantaging smaller 

tourism projects in less accessible rural areas. Projects that seem already financially stable are 

receiving government monies ahead of projects and destinations that urgently require state 

and local government support. 

 However, since 2006, the money the Regional Administrative Organisations (RAO) 

received has ceased, due to the change of Prime Minister. This led to slowing down several 

projects, distributing investment or stopping funds altogether. Similarly, RAO officers have 

thought more carefully about which projects they would consider for funding. For example, 

the Prang Ku project (Small Pagoda), one of the case-study locations in this thesis (see Photo 

4.1) was halted because of political changes leading to the withdrawal of funding. 

 

 

 

Photo 4.1:  Prang Ku (Author’s Photograph) 
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4.2.2 Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MNRE) 

 The MNRE’s main role is to create the “policies, administration, management and 

evaluation for natural resources and the environment” (MNRE, 2021). It consists of ten 

government departments and five state enterprises and public organisations. This research 

mostly concerns only two departments, the Office of Natural Resources and Environmental 

Policy (ONEP)
12

 (ONEP, 2021) and the Department of National Parks, Wildlife and Plant 

Conservation (DNP)
13

 (DNP, 2021). These three stakeholders (i.e. MNRE, the Office of 

Natural Resources and Environmental Policy, the Department of National Parks, Wildlife and 

Plant Conservation) are the most relevant stakeholders in the ecotourism programme in 

Thailand. 

 The MNRE is a core ministry that looks after the areas of natural environment, 

wildlife, parks, sanctuaries and the World Heritage sites. Since the promotion of ecotourism 

in Thailand during ‘Amazing Thailand Year — 1998-1999’ (Zhang, Qu and Tavitiyaman, 

2009; MNRE, 2021), MNRE has published its environmental conservation policy, as well as 

the Wildlife Preservation and Protection Act, to help the national park officers protect and 

maintain those areas from damage arising from tourists, local communities and animal 

poachers.  

 The MNRE is one of the organisations that some Thai people believe should become 

more involved with ecotourism, as it has a long history of working with natural biodiversity. 

Unfortunately, according to the Thailand ecotourism management stakeholders table, the 

MNRE slots into the least influential group (Latent stakeholder’s category; see Table 4.1). 

This is because the MNRE has little power in terms of working within ecotourism projects, 

                                                           
12

 The ONEP’s remit is to plan, produce strategies, provide research funding, follow-up and collaborate with the 

national and international agencies on sustaining natural resources as well as put them into practice and evaluate 

the progress afterward (MNRE, 2021). 
13

 The DNP’s remit is to sustain and preserve the flora and fauna, rehabilitate forestry resources inside the 

sustainable areas, promote the understanding and cooperation for how to utilise resources for the benefit of 

populations and organisations as well as manage it to become a source of education for everyone (DNP, 2021). 
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despite an urgent need for support of natural parks and tourism in Thailand. The reason could 

be that Thailand still tends to prioritise economic growth rather than considering the cost to 

the environment (Tevapitak and Helmsing, 2019). 

 

4.2.3 Ministry of Culture (MOC) 

 The role of the MOC is to preserve, conserve, sustain, integrate, promote and educate 

about religion, art and culture, for the national population as well as internationally (MOC, 

2021). The MOC has divided itself into seven different departments, but only one department 

is relevant for this thesis: the Fine Arts Department (FAD)
14

 (MOC, 2021). 

 The MOC is one of the ministries to which Thai ecotourism stakeholders do not pay 

attention; it is not involved with natural landscapes or promoting biodiversity. Arguably, 

however, natural areas are associated with humans and their lifestyles, cultures and norms. 

Since 1988, the definition of ecotourism has changed from ideas based around the natural 

environment, to cultural aspects, including historical and heritage issues added to ecotourism 

definitions (Ceballos-Lascurain, 1987; Brause, 1992; Figgis, 1993; IUCN, 1996; Lawrence, 

Wickins and Phillips, 1997; Fennell, 2014; Ionel, 2019).  

 Not regarding MOC as an ecotourism stakeholder is puzzling, as culture is, in 

different ways, consistently associated with ecotourism (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997). 

Also, Thai society has neglected the decline of some cultures and traditions that could be lost 

in the future. Again, as with many advancing economies, the importance of the ‘economy’ 

overriding both the social and environmental spheres is a significant issue. My argument is 

that culture is deeply embedded in both the environment and society in the Thai context. 

                                                           
14

 FAD is responsible for preserving, sustaining, educating, researching, supporting, developing, maintaining 

and advertising art and heritage sites, as well as cultural aspects (FAD, 2021). 
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 However, ecotourism has recently become more involved with local communities, 

especially ethnic groups (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2009; TIES, 2015). There remains a risk of 

losing traditional identities due to the impacts of tourism, as local people may adopt, through 

a ‘demonstration effect’, practices that they think are the best choice for earning more money, 

such as begging (from researcher’s experiences and guide interviewees). This could cause a 

problem to Thai tourism later, in terms of negative perceptions of traditional culture. 

 Thus, with these examples mentioned above, considering the MOC will help us to 

answer whether it is possible to create a space for cultural and heritage issues in a 

contemporary understanding of Thai ecotourism.  

 

4.2.4 Ministry of Interior (MOI)  

 The MOI is chiefly concerned with implementing the NESDP, managing, 

encouraging and supporting local populations (especially grassroots) and generally meeting 

the needs of people at the local and national level (MOI, 2021).  

 Mitchell’s stakeholder scheme (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997) ranks the MOI 

within the Definitive Group (see Table 4.1), illustrating its urgency, power and legitimacy. 

Having introduced tourism as one of the projects to help the Thai economy recover from the 

financial problems of 1997, the Prime Ministers have subsequently accelerated tourism 

arrivals into Thailand by adopting tourism into the National Plan. They have also viewed 

tourism as a vehicle to promote a degree of decentralisation to Thai local communities 

(Chardchawarn, 2010). Since then, organisations, such as MOTS, MOC, TAT, provincial and 

local organisations, and local villagers have focused their attention on creating more tourist 

attractions within areas under their responsibility. To better support local-area needs, the MOI 

has devolved its obligations to the provincial level of administration and to the local level. 
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 The MOI has been a neglected stakeholder within the ecotourism field. Indeed, most 

of the Thai population believe that tourism should only involve the MOTS and TAT (see 

Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 2018). However, arguably, before creating the tour 

programmes or considering every tourism-related issue, the MOTS and TAT first must 

ensure that they are fully integrated into the National Plan. Hence, the MOI should be viewed 

as a stakeholder. 

 Tourism can also depend on seasonal fluctuations, natural disasters and the political 

situation in the country (Jacobson and Robles, 1992; Wood, 2002; Coria and Calfucura, 

2012), such as during 2004–2020, when the number of international tourists dramatically 

decreased, partly because of the fragile economy and political affairs, as well as the changing 

political policy during the new elections and natural catastrophes, including bird flu and, 

more recently, COVID-19 (see Figure 4.3). Again, this emphasises the need for broadening 

the role of government stakeholders with wide oversight of economic, political, cultural and 

environmental matters—especially, given the economic importance of tourism. 

 The importance of looking at tourism as integrated into a broad range of stakeholders 

manifests by briefly considering a couple of examples. As Choi (2020, p. 8) mentions in his 

research on South Korea, “However, since the change of the county mayor in 2014, 

ecotourism development has lost momentum and slowed down. A number of projects have 

continued but are delayed due to repeated lapses of funding and loss of key staff”. In 

addition, in Nepal, the number of international and domestic tourists in Sirubari, Nepal, had 

been increasing since 1999, before the civil war hit during 2005. Unfortunately, that year, the 

number of tourists in Nepal dropped drastically, to less than 10% of tourist arrivals (Thapa, 

2010). This is why this research pays attention to the MOI as one of the main organisations; it 

helps decentralise the national policies to the local officers in RAO and LAO. The researcher 
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hopes discussing this will help us to understand more about where tourism will go in the 

future, whether focusing on expanding the overseas tourism market or the domestic market. 

 

 

Figure 4.3: Statistics of International Tourists and Domestic Tourists Changes  

(ThaiWebsites, 2020) 

 

4.2.5 Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT) 

 TAT is an organisation that H.R.H. Prince Purachatra established as a place to 

advertise tourism in Thailand and promote tourism for international and national tourists 

(TAT, 2021). It is responsible for promotion and marketing, welcoming tourists, providing a 

digital tourism system via the Internet and mobile phones and maintaining and improving 

tourist attractions and places to stay (TAT, 2021).  
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 TAT is one of the members of the MOTS. It earns most of its support from MOTS 

and receives other income from investments or from national and international tourism 

markets. Sometimes, TAT earns its budget from local communities and charities. 

 TAT is an organisation that confuses some Thai people. It has been accused of acting 

like the tourism operators, with no power like MOTS over tourism policies and regulations, 

so the population perceives it as a nongovernmental organisation (see Palmer and 

Chuamuangphan, 2018). Thus, if it is a government authority, villagers expect TAT to 

promote small areas and rural communities and provide some income to support them. 

However, the main responsibility of TAT is to promote the tourist attractions to domestic and 

international tourists, in the forms of brochures and websites. This is why many RAO officers 

have now altered their strategies. Instead of waiting for TAT to assist, they now go directly to 

TAT to promote new destinations within their provinces. They hope that this could promote 

localities on a national scale, as well as on the international stage. Thus, TAT appears distant 

from smaller-scale tourism operations and communities and has traditionally not engaged 

with ecotourism. TAT is categorised as a Definitive Stakeholder within the scheme of 

Mitchell, Agle and Wood (see Table 4.1), indicating that TAT is one of the organisations 

with full and direct power to help local villagers promote their attractions.  

 Similarly, Palmer and Chuamuangphan (2018, pp. 333-334) note that most villagers 

criticised TAT for its lack of support and awareness of the Elephant Day in Rong Born. TAT 

neglected to provide the ecotourism management policy/guidance within the one- or five-year 

plan for the villages, and TAT only included the plans concerning the improvement of 

infrastructure and tourism facilities, thus neglecting ecotourism. In essence, TAT was 

thinking and acting as if ecotourism was, in fact, a mass-tourism term, reflecting its power as 

a key actor/stakeholder and as a promoter of tourism nationally and internationally in 

Thailand.  
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 Overall, TAT has been slow to pivot towards the requirements of more sustainable 

tourism forms and struggles to reconcile the economic incentive to attract millions of tourists 

with the need to preserve traditional heritage, culture and landscapes. 

 

 4.3 Regional Administrative Organisations (RAO)  

 The Regional Administrative Organisations (RAO) is a branch of MOI that has 

separated its responsibilities from central to regional and provincial areas (decentralisation
15

). 

As such, its stated role is to promote popular participation or development as what people do 

for themselves rather than what is done to them (Butcher, 2007). RAO’s responsibilities are 

the same as MOI’s; it nevertheless focuses more on local populations in each region and 

province, especially within its surroundings, cultural and heritage areas. The RAO operates 

via self-governance and has divided its regional work into one unit of analysis: province or 

provincial level (Changwat) (MOI, 2021).  

 Mitchell’s stakeholder scheme (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997) ranks the RAO 

within the Definitive Group (see Table 4.1), a rank that illustrates the urgency, power and 

legitimacy of the organisation. Thailand’s RAO is “a territorial extension of the central 

government and has neither absolute autonomy nor authority over policy making and 

administration” (p. 159). This lack of power or authority severely limits the RAO’s potential 

to promote more neopopulist development strategies. Thus, RAO is still bounded by its 

independence from the Central Administrative Organisation (CAO). This has caused many 

problems to the Thai regions and provinces. For example, Punmanee and Wheway (2017) 

note the case of Korat in Northeast Thailand, where Korat’s lack of independence on 

                                                           
15

 ‘Administrative decentralisation, i.e. a transfer to lower-level central government authorities, or to other local 

authorities who are upwardly accountable to the central government’ (Ribot, 2002). 
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decisions to approve the green spaces through central and regional governance led to the loss 

of economic growth opportunities from the international manufacturers in their region. 

 While the RAO only relies on the main director, a designated provincial officer and 

authoriser/mediator between different stakeholders within the province, to deal with all kinds 

of stakeholders within both the province and the CAO, it gives the appearance that the RAO 

alone could not deliver on its policies. The RAO does not have close relationships with the 

local communities, due to the election and selection processes originating with the CAO. For 

example, since the RAO went to a significant tourism conference in 2003 (organised by the 

senior official of the Ministry of MOTS, chaired by Deputy Prime Minister Suvat 

Liptapallop), each province has distributed its work into each district, as well as minor 

districts, with the aim of creating or investigating where they could produce tourist 

attractions. However, this has caused many concerns to the RAO as well as TAT, as they are 

not sure whether every attraction could meet tourists’ needs. For example, some places in 

rural areas could not provide adequate facilities for tourists, such as roads, toilets, food and 

educational signs about the places. Consequently, these situations could lead to economic 

disaster for those attractions, as the tourists would not come back again. Moreover, RAO and 

TAT are not sure whether to create new tourist attractions, considering the effect on the 

natural areas as well as the cultural areas.  

 Since RAO and TAT have developed policies and provided an evaluation of each 

attraction, this has caused issues, as some provinces have a significant number of visitors—

especially international tourists—and will earn more support from both the RAO and TAT, 

thus leading to unbalanced investment/support. However, for those evaluated with low scores 

in tourism (ranked by the RAO), they hardly earn any financial support from either 

organisation. This is just one of the issues that still raises concerns from those provincial 
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officers who would like to upgrade their communities from national tourist attractions to an 

international level. The distribution of resources is highly uneven. 

 Most of provinces in Northeast Thailand are the recognised areas viewed as a national 

target or as having a low score in tourism regarding tourism potential. Recently, the 

international tourists have begun to spread themselves across Thailand, further from honeypot 

locations (such as Bangkok, Chaingmai and Phuket) to less well-known locations in the 

Northeast, causing the province to become aware of this new type of tourist. In essence, the 

market moved before government ministries. However, this encouraged the ministries to act. 

 To enable a place/locality to become one of the more well-known tourist attractions, it 

is up to the provincial officers, as well as the local people, to work together. However, some 

mention that this is ultimately dependent on the officers’ expertise, as well as how much 

budget they control within the province during each year. Moreover, what each province will 

receive regarding budget allocation does not always reflect the needs of the province. 

Noteworthy is the starker urban/rural divide in Thailand than in countries where the basis for 

resource allocation is more a key settlement strategy. This has led to larger urban areas 

receiving more support from the Thai state and uneven economic development. 

 

4.4 Local Administrative Organisations (LAO) 

 Since 1997, when the Local Administrative Organisations (LAO) started to pay 

attention to tourism activities, its rank has moved up to the Definitive Group in the Thailand 

ecotourism management stakeholders table (see Table 4.1). This is because the LAO has 

rights, in terms of decision-making, as well as power, in terms of immediately managing 

issues.  

 The LAO is the local branch of the Central Administrative Organisation (CAO); 

however, LAO claims to operate by itself (self-governance). Unfortunately, Arghiros (2002) 
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and Chardchawan (2010) argue that the Thai LAO is still effectively controlled by the CAO 

and RAO (Regional Administrative Organisations). In Thailand, LAO has divided activity 

into two forms: urban-based, including the municipal/provincial administrative organisation 

(PAO), and rural-based, e.g. the subdistrict Administrative Organisations (SAO) (SAO, 

2021).  

 Each LAO consists of the body agencies and staff members, with each chief executive 

of different LAO elected by the local populace and normally serving a four-year term. Each 

LAO executive is responsible for providing the facilities within their own jurisdiction, while 

the PAO chief executive can help to make sure that the municipal and subdistrict facilities 

purposes do not overlap. The municipal and subdistrict Administrative Organisations (SAO) 

are ranked on a lower tier than PAO, in terms of power and hierarchy. But, unfortunately, the 

PAO and the relationship with local residents is poor, compared with the municipal and 

SAO’s. The LAO is better suited to addressing the problems in the local communities than 

the CAO. 

 While the national policy of decentralisation has spread down to the local government 

since 1997, the LAO has often been judged by its lack of long-term planning; management 

knowledge, poor collaboration and networking with other stakeholders, as well as lack of 

knowledgeable staff and experienced leaders (Green, 2005; Taliercio, 2005; Bowornwathana 

2006; Balassiano, 2011). Krueathep, Riccucci and Suwanmala (2008) mention that the more 

experience the leaders have, the denser the networks become, leading to better collaboration 

between stakeholders. For example, Ashraf and Sibi (2020) explain that since ecotourism has 

become established, it has involved thethree different government sectors of Tourism, 

Irrigation and Forestry. But discussions about implementation were often delayed, due to a 

lack of joined-up thinking and collaboration. 
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4.5  The Nongovernment Agencies (NGA) 

 An NGA (Nongovernment Agencies) is an organisation that the commercial 

organisations in each province built. Its primary roles are to help commerce understand what 

is happening in the current market and represent commerce in discussions with the 

government officers (NGA, 2021). Moreover, the NGA’s secondary role is to help the 

province become a leader in commerce and represent the province in talks on commerce in 

other provinces. The commerce members can be any owners in any field, including hotels, 

transportation and restaurants (NGA, 2021).  

 However, noting that the NGA does not have the power necessary to discuss tourism 

issues, like the LAO, RAO and TAT do, is surprising. Nongovernment organisations are 

likely to have less power to talk about/discuss any issue with government officers, but they 

can help to drive the economic markets in the province. Thus, the NGA is classified in the 

Expectant Group in the Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997) stakeholders’ scheme. Whilst the 

NGA is likely to become more involved in implementing localised tourism policy in the 

future, right now, this potential is still developing.   

 

4.6 Tourism Operators 

 Tourism operators are agencies that take tourists on travels where they would like to 

go, according to the programmes they have booked. Their responsibilities have been divided 

in two: to greet the customers with respect, and to make sure that they provide the customer 

with an educational trip. Therefore, in this case, the tourism operators are a crucial  

stakeholder in relation to ecotourism, especially in areas where ecotourism projects have been 

introduced, such as in northern and southern parts of Thailand. This is because tourism firms 

are recognised as having input and output functions for the tourism programme, creating a 

product to sell as well as marketing and promoting it. Tourism firms not concerned about 
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their outcomes in relation to the environment can ultimately cause tremendous impacts within 

the destinations (Blanco, Rey-Maquieira and Lozano, 2009; Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 

2018). On the other hand, if the tourism firms show careful consideration towards the 

environment, cultural heritage and local communities, this can ultimately create a sustainable 

ecotourism programme in the future (Herremans and Welsh, 2001). For example, South 

Africa’s Apex Expeditions Shark Ecotourism Company has provided local residents 

numerous jobs and first-aid training. Moreover, it has donated money to the local enterprises 

and to scientific research in communities (Gallaghera and Hammerschlag, 2011). Similarly, 

in Kampong Phluk, Cambodia, the ecotourism operators helped to increase the forest 

coverage in the local areas. Every year during the March plantation, the local people and the 

ecotourism operators have collected/given seeds to replant the forest after the rainy season. 

(Kry et al., 2020, pp. 5-6). 

 However, ecotourism will be more effective if educated guides accompany tourists 

and guide them and educate them on what they need, to be environmentally and culturally 

friendly to the host countries (see Black, 2007; Serenari et al., 2016; Tran and Walter, 2014; 

Choi, 2020). Unfortunately, Lackey and Pennisi found out that sometimes ecotour guides in 

South Africa must follow the orders of tourism operators, even though they do not agree. A 

former trainee stated: 

 

 “I’ve worked at a lodge before where my head ranger was probably the most 

 unethical guide I’ve ever met, and management didn’t seem to mind because if 

 you can get within two meters of a pride of lions sleeping on the ground. It 

 makes a lodge look good. They don’t look necessarily at the impacts that it 

 will have on the animals. So trying to then provide my guests with a similar 
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 Bush experience, keeping them as happy without getting them two meters 

 from the lion, was very challenging.”  

                (Lackey and Pennisi, 2019, p. 228) 

 

 This thesis does not focus on the details of the professional eco-tour guides, as they 

comprise a limited pool within Thailand. In this tourism operators’ section, I focus on 

National Tour Operators, due to a shortage of information on International Tour Operators 

(participants did not wish to participate). This difficulty exemplifies the challenge of running 

ecotourism projects in Northeast Thailand, where infrastructure, funding and trained staff are 

all issues that require addressing.  

 

4.6.1 National Tourism Operators  

 Chaiyaphum province and most parts of Thailand still lack tourism operators, as most 

domestic tourists prefer to travel on their own instead of using the national tour operators. 

Thus, most tourism operators that operate a programme to tour around Chaiyaphum only 

operate within Bangkok, not convenient for others outside of Bangkok to visit, book tours 

and depart for travel. Moreover, domestic tourists would prefer not to spend their money on 

national tourism operators, as they believe they know the areas well enough not to need tour 

guides from national tourism operators. They also prefer to travel, relax and generally not 

undertake tourism activity with educational purposes.  

 Recently, schools nearby have provided courses for their village students to become 

minor guides at local attractions. Minor guides’ responsibilities are the same as professional 

tour guides, but they do not have the tour-guide certificates and are mostly children. This 

activity has changed the perceptions of Thai tourists in some respects, as they started to hire 

more minor guides and would like to better understand the attractions they visit.  
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 As a side note, during the period of this research project, a number of tourism 

operators that used to run programmes in Chiayaphum province have declined and also 

decided not to continue their programmes in this area. My research shows that these more 

remote, less developed tourism destinations were the least profitable for the tourism 

companies, even when there was a will to undertake sustainable activity. Moreover, this 

further illustrates how precarious tourism operations can be in more remote and rural 

locations when reduced support from national tour operators can further erode the financial 

viability that comes from operating smaller tourism projects. This also refers back to the 

argument I made about the Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT), namely, that it tends to 

channel investment into already successful provinces and tourist infrastructure. 

 

4.7 Tourists 

 Tourists fit within in the Definitive Group in the Thailand ecotourism management 

stakeholders (see Table 4.1), having influenced ecotourism programmes in all three 

categories: urgency, power and legitimacy. Tourists are people who travel to a place different 

from their normal lifestyles and stay for less than one year (TAT, 2021).MacCannell (1976, 

p. 10), Buckley (2003) and UNWTO (2008) add that those intending to relax, do business or 

visit friends or family could count as tourists. In addition, tourists have the responsibility to 

respect the host country, as well as its rules and cultures, and should not destroy anything, 

such as biodiversity, cultural and heritage areas. Tourists have tended to divide into two 

categories: domestic tourists and international tourists.  

 Boniface and Cooper (1994) point out that domestic travellers are those who travel 

within their own country, and international travellers are people who travel to a country 

where they may have to use a different currency, encounter different languages and stay in 

different places/spaces than those they use in their normal lives.  
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 Figure 4.4 shows the number of international tourists and domestic tourists and those 

visiting provinces within Thailand has risen every year. These figures show that Thai 

provinces have started to attract more people—not only international tourists but also 

domestic tourists. Within the last few years, there was definitive push from the Thai 

government to promote smaller tourist destinations within Thailand. This has been part of a 

state response to at least appear to be responding to the needs of local communities in rural 

areas that have predominantly relied on subsistence agriculture. Localised, community-based 

ecotourism has been viewed as a means to develop rural economies. 

 

 

 

Figure 4.4:  Number of International and Domestic tourists in Thailand from 2017 to 2019 

(ThaiWebsites, 2020) 
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 In Chaiyaphum province, MOTS has shown the revenues received from domestic 

tourists rising from 32.94% (2015) to 52.25% (2018). Moreover, MOTS also shows that the 

number and revenues received from international tourists have risen from 27.86% to 47.92% 

(MOTS, 2020). However, the expenditures within Chaiyaphum province, compared to the 

total domestic and international tourists’ expenditures in the Northeast region (3.14% and 

0.53% respectively), are still low because, in part, the local villages do not know how to 

advertise to attract international tourists. 

 In Thailand, the tourism season is divided into two categories, low and high season, 

targeted especially for Westerners. The most lucrative season for international tourists falls 

between September and March, and the rest of the year is low season. However, for domestic 

tourists, the MOTS and TAT have tried to determine a strategy for attracting Thai people to 

travel within Thailand—particularly during 1999, when Thailand faced an economic crisis. 

As a result, cheap travel was offered within Thailand, via promotions including the Amazing 

Thailand Year, Family Fun One Day Trip, Discover Thainess and Amazing Thailand Safety 

and Health Administration campaigns. (Zhang, Qu and Tavitiyaman, 2009; TAT, 2021). This 

increased the number of domestic tourists. However, during the long public holidays and 

school holidays, which normally occur in January, April and October, travel seems quite 

expensive. Moreover, domestic tourists also prefer to avoid places that attract Westerners, 

such as Southern and Northern regions of Thailand, especially during the high seasons when 

Westerners travel.  

 

4.8 Local communities  

 Local residents are one of the essential stakeholder groups in ecotourism (Ryan, 2002; 

Byrd, Cardenas, and Dregalla, 2009). Local community is the first ecotourism shield, to help 

and protect the entirety of nature and culture (Stem et al., 2003; Hunt and Stronza, 2011). 
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Moreover, local people are those living and staying within an area for more than a year. In 

addition, Stein (1979, p. 272, in Galaway and Hudson, 1996) even adds that local 

communities are ‘a social group of any size whose members reside in a specific locality, 

share government and have a common cultural and historical heritage’. Their roles are to 

respect, maintain, preserve and care for everything within their town/village. Locals are one 

stakeholder that ecotourism literature mentions, as in Butler (1989), Wallace and Pierce 

(1996), Butcher (2003), Tran and Walter (2014) and Zhang and Zhang (2020).  

 In Table 4.1, the Thailand ecotourism management stakeholders list local 

communities in the Expectant Category. While local communities are important in terms of 

ecotourism involvement, most levels of Thai government have often ignored their voices. 

Lobel (2004) refers to this incident as more talk but no action, referring to themes around 

decentralising decision-making to local people.   

 Nelson (2002, pp. 228-229) points out that “in 1997, Thailand first included local 

community within the national implementation policy rhetoric—the state shall decentralise 

powers to localities for the purpose of independence and self-determination of local affairs 

. . . as well as development into large-size local government organisations a province ready 

for such purpose, having regard to the will of the people in that province” (see AsianlII, n.d., 

see Constitution of the Kingdom of Thailand, 1997, section 78). In terms of ecotourism 

implementation, local communities often manage the projects themselves without proper 

knowledge or expertise.  

 Currently, in Northeast Thailand, Phatharathananunth (2016) has noticed the 

difference in local communities’ behaviours towards the government actors. He reported that 

the Northeast residents are often now hard for the local administrative organisations (LAO) to 

control because they now know what is going on’, and ‘they know what they want and don’t 

want. Unfortunately, the rest of Thai local residents believe that the power is still heavily 
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weighted towards their bosses or, in other words, “only those at the top can possibly make 

decisions; that is their obligation, to operate as fathers” (Thanasankit and Corbitt, 2000, p. 7).  

 

4.9 Conclusion 

 This chapter has outlined the details of why the following organisations should be 

included as key Thai ecotourism stakeholders (i.e. Central Administrative Organisation 

(CAO), Regional Administrative Organisations (RAO), Local Administrative Organisations 

(LAO), the Nongovernmental Agencies (NGA), tourism operators, tourists and local 

communities). I also explain and analyse their roles and ecotourism experiences within their 

organisations, noting the key relationships (see Table 4.2 for summary). 

Since the decentralisation approach implemented within the Thai national plan during 

the late 1990s, Thai governments have adopted ecotourism as a speedy approach to help them 

network with the local communities. Unfortunately, few local residents know with which 

government authorities they must collaborate, due to a complex and overly bureaucratic, top-

heavy system of governance. In fact, as the chapter discusses, most of the government allies 

were ranked in the ‘Definite’ category of Mitchell’s stakeholder classification because they 

are significant actors, in terms of budget management and policy implementation (Mitchell, 

Agle and Wood, 1997). However, the local communities rank in the lower tier, even though 

they would be the main group experiencing the impacts of tourism first-hand, before other 

stakeholders. Nonetheless, Thailand has begun to move from top-down to bottom-up 

implementation of ecotourism policy (i.e. towards smaller communities), although the extent 

of networking via Thai authorities is considerably restricted, compared with developed 

countries (White and Smoke 2005). The developed countries provide a bigger stage for local 

communities to ‘perform’ in ecotourism destinations, and they devolve more budget to the 

local level.   
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This chapter also attempts to demonstrate the pertinent details in studies of the 

interpretation of ecotourism, through different stakeholders and the relationship with the 

multi-stakeholders, especially in Asia. In this case, Chaiyaphum province, Thailand, was used 

as the case study. To help explore a significant gap within contemporary tourism research 

related to the lack of consideration of ecotourism in rural areas of Northeastearn Thailand, it 

includes a discussion on the practical matters of data collection in Chapter 5 (Methodology), 

dealing with methodological considerations for this thesis.  
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Thai Ecotourism 

Stakeholders 

 

The Responsibilities of Thai 

Ecotourism Stakeholders 

Ministries involved 

in Thai Ecotourism 

Stakeholders 

The Responsibilities 

of Thai Ecotourism 

Ministries 

Departments/Offices 

involved with Thai 

Ecotourism Ministries 

The Responsibilities  of 

Thai Ecotourism 

Departments/ Offices 

 

Central 

Administrative 

Organisation 

(CAO) 

 

To command, incentive, power 

to control and can use policy 

directly to influence all the 

stakeholders in their countries. 

- Ministry of Tourism 

and Sports (MOTS) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- Ministry of Natural 

Resources and 

Environment (MNRE) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To develop, promote 

and support policies 

relating to tourism, 

sports, and recreation, 

as well as  strategy and 

research, drawing on 

government and 

nongovernmental 

agencies 

 

 

 

To create the ‘policies, 

administration, 

management and 

evaluation for natural 

resources and the 

environment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- The Office of Natural 

Resources and 

Environmental Policy 

(ONEP)   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- Department of 

National Parks, 

Wildlife and Plant  

Conservation (DNP) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To plan, produce 

strategies, provide 

research funding, follow-

up and collaborate with 

the national and 

international agencies on 

sustaining natural 

resources as well as put 

them into practices and 

evaluate the progress 

afterward 

 

To sustain and preserve 

the flora and fauna, 

rehabilitate forestry 

resources inside the 

sustainable areas, promote 

the understanding and 

cooperation for how to 

utilise resources for the 

benefit of populations and 

organisations as well as 

manage it to become a 

source of education for 

everyone 

http://www.thaigov.go.th/eng/index.aspx?parent=467&pageid=467&directory=2018&pagename=content2
http://www.thaigov.go.th/eng/index.aspx?parent=467&pageid=467&directory=2018&pagename=content2
http://www.thaigov.go.th/eng/index.aspx?parent=467&pageid=467&directory=2018&pagename=content2
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- Ministry of Culture 

(MOC)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

- Ministry of Interior 

(MOI) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- Tourism Authority 

of Thailand (TAT) 

 

To preserve, conserve, 

sustain, integrate, 

promote and educate 

about religion, art and 

culture to the national 

population as well as 

internationally 

 

Implementing the 

NESDP, managing, 

encouraging and 

supporting local 

populations (especially 

grassroots), and to 

generally meet the 

needs of people at the 

local and national level 

 

To advertise tourism in 

Thailand, and to 

promote tourism for 

international and 

national tourists 

 

-  The Fine Arts 

Department (FAD) 

Preserving, sustaining, 

educating, researching, 

supporting, developing, 

maintaining and 

advertising about art, and 

heritage sites as well as 

cultural aspects 

 

Regional 

Administrative 

Organisations 

(RAO) 

 

Focuses more on local 

populations in each region and 

province, especially within its 

surroundings, cultural and 

heritage areas 
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Table 4.2: The Summary of Thai Ecotourism Stakeholders 

Local 

Administrative 

Organisations 

(LAO) 

 

For providing the facilities 

within their own jurisdiction, 

while chief executive of  

municipal/provincial 

administrative organisation can 

help to make sure that the 

facilities purposes from the 

municipal and sub-district do 

not overlap. 

 

    

Nongovernmental 

Agencies (NGA) 

 

To help commerce to 

understand what is happening in 

the current market, and to 

represent commerce in 

discussions with the 

government officers 

 

    

Tour Operators  - National Tourism 

Operators 

 

   

Tourists 

 

 -Thai tourists 

- International tourists 

 

   

Local 

Communities 

 

 Chaiyaphum residents    
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CHAPTER 5 

METHODOLOGY 

 

5.1 Introduction 

 This thesis examines the Thai stakeholders and their ecotourism experiences, in the 

context of the recent growth of tourism in rural areas. By focussing on Northeast Thailand, 

this study aims to highlight the differing characteristics of the stakeholders involved in 

ecotourism projects in rural areas. In order to meet the principal aim of the study, this chapter 

starts by setting up the theoretical context, then moves to the selection of case studies. 

Finally, it considers the multi-research method approach this project utilised. 

 

5.2 Setting the Theoretical Context: Social Construction 

 Social construction focuses on the nature of knowledge, especially on its creation and 

its significance in the thoughts of contemporary societies (Berger and Luckmann, 1991). 

Thus, social constructionists demonstrate the knowledge that humans collectively construct 

from “their shared descriptive thought, which does not necessarily reflect the nature of the 

individual thought” (Burr, 2015, p. 1). This often means social constructionism, which 

constructs the world of experience through social interaction, social actions and institutions, 

rather than individual subjectivity alone (Young and Colin, 2004; Andrews, 2012; Knoblauch 

and Wilke, 2016).  

 While social constructionism focuses on judging the existing validity or truth of such 

knowledge that research findings generate, it does not focus on discrediting the opposition 

arguments or the philosophy. Social constructionism often aims to provide the research 

findings and show some different views of existing knowledge. Even though these research 
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findings may not be definitive, they lead to future debates, changes and new knowledge 

production. For example, humans once believed that the earth is flat, despite many debates 

about the earth being round. The theory that the earth is round took until the fifteenth century 

to establish as being true, after the Greek philosophers had revealed it during the third century 

BC (Furze, 2019). In this sense, the study intervenes in a discursive process of knowledge 

production.  

 Whilst social constructionism is the broad epistemological approach to some of this 

research, it is also important in considering how stakeholders view or ‘construct’ ecotourism. 

Whilst largely western-derived ecotourism literature should be defined and understood, we 

must consider the everyday ‘lived’ experiences of people in rural areas in Thailand. 

Arguably, in much of the tourism literature, the construction of ‘meaning’ via a western gaze 

has consequences for policy, politics and action through ecotourism places in Thailand, 

where governance structures and lived experiences of ecotourism occur. This is because 

social construction philosophy recommends that “we take a critical and sceptical attitude 

toward our taken-for-granted ways of understanding the world” (Cornebise, 2003, p. 71). 

Next, the chapter discusses the case studies in this thesis. 

 

5.3 Case Studies 

 The research focused on three separate case studies that the tourism operators running 

the ecotourism programme in Northeast Thailand created. This researcher selected the case 

studies based on the criteria for tourist attractions, namely, natural, cultural and heritage sites. 

Yin (2009) suggests that the best approach to getting the most effective results from case-

study research is to use more than one case study. Following this, Baxter and Jack noted that 

the single-case-study approach is limited by its inability to account for differences and 

similarities that a multi-case methodology can reveal. Importantly, Stake (2000, p. 148) 
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points out that to compare more than one case study “is a grand epistemological strategy, a 

powerful conceptual mechanism, fixing attention upon one or a few attributes”. The detailed 

criteria for case-study selection appear in the section below. 

  

5.3.1 Criteria for Selection 

 Chaiyaphum (see Figure 1.1) is one of several provinces in the Lower Northeast 

region of Thailand, only a three-hour drive from Bangkok. It covers an area of 12,778.3 km
2,

 

ranking it as one of top three largest areas in the region, seventh out of Thailand’s 76 largest 

areas. It comprises 16 districts, including Amphue Maung, Amphue Thepsatit, Amphue Ban 

Khwao (TAT, 2020). The population of Chaiyaphum is around 1,139,023 people (TAT, 

2020). Chaiyaphum’s Gross Provincial Product per capita was in the lowest tenth of all Thai 

provinces (69,730 Baht/year or US$ 2,250), 15.31 times lower than the top leading Thai 

province (Rayong) and 1.21 times lower than the Northeast Gross Regional Product per 

capita (14,126 Baht/year or US$ 446) (NESDC, 2020). So, the geography of the Northeast 

often reflects larger land areas with comparably lower economic development than the 

industrial powerhouse areas surrounding Bangkok. 

 Recently, the Ministry of Tourism and Sports (MOTS) and the Tourism Authority of 

Thailand (TAT) turned their attention to the smaller, rural communities and their tourism 

potential, to promote ecotourism and cultural tourism in Chaiyaphum province and the rest of 

Thailand (Teekachotekunan, 2020). Both MOTS and TAT point out that Chaiyaphum has the 

most forests and mountainous terrain in Northeast Thailand (TAT, 2020). Moreover, 

Chaiyaphum is also where the Chi River originates, the most significant river in Northeast 

Thailand and Thailand’s longest river. The Chi River has spread into many tributaries, such 

as Lam Nam Pong, Lam Nam Pao and Lam Nam Porm (TAT, 2020). Chaiyaphum also 

possesses a diversity of fauna and flora, and the most well-known places relate to such 
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natural areas as Tat Tone Waterfall, many national parks and the Siam Tulip Fields (TAT, 

2020). Chaiyaphum is also known as the province of Dhvaravati’s (Khmer era) heritage 

places, e.g. Prang Ku, Phu Pra and Bai Se Ma (Battlements), as well as the cultural and ethnic 

groups, e.g. Phi Fa festival, Suy or Kuy or Gauy (Elephant village) and Nyahkur village. 

 From this combination of natural, heritage and cultural attractions, Chaiyaphum is 

now one of the main tourist destinations within the Northeast of Thailand, especially between 

June and August. Furthermore, the tourism industry is starting to become an important 

component of the local economy. In 2017, the latest year for which figures are available, 

international and domestic tourists spent 2,043.97 million Baht (53.93 million GBP
16

) in 

Chaiyaphum province at three main attractions: Siam Tulip Field, Ban Khwao and Prang Ku 

(MOTS, 2021). 

 Siam Tulip Field is one of the places that the Chaiyaphum regional and local 

administrative government officers, some tourism operators and the Tourism Authority of 

Thailand (TAT) are attempting to promote and push as an ecotourism destination. It allows 

tourists to be close to nature and provides benefits to both the local communities and the 

tourists themselves. Some authorities, including the Ministry of Natural Resources and 

Environment (MNRE) and the Fine Art Department (FAD) and some tourism operators, 

believe that the Siam Tulip site is relevant to cultural tourism fieldtrips because these flowers 

initially bloom during Khao Pan Sa (The Thai Buddhist festival), which runs from June to 

August every year. The tourists would get chance to visit the site and the temple, to pay 

respect to the monks. In addition, after seeing Siam Tulip field, some tourism operators also 

take their ecotourists to visit cultural spaces like Nyahkur village and Ban Khwao (famous for 

Thai cotton and silk) and the heritage site, Prang Ku (the well-known Khmer temple). 

                                                           
16

 Exchange rate on October 05, 2020, 1 GBP = THB 37.903100 (Marksandspencer, 2020)  
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 In a sense, whilst these three attractions highlight the misunderstandings between the 

concepts of ecotourism and cultural tourism, the researcher must focus and observe any 

possibilities to create a space for cultural and heritage sites to coexist and meet the existing 

definition of ecotourism. The alternative is to consider both culture and heritage in isolation 

rather than the hybrid form present in Thailand. Spaces where ecotourism exists also contain 

sites of special importance for Thai cultural heritage. 

 In summary, the case-studies selection reflected the Chaiyaphum tourism programme 

from both Thai and international tourism operators and recognised Chaiyaphum as the top 

province in Northeast Thailand for significant forest coverage. The next section discusses the 

details of the individual case studies. 

 

5.3.2 Selections 

 After explaining the reasons for selecting Chaiyaphum, I discuss the details of the 

case studies to follow. This section outlines key details of the case studies in Chaiyaphum. 

 

5.3.2.1 The Siam Tulip (Kra Jaoew) Field (see Photo 1.1) 

 The Siam Tulip field is in Pa Hgin Ngam national park, Amphue Thepsathit (see 

Figure 1.1), within a 1.5-hour drive of Amphue Maung (the city of Chaiyaphum). There are 

12,654 people living around these sites (SAO, 2021). They earn their incomes from the 

agricultural sector, which includes farming and growing tapioca, fruits and rice.  

 The Siam Tulip is known in Thailand as ‘Daog Kra Jaoew’ or ‘Daog Pathumma’ 

(Curuna clismatifolia). Its colours come from pink and white flowers. Normally, it grows 

during the rainy season from June to August every year. Moreover, Pa Hgin Ngam national 

park, where the Siam Tulips grow, is also well-known for its waterfalls, different varieties of 



 

108 
 
 

stones unique to the area (often referred as ‘Stonehenge of Thailand’) and Pha Sut Phaendin, 

a cliff that divides the Central and Northeast regions of Thailand. 

 

               

 

Photo 5.1: Siam Tulip Field (Author’s photographs) 

 

5.3.2.2 Ban Khwao (see Photo 5.2)  

 Ban Khwao is in Amphue Ban Khwao (see Figure 1.1), around fifteen minutes’ drive 

from Amphoe Maung. The populations comprise fourteen villages, and their main income 

derives from the rice fields. Ban Khwao is also famous for silk weaving and good-quality 

cotton, particularly known in Thai language as ‘Mat Mi Silk’, also recognised as a secondary 

source of income for the local residents in this location.  
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Photo 5.2: Thai Mat Mi Silk in Ban Khwao (Author’s photographs) 

 

5.3.2.3 Prang Ku (see Photo 5.3)  

 Prang Ku is in Tambon Nai Maung, Amphue Maung (see Figure 1.1). It is one of the 

oldest religious structures in Chaiyaphum. Built of sandstone, ancient people referred to it as 

a hospital. Inside Prang Ku is a Dhvaravati Period Buddha image, which the local inhabitants 

highly revere, as well as the ancient Dhavaravati reservoir. The population around this area 

mainly earns income from trading, serving the government and self-employment. Every year, 

Chaiyaphum residents organise the exhibition to pay their respects to Pang Ku. 
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Photo 5.3: Prang Ku (Author’s photograph) 

 

5.4 Research Methods 

 This chapter examines ecotourism using a wide range of research criteria in the same 

locations for a four-year period (2014 ― 2018). The rationale for this research taking place 

for a prolonged period was to see how ecotourism has impacted the rural areas and how Thai 

stakeholders experience ecotourism over time.  

 The researcher applied a semi-structured interview method to ascertain government 

views and implemented focus groups to highlight views about ecotourism through local 

communities’ experiences. Moreover, the semi-structured interviews enabled considering 

awareness and behaviours, including problems within different sectors from national, 

regional, local, or Nongovernmental Agency (NGA) and tourism businesses. In addition, a 

research diary also helped to document the experiences, changes and factors that occurred 

within research sites, people and the tourism sector over time. 
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 Moreover, open-ended questionnaires were a means of discussing the apparent 

differences between tourists’ experiences and destinations whilst on holiday, as well as 

analysing the idea of tourists and their attitudes towards definitions of ecotourism. This 

researcher intends the thesis to fill the gap left by previous studies and hopes to identify, 

develop and contribute ways of helping stakeholders to cooperate with each other. The 

research aims to be mindful of the importance of local voices and other factors, including 

portrayals and representations of ecotourism through different stakeholder groups.  

 The researcher also utilised a mixed-methods approach, viewing multiple research 

methodologies in triangulation as helpful in answering key research questions in the social 

sciences (Bracio and Szarucki, 2020). Valentine (1997) supports these ideas by outlining this 

approach: 

 

 “Often researchers draw on different perspectives and resources in the course 

 of their work. This is known as triangulation. The term comes from surveying, 

 where it describes using different bearings to give the correct position. In the 

 same way the researcher can use multiple methods or different to try and 

 maximise their understanding of research questions”.  

          (Valentine, 1997, p. 112) 

 

 Thus, to meet the aims of the study, the researcher used a multimethod approach, to 

ensure that methodological choices did not affect the variance of the outcomes. At least two 

broad stands of methodology are introduced in the research: qualitative and quantitative. Data 

were obtained from a wide range of sources, such as the government authorities, 

nongovernmental agencies, tourism operators, tourists and communities. 
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 One of the key contributions of this thesis is to examine how multi-ecotourism 

stakeholders experience ecotourism in Southeast Asia and specifically, Northeast Thailand. A 

mixed-methods methodology helps in dealing with multiple stakeholders with divergent 

motivations and life experiences. Wondirad, Tolkach and King (2020, p. 17) note that: 

 

 “Future researchers might undertake empirical verification of these factors 

 using either quantitative or mixed methods research approach. Furthermore, 

 future researchers may consider one or two relevant stakeholders and examine 

 and gain a more in-depth understanding of the links between stakeholder 

 collaborations and sustainable tourism development”. 

 

 This approach was attractive for looking at ecotourism from a more holistic and 

comprehensive perspective, which would not just capture the views of tourists (which, 

naturally, many studies do) but also factor in the various stakeholders involved in the 

development of Thai ecotourism in rural areas. 

 

5.5 Data Collection 

 This research was undertaken from 2014 to 2018 (see Table 5.1), divided into three 

different periods, all self-funded.  

 

Year Duration Funded by 

2014 February–August Self-funding 

2016 May–August Self-funding 

2018 May–August Self-funding 

 

Table 5.1:  Data Collection periods 2014 – 2018 
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 Each period was anticipated to occur mostly during the Siam Tulip Festival (June to 

August), while other months were chosen based on participants’ availability. The researcher 

spent most of the time in Pa Hin Ngam national park (Siam Tulip Field). However, for Ban 

Khwao and Prang Ku, during the last two phases, the number of domestic and international 

tourists decreased respectively, especially in Prang Ku. Thus, during phases two and three, 

the number of participants in interviews, focus groups and questionnaires were fewer than the 

researcher’s initial predictions. 

 The first phase, conducted between February and August 2014 (see Table 5.1). 

included 25 semi-structured interviews of government authorities (n=16), tourism operators  

(n=8) and a nongovernmental agency (n=1). In addition, the researcher also organised three 

focus groups and distributed 255 open-ended questionnaires, allowing participants an 

opportunity to describe what they were experiencing regarding ecotourism and interactions 

with relevant stakeholders, for all of the people who visited these three case-study locations 

(Siam Tulip Field, Ban Khwao and Prang Ku). Furthermore, the researcher also made notes 

in the research diary regarding these three locations and the behaviours of tourism 

stakeholders, compiled in the researcher’s spare time after conducting the research.  

 The second phase from May to August 2016 (see Table 5.1) saw the researcher 

spending most of the time in two different locations (Siam Tulip Field and Ban Khwao), due 

to the number of tourists, the political situation and participants’ responses. Within this 

period, the researcher conducted seven semi-structured interviews with the governors (n=10) 

and two focus groups and collected 156 questionnaires. 

 The researcher decided to carry out the final phase from May to August 2018 (see 

Table 5.1), based on the Chaiyaphum tourist statistics and the results from the second phase 

(2016). Most domestic and international tourists prefer to spend most of their time in one 

place between June and July, before the Siam Tulip flowers lose their petals during August 
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(abscission). In other locations (Ban Khwao and Prang Ku), the domestic and international 

tourists were likely to prefer to spend less time, having fewer things to visit. During this 

period, the researcher ended up collecting data from five governors who participated in the 

semi-structured interview (n=5), one focus group and respondents to141 questionnaires. In 

addition, the researcher also made short notes in the research diary but, tellingly, during this 

time, the researcher managed to compare the differences between the sites, people and 

tourism sectors, and make notes on what people said about tourism in Chaiyaphum and 

Thailand more generally.  

 

5.6  Permission and Access to the Sites 

 Permission is the first gateway for researchers reaching their informants. Both Thai 

and international researchers must request the informants’ permission before they can enter 

sites to conduct field research. At first, to obtain the required permissions, the researcher 

prepared and sought permission for the first-time telephone calls for about one to two months 

(see Table 5.2). During this period, the researcher had to check informant websites and seek 

their general telephone numbers. After this, the researcher had to produce the telephone notes 

introducing myself and the reasons for conducting the research in their jurisdictions, or obtain 

access to their organisations. While the notes were ready, the researcher normally preferred to 

phone the informants in the morning, from Monday to Thursday. The response rates seemed 

high during these periods while seeking counsel from Thai stakeholders.  

 During the first telephone calls, the researcher used the telephone notes as guidelines 

to help with reaching the contacts who could provide details on what the researcher had to do 

in the next stage. After finishing the first telephone calls, the next stage was to write a 

permission letter with a logo heading from the university/workplace, outlining the case 

studies (see Appendix 3). Moreover, the researcher also provided the university registration 
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letter to the participants to help speed up the process and build confidence that the 

researcher’s work was legitimate. This stage to produce a permission letter only took one day. 

 Then, the researcher posted the registered letter with postal tracking to the informants 

and waited for their responses. The process of waiting could take from two weeks up to four 

months (see Table 5.2). Sometimes, the researcher made follow up telephone calls. While 

some preferred asking for a later contact (e.g. in a couple of weeks), others called back in a 

couple of days. However, some potential informants preferred to ask  the researcher to post 

the registered letters again or even informed the researcher that they did not think they were 

relevant to the research.  

 Whilst the researcher received permission to access the participants and their case-

study sites, the participants set up the specific dates and times for the researcher to visit. This 

process often took place within two weeks to one month after initially receiving permissions 

(see Table 5.2). Then, a couple of weeks beforehand, the researcher had to post and email 

either the full questionnaire or, sometimes, only the main topics to the participants. Some 

applicants refused to do the interviews after they received the questions or topics; others 

preferred to answer some, others completed all questions. The emphasis here is on the 

difference in culture. Thai research participants are not used to answering questions in detail 

and will often reply with Yes or No, so ensuring that trust is built so participants feel more 

comfortable sharing detailed information in confidence takes an additional investment of 

time. 

 Moreover, the researcher also had to specify the duration of interviews. Some 

participants had significant workloads, leaving little possibility of getting additional time to 

ask follow-up questions. However, some participants did not mind the time the researcher 

spent with them. In the interview preparations, the researcher decided that thirty minutes to 

one hour was sufficient time for completing the questions. However, towards the end, some 
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interviews were taking longer than the time allocated, depending on how participants 

responded during the interview. 

 

Stakeholders Activities Overall periods 

government stakeholders / 

nongovernmental agencies 

/ tourism operators / local 

communities 

Seeking the initial  telephone 

calls with mentioned stakeholders 

One to Two Months 

government stakeholders / 

nongovernmental agencies 

/ tourism operators / local 

communities 

Awaiting the response after 

posting the permission letters 

Two weeks to Four 

months 

government stakeholders / 

nongovernmental agencies 

/ tourism operators / local 

communities 

Awaiting  permissions to access 

sites/interviews 

Two weeks to One 

month 

 

Table 5.2:  Interview Follow-up Periods 2014–2018 

 

 The researcher also provided the consent forms (see Appendix 4), one for the 

participants to write their conditions and the other for the participants to keep for their 

records. All participants approved the consent forms and gave permission to be recorded. 

However, they all preferred to remain unidentified in the thesis, due to concerns for their 

careers and personal safety. Thailand still operates a very hierarchical social structure, which 

means that those senior in an organisation make the significant decisions (Chambers and 

Waitoolkiat, 2020). Those operating lower down in the hierarchy of power, even if well-

informed, are often encouraged or forced to remain silent, to protect elders who carry much 

sway in Thai society.  

 To commute to the specific sites for interviews, focus groups and distribution of 

questionnaires, the researcher’s parents came along to ensure safety. Every time, the 

researcher preferred to arrive early, to prepare the notes and recorders. The researcher 
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organised the set-up for focus groups beforehand, and the parents assisted the researcher 

before the focus group began. Thus, in this research, the access to the participants went as 

smoothly as possible. Moreover, the participants had paid attention and tried to help the 

researcher as much as possible to reach/contact more relevant candidates, to aid the research. 

Thus, the researcher’s parents and the researcher made themselves more welcome to the 

communities by staying within the case-study sites on numerous occasions, building 

relationships with the local residents while they were there (e.g. restaurants and hotels). This 

could be considered ‘social snowballing’, important for conducting fieldwork in Thailand.   

 Whilst distributing the questionnaires, the researcher introduced herself, telling 

participants what the researcher would do with the research data and how long the 

questionnaires would last. Providing the tourists with this information would enable the 

researcher to reach the participants and gain permission and access. Those participants who 

were happy to do the research would spend their time on the questionnaires, while those who 

were not interested preferred to make no eye-contact, run or walk away and avoid using the 

same routes as the researcher. In addition, some of the participants even called and pointed 

out their friends who were interested in ecotourism or tourism topics. Thus, at times, the 

research became snowballing, not the initial intention but, as noted, part of Thai culture.  

 It would not be possible for the researcher to distribute questionnaires alone, so I 

asked my parents to help collect the questionnaires from the participants. The researcher 

preferred to collect questionnaires on weekends and some Thai holidays since numerous 

domestic and international tourists were present then. Both the Thai tourists and international 

tourists preferred to travel during the weekend or long holidays. Unfortunately, if the 

researcher decided to collect the data on a weekday, most of tourists ended up being people 

who lived closer to the tourism destinations, and this could bias the data collection.  
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 The next section discusses the semi-structured interviews that the researcher 

conducted with government, nongovernmental agencies and tourism operators. 

 

5.7 Semi-structured Interviews: Governmental Organisations, Nongovernmental 

 Agencies and  Tourism Operators 

 Interviewing “is one of the most common and powerful ways in which we try to 

understand our fellow humans” (Fontana and Frey, 2000, pp. 697-698) as well as help “to 

produce rich accounts that capture and communicate the complexity of the social and 

organisational world” (Messner, Moll and Strömsten,  2017, p. 432) from the participants in a 

relatively efficient/fast way (Marshall and Rossman, 1995). Moreover, interviews are useful 

for getting the story/narrative that relates to a participant's experiences, biography, opinions, 

values, aspirations, attitudes and feelings (Fielding, 1988; McNamara, 1990). This helps the 

interviewer to gain an understanding of in-depth information concerning the specific problem 

identified. Moreover, it also helps the interviewees to answer freely, but under the 

circumstances of aiming for comparability (McNamara, 1990), because interviewing allows 

the interviewee to answer questions in terms of their understanding (Fielding, 1988). 

Therefore, the semi-structured approach appeared to be the most effective for this research, 

allowing formulation of the topic questions beforehand and enabling the questions to be 

answered with a flexible response (Dunn, 2003; Valentine and Clifford, 2003). Only broad 

topics are set up before the interview, which subsequently allows the researcher to explore 

wider and deeper questions that may come up during the interview. 

 For example, the first objective is to investigate how the actual Thai ecotourism 

stakeholders construct the concept of ecotourism stakeholders. Existing understandings of 

ecotourism have tended to originate from academic work and those with a vested policy 

interest in ecotourism. It is important when dealing with local communities to frame 
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questions in a more general way first, to allow them to express their understanding of 

ecotourism. 

 In this study, the researcher used semi-structured one-to-one interviews (sample 

questions appear in Appendix 5 and 6) to ask questions of relevant sectors: government 

authorities, nongovernment agencies and tourism operators. 

 

5.7.1 Government Organisations 

 The researcher selected 31 governmental organisations (some from the same 

organisations), but five refused to participate within the three phases (February 2014 – 

August 2018; see Table 5.3). Twenty-six went forward, ranging from local, regional and 

national departments to ministries related to tourism issues. As previously discussed, a few 

studies have analysed the various stakeholders in an ecotourism context in significant detail, 

due to the difficulty of arranging interviews and collecting data from organisations and 

groups that are not always accessible. In the case of Thailand, concerns over the experiences 

of ecotourism from the various stakeholders normally appear in articles and government 

reports. Thus, by choosing this particular heterogeneous sample of stakeholders to study, the 

researcher anticipated providing a contribution to the field of ecotourism, subsequently 

allowing government sectors to be better understood as a stakeholder within Thai 

contemporary ecotourism. 

 Unfortunately, political complexity has resulted in numerous problems during periods 

of political instability in Thailand since 2014. These have led to impacts not only on the 

tourism sector itself, but also changes in numerous posts within the Thai government, via the 

government authorities. Thus, the researcher wanted to identify other existing problems that 

arise from the changes in government and how the residents have experienced the impacts 

from such changes in Thai and local politics. Thus, the third phase of research was 
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established (May–August 2018), for which the researcher selected the same groups of 

government authorities, with seven agreeing to participate. Unfortunately, due to the number 

of participant responses during the second phase and the change of tourists’ interests, for this 

final stage of the data collection, the researcher decided to select interviews with participants 

who responded in the first phase (February–August 2014), ending up with five government 

authorities who responded. 

 

Phase Interview code Organisations Participant Involvement 

1 

Feb–Aug 2014  

 

GA1–GA14 National/ Regional/ 

Local Government 

Authorities 

14 

2 

May–Aug 2016 

 

GA15–GA21 National/ Regional/ 

Local Government 

Authorities 

7 

3 

Ma –Aug 2018 

GA22–GA26 Local Government 

Authorities 

5 

Table 5.3:  The List of Governmental Oganisations’ Participants and Their Interview Codes 

 

5.7.2 Nongovernmental Agencies 

 Only one participant was selected because only one sector was working with tourism 

within the three case-study locations. From the first phase to the final phase (see Table 5.4), 

the researcher received only one acceptance from this sector. Apart from that, the researcher 

was told politely that such stakeholders were not interested in making a contribution to the 

research, because nongovernmental agencies felt nothing they said could contribute and make 

a difference to ecotourism activity on the ground. A theme was building, in terms of the lack 
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of power people had over stagnating politics and broken promises of engagement with 

smaller settlements and tourism opportunities for local people.  

 

Phase Interview code Organisations Participants Involved 

1 

Feb–Aug 2014  

NGA Nongovernmental 

Agency 

1 

2 

May–Aug 2016 

NGA  Nongovernmental 

Agency 

0 

3 

May–Aug 2018 

NGA Nongovernmental 

Agency 

0 

 

Table 5.4:  The List of Nongovernmental Agency’s Participants and Their Interview Codes 

 

5.7.3 Tourism Operators 

 As mentioned earlier, the researcher conducted the research in three different periods 

(see Table 5.5). In the first period (February–August 2014), the researcher selected eight 

travel companies that were running daytrips to visit Siam Tulip Field, Ban Khwao and Prang 

Ku, but three refused to participate in the study. For each tourism operator, the researcher 

spent around thirty minutes to an hour exploring the tourism operators’ ideas on ecotourism, 

their understanding of ecotourism concepts and their involvement, activities and management 

within the companies and other sectors. Moreover, the researcher also hoped to identify why 

tourism operators provide such programmes to tourists, before introducing them to the 

ecotourism destinations. The researcher was also interested in the extent to which the tourism 

operators, local community and government authorities discussed their needs and 

requirements of ecotourism before opening the tourism destination and providing ecotourism 

products. 
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 Of note is that while the researcher collected information during the second phase 

(May–August 2016) and the third phase (May–August 2018), the same tourism programmes 

that had been provided within the tourism operators had already vanished, and some had 

stopped operating routes the researcher had studied previously. This was related to reductions 

in the numbers of domestic and international tourists, the political instability in Thailand and 

the trend towards tourists preferring to organise their own trips (Ingram, Tabari and 

Watthanakhomprathip, 2013). Thus, the researcher could not interview tourism operators in 

the second and third phases of the project. 

 

Phase Interview code Organisations Participant Involvement 

1 

Feb–Aug 2014  

TO1–TO5 Tourism 

Operators 

5 

2 

May–Aug 2016 

N/A  Tourism 

Operators 

N/A 

3 

May–Aug 2018 

N/A  Tourism 

Operators 

N/A 

 

Table 5.5: The List of Tourism Operators’ Participants and Their Interview Codes 

 

 In terms of tourist agencies, the researcher designed the interview questions to 

examine several features. First, a general background was obtained, such as when the tourist 

operator was established and who operates it now, whether they have a tourism certificate, 

what trips they provided, how they began providing the trip, whether they have a record of 

the tourists visiting each year and how the tourists know them. Second, the questioning 

concentrated on the ecotourism aspect by exploring the ideas concerning when the 

ecotourism programme was initiated, what type of tourist attractions they define as 

‘ecotourism’, whether there are positive and negative outcomes following the introduction of 
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ecotourism to communities and agencies, and whether ecotourism provision is popular with 

the tourists. Third, interview questioning focused on cultural and heritage tourism, what type 

of tourist settings they provide, whether to include cultural heritage in definitions of  

ecotourism, and whether it is well known to the tourists. Finally, there was a focus on the 

involvement between agencies and the government, nongovernmental agencies, tourists and 

communities, and consideration of tourist destinations in the future. The next section 

examines the focus groups. 

 

5.8 Focus groups: Local communities  

 Ryan (1995) notes that the focus group is a method of data collection that the tourism 

field utilises. In addition, Kuzel (1992) also states that focus groups employ ‘qualitative 

sampling’ that helps to encompass diversity more than random samples. Moreover, Berry and 

Ladkin (1997) mention that commercial research commonly uses focus groups, especially 

with reference to developing and monitoring advertising and political campaigns (Ryan, 

1995).  

 

 “[a] focus group participant is not an individual acting in isolation. Rather, 

 participants are members of a social group, all of whom interact with each 

 other. In other word, the focus group is itself a social context”.  

         (Wilkinson, 1999, p. 227) 

 

 A focus group is sometimes simply known as a group interview or a group discussion 

(Hawe, Degeling and Hall, 1990; Morgan and Kreuger, 1993; Morgan, 1993; Krueger, 1994; 

Barbour and Kitzinger, 1999; Nyumba et al., 2018). It normally consists of five to ten 

participants (Morgan, 1997) and involves the exploration of ideas and interpretations of what 
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people say. Moreover, a focus group focuses on the interaction between participants. Morgan 

(1997, p. 2) agrees and mentions, “The hallmark of focus groups is their explicit use of group 

interaction to produce data and insights that would be less accessible without the interaction 

found in a group”. Thus, in this research, the researcher preferred to act as a moderator or 

facilitator, to subsequently record the information discussed during the conversations. 

 Focus groups can also help to provide high-quality and reliable research results that 

allow for an in-depth understanding of the topic under investigation. The synergy of a group 

helps to provide a wide and stimulating discussion. The advantages of focus groups are those 

associated with group dynamics. For example, cumulative group discussion obtains a wider 

opinion than one from an isolated individual; there is security in groups that can debate ideas, 

and single comments can provoke further discussion. The format of focus groups also fits 

well with Thai social culture, which is more collective, and individuals often will reveal more 

opinions or views in a group setting than in the individual interview model. This helps negate 

problems with individual interviewees who may be shy answering in a solo setting.  

 

5.8.1 Representation of Respondents 

 This research consisted of three different phases (February 2014–August 2018, see 

Table 5.6). During the first period, February to August 2014, three focus groups were 

conducted in three different places. However, in the second phase (May–August 2016), only 

two focus groups agreed to participate, due to the number of tourists and the level of interest 

regarding tourism from the local community, which had changed since the first phase of the 

research. The third phase (May–August 2018) was reduced to one focus group, for the same 

reasons as the reduction in the second phase. Hence, the total number of focus groups 

conducted was six. This experience with focus groups was indicative of a participation 
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malaise among local people lacking trust in local government and academics who provided 

avenues for participation that did not lead to political action.  

 

Phase Interview code Organisations Participants Involved 

1 

Feb–Aug 2014 

FC1–FC3 Local 

Communities 

3 

2 

May–Aug 2016 

FC4–FC5 Local 

Communities 

2 

3 

May–Aug 2018 

FC6  Local 

Communities 

1 

 

Table 5.6:  The List of Focus Groups’ Participants and Their Codes 

 

 The group leader in each group selected particular days, months and times of 

participation, because each group leader would know when the residents were available in 

their daily routines. The community leaders also organised the places where the researcher 

could visit and conduct research, as well as inform local residents that this research was for a 

PhD study in tourism. With only two refusals, most access and cooperation from the local 

residents was smooth and proactive. These focus groups would not have occurred if the group 

leaders did not show their eagerness to help. Again, this emphasises the methodological 

differences in Thailand, which require approaching an additional layer of gatekeepers (local 

leaders) to access research participants. 

 Whilst on site, the researcher participated in six meetings held in different sites in 

Chaiyaphum province, namely, the Siam Tulip Field, Ban Khwao and Prang Ku. Each focus 

group had a distinctive identity that reflected the tourists and tourism operators related to the 

categories of settlements characteristic of Chaiyaphum: natural sites, cultural sites and 

heritage sites. At each site, the researcher talked to three local communities that held 
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gatherings with local people. The respondents ranged from villagers (who had lived in the 

communities for more than ten years and possessed new knowledge) to village leaders. This 

helped the researcher to select five to eight participants in each setting and invite them to 

attend the focus groups afterward. The discussion ran between one and one and a half hours 

in each meeting.   

 During the discussion, the researcher used the semi-structured interview questions 

(sample in Appendix 7) to encourage answers from the focus groups. Asking such questions 

consistently incurred less risk of bias within each case-study setting. In addition, it helped to 

identify the answer, and if clarification was sought, then little or no variability in any 

elaboration should be apparent, so as not to influence the answers. The information 

comprised an overview of ecotourism background, management, supply and their experiences 

through ecotourism within community, the management and organisations involved with 

cultural heritage and the advantages and disadvantages before or after establishment of 

ecotourism programmes inside the community. After the discussion, the researcher asked all 

the participants to fill in the participants’ consent form (see Appendix 4) to outline 

confidentiality concerns. The researcher also provided the focus group moderators with a 

consent form (see Appendix 4), to inform them that the researcher was undertaking study for 

the researcher’s own purposes only and would protect participant identities and meet other 

relevant conditions.  

 Generally, the information collected from focus groups would involve the experiences 

of ecotourism between communities and other sectors. This occasion meant to help gain 

understanding following the introduction of ecotourism or cultural tourism into the three new 

settings in Chaiyaphum province. Moreover, this study  helped to investigate the new 

development strategies, to help each stakeholder to cooperate with others and to strive to 
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eliminate unnecessary support of those tourism destinations that need less investment in 

tourism infrastructure. 

 

5.9 Open-Ended Questionnaires: Domestic and International Tourists 

 Questionnaires were of three different categories: closed, semi-structured and open 

questions. In this research, the researcher used open-ended questions because the participants 

had to elaborate rather than give yes/no answers. Moreover, it helps the researcher to capture 

particular attitudes, perceptions, experiences and personal traits. The advantages of open-

ended questionnaires are that they can garner a larger amount of information than closed-

ended questionnaires. In addition, the researcher also designed the questionnaires for self-

completion, to help the researcher to collect a large number of respondents in an inexpensive 

way.  

 The open-ended questionnaires were conducted through two different groups, 

domestic tourists and international tourists, within the three main tourist destinations in 

Chaiyaphum province: Prang Ku, Siam Tulip Field and Ban Khwao. The content of the 

questionnaires aimed to explore the aspects of demographic profiles, travel motivation, 

tourism marketing, the future of the destinations, definition of ecotourism, and tourist 

satisfaction with the chosen destination (sample questionnaires appear in Appendix 8 and 

Appendix 9). 

 The questionnaires were conducted in the three aforementioned research phases, 

February–August 2014, May–August 2016 and May–August 2018 (see Table 5.7). The 

researcher chose particular months because during these periods, the numbers of tourists 

increased more than in other months, in all three tourism destinations, due to numerous of 

holidays and festivals during these periods, such as religious days in July and the Siam Tulip 

Field Festival from June to August. During the data-collection process, the researcher and the 
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team decided to distribute the questionnaires to both types of tourists after their trips to the 

aforementioned destinations. To achieve this, the researcher and the team were positioned at 

the exits of each tourist destination or sometimes distributed the questionnaires and collected 

them from the tourist accommodation (only if tourists preferred and asked our team to do so). 

 

Phase Organisations Distributed 

Questionnaires 

Usable 

Questionnaires 

1 

June–Aug 2014 

Domestic and 

International tourist 

255 205 

2 

June–Aug 2016 

Domestic and 

International tourist 

175 156 

3 

June–Aug 2018 

Domestic and 

International tourist 

150 141 

 

Table 5.7:  The List of Questionnaire Participants  

 

 During phase one (June–August 2014, see Table 5.7), the researcher decided to 

randomly distribute 255 questionnaires across the three different locations (Siam Tulip Field, 

Prang Ku and Ban Khwao) to both types of tourists (150 domestic tourists and 105 

international tourists). There were 205 usable questionnaires received back, and the response 

rate was calculated as 80.4% (107 domestic tourists and 98 international tourists).  

 For phase two (June–August 2016, see Table 5.7), since the number of tourists within 

some tourism destinations in Chaiyaphum province decreased, and there was political 

instability in Thailand, the researcher decided to only collect the questionnaires from the 

tourists within the tourism destinations where the researcher could see the tourists present, the 

Siam Tulip Field and Ban Khwao. In this case, the researcher and the team distributed 175 

questionnaires to both groups of tourists across two different tourism destinations (100 
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domestic tourists and 75 international tourists), yielding 156 usable questionnaires from this 

second phase, a response rate of 89.1% (87 domestic tourists and 69 international tourists). 

 During the third phase (June–August 2018, see Table 5.7), the researcher and the 

team decided to distribute the questionnaires to both types of tourists, especially in the main 

destination where the tourists spend most of their time. Hence, the team and the researcher 

decided to distribute the questionnaires only in one out of three tourism destinations in 

Chaiyaphum province. Within the Siam Tulip Field, the team agreed to distribute the 

questionnaires in differing periods of the day, to ensure balanced coverage of different time 

periods. As a result, the response equalled 150 questionnaires (90 domestic tourists and 60 

international tourists) in our collections, however, after checking the answers, there were 141 

usable questionnaires (85 domestic tourists and 56 international tourists). The response rate 

for this third phrase was 94%.  

 From phase one to phase three, the researcher and the team distributed 580 

questionnaires in total to both types of tourists (340 domestic tourists and 240 international 

tourists). There were 502 usable questionnaires (279 domestic tourists and 223 international 

tourists) for this research. The overall response rate for these questionnaires was calculated as 

86.55%, which is good for a traditional questionnaire survey.   

 Between phase one and phase three, tourists gave their cooperation to a great extent, 

with refusals and rejections tending to come from older Thai participant (greying) tourists, 

aged 65 or older (Douglas, Douglas and Derrett, 2001, p. 408). Most of them preferred not to 

be disturbed, especially when they were travelling and relaxing. Poon (1994) notes that 

‘golden tourists’ have different perceptions from other types of tourists, because they assume 

that they have acquired more experience and accrued higher spending power than other 

groups. They preferred to receive the best-quality treatment from the tourism destinations, as 

well as a spirit of independence regarding the activities they undertake. Douglas, Douglas and 



 

130 
 
 

Derrett (2001, p. 411) point out that this group is well known as an age group that is “hard to 

please”. In a Thai context, this generation is also not used to taking part in research projects 

and understanding the importance of research studies. Overall, undertaking the questionnaire 

research included the researcher and the team anticipating that the respondents would 

complete the questionnaires within fifteen to thirty minutes.  

In the next section, the researcher discusses the use of research diaries.   

 

5.10 Research Diary 

 The research diary is a method that requires researchers to record information relating 

to themselves, research sites, research participants and research methodologies in which the 

researcher gathers data of interest during that particular period, from a longitudinal 

perspective (Meth, 2003; Silverman, 2005; Gibbs, 2007; Gerstl-Pepin and Patrizio, 2009). 

Each diary entry is “sedimented into a particular moment in time: they do not emerge “all at 

once” as reflections on the past, but day by day strive to record an ever-changing present” 

(Plummer, 2001, p. 48). The wealth of information gathered can help the researcher to 

articulate thoughts, changes, beliefs, feelings and decision-making, as well as aiding the 

researcher to recall possibly forgotten memories (see Meth, 2003; Bartlett and Milligan, 

2015). This supplements the quantitative approach of a questionnaire, limited to collecting 

more factual data.  

 Thus, the research diary is different from other kinds of one-way research methods 

(e.g. interviews), because it allows the researcher to write about the further 

expressions/responses (e.g. hidden and expressed emotions) of the researcher/participants, not 

usually available during or after the research is conducted or towards the end of the research 

process (Meth, 2003; Bartlett and Milligan, 2015). In addition, Gertstl-Pepin and Patrizio 

(2009, p. 300) note that while the researcher reflects on the research diary information, as 
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well as the plethora of expressions/feelings, these reflections lead the researcher to 

‘epistemological awareness’. Dornyei (2007) also suggests that this valuable awareness could 

later become knowledge from the research project.  

 In this study, the researcher decided to use three different research diaries for each 

phase (see Table 5.7), to help record the situations/information/expressions relating to the 

research aims (Thai stakeholders and their ecotourism experiences in the context of recent 

growth of tourism, the impacts on rural areas; see Chapter 1) and objectives, in a systemic 

way. In this case, the researcher decided to write the information/expressions of participants 

and the researcher in the diary on the same day, after the researcher finished collecting data. 

The researcher also noted changes in participants’ experiences or behaviours as a result of 

participation and involvement from different periods of time. Furthermore, the researcher 

even noted what had disappeared or was newly built within the case studies under 

investigation, as a way to illustrate the views on ecotourism impacts within the areas the 

researcher was studying. After the completion of the third phase, the researcher then 

compared the three different diaries and noted what was relevant to the research aims and 

objectives. Then, the researcher reflected on the above information with the data collected. 

The next section discusses the processing of data from the fieldwork.   

 

5.11  Data Processing: Transcription and Translation 

 In this research, most of the data collected via semi-structured interviews, focus 

groups, questionnaires from Thai tourists and the research diary were collected in official 

(Central) Thai language and sometimes in Northeastern dialect. The researcher had to 

manipulate the transcribed data from both forms of Thai (Central/Northeastern languages) to 

English. Thai people have used Central Thai as an official language, but where the researcher 

conducted the research in the Northeast region, research participants preferred to answer the 
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questions in Thai and Northeastern dialect. In this case, the researcher does understand both 

languages, but there would be some risk of misunderstanding. Komori (2015, p. 142) notes 

that “[w]hen the researcher’s cultural/linguistic background and experiences differ from those 

of their audience, there is always the risk that their views will be misinterpreted”. Many 

published research studies where research participants speak different languages read 

similarly to research studies conducted in places where English is the primary language. In 

other words, research participants are not going to answer questions in the same way as 

research participants in Western countries. Crystal emphasises this by arguing, Translation is 

a process where “the meaning and expression in one language (source) is tuned with the 

meaning of another (target) whether the medium is spoken, written or signed”. (Crystal, 

1991, p. 346)  

 To translate the data, at first, the researcher decided to translate all of the material into 

Thai language to help to keep the richness of information from the research (e.g. Regmi, 

Naidoo and Pilkington, 2010; Messner, Moll and Strömsten, 2017). Then, later, the 

researcher had to select only the most relevant quotations from those materials above and 

translate them into English. Feldermann and Hiebl (2020, p. 231) note that “a proper 

translation of quotations from non-English interviews may not be easy to achieve, since the 

original meaning of the quotations needs to be preserved”.  

 Thus, this researcher had to translate the quotations into simple sentences, by 

transcribing it word by word or, sometimes, sentence by sentence. However, this might not be 

easy to read after the transcription process occurs. So, the researcher had to add more words 

or sentences to help the readers understand the context. During this editing process, the 

researcher did not try to manipulate the participants’ information from one context to another; 

in fact, the researcher only aimed to edit the interviewee’s answer to become readable and to 

make sense to audiences interested in this research.  
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 For this transcription approach, the researcher decided to make clear to the 

participants, while conducting the research, that the researcher would not add any information 

with which they were not comfortable (as the researcher provided in the community 

leader/participant’s consent forms; see Appendices 4 and 5). Moreover, the researcher also 

tried to ensure that the participants could trust the researcher with their information. 

Feldermann and Hiebl suggest that 

 

   “at least if the author has taken sufficient care to make translation processes 

  transparent, this could strengthen the researchers’ awareness and sensibility 

  for language sensitive contexts and translation problems while preparing data 

  for publication”.  

             (Feldermann and Hiebl, 2020, p. 252) 

 

5.12 Ethical Issues 

 This research used verbal informed consent. This meant to help the researcher as well 

as the participants get to know each other, feel more relaxed and subsequently gain more 

confidence concerning the research and the issues to be raised during the data collection.  

 To start considering ethics, the researcher must first ensure introducing him/herself to 

the participants, sharing how many hours the researcher will use, the benefits of the research, 

how they would like to be known in published materials, whether the researcher must provide 

a copy of the consent form and his/her personal contact details. Second, before leaving the 

case study area, the researcher had to ask the participants to sign a letter of consent (see 

Appendix 4), so the researcher knows whether they give permission to use the data. Some 

participants doubted why the researcher had to do this; however, after the researcher 

explained the research methodology in detail, they were happy to fill in the form. Finally, the 
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researcher kept all information in storage boxes inside the researcher’s home for the safety of 

the participants; however, if some issues occurred at any point, the researcher promised the 

participants that the researcher would destroy their data straight away to avoid any future 

problem.  

 

5.13 Conclusion 

 Ecotourism stakeholders require an understanding of their differing experiences 

within the same sectors, as well as with such outsiders as government authorities, 

nongovernmental agencies, tourist operators, tourists and local residents. This is a means of 

linking the needs of development and all stakeholders, further linking the research aims and 

objectives, namely, to investigate how Thai stakeholders experience ecotourism in the 

context of its recent growth in rural areas (e.g. local communities, domestic and international 

tourists, tourism operators and Thai authorities). Moreover, the researcher also sought to 

identify the positive and negative impacts within Siam Tulip Field, Ban Khwao and Prang 

Ku, after adopting ecotourism or cultural tourism as a marketing tool. Furthermore, as a 

researcher, I tried to create space for cultural and heritage aspects in ecotourism-related issues 

and evaluate stakeholder views on reducing negative impacts on managing ecotourism at the 

local level. 

 The researcher investigated the use of focus groups in each tourism destination; semi-

structured questionnaires for international and domestic tourists, which separated tourists into 

three different categories by destination—only ecotourism (Siam Tulip Field), visiting 

cultural and heritage sites (Prang Ku and Ban Khwao) and a combination of ecotourism 

destinations and cultural and heritage sites (Siam Tulip Field, Ban Khwao and Prang Ku). 

Moreover, for both kinds of tourists, the researcher used the same categories in relation to the 

semi-structured questionnaires method, dividing focus groups into three groups in each 
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tourist sector. The researcher also adopted the semi-structured interview approach for use 

with five tourism operators, each of which is one of the top-ten tourist businesses in these 

three destinations in Chaiyaphum province, in addition to 26 government authorities and one 

nongovernmental agencies, considered relevant to the tourism industry in Thailand.  

 The researcher hopes that the methods implemented within this research will help  

explain how Thai stakeholders experience ecotourism, in the context of the recent growth of 

tourism in the rural areas. Moreover, the researcher hopes that this research will ultimately 

help other countries to understand how the process of ecotourism should work, lead to 

successful tourism development in their own countries and incorporate cultural and heritage 

aspects as part of ecotourism’s definition, helping the local communities to sustain 

themselves, as well as cultural and heritage settings, around the ecotourism destination. In the 

next chapter, I analyse the first research question, namely, how the Thai ecotourism 

stakeholders construct the concept of ecotourism and consider cultural heritage within the 

Thai ecotourism definition. 
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CHAPTER 6 

THE CONSTRUCTION OF ECOTOURISM BY THAI ECOTOURISM 

STAKEHOLDERS 

 

6.1 Introduction 

 The task of this chapter is to answer the first objective of this thesis: How do the Thai 

ecotourism stakeholders construct the concept of ecotourism (see Chapter 1)? To meet this 

objective, the chapter aims, first, to identify how different Thai stakeholders construct 

‘ecotourism’. Second, it considers the connectivity between humans and nature, culture and 

heritage and, specifically, if cultural heritage fits into the Thai definition of ecotourism in 

practice. Third, it summarises findings. The chapter attempts to understand the wider 

perspectives of several different ecotourism stakeholders and links to the thesis aim, 

regarding how Thai stakeholders construct ecotourism experiences, in the context of recent 

growth of tourism and impacts on rural areas (see Chapter 1).  

 In this chapter, data was gathered from academic literature, focus groups, interviews, 

questionnaires and research diaries. The researcher assessed the views of multiple ecotourism 

stakeholders. This analysis is unique, as only a small body of work assesses ecotourism’s 

meaning in this way, through the knowledge and experiences of multiple stakeholders within 

the ecotourism market. 

 Before moving on to the substantive issue, Figure 6.1 below briefly illustrates the 

codes and research phases.  
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Phases Codes Organisations 

1 

Feb–Aug 2014  

 

GA1–GA14 

National/ Regional/ Local 

Governmental Administrative 

Organisations 

2 

May–-Aug 2016 

 

GA15–GA21 

National/ Regional/ Local 

Government Administrative 

Organisations 

3 

May–Aug 2018 

 

GA22–GA26 

Local Government Administrative 

Organisations 

1 

Feb–Aug 2014  

 

NGA 

 

Nongovernmental Agency 

2 

May–Aug 2016 

 

N/A 

 

Nongovernmental Agency 

3 

May–Aug 2018 

 

N/A 

 

Nongovernmental Agency 

1 

Feb–Aug 2014  

 

TO1–TO5 

 

Tourism Operators 

2 

May–Aug 2016 

 

N/A  

 

Tourism Operators 

3 

May–Aug 2018 

 

N/A  

 

Tourism Operators 

1 

Feb–Aug 2014 

 

FC1–FC3 

 

Local Communities 

2 

May–Aug 2016 

 

FC4–FC5 

 

Local Communities 

3 

May–Aug 2018 

 

FC6  

 

Local Communities 

 

Figure 6.1:  The Summary of Data Collection Periods from 2014 – 2018 
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6.2 The Construction of Definitions of Ecotourism of the Various Thai Ecotourism 

 Stakeholders 

 As Chapter 5 discusses, the study collected data using four different types of 

methods—focus groups, interviews, open-ended questionnaires and research diaries. Each 

methodological approach requires different methods to analyse data effectively (see Chapter 

5). The researcher considered how different Thai stakeholders construct and see ecotourism 

through their experiences. The data were analysed in four broad and overlapping categories: 

nature, economics, culture and heritage and archaeology. In the next section, I move to the 

first category — nature — in the construction of ecotourism. 

 

6.2.1 Nature in the Construction of Ecotourism 

 The data clusters in different groups of actors (Academic Literature, see Appendix 

10): Thai authorities and residents, Thai tourists and international tourists), as Table 6.1 

shows. This table demonstrates the differences between research participants by group and 

key characteristics/criteria within their construction of ecotourism. After running the analysis 

giving consideration to different factors, the analysis showed that nature received the highest 

percentage among defining characteristics of ecotourism, from the groups that Table 6.1 

outlines. Perhaps this is not surprising, considering that many people associate ‘eco’ with the 

environment and nature, and such influential thinkers as Fennell (2014) see this as the key 

dimension of ecotourism.  
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Key 

Characteristics 

of Ecotourism  

 

Academic 

Literature 

(N=80) 

Thai  

Participants 

(Authorities  

and Residents) 

(N=38) 

Thai tourist 

Participants 

 (N=279) 

International 

Tourist 

Participants  

 (N =223) 

Nature 98%  

(78/80) 

74%  

(28/38) 

79% 

(221/279) 

79%  

(175/223) 

 

Table 6.1: Analysis of Ecotourism’s Characteristics Through Different Actors: Nature 

 

 Table 6.1 shows that the vast bulk of the academic literature — 98% (see Appendix 

11) — has constructed nature as the most emphasised feature of ecotourism definitions. It is 

high for all categories: Thai tourists (79%), international tourists (79%) and Thai authorities 

and residents (74%). However, as these percentages indicate, Thai tourists view natural areas 

as a significant element or part of an ecotourism definition, with a percentage of close to 

80%. Clearly, Thai and international stakeholders consider ecotourism in a very similar way 

to the academics, from both developed and developing nations, with respect to the 

importance of ‘nature’ (see Macnaghten and Urry’s Contested Nature (1998) for an excellent 

analysis of what ‘nature’ means).  

 

6.2.1.1 The Views of the Ecotourism Actors 

 Different types of stakeholders construct ecotourism in a way that different 

educational backgrounds, interests, times and places likely shape. In general, ecotourism has 

changed its only focus from ‘conserve the natural areas and natural resources alone’ to 

‘sustain the natural resources, social and local communities that surround natural areas’. The 

following interview in phase three (May–Aug 2018) illustrates this point: 
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 “According to the practicality, ecotourism has widened their scope from only 

 preserving the national park or flora and fauna within there. But, I think this 

 has completely changed. We have included the ethnic groups that used to live 

 in the national parks to get involved with our ecotourism programme. We have 

 also asked them to portray their lifestyles to the tourists. I see ecotourism as 

 tourism that provides benefit to nature, community and ethnic groups rather 

 than nature parks alone”.  

       (GA22, local authorities, Phase 3) 

 

 GA22 commented that GA22 and the team have noticed the significant change in 

ecotourism within this area. This could be because they have found out that ecotourism does 

not involve natural and national development alone. But it also changed the view of 

ecotourism from government-based development to community-based development 

(neopopulism) tourism because it pays primary attention to sustaining the nature, community 

and ethnic groups. This view fits well in Ziffer’s ecotourism definition (Ziffer, 1989, p.6). 

 Moreover, Agardy (1993) and Laarman and Durst (1987) suggest that ecotourism 

could also include outdoor activities or even any recreation activities that involve natural 

activities, such as rock climbing, bird watching and canoeing — i.e. people interacting with 

nature rather than nature per se. The following interview illustrates this point: 

 

  “I think most tourists come to visit Ban Khwao areas because of the waterfall 

 as well as homestay and resorts. In addition, for those people who would like 

 to undertake some adventure activities, we have got that for them, too. That is 

 why, this area has started to become well-known by some domestic and few 
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 international tourists for the ecotourism market”. 

                                                                     (GA3, Local Government officer, Phase 1) 

           

 GA3 commented that if activities involve nature, they qualify as ecotourism. 

Typically, proponents of the ecotourism market in Thailand create activities relating to 

natural areas as a strategy to convince the tourists to visit them. Laarman and Dust (1987) 

discuss this view and mention that ecotourism should ultimately involve those activities that 

predominantly focus on adventure or tourists’ recreational habits. Moreover, GA3 also points 

out that the shift of natural or adventure activities within natural areas helps to bind the 

relationship between economic interests, tourists’ desires and local community views. An 

example is the case of friends of the researcher, a family that has travelled to Chaiyaphum 

province from time to time, for pleasure purposes. They became close friends with local 

residents who owned the homestay, souvenir shops and agricultural food stalls. In addition, 

this relationship between them has spread to other families by word-of-mouth, later helping 

to improve the local economy, due to the significant number of tourists who have arrived and 

bought their products. In Thailand, this kind of word-of-mouth promotion is an important 

factor in doing business. 

 A comment from interviewees in the Thep Sathit district focus group, FC/3 (in phase 

1) and FC/5 (in phase 2), revealed how some consider the relationship between humans, 

nature and recreational use of space: 

   

 “In my opinion, I think that it is good to have established the ecotourism 

 programme.  However, when tourists have arrived they have forgotten to look 

 after the natural areas. This could be because people only come to visit and 

 then leave. So, they have less responsibilities within the areas on cleaning their 
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 rubbishes as well as protecting the natural resources around the areas such as 

 Siam Tulip field. So, according to what we experienced, we would like to say 

 ecotourism should mean, ‘the tourism programme that has got no rubbish and 

 any loss of natural resources within the areas’, if we could not do that, this 

 type of programme should not be called ‘Ecotourism’”.  

           (FC/3, local residents, Phase 1) 

 

 “I think ecotourism is an activity that helps us to learn how to look after the 

 Siam Tulip field and keep our homes clean because without these, the tourists 

 won’t come back”.  

           (FC/5, local residents, Phase 2) 

 

 From FC/3 and FC/5, we see that both focus groups in phases 1 and 2 constructed 

ecotourism in a different way from other forms of tourism because ecotourism has helped 

people to consider protecting and preserving their natural surroundings. Moreover, 

ecotourism also brings both advantages and disadvantages to the areas — i.e. if people run 

ecotourism-related-activities, or those living in the vicinity of such the areas do not pay 

attention to the areas after the tourists leave, the areas hosting ecotourism would have a 

significant problem with waste. But, according to FC/5, ecotourism has also brought benefits 

to the local areas as well — i.e. the local residents noticed that ecotourism has kept their 

community cleaner than before. Walter, Regmi and Khanal (2018) also report that the 

Nepalese residents have noticed the changes in local residents’ behaviours on cleanliness, in 

terms of both their houses and their communities, as well as their health, thanks to the 

ecotourism programme. Furthermore, responsibility also falls not only to local residents but 

also to the tourists, to care for the damage that they may cause through their activities and 
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presence. In the case of Thailand, local tourists appeared to care less about the problems that 

they could cause within the case-study settings than international tourists did. GA4 (in phase 

1), GA16 (in phase 2) and GA22 (in phase 3) mentioned: 

 

 “Thai tourists are the ones that we need to consider as they cause more 

 problems to the tourist destinations more than the international tourists 

 because they are more likely to leave their rubbish onsite. If a sign says, ‘Do 

 not touch’, some Thai people will go and touch it whilst most international 

 tourists will generally stay away. I think that’s why some communities prefer 

 international tourists to stay longer in their areas more than Thai tourists 

 because they believe that international tourists are not going to create the 

 problems for them”.  

              (GA4, local governmental officer, phase 1) 

 

This view of the Thai tourists was further reinforced by GA16: 

  

 “For me, as with my colleagues, who worked here for a long time, I would say 

 the majority of Thai tourists’ behaviours are worse than the international 

 tourists in terms of waste management. We are the one who need to clean their 

 waste up after they have left. We attempted to advertise where to throw the 

 rubbish if the bins are too far away to walk and find, they just left them there 

 or hide their waste under the track trail or inside the hole within the rocks”.  

       (GA16, national governmental officer, phase 2) 
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 “I don’t want to say this, but I went up to check the number of tourists, guess 

 what! I could not believe what I saw, the Thai tourists probably think I was a 

 tourist like them. They decided to climb off the track trail and pick the Siam 

 Tulip flowers. It was too far away for me to chase and tell them off. In fact, I 

 was surprised! The people who told them off were the groups of Young 

 Foreigners and Thai tourists. For me, I do believe that young and educated 

 people are more concerned about the environment and areas more than those 

 older and uneducated ones”.  

          (GA22, national government officer, phase 3) 

 

 These discussions illustrate how other stakeholders view Thai and international 

tourists within the study location. Thus, they show that some Thai tourists seemingly pay 

little attention to how to conserve and preserve the environment. Sen and Walter (2020, p. 

331) also report similar behaviours with Cambodian and international tourists regarding 

rubbish, noting that “foreign guests don’t throw trash all over the place. Khmer guests are 

different. Some keep their trash properly. Others don’t. The hosts take care of that”. 

Moreover, the interviewees mentioned above also discussed the issue that the ecotourism 

definition should not only involve activities within the natural areas but, at the same time, 

focus on how to both preserve and conserve the environment and its surroundings. Figgis 

mentions that “while tourists travel and enjoy their time in the natural areas, they also need to 

ensure that they do not destroy the environment in those places” (Figgis, 1999, p. 98). 

Moreover, Orams (1995) also mentions that ecotourism is a type of tourism which actively 

minimises the human impacts on the environment and should not cause negative situations in 

ecotourism sites. Furthermore, GA22 also determined that age and education could become 

factors in influencing the management of ecotourism sites. Okello (2004) also supports this 
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point, mentioning that educated people had more knowledge and supported ecotourism more 

than those with lower educational attainment. 

 In another interview, the member of nongovernmental agencies (in phase 1) and the 

GA18 (in phase 2) also raised the issue concerning what a definition of ecotourism should 

include:  

 

 “Ecotourism should not only focus on the wild plants, but it also needs to look 

 at the animals those live inside the natural areas, too”.  

             (NGA, nongovernmental agency, phase 1) 

 

 “I don’t agree with the definition of ecotourism that mainly focuses on the 

 natural resources alone, especially in terms of flora. I think they should 

 include the endangered species and indigenous people in there, so the tourists 

 also learn about the local communities”.  

           (GA18, local governmental agency, phase 2) 

 

 These discussions illustrate how people adopting the definition of ecotourism do so in 

a way that fits in with their own aims and objectives within the case-study locations. With 

this in mind, a more nuanced definition will ultimately help tourists and local communities in 

the areas have the mind-set that ecotourism involves more than just a great emphasis on 

natural environment, such as plants or rocks.  

 Ecotourism is generally held to include a large number of activities that involve 

interaction with fauna, such as bird watching or whale watching. The local government 

officers (GA1 in phase 1 and GA20 in phase 2) pointed out the importance of these activities 

in relation to the understanding of the ecotourism definition by local communities: 
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 “Now it is really hard to see the animals such as birds or other wildlife around 

 the National Parks and waterfall, because the tourists have made loud noises 

 and these practices have scared the animals, so they now have to move far 

 away from the tourist areas. For example, in the early stage the local 

 communities provided the boats without engines instead of motorboats to take 

 tourists around the river to see the animals, but as the number of tourists has 

 increased, the traditional boats could not meet the demand. Thus, they have 

 decided to use the machine boats as they are faster and have a large capacity to 

 carry people around. I would say that before we could see the animals when 

 rowing boats were employed, but since they decided to use these (machine 

 boats), we hardly see the wildlife. Moreover, this has led to noise pollution, 

 water pollution and congestion within the areas, however, we (the regional and 

 local officers) have tried to make the local residents realise that tourists come 

 here to see the traditional ways of living. Moreover, if we want the tourists to 

 bring economic benefits to local communities, we need to protect and sustain 

 environmental resources such as flora and fauna at the same time”.  

      (GA1, local government officer, phase 1) 

 

 GA1 notes that the local residents could not only focus on providing the ecotourism 

activities to the ecotourists; they also must realise that sustaining the natural areas, as well as 

culture, is important, too. In fact, this respondent suggests that the latter is vital to the 

former—there is a potential symbiosis between the development aims of the industry and the 

conservation of nature and culture. This is an ideal set out originally by Budowski (1976) in 

his seminal paper, but one that is apparently difficult to reach. 
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 The local government officer below acknowledged the cultural differences between 

local residents and their understanding of the wants and desires of visiting tourists: 

 

 “I do understand that the local residents think differently about things 

 compared to the tourists, they think the tourists mainly come from the cities. 

 So, to bring them to come back and spend the money in the community, they 

 probably prefer to hear loud music and karaoke, but, in fact, they don’t. They 

 prefer to listen to the natural sounds and see how the local people live. I have 

 managed to talk and inform the homestay owners and resorts about this 

 misinterpretation between the local residents and the tourists”.  

       (GA20, local  government officer, phase 2) 

  

 These interviews illustrate the notion that most local residents only pay attention to 

how they can get tourists to come and help them to improve the local economy within the 

residential areas. More than one-third of the academic literature (see Appendix 11) supports 

this element of the definition of ecotourism (the economics). Similar findings have been 

found in Cambodia. Since ecotourism has become influential there, the local residents have 

noticed that the number of tourists fluctuated when the number of motorboats increased 

because the noise from the motorboats has disturbed the local residents’ daily lives and the 

tourists themselves (Kry et al., 2020). However, they could not do anything because the 

motorboats have helped the local residents increase their household incomes as their 

husbands and sons are the boat drivers. This also indicates the dominance of more patriarchal 

gender relations in rural communities and the notion of differing voices heard in general 

debates surrounding tourism development (Kry et al., 2020). 
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 However, the local government officer (GA1, phase 1) and the national government 

officer (GA10, phase 1) outline why economy should be considered a secondary factor in the 

meaning of ecotourism:  

 

 “People only consider ecotourism as a way to improve the economic situation 

 for the local residents. However, they have forgotten that the definition of 

 ecotourism also focuses on sustaining the nature primarily for economic 

 reasons. Sustaining nature comes second or third in terms of the economics 

 within the definition”.  

      (GA1, local government officer, phase 1 

               and GA10, national government officer, phase 1) 

 

 GA1 (in phase 1) and GA10 (in phase 1) — each of whom is considered an ‘expert’ in 

tourism in Thailand — illustrated the view of Thai locals, in terms of concern about how they 

can make more income, especially in that they justify having established ecotourism as a 

programme that will help them boost the economy of each province location. Moreover, GA1 

and GA10 also illustrated that all stakeholders understanding ecotourism and its various 

meanings and usages will ultimately help inform the introduction of ecotourism management 

practices. In addition, this would help foster strong relationships between local residents and 

tourists and encourage the interaction of those stakeholders with an interest in the 

environment more widely (see Chapter 8).  

 

6.2.1.2 Connectivity Between Environment and People, Economics and Social Issues 

 The previous section considers how the stakeholders construct ecotourism and its 

definition, in particular regarding how humans interact within nature and social and economic 
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aspects. The development of ecotourism within flora and wildlife settings has become 

important, in terms of both domestic and international tourists. The increasing number of 

ecotourists travelling within such areas illustrates this.  

 Amongst the interviews, focus groups, open-ended questionnaires and diaries, the 

majority of participants confirmed that ecotourism brings both environmental and social 

problems to rural communities. Therefore, to be able to successfully introduce ecotourism 

within the Thai rural areas, we must first establish what ecotourism really does mean to these 

communities, as opposed to only focusing on the economic benefits within the residential 

areas. 

 Notably, ecotourism, tourism and conservation not only spread the problems to local 

communities but rather, according to researchers (e.g. Budowski, 1976), we see that 

ecotourism can also become symbiotic, giving advantageous benefits to both nature and local 

residents in a mutually reinforcing way. Some success stories show ecotourism development 

through practices developed in the developing countries, such as the Philippines (Alampay, 

2005), Bhutan (Rinzin, Vermeulen and Glasbergen, 2007; Montes and Kafley, 2019), 

Malaysia (Salman et al., 2021),, South Africa (Gallaghera and Hammerschlaga, 2011), Costa 

Rica (Hunt et al., 2015), Vietnam (Tran and Walter, 2014) and Cambodia (Walter and Sen, 

2018; Kry et al., 2020).  

 The following comment from domestic tourists mentions many benefits that 

communities could gain by adopting ecotourism. However, the domestic tourists often appear 

unconcerned about the environment after they have visited tourism destinations: 

 

 “It was a real pity! I really like this place and would like to come and visit the 

 Siam Tulip Fields again. However, there are two more issues that concern me, 

 waste management and noise pollution. I come here with the family for leisure 
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 and relaxation. However, since I arrived here, I could not sleep and the bins 

 are not enough for us to put the waste in. This was really a shame, as I may not 

 come back again unless they do something about the problems first”.  

              (DT3/3, Domestic tourist, research diary, phase 3) 

 

 “For me, my friends and I decided to come here to the Siam Tulip field 

 because we would like to be with nature and far away from our daily routines. 

 However, before we arrived here, we had experienced the bad traffic. In 

 addition, when we arrived here, we experienced overcrowding in the track 

 trail. We felt trapped and couldn’t even move. In fact, we were close to 

 humans rather than nature. Moreover, where we stayed was extremely noisy 

 and dirty. We all really upset and disappointed. We also agreed that this was 

 the worst experience for us to come to this place rather than in the South of 

 Thailand. We won’t come back again!”  

              (DT6/2, Domestic tourist, research diary, phase 2) 

 

 These experiences exemplify the strong views of the domestic tourists with 

experiences in the Siam Tulip Fields, concerning environmental degradation. Similar 

comments about such feelings and sentiments also appear in the studies by other scholars (see 

Kontogeorgopoulos, 2005; Ng et al., 2017; Kry et al., 2020). However, the tourists have been 

attracted to these rural areas, so the negative feelings from their experiences could ultimately 

lead to declining visitor numbers. The tourists mention that the local communities, as well as 

people who look after the park, first need to work together in order to create a plan for how to 

manage and preserve localities more effectively. 
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 Similarly, the international tourists mentioned the problems related to the relationship 

between local residents, tourists and the environment. Both types of tourist agreed that they 

are not impressed with how the local communities and the national park officers manage 

waste. Similarly, this issue also occurred in the South of Thailand from both kinds of tourists; 

they even noted further that “the staff within the ecotourism areas lacked ecotourism 

knowledge and communication skills” (Pornprasit and Rurkkhum, 2019, p. 55).  

 

 “I do not understand why there is a large amount of rubbish on the way to the 

 Siam Tulip field as well as inside the park, why don’t the local communities 

 and park officers do something about that? I am also not too sure that what 

 they try to do here is called ecotourism, I only feel that they try to say we 

 sustain this and that on the poster, but the real truth, I do not feel that this does 

 help anyone to become an ecotourist at all. It’s only looking at the end point 

 but not the first stage of how to educate people on how to sustain everything”. 

             (IT3/1, International tourist, open-ended questionnaire, phase 1) 

 

Another international tourist, who thinks that basic waste management should be a given in 

any site marketed as being ‘ecotourism’, further emphasised the point regarding rubbish. 

 

 “I was really surprised to see how much rubbish was in this field alone. I tried 

 to show the rangers and the local residents that the bins are extremely full. 

 They need to do something about it. I understood they were busy; to keep 

 explaining about how the tourists could become ecotourists to the Thai people, 

 who were not interested at all. I would rather say if they couldn’t manage their 
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 waste disposal properly, how could they teach others about ecotourism and 

 how to sustain their communities!”.  

   (IT2/3, international tourist, open-ended questionnaire, phase 3) 

 

 The comments illustrated the notion that the local communities and park officers                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

are trying to promote the Siam Tulip Fields as one of the key ecotourism destinations in the 

Northeast of Thailand. However, they both merely focus on how to impress the tourists by 

improving facilities within the park and surrounding areas, as well as how to promote this 

place as a sustainable area. There is an assumption that people who come here will go and 

read all the information at the information office. Thai tourists often require different 

stimulation than relying on reading alone. Literacy is not always a given; best practice from 

around the globe could be beneficial to understanding societal resistance to good practice in 

Thailand. 

 With this in mind, it is clear that there are not only parks or animals we must conserve 

and preserve, but the facilities outside the park also must be maintained. Similarly, Ashraf 

and Sibi (2020) also report that in Thenmala, their ecotourism government officers only paid 

attention to promoting the place as an ecotourism destination. Unfortunately, the tourists 

preferred to not spend a long time there because the facilities within the surrounding areas 

were poor, i.e. low streetlights and unacceptable accommodation. Therefore, an 

understanding of how to conserve and preserve the areas by providing education and 

discussing environmental ethics with local residents as well as tourists is important. Wight 

(1993) suggests that it is essential to provide the knowledge to the tourists when they join the 

ecotourism programme because conservational education can help to increase natural 

awareness (Tisdell and Wilson, 2002). Moreover, Eshun and Tonto (2014) also note that 
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increasing the educational awareness of environment, culture and history could help the 

residents to conserve their community. 

 Some ecotourists highlighted that they did not understand information boards, as the 

National Park does not provide English translations. Moreover, there is also a language 

barrier between the international tourists and local residents, the reason the international 

tourists often prefer to drive back to stay in the main town rather than the rural areas. Black 

and King (2002) suggest that improving their English would help to boost the local residents’ 

confidence when communicating with the foreigners and encourage tourists to stay locally 

with attendant benefits to the local economy. In Cambodia, the local residents in ecotourism 

destinations were encouraged to attend workshops to learn and improve their English skills, 

so they could communicate with the foreign tourists. As a result, they noticed an increasing 

number of international tourists within the areas (Kry et al., 2020). Although Thailand has 

been exposed to ‘mass tourism’ to a significant extent since the 1980s, the English 

proficiency of the population is deemed a weak point in the Thai economy (Noom-Ura, 

2013). 

 Moreover, ecotourists and tourists are quite sensitive to human waste disposal and 

damage to the Siam Tulip Field. So, if it is unclean and contaminated, the number of tourists 

could fall dramatically (see example Wilson and Moore, 2018). Local residents and officers 

are the ones who must pay attention to how to manage a large quantity of rubbish around the 

sites. Furthermore, this question then ultimately leads to responsibility for sustaining the 

Siam Tulip Field. The following interview demonstrates how uninformed ecotourists can 

create problems within interesting places:   

 

 “When the Siam Tulip festival finished, we were the only group that collected 

 the rubbish; however, we could not afford to buy the machine to destroy the 
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 rubbish. This is because it is expensive. So that is why we need to burn or 

 dump it in the landfill instead. We really hope that all the tourists will have 

 more concern about what they throw away in the future, so that they help us to 

 sustain the National Park at the same time”.  

            (GA9, national government officer, phase 1) 

 

 “We, as governors and residents in this community, also help the national park 

 officers to collect the waste from the tourists. We understand that we couldn’t 

 let the officers do it alone. Now, as we have the waste disposal machines, it is 

 easier for us all to maintain the waste for this seasonal period. We have tried to 

 ask tourists to separate different kind of waste but, from what we could see, it 

 didn’t work. We have to ask for the volunteers to help separate the waste. The 

 youngsters are keener to do this rather than the older generations”.  

                 (FC6/3, local government officer and local residents, phase 3) 

 

 Through these discussions from FC6/3, we can see that education and ethics should be 

taught to the other stakeholders and tourists; this would potentially allow them to contribute 

to the ecotourism programme becoming more sustainable. Walter, Regmi and khanal 

illustrate that in the case of Nepal:  

 

  “At the beginning, we learned about waste disposal by attending a training 

  session provided by the ACAP. But gradually, we learned it by ourselves.  

  Sometimes, when our children saw some foreign tourists disposing of waste 

  material only in designated places, they started to feel self-conscious about 

  waste disposal. For example, they learned to put banana peels in the garbage 
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  bin by observing the activities of tourists. Some tourists are environmentally 

  conscious”.  

         (Walter, Regmi and khanal, 2018, p.53) 

 

Most of the literature indicates that it is not enough to merely sustain the natural resources; 

rather, we must provide stakeholders with a basic understanding of how to sustain the 

environment, as well as information on how to travel without destroying the landscapes, flora 

and fauna (Alampay, 2005; Reimer and Walter, 2013; Kry et al., 2020).  

 Evidently, ecotourism is limited to natural areas as attractions, but must pay attention 

to other aspects, such as economic and cultural (Ceballos-Lascurain, 1987; Ziffer, 1989; 

Weaver, 2001; Honey, 2008; Zhang and Lei, 2012; Wang et al., 2014; Ionel, 2019; Karmini, 

2020). Next, the chapter moves to the economic perceptions of ecotourism.  

 

6.2.2 Economy in the Construction of ecotourism 

 This section argues that the definition of ecotourism covers not only one element, 

‘nature’, but actually includes other aspects, including economics. While tourists travel 

around the aforementioned tourist destinations, some not only try to understand and help to 

conserve and preserve the geographical areas but, at the same time, they also financially 

contribute and provide economic benefits to the local communities (Ross and Wall, 1999b; 

Troëng and Drews, 2004; Almeyda et al., 2010; Tran and Walter, 2014; Toko, 2018; Kry et 

al., 2020; Sen and Walter, 2020). Following on these tourist behaviours, some ecotourism 

definitions also include economic aspects within their core definitions, especially paying 

attention to how the benefits filter to those residents who live within the communities (Boo, 

1991; Wallace and Pierce, 1996; UNWTO/UNEP, 2002; Zhang and Lei, 2012; Wang et al., 

2014; Ionel, 2019). Thus, economic concerns and ecotourism could ultimately combine. A 
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definition of ecotourism cannot leave one or the other behind; if there were only a focus on 

the economics, then ecotourism would become more like any other form of mass tourism and 

lose its distinctiveness. If ecotourism only focuses on preservation, then those places would 

ultimately end up as abandoned areas, as local residents and other tourism stakeholders would 

not be able to support themselves alone, needing state support from the government 

authorities. Undoubtedly, some national parks would have to close, due in such a scenario to 

few or no domestic and international tourists arriving each year. Alongside ecotourism’s 

environmental claims, economic viability for rural populations is key. 

 

Key 

Ecotourism 

characteristics 

 

Academic 

Literature 

 (N=80) 

Thai  

participants  

(Authorities and 

Residents) 

(N=38) 

Thai tourists  

participants 

 (N=279) 

International 

tourist 

participants  

 (N =223) 

 

Economics 38%  

(30/80) 

34%      

(13/38) 

82% 

(228/279) 

75% 

 (168/223) 

 

 

Table 6.2: Analysis of Ecotourism’s Characteristics Through Different Actors: Economics 

  

 Table 6.2 displays the words tourism actors have constructed and seen within the 

definition of ecotourism. After running the analysis in consideration of different actors, the 

great emphasis on economics is the second significant characteristic illustrated, 

acknowledged as forming a key part of an ecotourism definition. For example, the Thai 

tourist participants believe that economics is the most significant factor needing inclusion in 

the definition of ecotourism because, within all four tables, they account for the highest 

percentage. Again, we must consider the different development trajectory of Thailand (a 
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developing country) compared to the developed countries, from which much of the tourism 

literature emanates. In this research, Thai tourists appear to be more focused on the economic 

elements of tourism. 

 In contrast to the above findings, Thai authorities and residents (34%) paid attention 

to a great emphasis on economics as the least important characteristic for inclusion within the 

definition of ecotourism; the percentage is the lowest in all four tables, in terms of the 

characteristics of the definition. In this thesis, the intention is to demonstrate the most 

prevalent perceptions of the ecotourism definition by Thai stakeholders, rather than focus on 

ranking them on importance and interrelation within the ecotourism definition. Their 

knowledge of their own community could explain this, along with their experience of 

ecotourism via their lived experiences and the recognition that nature is not divorced from 

economic returns. However, the main overall trend within Table 6.2 supports the idea that 

ecotourism should provide benefits to the host countries, as well as to local residents, in 

addition to the tourists travelling around interesting places within those areas. 

 The following interview with the local government officer in Ban Khwao—who is 

considered one of the ‘experts’ in the district—and both domestic and international tourists 

on their open-ended questionnaires showed the relationship between economics and 

ecotourism: 

 

 “Since tourism has been popular within the locality, the local residents, 

 especially those seniors and youngsters, are the ones who get more involved 

 with the tourism activities because they see the potential of what they produce 

 every day that could become products to sell to the tourists. Moreover, it 

 encourages youngsters to stay within their hometown, instead of seeking jobs 

 somewhere else. I could see economics and ecotourism cannot be separated 
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 from each other because it helps the residents to understand why they need to 

 sustain the tourism destinations within their own areas as well as, as assisting 

 them to take more responsibility towards tourism development within their 

 communities.  

 For example, the residents started to look after the heritage, cultural and 

 natural sites more than before through organised activities that influenced 

 local populations to think about caring and maintaining their tourism areas, via 

 planting Siam Tulips, celebrating the cultural festival—e.g. Praya Lae festival 

 during January (celebrate the town)—and bringing back the old sculptures that 

 were taken from heritage sites and placing them back in their original 

 locations”.       

      (GA7, local government officer, phase 1) 

 

 “I believe an ecotourism definition should benefit not only the national parks 

 but it also should improve the quality of lives of the local residents (e.g. 

 monthly incomes)”.  

             (IT5/3, International tourist, open-ended questionnaire, phase 3) 

 

 “For me, ecotourism is a sustained way to help maintain and preserve the 

 nature and culture. While, at the same time, it increases the residents’ incomes 

 while they are involved within ecotourism programme”.  

            (DT7/2, International tourist, open-ended questionnaire, phase 2) 

 

According to this data from the interviews and open-ended questionnaires above, 

ecotourism has helped increase the number of rural residents staying in their hometown rather 
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than fighting to migrate from rural areas to urban areas to seek jobs (rural flight). 

Interestingly, as mentioned in Chapter 2, rural migrants determine to stay in urban areas for 

a certain period of time, due to the increasing cost of living and improving the quality of 

family living lifestyles (see more Rigg, 2007; Tong, Yan and Kawachi, 2019). However, as 

the quote above and the work of Canoves et al. (2004), Neth (2008), Chen et al. (2020) and 

Zhang (2021) show, changing patterns in Chinese residential preferences also link to their 

hometown identities. 

 Unfortunately, this new trend of rural life satisfaction to stay in the rural areas is 

limited; there is a realisation that if income cannot be generated around the rural areas, then 

motivating communities to look to ecotourism for their living can be challenging: 

 

 “In our focus groups, everyone here agreed that ecotourism should definitely 

 include economics within the ecotourism definition. We understand that the 

 government authorities want us to not mainly focus on the economics while 

 we employed ecotourism in our areas; however, we don’t agree. If the income 

 from ecotourism is less than our main income, how could we motivate our 

 friends and families to get involved?”.  

   (Similar thoughts from FC1/1, FC4/2 and FC6/3, local residents, phases 1–3) 

 

 These focus groups from phases one to three illustrate that the definition of 

ecotourism should include economics as part of its core characteristics; it helps encourage the 

local residents in terms of protecting and understanding what they need to do to sustain 

ecotourism destinations. This is important, too, as residents have considered natural 

ecotourism attractions not part of their communities as such and saw stewardship as solely 

the role of government. It is the case that these tourist areas belong to the Fine Art 
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Department (heritage sites) or Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (National 

Parks).  

However FC1/1, FC4/2 and FC6/3 pointed out that for the residents within the 

communities, seeing how tourism could benefit them has ultimately changed how they react 

to the tourism destinations. For example, they start becoming more involved in producing or 

creating activities or in developing areas to attract those tourism stakeholders, as well as 

maintaining and sustaining areas in order to make tourists aware of what they can and cannot 

do within the tourist destinations. Similarly, Cambodia’s ecotourism definition also focuses 

on economics because many residents in the tourist areas are willing to improve their skills as 

well as become part of park patrols, where they can earn more income than cutting the trees, 

hunting and producing charcoal (Toko, 2018). This is akin to Budowski’s ‘symbiosis’ 

between ecotourism and nature, or between economy and environment (Budowski, 1976). 

 However, through the practices stated above, the residents have sometimes been 

developing tourist destinations more than they should. In an interview with the national 

government officer, GA12 (phase 1) and GA24 (phase 3) mentioned: 

 

 “Since ecotourism was introduced within the areas, the residents and the 

 local/provincial officers have tried to operate the facilities for the tourists and 

 other stakeholders, such as roads (organised by Department of Highways), 

 electricity (organised by Electricity Generating Authority of Thailand), water 

 (organised by Thai Waterworks Authority), toilets (created by National Parks 

 or local/provincial authorities) and hotels or resorts, to make sure that tourists 

 have been best served. However, while these facilities have been operating, 

 the residents and officers have forgotten that all of these are alien to the 

 natural/cultural/heritage areas. For example, they have built the roads or hotels 



 

161 
 
 

 too close to the tourism destinations or sometimes made them too high, which 

 blocked the other scenery surrounding the areas, or sometimes they have tried 

 to maintain the areas too much by using the materials which look similar to the 

 old material to build up the new attractions, which may not have been in 

 keeping with the areas to attract tourists”.  

          (GA12, national government officer, phase 1) 

 

 “In my opinion, to build something big and grand in ecotourism areas is not 

 necessary. But I need to listen to the local residents’ voices. If they want them, 

 what could I say! I understand the reasons behind this, because the residents 

 would like to attract more tourists to visit their sites. So they could earn more 

 household income. Sometimes, they erect statues from popular Marvel movies 

 that look “out of place” as they do not belong to the geographical area, or the 

 colour they use to paint has the wrong contrast and is too bright compared to 

 the surrounding landscape. I would not be surprised if some tourists would 

 mention something about it. I haven’t heard any complaints yet!”.  

               (GA24, local government officer, phase 3) 

  

 The interviewees questioned the approach for rural areas, whereby numerous facilities 

for the tourists—such as hotels, roads and toilets—have been developed. This could 

sometimes be viewed as a negative approach within the tourism development plans of each 

province (see more details in Chapter 7). Officers and residents may not be quite clear with 

respect to the rationale for why facilities are built, as well as how many facilities should be 

built to meet the needs of local people. Much money ended up being invested in facilities that 

were ultimately not necessary. Often, assessments were not conducted prior to the 
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construction of the facilities. This is also the result of a lack of planning regulations that 

developing countries must follow to blend existing developments with the existing historical 

buildings and settings. Stone (2015) even notes that creating sustainable ecotourism requires 

all kinds of ecotourism stakeholders to improve their cooperation and decision-making 

participation via ecotourism planning and management. Preservation areas/districts/zones that 

protect the built heritage and physical environment in historically significant locations, a 

feature of developed countries, are not present to the same extent in remoter tourist spots 

within Thailand.  

 In the same way, the interviews with national government officers, e.g. GA10 (phase 

1), and local government officers (GA26, phase 3) clarified how GA10 and GA26 (phase 3) 

construct the tourism-related facilities as a negative impact on the tourist destinations. In 

GA10’s own words: 

 

 “I personally do not agree with how the local authorities and residents agree to 

 spend money on seeking the new tourism destinations and building the 

 cultural landscape board (a signage board that describes the details of how 

 areas such as natural areas have been changed with or without human 

 interventions) especially without any management plan before doing it. 

 Investigating the new sites and promoting them as tourism destinations 

 without any concern about areas and their cultures being lost is such a pity. 

 The locals see ecotourism as an opportunity to gain more capital instead of the 

 various methods to sustain the natural/cultural/heritage areas. Sometimes these 

 signboards act as a commercial advertising board and many cultural landscape 

 boards   are   sponsored   by   Thai   mobile   phone   companies  instead of the 
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 displaying information about local cultural heritage”.  

          (GA10, national government officer, phase 1) 

 

 “I don’t like the big statue in front of this site. It is too big, wasting money and 

 not related to this place. It is too new and ugly. I understand that the local 

 people want the tourists to see from far away, so they can come in. We used 

 significant parts of our budgets for this. Anyway, before we could use this 

 budget, I asked everyone to vote as well as reconsider what do we want in 

 front of this place. So, they all agreed to build this statue. I personally think it 

 is too boring. Now, as you can see, every time when the tourists visit us, they 

 always mention that when are we going to knock it down? Because it does not 

 look safe, and they could not see why it should be here in the first place!”  

                (GA26, local government office, phase 3)  

 

 These interviews clearly illustrated the specific problems. First, the local communities 

and local authorities have neglected to organise or plan what they had to do before trying to 

promote and seek new tourism destinations to develop. For example, within Siam Tulip 

National Park, large numbers of tourists have arrived and the residents have started to worry 

about many issues, such as how they could cope with the large amount of rubbish, stop 

tourists driving up hills and the locals help to sustain their localities (see more details in 

Chapter 7).  

Second, tensions arise amongst national authorities, local residents and local 

authorisers, who believe ecotourism encompasses different things. One group believes that 

ecotourism is a tool that helps them achieve benefits in their local community, while another 

group believes that ecotourism has increased the problems within tourism sites, since 
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ecotourism arrived and made economics more important. Stakeholders attempting to explain 

the reasons behind what they do and communicate with each other would reduce these 

tensions.  

Third, populations and the government sectors have become concerned about the 

distribution of money. They question whether it has gone to those established or new tourism 

areas, or to someone else or sectors that have pocketed investments. Potential corruption has 

now become one major issue of ecotourism. Mowforth and Munt (2015) state that even 

though ecotourism is an essential economic tool for the developing countries, corruption 

involving allocated funding is a significant issue. Some developing countries have received 

less than 10% of the total income/budget promised, for example, the Bahamas and Nepal 

(UNWTO, 2019). 

 This leakage of income further enhances the need to consider the ‘economics’ of 

ecotourism. In addition, a member of nongovernmental agencies points out:  

 

 “I do believe that ecotourism can be viewed in a two-sided way, one definition 

 is hoping to help the population to sustain and maintain what we have got, the 

 other is only trying to say that people are already moving from mass tourism 

 into something like green tourism. So in this case, I think to be able to add 

 ecotourism and economics together, all the stakeholders such as government 

 authorities, nongovernmental organisations and local communities need to 

 understand their roles and responsibilities to an ecotourism programme, then it 

 would reduce everyone’s concern about the corruption, distrust and other 

 ongoing problems within the tourism destinations”.  

               (NGA, nongovernmental agency, phase 1) 



 

165 
 
 

 The NGA illustrated that economic characteristics and ecotourism could co-exist with 

each other and be mutually beneficial. For example, if there is no money for the National 

Park, its officers and staff could not maintain and sustain their sites, due to a lack of funding 

from the government authorities. Moreover, if there is no money for local communities to put 

towards learning from other tourism areas how to sustain the tourism destinations, they could 

not understand why they must sustain and maintain their own tourism destinations. 

Consequently, this showed that every type of ecotourism stakeholder is important. If one 

group is not being supportive, it ultimately affects another group of stakeholders. In addition, 

Butcher (2011) and Cobbinah et al. (2017) point out that ecotourism has not only become 

recognised as an economic development tool for the developing countries; it also brought 

‘harmony’ between people and nature (see Lee, Lawton and Weaver, 2013). Anyaoku and 

Martin (2003) suggest that fostering local harmony in areas hosting ecotourism should not 

only focus on sharing the benefits with every household equally but also creating good 

working relationships between the local residents and ecotourism stakeholders. This will 

positively influence economic returns for multiple stakeholders.  

 This could occur differently by talking and understanding different stakeholders and 

what each stakeholder needs. Subsequently, all stakeholders could see that each group is 

working hard to reach the goal of practising ecotourism successfully and attempting to avoid 

the issue of corruption and misinterpretation between the stakeholders. These aspects would 

help to establish credibility, create trust, understand different positions and reduce corruption 

because each stakeholder will know what each must do and be responsible for. Furthermore, 

it would be easier for them to see who has received money and where the money has gone 

and, at the same time, allow them to help each other to sustain and maintain the tourism areas 

within their communities. The next section moves to the role of culture in perceptions of 

ecotourism.  
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6.2.3 Culture in Construction of Ecotourism 

 The ecotourism literature mainly focuses on nature; however, some academics (e.g. 

Ceballos-Lascurain, 1987; Lawrence et al., 1997; WTO-UNEP, 2002; Tran and Walter, 2014; 

Ionel, 2019) also emphasise culture within the definition of ecotourism, especially within the 

rural areas. Robinson and Boniface (1999, p. 14) also support the idea that culture and nature 

are interwoven, stating that ‘the environment intrusions from the tourism industry are a 

cultural intrusion’, relating environment and culture rather than maintaining separate entities 

(see more Walsh and Yun, 2016; Wei et al., 2020; Zhang, Wang and Brown, 2021). This also 

aligns with the notion of biocultural diversity, pioneered by the WWF, themselves pioneers 

of ecotourism as a means to combine economic development with conservation (see Maffi 

and Woodley, 2010; Gould, 2016 for an account of this). In fact, ecotourism in the 

developing countries cannot only sustain nature within the definitional remit; it must also 

encompass both humans and their respective activities and other related encounters within 

unique rural areas. Bjork (2000, pp. 196-197) further mention that ecotourism is an activity 

where the authorities, the tourism industry, tourists and local people cooperate to enable 

tourists to travel to genuine areas, to admire, study and enjoy nature and culture in a way that 

does not exploit the resource but contributes to sustainable development.  

 Table 6.3 summarises the different actors’ emphases in their view and perception of 

ecotourism. The figure for the Thai academics is surprisingly small at 28%. Elsewhere, it is 

higher within the Thai focus groups and interviews (61%) and among the international 

tourists (54%). Moreover, Thai tourists (52%) also consider culture important in ecotourism. 
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Key 

Ecotourism 

characteristics  

 

Academic 

Literature 

 (N=80) 

Thai  

participants  

(Authorities 

and 

Residents) 

(N=38) 

Thai tourist 

participants 

 (N=279) 

International  

tourist 

participants  

 (N =223) 

Culture 28%  

(22/80) 

61%  

(23/38) 

52%  

(144/279) 

54%  

(121/223) 

Table 6.3: Analysis of Ecotourism’s Characteristics Through Different Actors: Culture 

  

 The figures for Thai authorities and residents (61%), international tourists (54%), and 

Thai tourists (52%) indicate that cultural aspects require more attention whilst developing the 

ecotourism market. The academic literature only lists culture in a quarter of the sample 

(28%).  

 GA12 (phase 1), who is considered as an ‘expert’ in cultural issues, discussed how 

nature and culture relate to each other: 

 

 “In Thailand, the geography of ecotourism is different from geography of 

 ecotourism in other places because here, we have used and integrated all the 

 natural resources through from living things to cultures. For example, we have 

 used natural resources to build houses as well as used it as part of the 

 ceremony within the community. So, for me, ecotourism should mean tourism 

 that includes nature, culture, heritage and archaeology within that particular 

 area”.  

          (GA12, national government officer, phase 1) 
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 The quotation illustrates that culture and nature cannot be easily separated within a 

developing country like Thailand. People are living and using natural resources as part of 

their everyday lifestyles, in a way less evident in more modern industrial countries and 

regions. Cultural aspects (i.e. customs, wisdoms, traditions) are not ‘lifestyles’ in the western 

sense; nevertheless, they were created with the environment in mind (Uzzell, 1989; Tran and 

Walter, 2014; Pathmasiri and Bandara, 2019; Cabral and Dhar, 2020). As Weaver (2005, p. 

441) notes, “the inclusion of a cultural component (in ecotourism) is a logical qualification to 

the ‘nature-based’ focus, given that few if any places are completely free from human 

influences”. So, ecotourism can act as a programme that ultimately focuses on nature 

ecotourists learning about culture and the relationship between each, through time and across 

space (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2009; Ionel, 2019).  

The academic definitions of ecotourism lean towards nature (Gallaghera and 

Hammerschlaga, 2011; Fennell, 2014; Arismayanti and Mananda, 2016) and the benefits for 

the local communities that host ecotourism (Place, 1995; Cock and Pfueller, 2000; Honey, 

2008; Wang et al., 2014; TIES, 2022), whilst other scholars and practitioners have focused a 

lens on various cultures (Scace, Grifone and Usher, 1992; Reimer and Walter, 2013; Sen and 

Walter, 2020). Following this, concerns from some ecotourism stakeholders arise over the 

neglect of cultural considerations. For example, in Thailand, the tourism operator staff (TO1, 

phase 1) — the focus group members (FC2/1) — acknowledge through the talks that it is 

important to know that the local community could lose culturally if no one shows an interest: 

 

 “When we see something old such as culture that is passed on to the next 

 generation, we often forget to sustain it as we thought this culture is not going 

 to lost,  however, it could.  I think this is happening the same way with the 
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 environment, too”.         

                (TO1, Tourism operators, phase 1) 

       

 “In the past, we used to apply dance culture activities in the areas, however, 

 since the older generations died, the knowledge has been lost. I heard some 

 tourism people have tried to ask some older generations from some other 

 locations to help them. So, they can adapt and use it to show the tourists”.   

         (FC4/2, local residents, phase 2)  

 

 “I see ecotourism as a process that helps to sustain the old culture which also 

 like to the nature within the local areas. I used to visit this place a long time 

 ago but at that time, the local  residents did not have any cultural shows about 

 the areas. But guess what! this time, I am really impressed to see how the 

 ethnic groups demonstrate their ways of living, their culture and how they live 

 with nature. I think if we don’t include this in the ecotourism programme. 

 Then, I believe in the future, this ethnic group and their culture would be lost”. 

              (DT1/3, Domestic tourist, research diary, phase 3) 

 

 TO1 (phase 1), FC4/2 (phase 2) and DT1/3 (phase 3) questioned whether tourists —

those travelling into cultural areas — only prefer to see the new cultures, or is it true that the 

tourists who live within similar communities/countries do not pay attention to the historic 

places, as they are local to the area and familiar with the existing cultures. Unfortunately, this 

is not the case; the local residents/governments probably only assume that these existing 

cultures or similar festivals are not going to attract those tourists. In fact, these similar 
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cultures can make a tourism experience unique, in communities often unaware that their 

culture and way of life could be something they can use to make a living. 

 In a similar vein, Walter, Regmi and Khanal illustrate that in Nepal, the local 

residents have faced the same situation as Chaiyaphum province, Thailand. However, they 

already realise: 

 

  “Our culture, our customs, our arts and artefacts were almost lost […]. When 

  guests started asking about our Gurung culture and about our arts we started to 

  remember and revitalize something that was forgotten and lost. We have to 

  preserve the cultural practices that keep our identity alive . . . we learned that 

  rather than looking for new food items, we should provide our traditional food 

  items; rather than building new attractions, we can use our hills, mountains, 

  rivers, forests and lakes as attractions for our guests”.  

                  (Walter, Regmi and Khanal, 2018, p. 54) 

 

With this aside, TA1 (phase 1), FC4/2 (phase 2) and DT1/3 (phase 3) point out that Thai 

people should ultimately pay more attention to the relationship between the historic places, 

festivals and nature and encourage the involvement of the tourist communities. Interestingly, 

Mahapatra, Pandey and Pradhan (2012) say it is not a surprise to learn that the local people 

decided to invent the new cultures to attract the tourists (MacCannell’s ‘staged authenticity’), 

similar to what FC4/2 (phase 2) mentioned above, e.g. the new music, dancing pace, food 

(Walter, Regmi and Khanal, 2018).  

 Similarly, FC5/2 (phase 2) found that: 
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  “When we go and ask young Chaiyaphum citizens about the old cultures, you 

 will be surprised as they do not know anything at all, for example, we used to 

 have a boat racing festival, but it has disappeared now as the environment is 

 not suitable for us today. We only hope that this would not vanish with us 

 when we are gone”.  

          (FC5/2, local residents, phase 2) 

 

 This interview illustrated that different levels of relationship exist within the 

communities. In particular, it indicated that the interaction between old and young people is 

an important factor in the development of future culture and festivals. Jaafar, Rasoolmanesh 

and Ismail (2017) reveal that both age and gender significantly impact the relationships and 

the perceptions of the residents within the communities. The women and older residents seem 

to have stronger relationships with culture and nature overall than the younger people. 

Bringing disparate age groups together would appear to be crucial to the preservation of local 

culture. 

 However, the relationship amongst seniors and youngsters varies, not only within 

Chaiyaphum province but also in other places in Thailand. Normally, for those newcomers 

who join the tour companies, it can be quite interesting, as they only provide the tour 

programme in the natural areas as people who run the company, and those who join the tours 

are youngsters, interested more in adventure or relaxation activities.  

 However, culture and nature entwine in Thailand. In an interview, TA3 mentioned:  

 

 “Tourists (especially from developed counties) that come to Thailand, only  

 prefer to live closer to local tribes and go to visit somewhere which make 

 them feel close to the natural landscapes. However, to live close to the cultural 
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 communities, they prefer to not go and stay with them. They prefer to stay 

 inside the luxury hotels or resorts, those close to local residents instead. Thus, 

 I know it would not benefit and help them to understand the communities, but 

 we cannot do anything about it as it will affect our companies at the same 

 time”.  

                (TO3, Tourism operators, phase 1) 

 

 This statement showed tourist demands and preferences are a significant aspect that 

controls tourism within a Thai context. We can see that tourists prefer to come and visit other 

places for relaxation or to be close to nature. Tourists prefer to go somewhere that relates to 

nature and close to local residents, but ultimately they choose to stay in a hotel and view them 

from afar (akin to ‘gazing’). Can we refer to such individuals as ‘ecotourists’? This is 

ultimately a contradiction of the definition of ecotourism. First, they do not really get to know 

or learn anything from residents; second, the money they spend may not go directly through 

the local residents; and third, they sometimes do not respect local culture or local heritage 

sites within the destinations. Staying in accommodations outside the ecotourism destinations 

leads to diverting income away from local communities.  

 However, if the tourists did actively pay attention to cultural sites, these problems 

could ultimately be avoided. The GA1 (phase 1) stated: 

 

 “One interesting fact that Thai people do not learn from travelling is that they 

 are not interested about the information that tour guides provide for them. 

 Whilst being a tour guide, he mentioned that when he takes domestic and 

 international tourists to view cultural or environmental sites, Thai tourists only 

 focused on taking photos rather than trying to understand some information 
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 those they have provided because they believe that they do not come here for 

 education, but they come here for fun”.  

            (GA1, national government officer, phase 1) 

 

 This interviewee argues that to make ecotourism more successful in Thailand, we first 

must understand tourist needs and the different reasons for visiting. It is a tour guide’s 

responsibility to make sure that they have provided a good service for customers in each 

group. For example, for a group that is really interested in ecotourism, a considerable amount 

of information could be provided. Moreover, this is an example of tour guides in the 

Chaiyaphum province and how ecotourism has helped to improve the knowledge of young 

residents about the areas and their cultures. FC6/3 (phase 3) stated: 

 

 “In our ecotourism destinations, we have provided young ecotour guides. 

 Their jobs are mainly provided the information of the areas to the tourists both 

 domestic and international tourists. These ecotour guides are our children and 

 they have learnt skills from the school workshops. The teachers have provided 

 them for free. Those children need to do this job must love to do it because 

 they need to dedicate their free time to study and practice. We are really 

 impressed that my children have known about our area and cultures more than 

 me. Every weekend and during the holidays, these young ecotour guides 

 would wear their school uniforms and wait for the tourists to hire them. For us, 

 it is interesting to see when your children come home and tell us about their 

 experiences and how much they earn per day. As we are parents as well as 

 residents in the communities, we do believe that ecotour guides are essential 

 because this has helped our children to learn about the areas and its cultures 
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 and at the same time, the tourists also get chance to learn about our areas 

 before they leave our place”.  

                    (FC6/3, local residents, phase 3)  

 

 These quotations illustrate that tour guides are important not only in terms of 

preserving their historical and cultural knowledge; they are also key to influencing the 

number of ecotourists who come back to the ecotourism sites. Black and Ham (2005), Black 

(2007) and Lackey and Pennisi (2020) further suggests that the ecotour guides are also 

especially important ecotourism stakeholders because they have close contact with 

ecotourists and local residents and, therefore, can motivate their behaviours, in terms of 

choices and environmentally friendly activities. Furthermore, Peake, Innes and Dyer (2009) 

also mention that tour guides must have skills, especially in how to communicate with 

tourists, as this will undoubtedly create positive outcomes for destinations as well as local 

communities. For example, tour guides can provide ethical and educational messages on how 

to be good ecotourists and/or provide explanations and descriptions for what ecotourism 

really means to the tourists. In Choi’s work (2020), the interviewee illustrates that in Korea, 

before the local residents become tour guides, they must attend training the government 

provides. In this case, the interviewee had to learn about a tidal flat and its values, and the 

details of birds within the area. After the interviewee finished the government’s training, how 

much it had opened up a whole new world and how much they cared about their local areas 

was shocking. In addition, TO2 (phase 1), the famous company that has provided ecotourism 

trips around Thailand, mentioned:  

 

 “I do not believe in the definition as I thought that ecotourism means 

 something different from what is written in the literature. However, in my 
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 opinion, ecotourism is a tourism programme that focuses on the slogan of 

 ‘Leave only footprints
17

’ and leave less trace movement within the tourist 

 areas”.                                                                                                                        

                (TO2, Tourism operators, phase 1) 

 

 This person clearly values the relationship between how people behave and the 

environment. Thus, TO2 also mentioned that the company further carefully guides the 

tourists on the slogan ‘Leave no trace’. This is not only about the environmental areas but 

more broadly concerns any fragile places or activities. The value of enabling tour guides to 

aim at providing ethical angles on ecotourism was also mentioned, since tourism has caused 

problems for local residents. For example, the researcher witnessed the international tourists 

looking around the residents’ houses without permission. Such actions have caused direct 

problems for the local residents, who have complained that they have lost their own privacy 

as well as respect. Communities in Indonesia decided to provide the rules for both local 

residents and tourists to follow, as an approach to avoiding the cultural conflict. Phelan, 

Ruhanen and Mair found that:  

 

  “. . . foreigners have different culture . . . some people in our community  

  might not be used to it . . . we might have to make special rules when visitors 

  stay in the village . . . we will also use socialisation (community education 

  workshops) to prepare community members in advance so people know what 

  to expect and can get used to it”.  

               (Phelan, Ruhanen and Mair, 2020, p. 1677) 

 

                                                           
17

 See Simon and Alagona (2009) in ‘Leave no trace’ programme. 
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Whilst ecotourism is often represented as a ‘saviour’ to local communities because of its 

sustainability credentials, several cross-cultural issues can adversely affect the local 

communities within the boundaries of ecotourism sites. Next, the chapter focuses on the last 

perception that ecotourism stakeholders construct from the definition of ecotourism. 

 

6.2.4 Heritage and Archaeological Sites in Construction of Ecotourism  

 This section illustrates whether and how ecotourism stakeholders include heritage and 

archaeology in their ecotourism construction. In this research, heritage concerns a historical 

place that humans built  or created, in accordance with changes to the environment, which 

includes areas of archaeology (in this research, referring to the places involved with the 

evolution of the development between human behaviours and nature), historical areas, 

geology and earth sciences. Most definitions of ecotourism focus mainly on natural sites. 

However, as Table 6.4 shows, the Thai authorities and international tourists constructed 

heritage and archaeology as central to a core definition of ecotourism. 

Key 

characteristics 

of an 

ecotourism 

definition 

Academic 

Literature 

(N=80) 

Thai 

participants 

(Authorities 

and Residents) 

(N=38) 

Thai tourist 

participants 

(Question- 

naires) 

(N=279) 

International 

tourist 

participants 

(Question- 

naires) 

(N =223) 

Heritage 

 

 

Archaeology 

 

       13%      

     (10/80) 

 

          3%           

        (2/80) 

         53% 

      (20/38) 

        and 

         50%           

       (19/38) 

       28% 

    (79/279) 

 

       38%   

   (105/279) 

        51%            

    (114/223) 

 

        66%    

     (147/223) 

 

Table 6.4: Analysis of Ecotourism’s Characteristics Through Different Actors: Heritage and 

       Archaeology 
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 This table illustrates the significant differences of opinion on archaeology and 

heritage. The data here shows what stakeholders have thought about each, respectively, 

although there appears to be relatively little difference between the two.  

 Surprisingly, Thai authorities and residents and international tourist have constructed 

heritage aspects of ecotourism’s definition at more than 50% (53% and 51%, respectively). 

Moreover, in terms of archaeology, international tourists and Thai participants (focus groups 

and interviews) believed that ecotourism should include archaeology, accounting for as much 

or more than 50% (66% and 50% respectively). These results clearly show that the 

international tourists, Thai focus groups and interviewees, all value heritage and archaeology 

as topics worthy of consideration whilst developing ecotourism. Thai tourist participants and 

the academic literature view heritage and archaeology as issues of lower priority than nature, 

economics and culture. However, as discussed earlier, nature and culture could not exist 

without human intervention. To some extent, the division betrays an artificial separation 

between lived contemporary culture and cultural artefacts and ancient sites that nonetheless 

have important contemporary cultural meaning. 

 The following interview with an ‘expert’ showed the relationship between nature and 

heritage:  

 

 “Heritage sites also involved with the natural environment, that is why, we 

 could not separate heritage and environment from each other. Because 

 heritage sites normally lie in environmental areas. Moreover, ecotourism also 

 helps heritage sites to be protected by those who would like to steal and 

 destroy the heritage sites”.  

                     (GA12, national government officer, phase 1) 
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GA12 (phase 1) commented on the close relationship between natural and heritage areas. 

This illustrates the importance of the engagement of human daily-life activities with the 

living landscapes. Another local residents’ discussion from Ban Khwao and international 

tourists supported this opinion from the governmental point of view: 

 

 “Ecotourism should mean trips to visit heritage sites which have been 

 produced within the locations such as potteries and tools”.  

                    (RD1, local residents, research diary, phase 3)  

 

 “Ecotourism should sustain and preserve the nature, culture, heritage, 

 archaeology and also benefits the local communities in terms of their financial 

 issue”.  

             (IT9/3, International tourist, open-ended questionnaire, phase 3) 

 

 The research diary and open-ended questionnaire data demonstrated how each 

stakeholder should construct the definition of ecotourism through the respective lens of each, 

given differing perceptions of preserving nature, culture and heritage. Secondly, RD1 and 

IT9/3 recognised that in each location, the creation of human activities would occur using the 

natural resources within the locality. Examples would be the paintings inside caves for which 

ancestors used such resources, cultural and heritage resources that offer unique insight into 

what people were doing during that period of history. 

 Thus, ecotourism should involve the aspects of places relating to human activities. 

Similarly, the Thailand Institute of Scientific and Technological Research refers to 

ecotourism as travelling that must sustain the areas that lie within the ecological system, such 

as natural, cultural or historical resources (TISTR, 1997). Aside from this, the NGA (phase 1) 
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nongovernmental agencies pointed out that to make people understand what ecotourism 

means, we should first start with children. Through NGA’s experiences as a tour guide, NGA 

mentions that it appears that youngsters do not have basic understanding about their local 

geography of eco-/heritage sites: 

 

 “If we go and ask the Chaiyaphum children now, they would not be able to 

 identify the location of the heritage sites in Chaiyaphum, but if we ask them 

 where are the shopping centres, they will give the answer straight away”.  

             (NGA, nongovernmental agency, phase 1) 

 

Another interview from GA18 (phase 2) also mentioned: 

 

 “Youngsters now do not prefer to go to the heritage sites as well as continue to 

 take part in the old traditional ways of culture, such as the Songkarn festival 

 (Thai New Year’s Day). They celebrate it because they would like to have fun 

 and meet other young people on the street, however, the old way of doing it is 

 to go to the temple (which is known as a heritage site) to catch up with others, 

 not only people inside the family but also other people who live in the 

 communities, too”.  

         (GA18, National government officer, phase 2)  

 

 These interviews showed that culture and heritage entwine, as they state that if people 

have lived somewhere, they will ultimately build up heritage sites that suit the environment, 

as well as create the places where other groups of people could come and meet. Moreover, in 

the past, the temple also provided the cultural activities that suited the local landscape. As 
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with other countries around the world, the adherence to faith may be dwindling among the 

young in Thailand, perhaps because they gain their sense of community elsewhere (Rigg, 

2019).  

 Despite interest in the heritage and archaeology aspects of a definition of ecotourism 

ranking last in the questionnaire of Thai tourists and the academic literature, this does not 

mean that it is not important. Most of the focus groups, interviews and the international 

tourists from the fieldwork have actually paid attention to the idea that ecotourism should 

include travel that aims to sustain a broad variety of areas, including nature, culture, heritage 

and archaeology.  

 

6.2.4.1 Connectivity Among Heritage, Archaeology, Humans, Economics and Social Issues 

 Heritage was ranked the least important aspect for stakeholders in this research. 

However, heritage in Thailand comprises historical places, either built or created, which 

could include archaeology and historical areas. FC1/1 (phase 1) confirmed these points: 

 

 “We think that Prang Ku and the rest of what we found in this old hospital are 

 included in with ecotourism. Because we believe that this area also used to be 

 close to nature, we think that if historical officers come to investigate the 

 locality, it will allow us to explore in more detail, about the past and how this 

 place emphasised the relationship between humanity and nature”.  

                    (FC1/1, local residents, phase 1) 

 

This interview illustrated that archaeology and heritage sites relate to each other 

within the Thai communities. In particular, this FC1/1 (phase 1) comment indicated that the 
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practices of both subjects are important in bringing about the evolution and development of 

human-nature relationships. 

 When tourist companies introduced tour programmes concerning heritage and 

archaeology landscapes, they seemed to include programmes that fit within the cultural 

tourism sector, a small niche sector within the tourism programme. Not surprisingly, 

ecotourism has been seen as a programme that will only preserve and conserve the 

environment and local residents, but the question is whether we could leave out the culture 

and prehistoric sites located within the ecotourism sites? To be able to sustain the prehistoric 

places, GA6 (phase 1) asked us to pay close attention to what GA6 experienced while GA6 

was taking the local residents for a study trip in other provinces:  

 

 “We hope in the future the tour guides will pay more attention to the tourists 

 while we are walking around the historical places. We sometimes saw that 

 some tourists had picked up the stones and walked or cross the places where 

 women or others do not allow people to enter”.  

      (GA6, local government officer, phase 1) 

 

 This clearly indicates the specific information that tourists must know or of which 

they must be aware when visiting. These heritage and archaeological sites will end up 

destroyed without interventions. This occurrence happened in the similar approach to the case 

of Ethiopia, Wondirad, Tolkach and King illustrating that:  

 

  “If the Ethiopians continue in the way they currently are, they strongly warn 

  that there will be no reasons for visitors to go to Southern Ethiopia in ten years 
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  or so. This is because natural resources have been deteriorating and cultural 

  heritages have been fading away gradually”.  

         (Wondirad, Tolkach and King, 2020, pp. 9-10) 

 

FC1/1 (phase 1) also pointed out: 

 

 “To sustain ecotourism is to sustain the heritage and archaeological sites by 

 not taking or picking the rock from the sites, give them the education about the 

 historical places within their communities as well as maintain the following 

 sites. Hopefully, this will help to persuade the next generations to love and 

 want to maintain this tourism site later”.  

                    (FC1/1, local residents, phase 1) 

 

 The way FC1/1 helped preserve and conserve the heritage sites is crucial when 

attempting to avoid the conflicts of opinion concerning the sites between the senior and older 

generations. The choice to help eliminate the problem is to create the close relationship 

between the sites and young people, as well as to create and provide information that will 

significantly aid the new generations of local residents in understanding why these places are 

important. From this, we expect residents will start to appreciate what they possess within 

their communities and subsequently develop an understanding of the importance of not 

destroying the authenticity of local sites, which could ultimately provide vital income to the 

local community through ecotourism. 
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6.3 Conclusion 

 This chapter examines the meaning of ecotourism through stakeholders’ perceptions 

(government authorities, nongovernmental agencies, tourist agencies, local residents and 

tourists). The findings illustrate that ecotourism within Thailand could be defined as tourism 

programmes involved with preservation, conservation, and maintenance of the natural, 

cultural, heritage and archaeology areas of an ecotourism site. Thus, practices will succeed if 

education and ethical training within ecotourism destinations are at the forefront of the 

planning process.  

 The core element of the definition of ecotourism is nature, as the high level of 

response shows in comparison with the other categories, across open-ended questionnaires, 

interviews, focus groups and research diaries. This illustrates that Thai authorities and local 

residents felt that ecotourism should include nature, as well as other aspects, such as 

economics, culture and heritage. However, in consideration of heritage and archaeology, the 

only category rating accounting for more than 50% of positive responses came from 

international tourists and Thai participants (authorities and residents). In relation to other 

participants, the percentage of people ranking heritage and archaeology as part of ecotourism 

definitions had dropped to less than 40% of the overall number who responded to the 

research. This illustrated that a misunderstanding could arise between the definitions of 

heritage (Thai word: Laeng-Mo-Ra-Dok) and archaeology (Laeng-Bo-Ran-Ka-Dee) within 

Thai participant groups and their perceptions of ecotourism. This could be why it reflected 

the lower percentage of respondents citing it as a key element of a definition of ecotourism.   

 The ways in which participants see ecotourism differences vary in accordance with 

knowledge, personal beliefs and age. International tourists were more open to ‘expanding’ the 

concept of ecotourism, to move beyond solely considering nature and the environment to 

include elements of culture and heritage. Notably, Thai authorities and residents were 
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generally less willing to consider aspects beyond nature and the environment, although they, 

too, certainly recognise the need for economic returns. Western points of view and cultural 

assumptions still tend to dominate the Thai academics (Kamolpattana et al., 2005). Tourism 

can often mean crucial income for local people residing in the path of ecotourism and, 

arguably, the interrelationship between nature, economics and cultural heritage means there is 

no need to treat these issues as separate debates in the Thai tourism context.  

 In the following chapter, the researcher meets the third objective of this thesis, 

namely, describing Thai ecotourism stakeholders’ views on managing ecotourism at the local 

level.  
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CHAPTER 7 

THE ENGAGEMENT OF THAI ECOTOURISM STAKEHOLDERS IN 

RURAL AREAS: LOCAL STAKEHOLDERS AND ENGAGEMENT 

DISCONNECT 

 

7.1 Introduction 

The task of this chapter is to meet the thesis’s third objective by answering the 

question: 'What are Thai ecotourism stakeholders’ views on managing ecotourism at the local 

level?’ This is more of an operational question than one of perceiving ecotourism as a 

concept. To answer this question, the chapter elaborates the involvement of each group of 

stakeholders, examining the level of participation between different groups of stakeholders in 

Thai ecotourism and understanding the collaboration of stakeholders within Chaiyaphum 

province and Northeast Thailand as a whole.  

Data in this chapter comes from focus groups, interviews, open-ended questionnaires, 

research diaries, personal experiences and secondary data. Palmer and Chuamuangphan 

(2018) note a dearth of tourism studies that pay attention to stakeholders’ views. For 

example, currently, only a small body of existing research actively explores the roles of 

various stakeholders (Silva and McDill, 2004; Lacey, Peel and Weiler, 2012; Muganda, 

Sirima and Ezra, 2013; Mudimba and Tichaawa, 2017), the relationships among stakeholders 

within the ecotourism context (Tsaur, Lin and Lin, 2006; Hitchner et al., 2009; Ferraro and  

Hanauer, 2014; Adom, 2019; Stronza, Hunt and  Fitzgerald, 2019; Wondirad, Tolkach and 

King, 2020) and the views of stakeholders in relation to ecotourism (Oikonomou and Dikou, 

2008; Jaafar, Rasoolimanesh and Ismail, 2017; Walter, Regmi and Khanal, 2018; Sangpikul, 

2020) (see more details in Chapter 3). This is also challenging in Thailand, where data is not 
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collected at a national and local level, as would be the case with the many developed 

countries that tend to dominate the intellectual and theoretical development of tourism 

studies.  

As Chapter 3 mentions, in the early period of ecotourism studies, the government 

preferred not to involve local communities as part of decision-making (a top-down approach). 

However, more attempts to enrol local people characterise making decisions on the tourism 

events. In recent times, this governance structure has changed, due to the increasing 

involvement of other stakeholders’ voices, such as nongovernmental organisations, local 

communities and ethnic minorities. This new collaboration of stakeholders — to which 

planning often refers as a bottom-up approach or development thinking as neopopulism―has 

helped to counter the negative impacts from the top-down approach, which have gained 

traction on a global scale over recent years (Butcher, 2007).  

Swarbrooke (1999, p. 123) mentions that “one of the cornerstones of sustaining 

tourism is the idea that the host stakeholders should be actively involved in tourism 

planning”. Moreover, Joppe (1996), Chia et al. (2018) and Kry et al. (2020) also point out 

that research on some stakeholders, such as local communities, does not demonstrate 

sufficient involvement of the local people in decision-making. Consequently, this research 

attempts to understand the stakeholders’ engagement, as well as their voices, with the 

ecotourism in rural areas. Before illustrating the participation of stakeholders and their 

engagement through ecotourism in rural Thailand, the researcher reminds about the 

abbreviations used for stakeholders’ and their data-collection periods (see Table 7.1 below)  

as well as the diagram of Thai ecotourism stakeholders (see Figure 4.2 for more details). 
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Phase Interview code Organisations 

1 

Feb–Aug 2014  

 

GA1–GA14 

National/ Regional/ Local 

Government Administrative 

Organisations 

2 

May–Aug 2016 

 

GA15–GA21 

National/ Regional/ Local 

Government Administrative 

Organisations 

3 

May–Aug 2018 

 

GA22–GA26 

Local Government Administrative 

Organisations 

1 

Feb–Aug 2014  

 

NGA 

 

Nongovernmental Agency 

2 

May–Aug 2016 

 

N/A  

 

Nongovernmental Agency 

3 

May–Aug 2018 

 

N/A 

 

Nongovernmental Agency 

1 

Feb–Aug 2014 

 

TO1–TO5 

 

Tourism Operators 

2 

May–Aug 2016 

 

N/A  

 

Tourism Operators 

3 

May–Aug 2018 

 

N/A  

 

Tourism Operators 

1 

Feb–Aug 2014  

 

FC1–FC3 

 

Local Communities 

2 

May–Aug 2016 

 

FC4–FC5 

 

Local Communities 

3 

May–Aug 2018 

 

FC6  

 

Local Communities 

 

Table 7.1: The abbreviations used for stakeholders’ and their data-collection periods 
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7.2     The Engagement of Governmental Organisations Through Ecotourism 

In this research, the governmental organisations constitute three main sectors (see 

more details in Chapter 5). First, this chapter considers Central Administrative Organisations 

(CAO); then, second, explains the engagement of Regional Administrative Organisations 

(RAO)  and, third, illustrates the engagement of the Local Administrative Organisations 

(LAO) in more detail. These organisations are powerful and influential in local ecotourism 

development because they control significant funding at the local level in Thailand.   

 

7.2.1 The Engagement of Central Administrative Organisation (CAO) 

 The Central Administrative Organisation mainly govern tourism management in 

Thailand, covering policies, legacies and structures within the state and non-state 

organisations. Furthermore, they provide funding to other organisations, such as Regional 

Administrative Organisations (RAO) and Local Administrative Organisations (LAO) (see 

Chapter 4).  

Since the 1980s, the tourism industry has helped economic growth in Thailand 

(Goodman, 2006; Sangpikul, 2011). The national government has adopted a tourism 

programme through the National Economic and Social Development Plan (NESDP). In 

NESDP, number 6 (2530–2534/1987–1991), Thailand started to focus greater attention on 

tourism. For example, it introduced Thailand using the slogan, ‘a country full of culture and 

ecotourism’, and marketing Thailand as ‘a year of Thai Tourism’ and ‘a year of culture’, to 

capture the tourist market (TATnews, 2005). Consequently, these initiatives have created 

substantial incomes and ultimately encouraged large numbers of international tourists to visit 

Thailand, with numbers doubling between 1987 and 1989 (Walton, 1993). Since 1989, 

tourism has become one of the major components of the NESDP. 
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Chapter 4 describes the Central Administrative Organisations, consisting of 20 

organisations, but this study discusses only four ministries and one authority. These are the 

Ministry of Tourism and Sports (MOTS); the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment 

(MNRE); the Ministry of Culture (MOC); the Ministry of Interior (MOI); and the Tourism 

Authority of Thailand (TAT). They are influential in enacting ecotourism on the ground. 

 

7.2.1.1 The Engagement of Ministry of Tourism and Sports (MOTS) 

The main role of the Ministry of Tourism and Sports is to set the policies, strategies 

and targets for supporting, improving and developing Thai tourism, to make it better-known, 

especially on a global scale. Political power within Thailand has changed hands between 

prime ministers as a result of political instability, as well as formal elections. For example, 

during 2005–2021 (16 years), there were eight ministers, each of whom worked within the 

Ministry of Tourism and Sports: Mr. Pracha Maleenont (2005–2006) H.E., Dr. Suvit 

Yodmani (2006–2008), Mr. Weerasak Kowsurat (2008–2008), Mr. Chumpol Silpa-archa 

(2008–2013), Mr. Somsak Phurisisak (2013–2014), Mrs. Kobkarn Wattanavrangkul (2014–

2017), Mr. Weerasak Kowsurat (2017–2019) and Mr. Phiphat Ratchakitprakarn (2019–

current).Under Maleenont’s stewardship, the MOTS focused on continuing the work from the 

earlier political period. For example, Maleenont had to ensure that the money the Ministry of 

Tourism and Sports received at that time would go to benefitting local communities. He 

visited and looked at what each Tambon
18

 had done since the advent of the ‘One Tambon One 

Product (OTOP)’ funds from the MOTS.  

The OTOP programme aimed to boost the economy within local communities, as well 

as trying to reduce the number of young residents migrating and seeking jobs elsewhere. 

Moreover, the OTOP programme also aims to educate local residents to achieve an 

                                                           
18

 Tambon (in Thai) means ‘District’ (in English) 
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understanding and ability to maintain their products made from local materials (silk, pottery 

or food cuisines). At the same time, this programme tried to teach the local populations to 

care for their own local areas. During this political period, the Ministry of Tourism and Sports 

had begun to change its approaches from a top-down (populism) towards bottom-up 

(neopopulism) governance. The bottom-up approach aimed to allow the local communities to 

communicate their concerns to the government sectors. Moreover, this approach aimed to 

give power to the local authorities, to enable them to make their judgements faster and meet 

the needs of populations within each province (Hall, 2008; Dwyer, 2015; Wondirad, Tolkach 

and King, 2020).  

After the government ended, the OTOP programmes were completed and the new 

minister of MOTS — Dr. Suvit Yodmani — was instated and subsequently focused on a 

concept for increasing the number of quality tourists
19

, instead of the number arriving in 

Thailand each year. He also used the same approach as Maleenont, a bottom-up approach, to 

help him understand the villagers’ needs. However, consulting with local stakeholders differs 

from truly enabling them to be part of a democratic, bottom-up approach to developing 

ecotourism. 

This would ultimately help the MOTS officers create and complete an evaluation 

process, with each project in a much better state of affairs than previously. However, some 

residents did not appreciate what the government officers had asked of them. This created a 

drawback to the work and, at the same time, had the potential to cause conflict between the 

MOTS and other stakeholders. For example, a member of the local residents from two of the 

focus groups but from different periods stated: 

 

                                                           
19

 Quality tourists are those tourists who come and spend more money in the host countries 
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 “We do not understand why the MOTS officers came to see us and couldn’t 

 see the problems those have troubled our locality. We stated it as clear as 

 possible that the waste problems were the main major and subsequently 

 needed help from the MOTS officers in terms of managing it. They promised 

 that they would give the funds with the view of supporting this problem but, 

 up until this stage, we have never received any help. We had suffered a large 

 number of tourists from the MOTS’s tourism promotions, and we were only a 

 small community. How could we cope with the tourists’ complaints and the 

 welfare of our community?”.  

         (FC3/1, local residents, phase 1) 

 

 “As you could see, our tourist numbers have fallen not because of this place 

 but because we couldn’t manage this waste problem. Our community has 

 improved the English tour guides for the foreigners and engaged the hill tribes 

 to work in our tourism team. But, as you can see, we have divided the groups 

 of local students, officers and the rest of the community to fight for the waste. 

 Unfortunately, we couldn’t cope. The MOTS came to visit us a lot and 

 promised us to put this project on the process. But, as you can see, we have 

 been waiting for more than ten years and nothing happened. So, we are not 

 surprised why the number of tourists declined”.   

          (FC6/3, local residents, phase 3) 

 

 According to both focus groups, it appeared that engagement with locals also requires 

coupling with action, or trust of the local communities in tourism destinations is lost. Other 

villagers also raised concerns about MOTS’s approach to engaging with local communities: 
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 “While the MOTS officers were collecting data from their communities, they 

 did not care much about who the participants were because they only came to 

 do their jobs for a short period, they never assumed that everybody they met 

 were local people. Mostly, the information they collected came from the 

 newer residents, and not the established ones. Thus, this is one of the reasons 

 why problems were not solved”.  

      (Local residents, research diary, phase 3) 

 

 In January and September 2008, the government changed hands to a new 

administration. Mr. Weerasak Kowsurat was the MOTS minister during these two periods. 

The slogan ‘Amazing ‘ or ‘Pra Tub Jai’ Thailand was introduced to appeal to the worldwide 

tourism market (MOTS, 2008). The minister sought to boost tourism with this approach, by 

providing improved services to domestic and international tourists (MOTS, 2008).  

Following the end of 2008, Mr Chumpol Silapa-Archa was promoted to the position of 

new minister of MOTS. He promised to follow some of the strategies that Mr Weerasak 

Kowsurat had established, focusing on the strategy to increase the numbers of domestic 

tourists (MOTS, 2008), involving the local administrative authorities as part of tourism 

strategy and improving tourists’ trust in Thailand. Moreover, he stressed that the promotion of 

tourism activities (local food tourism) as well as creating niche tourism markets would 

support tourist motivations in the future (ecotourism, cultural heritage tourism). He believed 

that these strategies had the potential to last until the end of the government period (depending 

on the next election), so the Thai population would be able to see how these new approaches 

benefitted the Thai tourism industry (MOTS, 2008). 

 The main airport in Thailand was shut down for almost two weeks in 2008, after 

antigovernment protesters besieged the facility and the Erawan Shrine explosion occurred in 



 

193 
 
 

Bangkok in 2015. Mrs. Kobkarn Wattanavrangkul, the new minister of MOTS, decided to 

launch a new tourism concept, ‘Open to the New Shades of Thailand’, as an approach to 

promoting new activities for tourists, so they could stay and spend more time in Thailand 

(AmazingThailand, 2018). She also suggested that more than 60% of tourists who travel in 

Thailand are Free Independent Travellers (FIT
20

). These travellers are tech-savvy, so it is not 

possible to bend the truth with information now more available and accessible 

(AmazingThailand, 2018). Mrs. Kobkarn Wattanavrangkul also pointed out that the Asian 

tourists prefer to travel less but spend more money, while the European tourists were staying 

longer but spending less money. The campaign to attract the international tourists to stay 

longer in Thailand was designed to address this, and to increase the number of international 

tourists. Unfortunately, this period illustrated that the MOTS was less focussed on local 

stakeholders than tourists.    

 However, in 2018, Mr. Weerasak Kowsurat suggested that while Thailand received 

about 20% of its GDP from tourism, the MOTS was under pressure because it had a limited 

number of staff to work on projects. So, he decided to create jobs in the MOTS, to focus on 

further development. In addition, Mr. Weerasak Kowsurat also explained that even though 

MOTS is a ministry, it lacks power and influence. This was because the authorities with 

which MOTS collaborates, including hotels, tourism operators, airlines, tourism destinations, 

already had their own authorities that control them. Thus, people only tend to notice that the 

MOTS only promotes tourism destinations in Thailand (AmazingThailand, 2018). This theme 

emerged during the research for the thesis, namely, that stakeholders associated with the Thai 

state have been wedded to the idea of promoting tourism to tourists, rather than engaging with 

local people and local tourism stakeholders.   

                                                           
20

 The tourists who booked flights by themselves, travel independently and rely on GPS and mobile phones   
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 During his term in government, Mr. Weerasak Kowsurat, suggested that he wanted to 

apply three tourism strategies. He explained that the first strategy should allow tourists to 

report concerns to the MOTS, so they can help the tourists deal with tourism-related crime. 

Second, tourism operators should help the MOTS reach sustainable development goals. 

Finally, the MOTS must liaise with the educational authorities, so they could discuss their 

needs in term of producing the staff for tourism markets (AmazingThailand, 2018). 

 

7.2.1.2 The Engagement of Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MNRE) 

The main activity that the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment undertakes 

in relation to tourism is to make policies and strategies to help, sustain, protect and develop 

natural resources, national parks, wildlife and environment. Moreover, the MNRE also 

cooperates with national park officers and multi-stakeholders involved in the MNRE sector. 

Since nature (including natural parks) has become one of the major facets to which tourists 

have paid attention, the landscapes and the national parks have been a resource that has 

benefitted local residents.  

At the beginning of the Thai tourism era, the large numbers of tourists arriving in the 

national park areas each year led to negative impacts on local communities, such as the 

dropping of rubbish, disturbance of fauna and the picking of rare flowers (Calgaro and Lloyd, 

2008; Kontogeorgopoulos, Churyen and Duangsaeng,2014; Sonjai et al., 2018). Moreover, 

not only tourists have been responsible for creating such problems but also tourism 

stakeholders, such as local communities and tourism suppliers (Cohen, 2008; Sangpikul, 

2020). This is because stakeholders do not pay attention to maintaining and sustaining the 

local areas in which they operate, nor do they strive to make them last for future generations. 

Instead, some tourist areas are full of waste. There is also a shortage of water 

(Kontogeorgopoulos, 2004a), as well as overcrowding and increases in crime, noise pollution, 
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water pollution and soil pollution. All of these aforementioned issues are now becoming 

problematic in Thailand and extend into areas where ecotourism is established. 

 Each of the problems has affected the number of tourists arriving in the country, both 

domestic and international, and accordingly reduces the gross income within the country. The 

World Bank (2004, p. 127) illustrated that “the economic costs of environmental degradation 

have been estimated at four to eight percent of gross domestic product (GDP) annually in 

many developing countries”. This may indicate the need for governments to have more 

concern for the environment. In addition, the Thai government should consider how to 

maintain and sustain the environment and the cultural areas within the National Development 

Plans, such as in Nepal and Thailand, included in the NESDP (National Economic and Social 

Development Plan). 

 The Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment is known to be different in terms 

of how each department engages with stakeholders. For example, in the Department of 

National Parks, Wildlife and Plant Conservation (DNP), the staff are tasked with protecting 

and maintaining the protected areas, such as national parks and their natural resources. 

However, this has caused problems between the national park officers and local communities. 

Local communities think that they have the right to enter protected areas and to protect their 

land, seek food and medicine and protect their water irrigation systems in the locality, now 

national park space. The problem of local community encroachment has become a major issue 

within the development plan for the DNP. 

Moreover, the fact that the DNP officers’ could not secure funds from the Ministry of 

Natural Resources and Environment to support the projects the national park officers 

introduced exacerbated problems. Those national parks that receive high numbers of tourists 

each year would secure more funds from the DNP than those national parks that attract a low 

number of tourists. This caused problems for the national park officers and staff, in terms of 
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how to deal with the problems in its own organisation, as it lacks funds, especially for 

locations that do not yet attract significant numbers of tourists. For example, the benefits from 

tourists, such as their entrance fees for national parks, can help increase their animal 

protection and enforcement activities (Ham, 2011). This is one of the problems that occur in 

the developing countries. The government will come and help if the areas have attracted 

significant income for the economic sector; otherwise, assistance is lacking.   

One of the MNRE officers mentioned that to solve the problem requires countries 

acting now instead of letting such problems grow, ultimately resulting in having to ‘clean up 

later’ (Goodman, 2006). In addition, Ferraro and Hanauer (2014) note that often, the 

evaluators are overlooking the identified problems in ecotourism areas. They often ignore the 

signs, but these problems can lead to future problems. During 2005–2021, the Ministry of 

Natural Resources and Environment changed hands, with nine different ministers leading the 

ministry: Mr. Yongyut Tiyapairach (2005–2006), Mr. Kasem Snidvongs (2006–2008), Mrs. 

Anongwan Thepsuthin (2008–2008), Mr. Suwit Khunkitti (2008–2011), Mr. Preecha 

Reangsomboonsuk (2011–2013), Mr. Vichet Kasemthongsri (2013–2014), General Dapong 

Ratanasuwan (2014–2015), General Surasak Karnjanarat (2015–2019), and Mr. Varawut 

Silpa-archa (2019 to current).  

Tellingly, during these past fifteen years, determining which projects have been 

completed and which have continued has been difficult. This is because in different political 

periods, new projects have been introduced due to personnel changes. This means that the 

projects from the earlier political period do not have continuity. For example, comparing 

works undertaken from 2005 to 2021 shows that the main projects nine ministers introduced 

suffered after they finished their periods. This was probably due to their focus on interests that 

changed during the period, the changes of responsible names in the projects and also the 
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budgets the government gave to support the projects need rechecking before being transferred 

to the next minister. Thus, each minister creating new projects would be easier.  

 

7.2.1.3 The Engagement of the Ministry of Culture (MOC) 

 The main aim of the Ministry of Culture is to create, sustain, maintain, develop and 

provide ways of protecting culture, heritage, identity and religion within the country. 

Moreover, it provides education related to culture. The ministry is divided into departments; 

this research only focuses on the Fine Arts Department. Its raison d'etre is to ‘preserve, 

conserve, revive, promote, create, educate and disseminate the knowledge, wisdom and the 

nation within the areas of culture, archaeology and history’ (FAD, 2021).  

 The FAD has sometimes been criticised as the local communities—as well as other 

actors — see this department as one with insufficient funds available to sustain and maintain 

cultural and built heritage. While some local communities believed that the Fine Arts officers 

would come and declare that these areas are now under the FAD policies (based on a focus 

group in Chaiyaphum province), the local populations could not move or partake in local 

activities within protected settlements unless they received the rights to do so from the 

department. This has consequently caused problems, not only to the local communities but 

also in the form of conflicts and tensions between the departments, local communities and the 

regional and local authorities. Local communities see the FAD as slow to act and unwilling to 

devolve power down to the community level, something the government has also been 

reluctant to do. This issue has been apparent since the department was established and has 

opposed the recent governmental drives to devolve decision-making down to the local level.  

 Moreover, the FAD funding contribution would mostly be considered in terms of 

areas where tourists would go and travel, more than those with fewer tourists. In this case, the 

not-so-popular destinations would feel powerless because they cannot maintain the tourism 
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areas unless they find some money somewhere else (such as a nongovernmental agencies or 

educational institutions) to support themselves. However, in reality, it would be difficult for 

local residents and regional and local officers to pay money to restore the cultural heritage 

because this would cost them a significant amount in maintenance, with no guarantee of when 

the cultural heritage areas would get a return on investment. This is ultimately one reason why 

the local residents and regional and local officers would prefer to do nothing about the 

cultural heritage areas. 

Between 2005 and 2021, the Ministry of Culture changed  hands with twelve different 

ministers: Mrs. Uraiwan Thienthong (2005–2006), Mr. Surakiart Sathirathai (2006–2006), 

Khunying Khaisri Sri-arun (2006–2008), Mr. Anusorn Wongwan (2008–2008), Mr. Somsak 

Kiatsuranont (2008–2008), Mr. Woravat Auapinyakul (2008–2008), Mr. Teera Slukpetch 

(2008–2010), Mr. Nipit Intarasombat (2010–2011), Mrs Sukumol Khunpleum (2011–2012), 

Mr. Sontaya Khunpluem (2012–2014), Mr. Veera Rojpojanarat (2014–2019) and Mr. Ittipol 

Khunpluem (2019–current). For example, during 2008 to 2010, Mr. Teera Slukpetch, the 

minister of MOC, introduced a new plan with the objective of helping the government’s 

strategy (improving trust and promoting Thai tourism to other countries) to achieve its aims in 

the near future. The Ministry of Culture decided to actively promote two events—

communities’ lifestyles in Thailand and the cultural events in Thailand—that were to be 

promoted at the Cultural Global fair and festival called ‘the Incheon 2009 Global fair and 

festival, September 2009’ (Zzangpen, 2009). 

Moreover, in the current political cycle (2019–Current), Mr. Ittipol Khunpluem, the 

new minister of MOC, has considered the idea of a cultural economy within his new strategic 

plan. He focuses on increasing the values of the products those involve with the uniqueness of 

Thai cultures (Matichon, 2020). Unfortunately, while he accepted this job, many academics 

related to this field complained that his strategy is not working and he needs to improve his 
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departments, such as the Fine Arts Department and the Department of Religious Affairs, in 

terms of staff competence, financial budgets and laws and policies (Matichon, 2020). The 

issue of staff and ministries understanding local need is a recurring theme arising from the 

research. 

 

7.2.1.4 The Engagement of Ministry of Interior (MOI) 

The Ministry of Interior creates policies and strategies within the four main domains 

of political, economic, social, and physical development. However, in each period of political 

government, the Ministry would determine what participation they were required to consider 

and follow during that specific period of time. The ministers include Air Chief Marshal 

Kongsak Wantana (2005–2006), Mr. Aree Wongarya (2006–2007), H. E. General Surayud 

Chulanont (2007–2008), Police Captain Chalerm Yubamrung (2008–2008), Police General 

Kowit Wattana (2008–2008), Mr. Chaovarat Chanweerakul (2008–2011), Mr. Yongyuth 

Wichaidit (2011–2012), Mr. Charupong Ruangsuwan (2012–2014), and General Anupong 

Paochinda (2014–current).  

For example, during 2005–2006, ACM Kongsak Wantana decided to create policies to 

help maintain the infrastructure of the places of interest, as well as to construct transportation 

networks to make Thailand one of the most accessible countries in Southeast Asia, 

internationally and to neighbouring countries. Moreover, during this time, the money the 

government had assigned to each province — otherwise known as the ‘CEO fund’ —would 

go through the Chief Executive Officer (CEO-Retreat, 2006). This individual is the manager 

within the programme, responsible for making decisions regarding which aspects of tourism 

should be managed and developed within the province, districts and villages, i.e. road 

facilities and career development (MOI, 2008). This fund could be tracked quite easily after 

some organisations within the province asked for support: if they received funding, the CEO 
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would need to evaluate their works and report back to the government. This aid was targeted 

at helping the provincial CEO to solve problems within a shorter timeframe, through clearer 

information.  

During the Kongsak period (2005–2006), the number of local communities who 

created OTOP programmes had increased, in accordance with the interest of residents, as the 

government and the ministers had created loans to support those OTOP members in relation 

to producing products for the market sellers (OTOP, 2007). In addition, after they had earned 

some income and profit, they were then required to return the money to the government. The 

OTOP programme was halted in 2006 because of the new election and an unstable political 

situation within the country. Nevertheless, the programme aimed to allow the local residents 

to secure jobs, earn more income within the communities, reduce the number of rural 

residents who move to urban areas and introduce new areas as tourism destinations.  

During 2006–2020, the participation of the ministry officers did not differ much from 

that of the Kongsak period, but they could not continue or set plans for the long term, with 

politics in Thailand still unstable. For instance, they could not request financial help to 

support the programmes, i.e. those related to the last government period, as the new minister 

wanted to initiate new projects as opposed to following up previous administrations’ old 

projects. During this period, the resident groups within the village started to earn less income, 

and some of those unsuccessful groups had to close because they would receive no support 

from the government or the ministry. 

During 2008, the new Minister of the Interior, Police General Kowit Wattana, decided 

to release his strategic plan covering two main periods: a one-year strategic plan and a second 

one called ‘a MOI strategic plan’ (MOI, 2009). Within these two plans, Police General Kowit 

Wattana illustrated what topics would be the main focus during his term. Both plans focused 

on many topics, including peace, drug suppression and tourism. Regarding the issue of 
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tourism, he stated that he would like to try to develop more tourism destinations and, at the 

same time, allow communities to use their own voices and powers to control tourism 

industries within their areas (MOI, 2009). Moreover, he also reintroduced the OTOP 

programme and tried to focus on specifically promoting the products to both domestic and 

international tourists, organising the educational centres for the villagers and tourists to better 

understand cultural heritage within their communities (MOI, 2009).  

During Mr Chaovarat Chanweerakul’s ministry of MOI from 2008 to 2011, the 

problems (principally the lack of trust between Thai residents and international tourists and 

economic issues) remained evident. However, the minister aimed to improve these problems 

by introducing strategic plans. For example, he wanted to create a way of improving trust 

amongst Thai residents as well as other Asian countries, and he wanted to create trust with 

international tourists, to assure them that Thailand was now a safe place to travel 

(BangkokPost, 2012). Specifically considering tourism, he preferred to focus on promotion, 

reducing the tax on tourism-related services, using tourism facilities and reforming the 

organisation of the administrative authorities, creating, supporting and educating only some of 

the big tourist destinations (MOI, 2011). He also focused on creating and promoting to the 

Thai residents tourism in Thailand, by creating more events for Thai people, such as Songkarn 

and Loy krataong (MOTS, 2012).  

From 2014 to the present, General Anupong Paochinda, the new minister of MOI, 

decided to continue to decentralise power to a degree, from top-down to bottom-up. He still 

adopted the sufficiency economy (see Chapter 2), a Thai-originated philosophy that stresses 

the middle path as the overriding principle for appropriate conduct and way of life by the 

populace at all levels (individual, family, community), and the OTOP (One Tambon One 

Product) as an economic strategy to help reduce the wealth gaps between rural and city 

residents (OTOP, 2021).  
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7.2.1.5 The Engagement of Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT) 

The engagement of TAT within the Thai tourism system has been based around 

sustaining, maintaining and developing tourism destinations. TAT also creates plans and 

strategies and promotes and markets Thai tourism worldwide (MOTS, 2020). These 

participation structures have been in place since 1979.  

Between 2005 and 2020, the TAT governors launched several campaigns (e.g. 

Thailand Unforgettable, Amazing Thailand, Open to the New Shades, 60 Happiness Routes), 

attempting to promote to tourists worldwide and domestically (Zhang, Qu and Tavitiyaman, 

2009; TATnews, 2018; TAT, 2019). Most of the campaigns were created through TAT 

strategies (which always follow the MOTS plans and strategies), first to increase the number 

of tourists (domestic and international), second, to satisfy tourist experiences and needs and, 

third, to promote Thai natural and cultural heritage.  

In 2005, TAT released a new marketing campaign called ‘Tourism Capital of Asia’, a 

slogan aiming to help TAT increase the number of international tourists in Thailand, 

following the Tsunami crisis (TravelDailyNews, 2003). The TAT governor stated that this 

particular slogan not only focuses on increasing the number of international tourists but also 

pays attention to increasing the number of domestic tourists. The slogan also attempted to 

develop, improve and maintain five main themes of tourism sites in Thailand, including 

‘beaches, cities, historical sites, natural sites, and cultural sites and special interest’, as well as 

focusing on those visitors, such as business travellers, young people and golfers (TATnews, 

2005). With the slogan’s release, the number of tourists started to increase, especially within 

the domestic tourist sector, rising by almost 6.33% in 2005 (Chaiyaphum-Tourists-Statistic, 

2008). Unfortunately, international tourist numbers dropped by 1.51% (Chaiyaphum-Tourists-

Statistic, 2008), but according to the TAT governor, ‘this was quite manageable for TAT’ 

(TATnews, 2005).  
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During 2006, TAT released a new tourism slogan, ‘Thailand Unforgettable’, aiming to 

focus on tourism areas that included ‘Sea, Sand, Sun; Modern and Traditional’; and shopping, 

dining and golfing. TAT mentioned that these three main categories would best fit such areas 

as Bangkok, Phuket, Pattaya, Samui and Chaing Mai (TAT, 2006). 

During 2007, the tourism slogan that TAT introduced in the previous year continued 

to appear in promotional settings (‘Unforgettable Thailand’ or ‘CHIC by Thailand’) (Wood, 

2007). However, this slogan has changed in focus and emphasis, towards targeting the needs 

and interests of middle-class tourists. Accordingly, ways of attracting rich tourists are to 

introduce luxury services (e.g. boutique hotels) on the east coast of Thailand, such as Trang 

province (Wood, 2007).  

However, with the 2008 elections, the new head officer became Ms Pornsiri Manohan. 

She had different ideas than her predecessors for focusing on increasing the number of 

international and domestic tourists, by reducing the tax on tourism services and facilities and 

creating more events, including travel by train and respect for the Buddha (TAT, 2009).  

 During 2013–2015, Thailand faced additional political unrest and, accordingly, 

declining numbers of international tourists and their expenditures. These dropped by 6.6% 

and 5.8%, respectively, in 2014. Unfortunately, the statistics got worst because the 

government decided to apply Article 44 of the provisional constitution, granting unrestricted 

powers to the prime minister. This affected the Thai reputation internationally and impacted 

Thai tourism receipts (Bangkokpost, 2015). 

 In 2015, TAT decided to introduce a new campaign called ‘Discover Thainess’, an 

approach to help boost the number of international tourists coming to experience the 

remoteness cultures, such as those in the Northeast region. Ms Somrudi Chanchai, Director of 

the TAT NorthEastern Office, forecast that the number of tourists visiting the NorthEast 
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region could rise to nearly 28 million, generating 65 billion Baht in revenue (£1.69 billion)
21

 

(NNT, 2015). This linked to the wider concern over Thai culture not being promoted, and the 

Nationalist conservative government wanted this vision to appear in tourism promotion. 

 From 2015 to the present day, Mr Yutthasak Supasorn, the new governor of TAT, has 

attempted to increase the number of international tourists coming to study Mauy Thai (Thai 

Boxing) in 2016. In 2017, he decided to promote the gastronomy project in Thailand, 

believing that this gastronomy business could increase up to 5% the next year (BangkokPost, 

2018). In 2018, TAT also decided to focus on their strategy for marketing to domestic 

tourists, especially those categorised into groups, such as Silver Age, Millennials, Families, 

Gen-Y, Multi-Generation and Solo Travellers (including females). He hoped these groups 

could travel during weekdays rather than on the weekend, to help recirculate money across 

local communities, as well as strengthen society and preserve the environment 

(ThailandTourism, 2018). In 2020, TAT announced its attempt to save the country from 

tourism ruin related to COVID-19, introducing the ‘Amazing Thailand Safety and Health 

Administration’, hoping this could boost the number of domestic tourists travelling around 

Thailand during the pandemic (TourismThailand, 2021). 

 

7.2.2 The Engagement of Regional Administrative Organisations (RAO) 

 The second group in the Administrative Organisations is the Regional Administrative 

Organisations (RAO). Within the regional communities, head officers from each province 

follow the structures of the Ministry of Interior by managing, encouraging and supporting 

local residents within different parts of the province (MOI, 2021). These practices help the 

head officers of RAO to promote and ensure that the local community voices reach the 

Central Administrative Organisation (CAO). 

                                                           
21

 Exchange rate on February 11, 2021, 1 GBP = THB 38.54 (MandS, 2021). 
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The Ministry of the Interior selects the head officers of each province. The main 

responsibilities of provincial officers are to ensure the problems that occur in local 

communities come to the attention of the provincial officer. If the provincial officers believe 

that these concerns require action, they grant permissions and approve money for those staff 

to work on the areas of concern and contact the local administrative officers to solve these 

problems. However, the provincial officers can transfer from one place to another quite easily. 

This is a problem in those projects that do not reach completion, due to key personnel moving 

on. Moreover, the strength of the relationship between provincial officers and members 

depends on the variable level of communication amongst the officers, other local officers and 

residents. 

 

7.2.3 The Engagement of Local Administrative Organisations (LAO) 

 This group consists of district and subdistrict officers, each of whom lives within the 

district and subdistrict areas. Their main aims are to make sure that the local residents receive 

basic facilities, such as water and electricity, and to support and engage residents through 

activities within the communities.  

The level of participation between villagers and the head of the district and subdistricts is 

closer than those of other sectors within the Administrative Organisations. This is largely due 

to the villagers having voted for the representatives who they believe will help them to 

improve their living standards (see Chapter 4). 

 

7.3 The Engagement of Different Stakeholders Through the Governmental  

 Organisations (Central, Regional and Local) 

 The varying levels of participation amongst the members of the governmental 

organisations and other actors, such as the nongovernmental agencies, tourism operators, local 



 

206 
 
 

residents and tourists, correspond to relationships between the stakeholders, assessed through 

the interviews, focus groups, open-ended questionnaires, research diary and secondary data. 

The following interview illustrates a common view of local residents towards the 

power of the local officers, in terms of gaining recognition or participation from the local 

residents through the areas they serve. FC2/1 (phase 1) and FC4/2 (phase 2) express: 

 

 “I have to say that the closeness of our community is different from others 

 because we have got the best local leader who always helps to guide us 

 through every situation. We know that we can trust him. From this strong 

 relationship, all the provincial officers as well as other local officers would 

 come and ask us to go and help them if they have the festivals or other 

 activities those related to the province or district because they know that if our 

 leader ask us for help, everyone will be happy to go and help them straight 

 away”.  

         (FC2/1, Local residents, focus group, phase 1) 

 

 “Our community leader is talented and skilled. She knows how to treat us and 

 also asks us for the opinions on most of the situations. This has delivered what 

 we want in our community. So, our projects including tourism are more 

 successful than the rest of tourism in this province. No doubt why! She is 

 well-known with the Regional Administrative Organisations officers (RAO) 

 because we help her with everything”.  

         (FC4/2, Local residents, focus group, phase 2) 
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In the interviews, FC2/1 (phase 1) and FC4/2 (phase 2) commented that the power of 

the leaders’ voices (their local officers) could ultimately influence the residents not only in 

terms of improvements to the quality of planning but also incorporating local views into key 

decisions (Beierle and Konisky, 2000; Carmin, Darnall and Mil-Homens, 2003; Ruhanen, 

2013). Through the local officers’ actions, the local residents believed that they could gain an 

understanding of the community’s opinions and, subsequently, help residents to understand 

what their involvement is. Palmer and Chuamuangphan (2018, p. 324) also suggest that 

“power and authority, negotiation and conflict, organisational arrangements, and participation 

in decision-making” are important factors to influence the success of tourism development 

within the tourism areas. Moreover, Marulo (2012, p. 50) even suggests that to enable 

ecotourism to achieve success within different destinations, the stakeholders must have good 

level of “cooperation, communication and involvement between each other”.  

LC2/1 (phase 1) and LC10/2 (phase 2) mentioned how the leader of their districts 

influenced local residents in returning valuable cultural heritage tools to where they belong 

and managing their waste. LC2/1 (phase 1) and LC10/2 (phase 2) commented: 

 

 “From what I can see, our district leader is really working hard to build the 

 relationship between both himself and local residents. He always goes down to 

 visit us and explains why tourism is important in our areas or how could it  help 

 us to improve our economics within the areas. Consequently, when he asks 

 everyone about issues related to tourism. He always ends up with a large 

 number of residents to come and help him. For example, in the case of cultural 

 heritage area, he has asked the residents to return all of the cultural heritage 

 items that are related to the cultural heritage area. At first, the residents had 

 ignored to return and dealt with the local officers because they think that if 
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 they return items, the governors would come and punish them. However, after 

 the head of the district came to see them and explained that he would like us to 

 return the cultural heritages, people feel more at ease. Thus, he and his 

 colleagues could promote the areas as one of the tourist destinations in 

 Chaiyaphum. Surprisingly, everyone within the areas has returned the cultural 

 heritage items and has a renewed focus about caring for the cultural heritage 

 areas and artefacts more than before”.  

           (LC2/1, Groups of local residents, research diary, phase 2) 

 

 “Our new local villager, he is the best! He has not only created the new ideas 

 to get our children to get involve with waste management; he also shows us 

 what to do. Since then, we can see that every time the tourists come here, they 

 always give us compliments about how the areas are really clean and look 

 nicer than other communities. If we haven’t got him, our area would not be 

 this clean”.  

              (LC10/2, Local residents, research diary, phase 3)  

 

 On the previous point, LC2/1 (phase 1) and LC10/2 (phase 2) took place in different 

places and periods, yet they illustrated the local villagers in both places, describing the 

relationship between local residents and the Chief District Officers as ‘connected.’ Koens 

Dieperink and Miranda (2009, p. 1234) noted that “a further development of ecotourism 

requires a better institutional capacity and more integrated planning on the local level”. Local 

people generally trust village chiefs and local leadership more than stakeholders associated 

with the Thai state and governmental ministries. My research has confirmed this finding.   
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Moreover, LC2/1 (phase 1) and LC10/2 (phase 2) also pointed out that the ideas about 

leadership (see Giddens, 1968, p. 263) and trust are important, especially when the leader 

requires the cooperation of the communities (Jones, 2005; Stronza and Gordillo, 2008; Liu et 

al., 2014; Laverack and Thangphet, 2009). Wondirad, Tolkach and King (2020) also note that 

transparency and trust are vital for good relationships. 

LC2/1 (phase 1) and LC10/2 (phase 2) share the expressions of LC2/1 (phase 1) and 

LC10/2 (phase 2). To create a practical way of sustaining aspects of local heritage (such as 

maintaining stocks of cultural heritage items and promoting waste management), the leader 

must understand the community’s point of view and the reasons behind why they may 

initially resist new projects. Similar to what Okazaki (2008) and Chia et al. (2018) found, 

multiple stakeholders, rather than a standalone stakeholder, generally identify problems and 

solutions. Thus, if the communities understand these aspects, to improve and ask for 

collaboration would become easier for administrative officers later on. As Palmer and 

Chuamuangphan (2018) and Towner (2018) mention, stakeholder collaboration is crucial for 

sustainable tourism development if it involves power, trust, financial capabilities, external 

support, social and cultural backgrounds, awareness level and entrepreneurial skills of actors. 

Local residents from the other focus groups commented further on the developing 

relationship between the park staff members and the local residents: 

 

 “Every year, there is the festival called “Ngan Kauen Taung Daog Kra Jaeow” 

 or ‘Growing Siam Tulip festival’; this festival starts before the opening day of 

 the Siam Tulip field. It contributes the ideas between national park officers 

 and local residents, especially the students around the communities to come 

 and help each other to grow the Siam Tulip within the national park. Later, 

 this has started to be well known through the province and has helped the 
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 communities and staff members to get to know each other. In addition, this 

 activity also helps the local areas to sustain, protect, love and understand how 

 to grow and raise the Siam Tulips”.  

          (LC3/1, local residents, focus group, phase 1) 

 

LC3/1 (phase 1) illustrated that the national park officers create activity through the 

sense of connection between themselves and the local residents, by providing opportunities 

for them to help each other to sustain and expand the number of Siam Tulips within the 

national park. Adopting the principle of sustainable development, which involves a holistic 

approach across economy, environment and culture, can help to improve relationships 

amongst ecotourism stakeholders, enhance financial performance, broaden market 

opportunity, formulate inclusive decision-making and increase destination competitiveness, 

thereby boosting destination benefits (Dwyer, 2015). The difficulty in Thailand comes from 

how to measure the environment in monetary terms. An earlier section explores the 

engagement of the administrative officers. This has helped the local communities and officials 

to understand each sector’s role, allowing them to sustain and cherish their environment as 

well as cultural and heritage sites within their localities. Elsewhere, it has helped to reduce the 

conflict and built engagement between local communities and park management in different 

places, such as Ecuador and India (Wunder, 2000; Martin and Vigne, 2012; Das and Hussain, 

2016). This indicates that the administrative officers must help the local residents to 

implement and manage first, rather than focus purely on place-based promotion (Stronza, 

Hunt and Fitzgerald, 2019). In addition, Chong (2020, p. 159) suggests that “the government 

also needs to value and understand multiple perspectives from every stakeholder involved in 

sustainable tourism development before moving on to strategic planning”. This would help 

the rural communities to provide the basic facilities not only for the residents themselves but 
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also the tourists (Gunasekaran et al., 2018); government-organised and funded tourism 

facilities are one of the essential investments required for tourism programme success 

(Mtapuri and Giampiccoli, 2016). 

 However, in addition, the misuse of power, misleading and misunderstanding amongst 

the central officers, regional officers, local officers and communities have consequently 

created negative impacts within the communities and different organisations. This could also 

create negative issues in relation to the surrounding areas and the destination sites. Similarly, 

Ferraro and Hanauer (2014) note that often, the local stakeholders as well as evaluators 

overlook the problems that the other ecotourism areas have raised. They often ignore the signs 

that these issues can lead to future problems. Wondirad, Tolkach and King (2020) mention 

that poor governance, lack of awareness, poor community participation in ecotourism, 

dependence on traditional economic activities, increasing population pressure and poor 

stakeholder collaboration are top factors responsible for the destruction of ecotourism 

resources. Moreover, inappropriate management and insufficient government funding could 

lead to the degradation of natural resources and conflicts between the local communities 

(Neth, 2008). The nongovernmental agency officer was questioned about the hidden power of 

certain people within organisations. The nongovernmental agency officer stated: 

 

 “I used to attend the meetings with the Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT), 

 but recently I stopped because I felt if I stay there or not, it would not make 

 any difference as they are only interested about the trips in the North and the 

 South of Thailand, not within the Northeast. Moreover, I am also gutted about 

 what they did to me, the province and I agreed that I could organise the 

 Marathon with the specialised company for the Opening Days of Siam Tulip 

 Field Festival. However, it ended up that TAT allocated another company the 
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 same activities to do and action and allowed them to run the same activity at 

 the same time as us. At first, I thought I could raise money to support the 

 tourism in Chaiyaphum province but we ended up losing money to the 

 outsider companies instead”.  

            (NGA, Nongovernmental agency, phase 1) 

 

This interview demonstrated a difference of views between the nongovernmental 

agencies and central Thai governance whereby NGA (phase 1) viewed the government actor 

as being selfish and unwilling, in the sense of not allowing the nongovernmental agencies to 

vote against other government members. This interview also highlighted the fact that the 

government officers do not support the ideas that can benefit the local residents, as they chose 

to hire external companies to do the large jobs within the destinations. All the funds would go 

to the outsiders, with little left for the communities. Jamal and Getz (1995, p. 193) indicate 

that “external forces . . . also influence the destination’s stakeholders. The destination domain 

is thus characterised by an ‘open-system’ of interdependent, multiple stakeholders, where the 

actions of one stakeholder impact on the rest of the actors in the community”. Moreover, 

Diamantis (2018) also suggests that the reason ecotourism might not achieve success for their 

local communities is the complexity of stakeholder networks. Each stakeholder has a diverse 

set of personal self-interests, which often conflict with the end goal of sustaining ecotourism 

in more remote rural locations in the Northeast of Thailand.   

The previous argument has some currency. Outside of Northeast Thailand, such 

stakeholders as TAT are very much linked/locked to the strategic direction of the MOTS, 

highlighted earlier in the chapter. Local stakeholders, including the local community, hotels 

and tour operators, are actors with whom agencies like TAT have little experience because 

they are used to promoting mass tourism in Thailand by growing both tourism numbers and 
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revenue. Factoring in smaller destinations attempting to develop niche ecotourism offerings is 

not something familiar to such stakeholders.  

Similarly, GA6 (phase 1), GA17 (phase 2) and GA22 (phase 3) commented on their 

discussions with the Regional and/or Local Administrative Organisations. They noted a sense 

of ‘powerlessness’ after a key meeting: 

 

 “I went to the meetings with the Administrative Organisation, but, when they 

 asked me do I have any suggestions to raise in these meetings on something, 

 of course, I did raise some issues about tourism activities which could be 

 considered within my subdistrict. I just thought that they did not like my ideas 

 at all, I knew some of them did not like what I just said. I felt really upset as 

 they did not care about what I said at all, this time is not the first instance”. 

          (GA6, Regional government officers, phase 1) 

     

 “During the meeting, me and the rest of local government officers preferred to 

 sit and did nothing. We didn’t see the point, why they need to invite us to 

 come to the meeting inside the city. This was a waste of time, because 

 whatever they want us to do, they won’t listen to us anyway. If we don’t 

 deliver what they want, the local residents and me always get into trouble. We 

 will do as minimum to finish the task, so we don’t obey their orders”.   

            (GA17, Local government officers, phase 2) 

 

 “After finishing serving this term, I think I would like to stop being the 

 representative for the local residents. Because I am here to make sure that the 

 local people’s voices reach the regional and central government authorities. 
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 But since I accepted the position, every time when I am at the meetings, I tried 

 extremely hard to make sure that the regional and central government officers 

 recognised our views. They listened but nothing has been done, except what 

 they want!”.  

            (GA22, Local government officers, phase 3)  

 

These interviews from different periods confirmed that the relationships between 

different governors within the same organisations can come into conflict. GA6 (phase 1), 

GA17 (phase 2) and GA22 (phase 3) indicated that officers cannot undertake activities 

autonomously and in a sustainable way. They also clearly needed help from the central and 

regional government authorities as well as local residents living inside the areas. With this in 

mind, if they do not receive care from the central and regional government authorities, it 

would end up as the fault of those who must deliver to residents. As we could see, some of the 

local government officers and the residents were forced to carry out the activities that the 

governors want them to, without giving them an adequate explanation. This led to local 

residents taking actions into their own hands, due to bureaucratic delays. Similarly, Pornprasit 

and Rurkkhum (2019) found in their research that the local authorities not participating can 

lead to conflict within their organisations. Moreover, when local villagers provide the officers 

with information, if it is not used to benefit communities, the local residents would not 

collaborate in the future. Local populations must feel empowered, even if their suggestions 

are not always put into practice. Cheong and Miller (2000, p. 381) mention that “having the 

least control can translate into having the least involvement”. The following interviews from 

FC5/2 (phase 2) clearly illustrated the tension between the local officers and local 

communities: 
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 “We think the tourism in Chaiyaphum province still has got its own 

 weaknesses, because TAT and the Regional Office of Tourism and Sports  do 

 not do their jobs properly. They only come and ask the residents for what we 

 want and what we need but they do not give us the information about tourism 

 at all, how could we help to sustain the environment then, this is opposite from 

 what NGA (nongovernmental agency) does for us. I think if they would  like 

 to get the information from us, it would be better if they come and get 

 involved with those residents who are involved within tourism, not those who 

 are not interested about tourism or those who are not involved with the 

 communities. Then, they would understand how this place has run the tourism 

 and the evaluation from the governors could become useful in the future”. 

        (FC5/2, Local residents, focus groups, phase 2) 

   

This comment showed the fractious relationships between the administrative officers 

and local residents. In this sense, the practices and methodologies of the officers only allow 

them to get the ‘information they want’, and to collate the information the residents have 

already known for quite some time, to help improve the communities. However, what the 

governors really need is to ensure that they provide residents with the knowledge and 

socialise informally with them more. Thai culture is highly socialised, and ‘getting to know’ 

local populations is crucial to convince people that a policy should be implemented for their 

benefit. From this point of view, FC5/2 (phase 2) illustrated that the residents possess closer 

relationships with groups other than the administrative organisations. LC3/3 (phase 3) also 

stated: 
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 “We   are   not   quite sure that   the tourism officers who came to seek the  

  information from us really understand what the tourism is. We still see that 

  they are in conflict with each other, whilst they tried to explain us about the 

  tourism issue. However, this is never occurred with NGA staff, we could ask 

  anything about tourism topics, if they know they will tell us, if they do not 

  they will try to find out for us and show us what they found later. I feel like I 

  trust NGA staff more than the tourism officers”.  

     (LC3/3, Local residents, research diary, phase 3) 

 

The quote illustrated that the local villagers consider some tourism administrative 

officers to have inadequate knowledge concerning tourism. For that reason, the local villager 

felt that other tourism sectors have a wider body of knowledge that could be shared with the 

villagers, and in turn, this could generate more discussion concerning the relationship between 

the stakeholders and how they communicate and work together. McKercher and Ritchie 

(1997) note that if the tourism officers lack expertise and skills in the tourism fields, this will 

affect the development of tourism and its ability to add to economic growth. In addition, to 

introduce ecotourism education to the local areas, the officers must make sure that they are 

not misleading and understand the importance of environmental education (West and Carrier, 

2004). This could lead to complexity in the relationship between local traditional and 

scientific knowledge, and cultural change (Jamal and Stronza, 2009). Thus, Pornprasit and 

Rurkkhum suggest that in Satun province, within the Southern region of Thailand, the local 

governance structures also must ensure that the training courses within their ecotourism 

development plans include their local staff and the specific knowledge they require — i.e. 

“the history, ethnicity, geography, and natural history of their local area” (Pornprasit and 
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Rurkkhum, 2019, p.55) — because this can help the local residents to learn more about their 

background and apply it in their daily lives. 

In addition to this, a comment from GA10 (phase 1), considered an ‘expert’ in the 

field, illustrated the view of the relationship between the national government agencies and 

local people. GA10 (phase 1) stated:  

 

 “I think the relationship conflicts are not taking place within the stakeholders 

 in different sectors, but they are occurring within Departmental structures 

 themselves. Our opinions sometimes are different from tourism development 

 officers. We think more about sustaining the environment, but TAT only 

 focuses on how to benefit local communities and investigate new tourism 

 destinations. We discuss with them about how to improve the tourism 

 destinations, but some staff within TAT have inadequate knowledge about 

 tourism. For this reason, we end up not to make any progress on improving the 

 quality of tourism destinations”.  

         (GA10, National government officer, phase 1) 

 

As a result, this member mentioned that the problems causing the conflicts between 

some departments relating to the environment and TAT include the limited knowledge of 

staff, the different interests within each department and the lack of communication. 

Similarly, an interview with an ‘expert’ in culture also clarifies how knowledge and 

objectives in different departments are a hindrance to building relationships and trust between 

GA12 (phase 1) and other groups of stakeholders: 
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 “For me, I see myself and colleagues as someone who tries to help and pay 

 attention to the cultural heritage areas. More than half of us have a 

 qualification in cultural heritage specialisms. However, for those from 

 tourism-development perspective, I think they see themselves as the people 

 who focus on how to boost the economics within the host communities. I 

 understand that this department has just opened and the staff those work in 

 there are new and not familiar with the tourism field. For example, while they 

 have produced the ideas about the signage within the tourist sites, we and 

 other sectors thought that this was a great idea to do. However, when these 

 signs have been erected, they ended up covering some parts of the cultural 

 heritage sites, we question their expertise. Moreover, the information on there 

 is displayed too small and I and my colleagues think it is not representing the 

 information about the area accurately, but instead, is only representing the 

 sponsors who have provided money for producing it”.  

         (GA12, National government officer, phase 1) 

 

Over time, the lack of knowledge within government departments has gradually 

decreased the confidence and trust in working with tourism development. The relationships 

between the departments and how they operate in isolation from one another is a consistent 

theme found from the field research. The discussions so far make clear that the villagers tend 

to have negative views of the government authorities but a more favourable opinion of the 

nongovernmental agencies. The following section discusses this point further. 
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7.4 The Engagement of Nongovernmental Agency (NGA) in Ecotourism   

 The NGA deals with marketing through the provinces, to ensure that their province 

will become one of the leaders in their respective region and Thailand (e.g. job creation for 

local people). NGA engages more closely with the administrative organisations, tourism 

operators and local populations.  

The distinctive relationships between the NGA and other tourism stakeholders may 

appear different from the perspective of other types of stakeholders. The NGA is not part of 

the government authorities; it can act and initiate activity more quickly than other tourism 

government stakeholders. Those in the NGA do separately the types of jobs that must be 

undertaken, including the tourism sector within their remit, as they pay attention to how to 

improve tourism so as to benefit the Chaiyaphum residents. From the following discussions 

with the focus group, ‘trust’ was an apparent issue; FC3/1 (phase 1) and FC5/2 (phase 2) 

stated: 

 

 “We think without the help of the NGA, the Siam Tulip Fields would not be 

 able to become quite as popular as it is. Because with the help through the 

 promotion from TAT, this would not help us to understand what we should do 

 to help our communities that used to be poor to bring them profit. However, 

 the NGA come and helps us by providing the support as well as some small 

 equipment for us to make some souvenirs to sell while the festival runs”.  

         (FC3/1, Local residents, focus group, phase 1) 

 

 “For us, it was quite easy to get involved with the NGA. They helped us 

 straight away. We did not need to wait for a long time for so many different 

 government authorities to approve. At this time, we didn’t ask for money but 
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 we asked them to help with the facilities. They just signed off straight away 

 because they knew who the owners are. They also provided the staff to teach 

 us what we need to do. So the result came out well”.  

         (FC5/2, Local residents, focus group, phase 2) 

 

 FC3/1 (phase 1) and FC5/2 (phase 2) noted two things of interest here: first, the 

closeness of the relationship between NGA and the community; second, the residents also 

must understand tourism, as well as how to make this tourism situation more beneficial to 

them. Kry et al. (2020) mention that in a similar situation in Cambodia, the nongovernmental  

agencies also taught them about tourism and how to make a living from tourism (such as 

driving motorboats). Aside from these two purposes, FC3/1 (phase 1) and FC5/2 (phase 2) 

mentioned that the local and provincial officers are not willing to help and provide knowledge 

to the residents, indicating that they cannot provide the good relationships and services 

embedded within their organisations. 

Similarly, FC2/1 (phase 1), FC4/2 (phase 2) and LC7 (phase 3)—members of the 

women’s village sectors—produce silk and souvenirs as products to sell, to raise the funds for 

the communities and families. They mentioned: 

 

 “The NGA and other nongovernmental agencies always come, teach, support 

 as well as help us by trying to sell the silk products or attract tourists to the 

 local areas to see and buy local products. In addition, when the officers have 

 turned down helping us with some projects, we went to ask and present the 

 work to NGA about what we need and why we need them to help us to make 

 silk products in time before the customers arrive. If they think it would be 
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 useful,  they will provide new items to us, instead of the old equipment or 

 items requiring maintenance like the governors do”.  

         (FC2/1, Local residents, focus group, phase 1) 

 

 “The NGA had come to help us to set up the group. At first, we were only a 

 small group with only four members. We said we do not know how to do this 

 in a commercial way. We only produce to use in our family. But, since 

 someone from NGA found out about our products, they decided to promote us 

 to the province. That’s how our group started”.  

         (FC4/2, Local residents, focus group, phase 2) 

 

 “At first, our groups decided to put our products for sale. But it didn’t work at 

 first. So, we decided to ask the other communities to help. They suggested we 

 should go and see the NGA. So we did. Well, we told them briefly this are 

 what we do and this is what we would like to sell. They helped us to improve 

 our local products as well as the packing. At the same time, they also taught us 

 how to sell. You can see, if we waited for the government authorities to come 

 and help. We don’t know when they will come. They only come to see you 

 when you are already established and claimed the credit about it”.  

        (LC7, Local residents, research diary, phase 3) 

 

These comments illustrated that the relationship and trust between the NGA and local 

residents is different from that of the administrative officers and the communities. In 

particular, this indicated that the practices of the members of NGA are faster and more 

reliable than the official channels. Unfortunately, this case study is opposite to the case of 
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Cambodia; even though the NGA were reliable, in terms of help, when it came down to 

meetings with the local residents, the Cambodian governments seemed more reliable in 

organising regular meetings than the Thai NGA (Kry et al., 2020). Moreover, the comments 

demonstrated that tourism has helped and improved women’s status and empowerment to 

sustain their livelihoods without depending on men (Scheyvens, 2000; Rout and Mohanty, 

2015; Vukovic et al., 2021). Kry et al. (2020) even suggest that in Cambodia, women would 

require additional skills and training regarding how to work with tourists in foreign languages, 

so they could increase their household incomes. Unfortunately, in the case of Vietnam, men 

were still largely preferred over women for leadership and administrative positions (Tran and 

Walter, 2014). However, in Thailand, this has continued to change, and women have taken on 

more influential positions at both local and governmental levels. Indeed, women are 

increasingly educated through university, and their representation at all levels from the Thai 

state to local organisations has improved rapidly.  

Next, I discuss about the engagement of tourism operators via Thai rural ecotourism. 

 

7.5 The Engagement of Tourism Operators Through Ecotourism 

This group only consists of tour operators run by Thai companies. Their engagement 

with ecotourism includes organising and providing holiday packages for tourists. While they 

organise the tour, they also must contact other tourism sectors within the host communities 

(e.g. hoteliers, transport, restaurants, souvenir shops) to make sure that when travelling within 

the host tourist destinations, their choices will completely satisfy the tourists. Tourism 

Operators state that they can be recognised as one of the organisations that also play an 

important role in the ecotourism market. However, the strength of relationships between them 

and other stakeholders — such as administrative officers, nongovernmental agencies, tourists 

and local communities — is variable. I return to this point later in the chapter. In this thesis, 
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the information from the Thai tour operators providing trips to Chaiyaphum province is all 

that is discussed; those run by international organisations were unwilling to take part in this 

research (see Chapter 5).  

The practices of the tour operations have subsequently led to concerns over the 

strength of the relationships between the tour operators, administrative organisations and 

nongovernmental agencies. However, for others, such as communities and tourists, the 

relationships between the tour operators differ from the relationships with the administrative 

organisations. This is because not all tour operators can get involved with the local residents 

and tourists, due to the limitations of the tour operations within the province, the size of tour 

operators and tourist requirements. 

The members of administrative officers, each of whom is considered as an ‘expert’ in 

relation to the Chaiyaphum tourist destinations, discussed the relationship between the tour 

operators and administrative officers: 

 

 “In reality, the tour operators who bring tours to Chaiyaphum would prefer not 

 to get in touch with us because they could directly seek the information about 

 the province, where they need to go, stay and eat through the Tourism 

 Authority of Thailand (TAT). In addition, I also think that the tour operators 

 do prefer not to contact us because they already know the hoteliers and 

 restaurants within the province as well as to keeping away from government 

 authorities because of the laws and policies that were created to look after the 

 customer experiences”.  

           (GA3, Central government officers, phase 1) 
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 This confirmed that the relationship between the tour operators and the administrative 

officers is not close. The GA3 (phase 1) mentioned that the tour staffs prefer to seek 

information and ‘make deals’ with the hoteliers and restaurants; they do not recognise that the 

province has a tourism officer that may be of help in providing information that the tour 

operators need. Moreover, the tour operators sometimes like to avoid contact with the 

government authorities, due to the tourism regulations and policies that may ultimately affect 

their companies in the future. A lack of expertise within the local and national government 

settings is a recurring theme. 

In the same way, another interview with a member of the TAT mentions: 

 

 “TAT is known as an organisation that helps to advertise the tourism 

 destinations within each province and at the same we provide the courses for 

 the tour operators, such as those concerning security for tourists, ecotourism 

 and tour guides. Moreover, we also provide the tour operator registrations to 

 make sure that they are legal within the Thai tourism market. However, we do 

 not have the right to ask them to attend the courses as well as ask them to 

 register their tour operations under TAT regulations. However, after they 

 registered, we only hope that they will not take this for granted, and at the 

 same time, we are not too worried as tourists would judge them from what 

 they do. So we think that they are not going to risk their business by doing 

 something illegal”.  

           (GA4, National government officer, phase 1)  

     

 According to the interview above, TAT provided the information, tourism courses and 

registered papers, as well as face-to-face meetings. However, the tour operators preferred to 
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receive information from TAT via their website, instead of more traditional means of 

communication. The member of TAT also recognised that tourists have the power to 

influence the tour operators. GA4 (phase 1) also reported that the tour operators would prefer 

to closely maintain their relationship with the tourists as the ones who can make or break their 

businesses. 

From the researcher’s own personal experiences as a tourist who came with a tour 

operator outside Chaiyaphum province, the following account from my own notes describes 

the relationship between the tour operator and tourists: 

 

 “When I entered into the coach, the members of the tour operator started to 

 greet me with friendly gestures. On the way to tourism destination, we started 

 to play games and sing songs—these activities started to get the tourists to 

 know each other as well as becoming familiar with the members of the tour 

 operator, too. Once we arrived, the tour guide provided us with the  information 

 about the place, took us to the restaurants where they already provided us the 

 food and took us to the souvenir shops. In addition, when the tour members 

 went inside these places, such as the restaurant and souvenir shops, I felt that 

 they knew each other well”.  

               (Author field diary, phase 1)

  

   

 This experience confirmed that the relationship between the tourists and members of 

tour operators is close. The domestic and international tourists could also confirm the 

comments above. DT8/1 (phase 1) and IT5/1 (phase 1) stated:  

 



 

226 
 
 

 “I thought this company help Chaiyaphum province and their local 

 communities a lot. We brought a large amount of money to local communities. 

 From what we could see, the company was closed to the local owners and the 

 staff in the national park. We were happy to join this company, we had used 

 them for a long time. Nothing we could doubt about their services and the idea 

 of giving back to the communities”.  

              (DT8/1, Domestic tourist, research diary, phase 1) 

 

 “My Thai friends suggested me to join this company. It is well-known for 

 ecotourism programmes and also involves the local communities to 

 participate. In this trip, I saw that this company has tried to involve the local 

 residents as much as they can. For example, we used the local tour guides, the 

 local transportation, the local food sellers and souvenirs. I was extremely 

 happy to participate the tour with them and I am looking forward to use them 

 again in the future”.  

          (IT5/1, International tourist, research diary, phase 1) 

 

 In addition, the researcher (phase 1), DT8/1 (phase 1) and IT5/1 (phase 1) also 

indicated that the practices between the local communities and the tour operators have 

increased their level of involvement, in terms of tourism activities within the community. 

However, the ecotourism operators rarely received the information about natural resources 

and the local cultures within the destinations and immediate localities (Sangpikul, 2020). This 

was also the case in the aforementioned quote.  

 The following focus group conversations illustrated the opinion of the local residents 

towards the tour members: 
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 “The tour operators, I would like to say that they are helping us in some sense 

 because they bring the tourists to us, not only Thai citizens but also 

 international tourists to visit and also buy the souvenirs from our local 

 residents. In addition, I also think that it helps the local populations to start to 

 think that tourism is beneficial. So we need to get involved into it, then we 

 could earn money like in other groups, such as the silk woman group and 

 wood decoration group”.  

         (FC1/1, Local residents, focus group, phase 1) 

 

 “We love to see the tour operators and all the tourists. They have helped us in 

 terms of financial issues, promote our local groups and our areas, and also  help 

my kids to improve English and learn how to save money. At first, we all  against the 

tourism but we can now see the benefits of it more than the  drawback”.  

         (FC3/1, Local residents, focus group, phase 1) 

  

These conversations demonstrated that the local residents create a sense of connection 

with the tour operators, expressing the belief that the tour operators have helped them to 

improve the income within the local community by bringing both domestic and international 

tourists. However, in the case of Southern Ethiopia, Wondirad, Tolkaach and King (2020, p. 

11) illustrate that “the linkages between communities and tour operators are almost non-

existent because they are privately owned”. As a result, conflicts have risen between the local 

residents and tour operators. Furthermore, in the case of Chiang Rai, Thailand, Palmer and 

Chuamuangphan found that:  
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 “The villagers used to earn more income before the tourism agencies became 

  involved: Tourists often came to the village via tour operators and they had 

  just looked around the village without doing any shopping . . . They [tourists] 

  just looked around the village for elephant riding, watching hand made   

  products and seeing our [villagers] local ways . . . In the past, they [visitors] 

  came for days and spent time with local people, stayed overnight with us . . . 

  Yes, we got more money than now”.  

            (Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 2018, p. 330) 

 

In addition, FC1/1 (phase 1) and FC3/1 (phase 2) also expressed their feelings about 

the tourists (domestic and international) by mentioning that tourists have helped them and 

their colleagues to earn money from selling their local homemade products to tourists.  

Next, I move on to discuss the engagement of tourists through Thai rural ecotourism. 

 

7.6 The Engagement of Tourists Through Ecotourism 

These groups consist of two types of populations: domestic and international tourists, 

those who travel to somewhere different from their normal lifestyles, by being inside or 

outside of their home countries for no longer than a year. The main engagement of tourists is 

to respect the host communities and to follow the rules and the culture within each country or 

tourist destination they visit. For example, Pornprasit and Rurkkhum (2019, pp. 51-52) point 

out that some government authorities decided to create “rules for the visitors such as the time 

to sleep, not being noisy, not drinking alcohol, and not smoking, so visitors need to follow the 

rules of the community”. Alternatively, when the tourists enter the national parks, they are not 

permitted to damage the biodiversity surrounding the tourist areas. Moreover, for those 

tourists who visit the heritage and cultural areas, they must ensure that they do not touch or 
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create negative impacts on something that could consequently cause problems to destinations. 

For example, tourists should not attempt to take stones for personal collections. In this sense, 

ecotourism presents several boundaries to tourists.  

Relationships between the tourists and other ecotourism stakeholders, such as 

administrative authorities, nongovernmental agencies, tourism operators and the local 

communities, vary depending on tourists’ characteristics and the power of rulers within 

localities. Discussing opinions expressed through the tourists’ perceptions would occur 

mostly via the interviews, focus groups and research diaries. 

This section has two parts: first, discussing the power and relationship between both 

types of tourists (international and domestic) and other stakeholders; second, demonstrating 

the differences in stakeholders’ behaviour toward Thai and international tourists  

In an interview, a member of TA1 mentions the hidden power of international tourists, 

who have driven the local destinations from agricultural to industrialised communities: 

 

 “Before we considered to take any international tourists to visit the tourism 

 destinations, we needed to make sure that we had organised the right packages 

 for the tourists, especially for those international ones because they have set 

 the high standards while they are being served. I could not let them stay with 

 the local residents; I need to make sure that the province has the nice hotels for 

 them to stay in and the good quality of food for them to eat. The local 

 residents start to turn their rice fields into hotels, as well as borrow some 

 money to build up the entertainment facilities such as bars and golf clubs. 

 Additionally, some tourists also suggested to the local residents about making 

 small souvenirs for those who do not prefer to buy big pieces. Since then, 

 when we go back to the same shop, we start to see some small and medium 
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 souvenirs around the shops. Moreover, I was also shocked that the souvenir 

 shops have increased quite a lot within one year, and I nearly forgot the shops 

 which I had known since the last trip”.  

                (TO1, Tourism operators, phase 1) 

 

 In this interview, TA1 (phase 1) clearly illustrated the close relationships between 

tourists and tour operators and identified the tourists’ values that have contributed to driving 

revenues within the company. His comments also demonstrate the practices between the tour 

operators and tourists and fewer conflicts between the tourists and other stakeholders, in part 

due to tourists being the main driving force behind the generation of money for the company. 

He also demonstrates that the relationships between tourists and local communities are close, 

because the local residents and the tourists share opinions concerning what they should do to 

benefit and increase incomes within the local communities. Moreover, he points out that 

tourists not only influence the local communities through the making of souvenirs; they also 

influence lifestyles. For example, he mentions that local residents have converted their rice 

farms into hotels or resorts, to meet the needs of the tourism market within Thailand, and that 

other local residents’ have gravitated away from traditional farming, towards a more 

commercial, market-oriented mentality. 

 Moreover, Sofield and Li (2003) mention that while introducing the Moli Forest 

Sceneric Reserve, China, as a tourism destination, the park officers had to make sure it met 

the needs of tourists, so the number of tourists will increase. In turn, this helps to protect 

nature and local residents because of the income-generation potential.  

 Similarly, GA1 (phase 1), considered the core member of the provincial and local 

administrative organisations, noting: 
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 “I think to persuade tourists (domestic or/and international) from different 

 places to visit Chaiyaphum province could be identified in the provincial 

 strategy plans. Because when tourists are arriving within the destinations, they 

 have created jobs within the sectors, such as hoteliers, restaurants and souvenir 

 shops. He also identifies that if one tourist buys a bowl of noodles, the money 

 does not go directly to the restaurants alone, but it filters down to those people 

 who grow the vegetables and run pig farms, too. However, I do not say that 

 these jobs should become the main jobs within the areas because the seasons 

 of tourism are short, so I would not ask people to quit their main job but use 

 the tourism as a second job to help increase their family incomes instead”.  

      (GA1, National government officer,  phase 1)  

 

This interviewee comments that the relationship between the local residents and 

tourists is one in which they rely on each other, as the tourists must buy food from the local 

sellers, and the sellers need the tourists to buy from them. Moreover, GA1 (phase 1) also 

pointed out that the tourists visits are seasonal, only during a limited period, and that is one 

reason why the tourism jobs cannot completely replace existing work. Tourism constitutes 

additional income for those people who rely on their main income from seasonal periods, such 

as farmers and fishermen (Ford and Acott, 2015; Gao and Wu, 2017; Syamimi et al., 2019). 

However, the influences from tourists also can be disadvantages for those countries or 

communities where tourists are a significant source of income, as the tourists’ practices were 

often represented as careless. The following interview demonstrates how the increasing 

numbers of tourists have caused problems in the local tourism destinations within 

Chaiyaphum: 
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 “Recently, tourism within Chaiyaphum province has started to increase each 

 year, especially during the rainy seasons. This has caused problems especially 

 to us, the members of the national park, as well as the animals inside there. 

 Because people who like to stay here sometimes leave their waste where they 

 stay and made loud noises. This not only disturbs humans but it also scares the 

 animals. It is quite sad that the animals that we used to see are not showing 

 themselves close to these areas, but they start to live farther away from the 

 people’s tents”.  

         (GA9, National government officers, phase 1) 

 

The interview indicates that some Thai tourists do not pay much attention to 

environmental issues and community engagement, especially in relation to the tourist 

destinations. GA9 (phase 1) emphasises that if the tourists still continue to undertake 

irresponsible behaviours in the tourist areas, the local people will lose all their unique flowers, 

on top of the documented changes in animal behaviours within the national park. My findings 

reflect that tourists do not see themselves as stakeholders, perhaps due to the temporary nature 

of their stay in ecotourism sites in Northeast Thailand.  

Similarly, an interview with the member of Local Administrative Officers (LAO) 

illustrated how the presence of Thai and International tourists had led to concerns within local 

tourist destinations: 

 

 “The problems of tourism within Chaiyaphum province include being 

 deprived of Thai tourists, not international tourists. Thai tourists tend to leave 

 waste around the sites. I am not going to blame them all because sometimes 

 the members of the parks could not clean adequately because of staffing 
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 issues. However, if the local communities start to get more involved within the 

 Siam Tulip season, this would definitely help the members of the park to clean 

 and at the same time, we satisfy the tourists with the cleanliness and this 

 would help them to come back again with joy and happiness”.  

                (GA2, Local government officer, phase 1) 

 

 “We could see that both types of international and domestic tourists are 

 creating the benefits not only to the rural tourism areas themselves but also 

 increase the welfare of the local residents within the areas. I couldn’t see why 

 local people would not like them unless they create more drawbacks within the 

 areas. I could give example to you today, as I have involved with numerous of 

 both kind of tourists, Thai tourists often have less environmental ethics than 

 the international tourists. They often ignore the signs those local residents and 

 government staff put them on. But this is opposite to the international ones”.  

              (GA16, Local government officer, phase 2) 

 

 “As an officer, I often see how tourists behave via the office. The international 

 tourists always bring less stuff while they travel around the site. However, for 

 those domestic ones, they often carry a large amount of stuff while they travel. 

 So often when my team and I walk around the site, we often see the products 

 those domestic tourists bought and left around the sites. I am not saying that 

 most of the domestic tourists are naughty. Because, I have started to see the 

 changes of the domestic tourist, especially on environmentally friendly 

 behaviours”.  

           (LC9/3, Local government officer, research diary, phase 3) 
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 GA2 (phase 1), GA16 (phase 2) and GA24 (phase 3) demonstrated the way in which 

they see international and domestic tourists. While they are good sources of income, they also 

contribute negatively to local economic, cultural and environmental issues. In addition, they 

also illustrated that not enough people help to clear the waste after the tourists leave the sites. 

The following interview illustrates the opinion that Thai stakeholders have of 

international tourists. TA2 (phase 1) clearly stated: 

 

 “Every programme we have created, has relied on the international tourists, 

 not the domestic ones. We need to make sure we have impressed the 

 international tourists as much as we could, not only with the tour itself but also 

 with the services, too. Thus, they could feel happy and come back to buy the 

 tour packages from us again in the future”.  

                (TO2, Tourism operators, phase 1) 

 

This interview confirmed that international tourists are a key demographic for the tour 

operators, more so than the domestic tourists. TO2 (phase 1) demonstrated that the services 

they have provided to the international tourists differ from the Thai tourists, as the tour 

operators can earn more income from the international tourists and, subsequently, felt that 

they must provide better hospitality in order to influence international tourists to rebook with 

them again. However, for the Thai people, the tour operators felt that Thai tourists are the 

minority groups, who top up tourism operator income, but an added extra and not as essential. 

Thus, they treat Thai people differently from international tourists.  

From the researcher’s personal experiences as a tourist and an interviewer, the tour 

guides were nice and paid keen attention to the international tourists, more so than the 

domestic tourists, as illustrated below: 
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 “During the trip, both couples sat in front of me; older couple from Australia 

 and young couple from Thailand. The Australian woman asked the tour guide 

 about the trip information and other cultural heritage destinations, the drinks, 

 where to eat and so on. Since the Thai couples saw this, they thought they 

 could ask the tour guide about the drinks like the Australian woman did. When 

 the tour guide arrived, I personally thought she was a bit rude to the young 

 Thai couple. She pulled a face at them and complained while she walked past 

 me to get them something as they had asked her so often”.  

               (Author field diary, phase 1)

  

  “While I collected data in Pa Hin Ngam national park, I went up to the tour 

  guide lady and mentioned that “I am doing  fieldwork for my PhD, is it  

  possible for me to ask their customers about how did they hear about Pa Hin 

  Ngam national park and what they liked about their experiences?” While she 

  headed to contact the bus to  take the tourists to see the Siam Tulip field, she 

  turned around and replied to me in a  really rude tone, “No, who are you? Get 

  away from my customers”. Umm , . . I turned around and saw her talk to the 

  customers in different tone and she said to them, ‘Please wait here, we will 

  bring your tickets and take the buses to come and pick you  up here’”.  

                (Author field diary, phase 1) 

  

These two experiences confirmed that the way in which tour operators treat Thai 

customers can be different from the international tourists, bordering on discrimination. In 

addition, the researcher also indicated that domestic and international tourists have different 

motivations when travelling with the tour operators. TO3 (phase 1) mentioned:  
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 “I think the way to impress the international tourists is easier than trying to 

 impress those tourists from the same countries. Because most international 

 tourists would like to be away from home and of course, when they arrived in 

 Thailand, they would like to be treated differently from their home. If we 

 provide the luxury facilities or take them to see cultural heritage, they would 

 feel happy about it. However, for the domestic Thai tourists, we hardly 

 provide the activities to meet their needs, especially trips relating to cultural 

 heritage areas. I think Thai people are not interested to see such places. 

 Moreover, they also complain about food the hotelier is providing for them 

 because they think it is more expensive than other locations and the taste of 

 food is different. But we have selected the hoteliers that can provide the 

 standard taste for both types of tourists”.  

                (TO3, Tourism operators, phase 1) 

 

The interview demonstrated how the tour operator feels while serving both customers 

(international and domestic tourists). TO3 (phase 1) expressed that to meet the needs to both 

tourist groups’ satisfaction, the tour operator and the hoteliers chose to maintain the needs of 

the international tourists and, as they are in the same group, those that could afford the luxury 

services more than those groups from the domestic tourists. Additionally, TO3 (phase 1) also 

mentioned that the consumption habits of Thai tourists and international tourists vary, such as 

considering tourist destinations, tourist facilities and related services (see MOTS, 2017, as an 

example). In the same way, several focus groups with the local villagers gave opinions 

relating to how these differing consumption practices have affected the local residents and 

services: 
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 “Personally, I think the international tourists have different tastes from the 

 local tourists. The international tourists would like to know how we produce 

 silk, how we live, what do we do in our life, then later they head to look for 

 the souvenirs or decide to stay with our home stay accommodation. But for the 

 domestic tourists, they head straight to the local shops to buy silk products 

 straight away and head home. In the local shops, the products mostly sell to 

 those local people because the international tourists only spend some of their 

 spare money on the small products made by silk. Consequently, I can say 

 domestic tourists are interested about the products, but international ones are I

 nterested about our communities. For me, I think international tourists have 

 paid less money into the communities than the Thai tourists”.  

         (FC2/1, Local residents, focus group, phase 1) 

 

 “To sell the local souvenirs to the international tourists could become the most 

 challenges in our lives. We have tried to observe what they like and what they 

 eat. But, every time, when they came into the souvenir shops, they often leave 

 without buying anything. This is opposite to the domestic tourists; they mostly 

 left the shops with something”.  

         (FC4/2, Local residents, focus group, phase 2)  

  

Another local resident responded: 

 

 “I think international tourists are better than the domestic ones because their 

 interests are diversifying, not only with the tourist destinations but also with 

 the cultural aspects occurring in local communities. For me, to sell the 
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 products to the Thai tourists, I have to try to make sure that I do not lose my 

 profit on the product. But for the international ones, I do not need to explain 

 anything; they just come and buy it from me without bartering at all. For me, I 

 would say both tourists are important in different ways, Thai people would 

 like to come over here for fun and relaxation, but the international ones come 

 here to learn, live and experience some new aspects that are different from 

 their home country. About the money, which ones spend more? I would say 

 domestic ones because there is a large number of domestic tourists arriving in 

 our community compared to the international tourists and the products we 

 have sold mostly are attributed to domestic tourists”.  

                (LC6/3, Local residents, research diary, phase 3) 

 

These messages, as a result of these discussions, noted two points of interest: first, the 

motivation of tourists; second, which types of tourists spend the most money in the local 

community. Aside from these two purposes, FC2/1 (phase 1), FC4/2 (phase 2) and LC6/3 

(phase 3) also demonstrated that the money they received comes from domestic tourists, 

indicating that the local community is still not up-to-date in terms of what they should provide 

within the areas they serve, so as to meet the needs and the demands of both types of tourists. 

In this case, the international tourists are the group who are willing to learn and live inside the 

local community, but they are not there to buy local products. In order to cultivate this idea, 

the administrative officers must help the local residents to provide facilities as well as ways of 

demonstrating their local community knowledge to both types of tourists, international and 

domestic, in an engaging, proactive way. The communities recognise the need to do this, as 

opposed to the Thai state that directs funds to established tourist destinations and does not 

take a holistic approach.   



 

239 
 
 

Next, I discuss the engagement of local communities through ecotourism in Thai rural 

areas. 

 

7.7 The Engagement of Local Communities Through Ecotourism 

Williams and Gill (1994) suggest that within the process of positive tourism 

development, local residents were actively needed, especially their support. Those who live 

within their area for more than a year constitute local communities. Their main engagements 

(determined by the Ministry of Interior) are to respect, share opinions and maintain, preserve 

and sustain the environment, culture and historical heritage within the town. These practices 

help to promote a friendly atmosphere between the residents within their localities, as well as  

create relationships amongst administrative organisations, the nongovernmental agencies, tour 

operators and tourists. This level of relationship could ultimately vary, depending on the level 

of trust, participation in local activities and the responsibilities present in the relationship. 

However, Tosun and Jenkins (1998) and Nicholas, Thapa and Ko (2009) mention that even 

though the host communities appear important to the tourism operators or the policy makers, 

they have nevertheless been left behind during tourism-related implementation, especially 

within developing countries.  

The local communities are significant actors within local ecotourism development, 

because they must have a close relationship with all the stakeholders, the people who 

ultimately live within the localities surrounding tourist destinations. As such, if the insiders do 

not feel proud and take good care of what they have, why would tourists care and help to 

sustain the tourist destinations? However, in Chaiyaphum province, the level of relationships 

could become close and complex with certain stakeholders. Tellingly, the level of 

relationships between the tourists and local communities is close, due to the tourists help in 



 

240 
 
 

local residents earning some income. However, the local communities fear over-dependence 

on tourism, as some residents have lost interest in traditional jobs, i.e. agricultural work.  

To take some other examples by way of comparison, in India, while most Thenmala 

villagers are happy with the ecotourism programme, some have concerns about jobs and 

financial security, as well as their wages, job security, job discrimination, the recruitment 

practices and unequal job distribution among the local communities (Ashraf and Sibi, 2020). 

This has caused concerns regarding the issues of social problems and rural-to-urban 

migration. In Nepal, not many young people prefer to live in rural locations, due to the 

number of jobs in cities, and they decide to migrate to the main city to earn more income. So, 

it is only older generations who serve in the tourism sector because the tourism wages are 

relatively modest and seasonal. Thus, the local residents see that “their culture has changed 

and became a source of earning money from the tourists” (Thapa, 2010, p. 55). 

The following interview with the NGA explains this situation in the Thai context: 

 

 “While there are a large number of tourists arriving within the silk village, we 

 could see that the areas that used to be normal local shops have transformed 

 themselves into the big markets along the road for more than a mile. The 

 normal lifestyles of local residents where I used to live are hardly to be seen in 

 the main village now because they are known as the marketing areas. So, if the 

 tourists would like to see how they produce silk, they need to go to the other 

 villages nearby. I think this situation is such a pity because the young local 

 residents now do not really care about how to make silk and do the agriculture 

 because they think this job would not be able to help them to earn more   
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 money. So, that is why they prefer to move to the big cities such as Bangkok, 

 instead”.  

            (NGA, Nongovernmental agency, phase 1) 

 

 The interview showed that the NGA creates a sense of connection with the tourists and 

local communities. The NGA (phase 1) illustrated that the silk village now has turned itself 

into a market area where tourists can visit, purchase the products, then go. Thus, the tourists 

cannot benefit from other parts of the village, which is ultimately why it has received the 

younger people looking for employment opportunities in Bangkok. The benefits of tourism 

also depend on the distance from where the local people stay. Das (2017) found that at about 

1 km, the local people receive the most benefits from the tourists; the farther you live, the less 

you will get. Accordingly, the closer the local residents live, the more positive perceptions of 

tourism development impacts tend to be (Belisle and Hoy, 1980; Almeyda et al. 2010; 

Syamimi et al., 2019; Mree et al., 2020). 

However, the following interview illustrated how administrative officers and local 

residents have improved relationships with each other, as well as their enthusiasm about 

activities in their localities: 

 

 “At first, all the members of the national park went down to talk to local 

 communities about why we need to look after the locality and why the park 

 must have restricted access, compared with the recent past. At that time, they 

 do not like us at all, the villagers tried to do the opposite from what we have 

 asked them to do. But recently, we went to the schools instead, showing how 

 Siam Tulips are so important to them, and later we create the festival called 

 ‘Growing Siam Tulip’ by asking all the members in the communities to come 
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 and get involved. We could say that this programme is one of the primary 

 activities that integrate us within the local communities”. 

         (GA9, National government officers, phase 1) 

 

One aspect from the interview that the member of Pa Hin Ngam national park 

indicates is that the local communities and national park members have developed trust with 

each other. GA9 (phase 1) emphasised how the members prefer the practices of a friendly 

relationship to develop close relationships between the two stakeholder groups. In Thai 

culture, in order to build both trust and a sense of community spirit, people prefer to be 

friendly rather than showing anger, and local residents have a preference for not getting 

involved in conflict. Nicholas, Thapa and Ko (2009) report that whilst local communities 

have positive thoughts concerning tourism and other stakeholders, the local residents and the 

locality would receive significant benefits, i.e. employment and management (Anyaoku and 

Martin, 2003; Smith, 2003; Choi and Murray, 2010; Qian et al., 2017; Pornprasit and 

Rurkkhum, 2019). However, this may not be well received if there are some conflicts with 

local politicians. The following suggestions came from GA13 (phase 2) and LA25 (phase 3): 

 

 “I think if the local communities have networked with the politicians, all the 

 work would become easier for them to manage. However, while they still have 

 got politicians within their localities, their tourist destinations would end up as 

 places where they seek more money and investment instead of sustaining and 

 earning money long-term”.  

         (GA13, National government officer, phase 2) 
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 “I don’t want to talk about this, but the conflicts are often coming from the 

 involvement of politicians. They often drive the tourism project in a non-

 ethical and unsustainable direction. The money is often blown on things we 

 don’t need. But we couldn’t say much about it”.  

           (LA25, Local government officer and residents, research diary, phase 3) 

 

GA13 (phase 2) and LA25 (phase 3) demonstrated that politics is one of the core 

aspects in terms of guiding tourism in local communities. For example, if politicians within a 

community feel enthusiastic about tourism, the residents will accordingly feel the same way. 

The residents have realised that the tourists will bring them money, and at the same time, the 

tourists also help to secure focus on the issues of concern, namely, sustainability and 

maintenance through different aspects, such as environment, culture and heritage sites. 

However, for those other politicians, rather than showing an interest on how to protect the 

local areas, they view rebuilding and/or resurfacing roads as a greater priority. Similarly, 

GA12 (phase 1) commented on the relationship between local communities and tourism: 

 

 “I think the Thai local communities only worry about income more than 

 maintaining and sustaining the nature and heritage sites. Because they think 

 that it is all the government officers’ responsibilities. They only think that to 

 sustain is to create something to overcome the problems within a short time 

 frame. However, for us, we need to analyse and evaluate those materials if 

 they would help to sustain the localities or not. I think that for real ecotourism 

 to prosper, the residents should not do anything inside the place, apart from 

 look after the place, make the place clean and make friendship with tourists”.  

       (GA12, National government officers, phase 1) 
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 The interview showed that initiative and goal setting is rare in Thai society, and the 

local communities were sometimes found to be greedy concerning the value they could secure 

from customers, rather than dealing with what they should do in order to make the tourists 

feel that they should visit the place again. The choices made whilst building roads and track 

trails could become problems later on, in consideration of the environment and heritage areas. 

If ecotourism locations become over developed, they become less attractive to ecotourists.   

 

7.8 Conclusion 

The administrative organisations confirmed that the engagement and relationships 

between different governors can come into conflict if the leadership does not foster 

relationships and build trust with other sectors. Moreover, the use of power and the expertise 

of the tourism field can be crucial in helping ecotourism become sustainable. The rapid 

changes of key personnel within government departments also cause disruption not only to 

the collaboration of different stakeholders but also to the tourism projects themselves. 

Unfortunately, in terms of listening to the voices of others, the Thai administrative 

organisations are still considered at an early phase of forming multi-stakeholder partnerships.  

The NGA are known to be quite the opposite of the administrative organisations, in 

terms of forming close relationships and developing trustworthiness within the local 

communities. This could be because the NGA are not involved with many different 

organisations, in terms of exercising participation and engagement. Moreover, within the 

NGA themselves, they do not change the team of staff frequently like the administrative 

organisations, so they have known exactly what they need to do. Thus, the processes are faster 

and less bureaucratic than the administrative organisations. Moreover, in terms of listening to 

others, the NGA are the most productive, due to the positive responses received from local 

communities. 
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In reality, the tour operators only engaged and had close relationships with some 

tourists and some local communities. This varies, depending on the local communities and the 

group size of the tourists, in addition to the personal contact between those aforementioned 

groups. Although there are some close engagements amongst tourists, local communities and 

tour operators, nevertheless, those administrative organisations and the nongovernmental 

agencies do not have the close engagement with the tour operators that tourists and local 

communities do. This is because the administrative organisations and non-administrative 

agencies only allow contact via phone and short conversations, and, thus, the level of 

engagement via the tour operators is low. In terms of their voices, even though the tour 

operators seem an essential core group within the ecotourism destinations, unfortunately, their 

voices are minor in policy making but influential in decision-making for the local 

communities.  

The tourists are known as being the core group because they and the stakeholders rely 

on each other for integrating tourism development within the local areas. If one does not get 

involved, the others’ work is delayed or collapses altogether. For example, to create tourist 

infrastructure, all stakeholders must first get involved with each other; if the communities do 

not allow it, then other members of administrative organisations, the non-administrative 

agency, tour operators and tourists could not build roads
22

 or facilities, promote the area as a 

tourist destination, bring tourists to visit and ultimately benefit the local communities. 

Although they have a strong engagement and relationship with other actors, this does not 

mean that the engagement can bring in valuable jobs in ecotourism destinations. Similarly, in 

terms of their voices, the tourists have played a vital role for all ecotourism stakeholders 

because they are a main factor driving ecotourism towards new locations, such as the 

Northeast of Thailand.  

                                                           
22

 The road was built by the Ministry of Transport (Department of Highways). 
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The final group — local communities — are one of the core groups to which all 

stakeholders should pay attention. They are the stakeholders who directly receive the benefits 

and disadvantages from all types of activities, from all stakeholders. They must maintain and 

sustain the tourist destinations in the future and, ultimately, live within the localities. They 

also have the most experience. Therefore, in order to improve engagement and relationships 

within local communities, as well as with other actors, we first must make sure that we have 

the involvement of local communities (not only in terms of money but also via personal 

contacts) and share in the diverse belief systems of different people and trust. In addition, 

other stakeholders also must pay attention to the local community voices. Acknowledging 

local people can provide long-term benefits not only in terms of welfare but also the 

ecotourism projects themselves. 

 The next chapter summarises the research findings and the main arguments of this 

thesis and discusses its contribution, suggesting possible ideas for future research work. 
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CHAPTER 8 

  CONCLUSION 

 

 8.1 Introduction 

 This thesis set out to examine the Thai stakeholders and their ecotourism experiences, 

in the context of the recent growth of tourism in the rural areas. Its aim is to contribute to the 

ecotourism literature by researching the significance of a plethora of Thai stakeholders.  

 The chapter comprises three main areas. The first summarises the research findings 

and the main arguments of this thesis by demonstrating the extent to which it achieves its the 

objectives. The second discusses its contributions. The third evaluates its approaches and to 

queries how doing anything differently during the research process would have affected the 

outcome. Suggestions for future research in the area of ecotourism are also considered.  

 

8.2 The Research Questions Re-examined 

 Chapter One introduces the main focus of the thesis. In particular, the researcher 

primarily planned to investigate how Thai stakeholders experience ecotourism in the context 

of the recent growth of tourism in the rural areas. The three objectives focused on describing 

the Thai rural ecotourism stakeholders (see chapter 4), how the Thai ecotourism stakeholders 

construct the concept of ecotourism (see chapter 6) and, finally, Thai ecotourism 

stakeholders’ views on managing ecotourism at the local level (see chapter 7). 

 The three tourist destinations (Prang Ku, Ban Khwao and Pa Hin Ngam national park) 

in Chaiyaphum province contextualised the study’s main focus, as this could help to widen 

the lens for understanding the barriers to implementing ecotourism in rural areas, especially in 

Northeast Thailand. The researcher used interviews, focus groups, open-ended questionnaires, 

a research diary and secondary data to extract answers relating to the three objectives. 
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 Numerous studies focus on ecotourism in Thailand (see Hvenegaard and Dearden, 

1998a, 1998b; Kontogeorgopoulos, 2004a; Kontogeorgopoulos, Churyen and Duangsaeng, 

2014; Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 2018; Hongjamrassilp, Traiyasut and Blumstein, 2021), 

especially local community-based ecotourism (see Leksakundilok, 2004; Kontogeorgopoulos, 

2005; Laverack and Thangphet, 2009; Sonjai et al., 2018; Meemana and Yujun, 2019), and 

the relationships among ecotourism stakeholders (see Kontogeorgopoulos, 2004b; Palmer and 

Chuamuangphan, 2018; Pornprasit and Rurkkhum, 2019; Sangpikul, 2020; Hongjamrassilp, 

Traiyasut and Blumstein, 2021). Nonetheless, few studies focus on the different perceptions, 

or constructions, of ecotourism and, thus, defining ecotourism within Thailand and 

developing countries. However, a handful of studies address the context of established 

ecotourism destinations in developed and developing countries, such as Canada, Australia, the 

UK, Thailand, African countries and Sri Lanka. Only a few studies focus on the less popular 

ecotourism areas in Cambodia, Vietnam and Thailand. This study attempts to fill this gap, 

especially in the rural areas in Northeast of Thailand. The next section re-examines the 

thesis’s three objectives. 

 

8.2.1 Who Are the Thai Rural Ecotourism Stakeholders? (Research Question 1) 

 The thesis identifies a list of stakeholders involved with ecotourism in Thailand — i.e. 

Central Administrative Organisation (CAO), Regional Administrative Organisations (RAO), 

Local Administrative Organisations (LAO), The Nongovernmental Agencies (NGA), tourism 

operators, tourists and local communities. It notes similarities in terms of Thai stakeholders’ 

involvement in ecotourism, compared to ecotourism stakeholders in other developed and 

developing countries (Diamantis, 2018; Osman, Shaw and Kenawy, 2018; Chen, Lai and 

Huang, 2020; Wondirad, Tolkach and King, 2020; Neger, 2021). Unfortunately, few studies 

(Leksakundilok, 2004; Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 2018; Homklin, 2020; Hongjamrassilp, 
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Traiyasut and Blumstein, 2021) focus on explaining what the key ‘government’ institutions 

do in terms of ecotourism. In this research, I have moved beyond explaining the key 

government institutions by adopting the scheme of Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997) and 

analysing who and what organisations should appear as Thai ecotourism management 

stakeholders. The results of Chapter 4, illustrate that most Thai government administrative 

authorities, tourism operators and tourists held the power to keep ecotourism programmes 

running. Sadly, not many Thai local people know where to pursue help from the Thai 

government administrative authorities. Thai nongovernmental agencies and local communities 

have an active role in some aspects of the ecotourism programme. The least powerful and 

influential group of Thai ecotourism stakeholders were from the government administrative 

authorities: the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MNRE) and the Ministry of 

Culture (MOC). Moreover, the research also examines the Thai ecotourism stakeholders’ 

roles and experiences within the tourism stakeholder organisations. At the same time, it also 

points out that the lack of specialist training for officers in an economy defined by tourism is 

quite worrying for Thailand going forward (see Leksakundilok, 2004; Homklin, 2020).  

 The relationship between Thai ecotourism stakeholders in ecotourism in rural areas is 

quite distinctive, compared to other developed countries. Within the developed countries, the 

ecotourism stakeholders generally know clearly what they need to do and with whom they can 

work and form relationships while they support ecotourism (e.g. Canada). Unfortunately, in 

the developing countries (including Thailand), the government institutions are still the main 

stakeholder with the power to deliver ecotourism projects (see Leksakundilok, 2004; Palmer 

and Chuamuangphan, 2018; Homklin, 2020; Hongjamrassilp, Traiyasut and Blumstein, 

2021). This is a governance deficit, a common feature of developing countries. They control 

the budgets, so ecotourism destinations’ success often depends on their expertise (see 

Homeklin, 2020;  Hongjamrassilp, Traiyasut and Blumstein, 2021).  
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 More recently, the Thai government institutions have shown a preference towards 

allowing other Thai ecotourism stakeholders — i.e. Local Administrative Organisations 

(LAO), Nongovernmental Agencies (NGA), tourism operators, tourists and local communities 

— to run their ecotourism projects, by themselves. The reason is the changes in tourist 

behaviours towards ethical tourism (e.g. Sin and Minca, 2014; TATNews, 2022), tourism 

operators and changing political structures from a top-down, technocratic government 

approach to a bottom-up approach (neopopulism).  

 

8.2.2 How do the Thai Ecotourism Stakeholders Construct the Concept of Ecotourism? 

 (Research Question 2) 

 The thesis notes the value of defining ecotourism in Thailand as tourism that helps to 

sustain its natural, cultural and heritage aspects and improves residents’ quality of life (see 

Chapter 6). Moreover, according to the summarised findings in Chapter 6 (see Table 8.1), 

the core element within the definition of ecotourism is ‘the great emphasis on nature’ (based 

on the first four answers from the Thai ecotourism stakeholders). Furthermore, the great 

emphasis on nature occupied the highest place in all four of the various stakeholders’ 

preference rankings of (74%). Moreover, the academic literature’s consensus (see Appendix 

10) is that ecotourism should always emphasise the importance of ‘natural areas’ (98%). Thai 

tourists, international tourists and Thai authorities and residents recorded ‘nature’ as 

important (79%, 79% and 74%, respectively), but not to the same extent the academic 

literature emphasises it at 98%. This clearly demonstrates that Thai academic, international 

tourists, Thai authorities and residents interpret ecotourism differently from Thai tourists. All 

three Thai ecotourism stakeholders—Thai academic, international tourists, Thai authorities 

and residents―ranked nature as the most important aspect of the ecotourism definition. 

However, Thai tourists ranked nature second to economics, showing (in combination with 
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interview data) how different stakeholders construct the meaning of ecotourism (See Table 

8.1 below).  

 

Ecotourism  

Characteristics  

 

Academic 

Literature 

(N=80) 

Thai  

Participants 

(Authorities  

and Residents) 

(N=38) 

Thai Tourist 

Participants 

 (N=279) 

International 

Tourist 

Participants  

 (N =223) 

 

Nature 98%  

(78/80) 

74%  

(28/38) 

79% 

(221/279) 

79%  

(175/223) 

Economics 38%  

(30/80) 

34%  

(13/38) 

82% 

(228/279) 

75%  

(168/223) 

 

Culture 28%    

(22/80) 

61%  

(23/38) 

52%  

(144/279) 

54%  

(121/223) 

Heritage 

 

 

Archaeology 

 

13%     

(10/80) 

 

3%       

(2/80) 

53% 

(20/38) 

and 

50%       

(19/38) 

28% 

(79/279) 

 

38% 

(105/279) 

51%   

(114/223) 

 

66%   

(147/223) 

 

Table 8.1: Combined Analysis of Ecotourism’s Characteristics Through Different Actors: 

        Nature, Economics, Culture, and Heritage and Archaeology 

 

 This research refers to economics as that which leads to a higher material standard of 

living and the resulting improved quality of life within the local communities/host countries. 

The Thai tourists and international tourists believed that ecotourism should involve 

economics, by which they mean ‘to benefit the local communities economically’ (82% and 
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75% respectively) (see Table 8.1). However, the academic literature (38%) and Thai 

authorities and residents (34%) thought differently of this belief. Thai participants from 

authorities and residents showed the least interest in an emphasis on economics in ecotourism, 

classifying it as the lowest ranked position of all four categories in the definition of 

ecotourism. The reasons for this could be that Thai authorities and residents believe that 

emphasising economics would lead to mass (and unsustainable) tourism, leading them to 

emphasise economics less than nature (Martha, 2012; Neger, 2021).   

 The great emphasis on the cultural aspect ranked third, and the interest in this element 

scored less than 61% from all four participant groups (see Table 8.1). The importance of 

culture in the definition shows in the three highest rankings from Thai authorities and 

residents (61%), international tourists (54%) and domestic tourists (52%).  

 The quote below from one national government officer indicates that some 

interviewees believes that the cultural aspect should be included in the meaning of ecotourism 

since nature and culture are interwoven: 

 

 “People often overlook at the terminology of ‘ecotourism’, people often think 

 ecotourism is only involved with ecological sites. But for me and the rest of 

 my teams, we believe that ecotourism has its roots not only to nature but also 

 to culture. For example, our team went to promote ecotourism to one of the 

 provinces in the North of Thailand; we noticed that ecotourism has brought 

 people, culture, religious and nature even closer. For example, the local people 

 has tried to illustrate how their cultures and religious have taught them to live 

 and safeguard the national parks, the wild animals and improve the quality of 

 water around the surrounding areas. They have tried to demonstrate that 

 culture and nature are  interwoven within ecotourism. For us, we can see that, 
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 too! Their strengths on this will definitely attract ecotourists/tourists to visit 

 their areas. We guarantee!”.  

         (GA12, National government officer, phase 1) 

 

 This interview illustrated the interrelation and inseparability of culture and nature. 

This also illustrates the link to culture through Buddhism, which the Thais have always 

strongly connected nature and culture (see Darlington, 1998; Dipen, 2020). However, the 

academic literature (28%) also views the great emphasis on nature and culture as related but 

with culture as more marginal in that relationship. Moreover, Fennell (2014) also supports 

this idea, stating that if we include the cultural aspect in the definition of ecotourism, it would 

subsequently not be ‘ecotourism’ but, instead, ‘cultural tourism’. In other words, the inclusion 

of culture would dilute the concept of ecotourism. The argument in this thesis from a Thai 

perspective (which might differ in various Southeast Asian settings) is that culture is 

intrinsically linked to nature, so people cannot be separated from nature (e.g. Pretty et al., 

2009; Taylor and Francis, 2014; Dipen, 2020; Inglis and Pascual, 2021)  

 In this thesis, the researcher includes the concepts of archaeology, historical areas, 

geology and earth sciences within the term ‘heritage’, subsequently divided in two (heritage 

and archaeology) to distinguish between two different understandings of the term amongst 

participants. Regarding the heritage aspect specifically, the results of stakeholders assessing 

the four categories of Thai ecotourism were alike on including heritage. For example, Thai 

authorities and residents (53%) and international tourists (51%) believed that ecotourism 

should include heritage sites within the ecotourism definition (see Table 8.1). The Thai 

tourists and academic literature scored 28% and 13%, respectively, in answer to the same 

question. Thai tourists believed that heritage is not so much for domestic tourists but more 

relevant for international tourists. This is because; the Thai government institutions have 
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promoted and used heritage as an approach to attracting tourists from developed countries. 

Thus, most of the Thai tourists prefer to visit these places when they are less crowded with 

inbound tourists interested in heritage, and may be why Thai tourists are likely to feel less 

positive about the term ‘heritage’ (e.g. Chandran, 2020).  

 Results relating to the archaeology aspect were quite different. For example, only two 

groups (international tourists, and Thai authorities and residents) believed that the 

archaeology should be included in the definition of ecotourism (66% and 50% respectively) 

(see Table 8.1); whilst Thai tourists and academics believed that it should not form part of the 

definition (38% and 3%, respectively).  

 The analysis above indicates the findings that demonstrate the great emphasis on 

heritage, including heritage and archaeology, ranked last within Thai ecotourism definitions. 

However, this does not mean that we should leave the heritage aspect out of the definition of 

ecotourism completely. Several international tourists strongly believed that: 

 

 “In my country, ecotourism is travel that helps to safeguard the nature, 

 culture, heritage, archaeology and also benefits the local communities in terms 

 of their financial issue”.  

           (IT40/3, International tourist, open-ended questionnaire, phase 3) 

 

 Moreover, NGA demonstrated that personal beliefs, age and knowledge could 

influence the way the people answer and, thus, perceive the importance of sustaining cultural 

heritage: 

 

 “Well, I would like you to imagine! If I promoted anything linked to cultural 

 heritage festival, who will you think you see the most?”. I could let you know 
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 right here; they will be the seniors. But, if you say within this cultural heritage 

 festival, it will has the singers, fairs, costume contests and food stands, this 

 will influence different age groups of people to come and visit the cultural 

 heritage. Well, what can we do, we can’t change the way different people 

 think and behave too much but at least we have achieved that they know 

 where the cultural heritage is and why it is important! That is ‘Good’ enough 

 for us!”. 

             (NGA, Nongovernmental agency, phase 1) 

 

 Considering the differences in personal beliefs and culture, this could differ 

dramatically from the practices of international tourists and domestic tourists. The research 

fieldwork contains frequent mentions that Thai people tend to ignore guidance — i.e. asked to 

not throw litter, they will do it anyway. However, international tourists differ in this regard. 

Furthermore, making Thai people pay attention to the educational advertising boards, 

provided to help people learn about the area they were visiting, was difficult. Instead, they 

only came to have fun, not to learn, and they just want a break from their everyday life. Burns 

(1999) also mentions that contrary to popular belief, tourists do not necessarily want to 

receive education on a trip. However, Figgis (1999) argues that whilst coming and relaxing 

within the natural areas is acceptable, everyone must take responsibility and ensure that they 

do not destroy the environment. This further emphasises that tourists are not a homogeneous 

group of consumers.  

 This analysis suggests that the way to sustain and maintain the natural and cultural 

heritage areas is to change behaviours and ways of learning. This thesis was initiated to raise 

these concerns, especially relating to the definition of ecotourism; however, the term cannot 

be strictly defined. Different localities need different key definitions of ecotourism. In this 
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case, Thai ecotourism must include the cultural and heritage/archaeology within the 

ecotourism remit because ecotourism sites in Northeast Thailand interrelate to cultural 

heritage.  

 

8.2.3 What are Thai Ecotourism Stakeholders’ Views on Managing Ecotourism at the Local 

 Level? (Research Question 3) 

 Several studies in the ecotourism field focus on exploring the roles and responsibilities 

of stakeholders (Silva and McDill, 2004), relationships among stakeholders (Tsauer, Lin and 

Lin, 2006; Hitchner et al., 2009; Ferraro and Hanauer, 2014; Stronza, Hunt and Fitzgerald, 

2019; Wondirad, Tolkach and King, 2020) and stakeholders’ perceptions (Oikonomou and 

Dikou, 2008; Jaafar, Rasoolimanesh and Ismail, 2017; Walter, Regmi and Khanal, 2018; 

Sangpikul, 2020; Angessa et al., 2022). However, a limited number of research studies carried 

out in developing countries attempt to explore ecotourism stakeholders in the context of 

neglected rural ecotourism experiences (Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 2018; Wondirad, 

Tolkach and King, 2020; Hongjamrassilp, Traiyasut and Blumstein, 2021). Thus, this thesis 

attempts to fill this gap. The researcher pays attention to the Northeast region rather than the 

rest of Thailand, which tends to dominate numerous studies of domestic and international 

tourists.  

 Based on the empirical findings, inconsistent management practices and the level of 

engagement in improving the quality of lives for local communities in ecotourism in rural 

areas affect Thai local ecotourism stakeholders (i.e. administrative organisations, 

nongovernmental agencies, tour operators, tourists and local communities).  
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8.2.3.1 The Views of Governmental Organisations 

 The engagement and relationships between the government stakeholders and the rest 

of the Thai ecotourism stakeholders all depend on the Thai governments’ priorities, as well as 

the prior relationships between the organisations. GA6 gave nearly the similar opinions as 

GA17 (Local government officers, phase 2) and GA22 (Local government officers, phase 3). 

If government officers voiced opinions on the issues that opposed the priorities of key 

organisations, the latter would attempt to apply their power to ignore/silence people with the 

potential to become opponents. 

 

 “Well, as you know a lot of Thai organisations are rarely involved  with each 

 other! They hardly share the information even though they are working in the 

 same divisions/organisations. So why do you think, I would get some treats 

 different from  others. As you already know, my government position is really 

 in a low rank. So, to go to the meetings, even though I tried to get their 

 attentions by giving the suggestions/opinions, they still ignore me! Some time, 

 I do think if I am coming from the big organisations, are they going to treat me 

 differently!” 

       (GA11, Regional government officers, phase 1) 

 

 Moreover, Jamal and Getz (1995), Nunkoo and Gursoy (2016), Saito and Ruhanen 

(2017), and Hongjamrassilp, Traiyasut and Blumstein (2021) say that the level of 

relationships, leadership and trust are also relevant to the use of power. A significant finding 

from the research was identifying the lack of expertise of staff officers among the key Thai 

government stakeholders (see Chapter 7), limiting the sustainability of ecotourism 

development in Northeast Thailand. Moreover, the rapid changes in Thai governments also 
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cause confusion on collaboration, engagement and trust for the other Thai ecotourism 

stakeholders: 

 

 “The governmental authorities have promised us that they would bring some 

 material and equipment to support our local communities while the Siam Tulip 

 Fields’ festival is occurred. We have waited until now but still received 

 nothing from them. As you can see, we could not wait for the help anymore, 

 so we decided to reach out by promoting the trips via travelling channels. We 

 also visit the NGA as  well as TAT. At first, the NGA came and helped us by 

 providing the support as well as some equipment while the festival runs. But, 

 recently, after the Siam Tulip Fields have become popular, TAT has also  

 visited!”.  

         (FC6/3, Local residents, focus group, phase 3) 

 

 This is why the Thai administrative organisations are still considered poor at listening 

to others.  

 

8.2.3.2 The Views of Nongovernmental Agency   

 These NGA differ from other developed NGOs in that the groups of commercial 

owners in each province who established them aim to develop and further the interests of 

local companies and businesses in the province and Thailand. For this reason, the local 

communities experienced closer relations with NGA than they did with the government 

authorities, and at the same time, they can run their system faster than the government 

authorities because the NGA need not to wait for other agencies and actors to undertake 

projects.  
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 “For me, to ask for help between the government authorities and the NGA, we 

 would prefer to go to the NGA first. The NGA does not take a long time to 

 come and help us! In terms of providing the financial support and other 

 relevant support on promoting the province. The NGA responds quicker than

 the government! Moreover, in terms of relationships, the NGA is easy to 

 speak to and acts calmer than the government authorities. As you know, the 

 government staff often look down on us and often scold us rather than talk.  

 If  we have choices, we would avoid to ask them for help!”  

          (FC5/2, Local residents focus group, phase 2) 

 

8.2.3.3 The Views of Tourism Operators  

 My research findings illustrated that the relationships between tour operators and other 

Thai ecotourism stakeholders — i.e. tour operators, government authorities and NGA — were 

not close. However, tour operators maintained close relationships with tourists and local 

communities. This close relationship differs according to the size of the tour operators within 

the province as well as the services they offer.  

 

 “During the trip, my parents and I felt that the tourism operator staff had tried 

 to do everything to please the tourists. They provided the games and snacks 

 while we travelled and tried to make sure that all the services they served us 

 had met the tourists’ standards. Since we arrived at the tourism destination, the 

 staff didn’t have much contact with the government officers apart from 

 illustrate the tourists’ tickets. But, for the restaurant and souvenir owners, it 
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 was opposite. We saw that the owners took the drivers and the rest of tour 

 operator staff to have lunch and provide them with the souvenirs”.  

               (Author field diary, phase 1) 

 

8.2.3.4 The Views of Tourists 

 Domestic and international tourists are the key stakeholders, in that they have used the 

tourism facilities and brought the money into the host/local communities. However, although 

they are the priority of Thai stakeholders, in terms of relationships with others, this may 

actually vary depending on the tourists’ behaviours and the power of the authority figures 

within the communities. 

 

 “Since the number of both international and Thai tourists have increased in 

 Chaiyaphum province, my team and I have noticed that the number of wild 

 animals those we used to see were reduced. This is not related to the survival 

 rates of animals but it’s about the changes of animals’ behaviours (i.e. animals 

 scare to come out). Recently, we have tried to create the safe zones for the 

 animals. Sometimes, if the tourists are lucky, they might get chance to see  the 

 wild animals, too. We aren’t against the tourists coming here because it has 

 created more careers for the local people within this area including my 

 colleagues’ families, too”. 

       (GA16, National government officers, phase 2) 

 

 The findings also determine that the ways the stakeholders treat Thai tourists and 

international tourists differ, as the latter are recognised as people with more money.  
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 “During the trip, my parents and I noticed that the Thai tourists and 

 international tourists were sitting in different areas. The foreigners sat in the 

 front and the Thai sat on the back. At first, we thought maybe it is easier for 

 the tourism operator staffs to look after. But, during the lunch time, the food 

 that was served on the foreigner tables, was different from the food that was      

 served to Thai tourists. The snacks were also different while they served the 

 foreigners. We also noticed that while the tourism operator staff were dealing 

 the issues with the foreigners, they were politer than the Thai tourists. We did 

 understand that the Thai tourists give fewer tips than the foreigners. Thus, the 

 tourism operator staff preferred to please the foreigners than the Thai tourists”. 

               (Author field diary, phase 1)

  

 Both types of tourists should be treated equally; both can create negative impacts 

within the local communities/host countries if they forget about their roles and responsibilities 

whilst travelling. Importantly, domestic Thai tourists have the potential to plug the gaps left 

when international tourists do not travel.   

 

8.2.3.5 The Views of Local Communities  

 This thesis also finds that the relationships between other stakeholders in Chaiyaphum 

are sometimes close and complex, depending on the level of trust between the parties, activity 

participation and their own responsibilities.  

 

 “A year ago, we have tried to introduce the programme about sustaining the 

nature and culture around these surrounded areas to the students. We hope that the 

students would learn about their cultures and natures as well as how to sustain them. 
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Can you imagine; how many students were involved at first? Only Ten! Well, our 

team won’t give up. We went to schools and also visited the families to increase the 

awareness on sustaining nature and culture within the communities. The number of 

students has increased up to nearly 150. Nowadays, those students are helping us raise 

awareness not only within the communities but also in the tourism destinations, too”. 

            (GA22, Local government officers, phase 3) 

 

 This also occurred in the similar way in the case study of Palmer and Chuamuangphan 

(2018) in Chiang Rai province, Northern Thailand. Palmer and Chuamuangphan (2018) found 

that while there is some social hierarchy in the community in Thailand, trust drives the level 

of involvement of local people in the community. Thus, Palmer and Chuamuangphan (2018) 

notice that some communities experienced high levels of participation while others receive 

less. 

 In summary, to sustain the cultural heritage and natural sites, all stakeholders must 

understand their own roles and responsibilities. With understanding, each party can undertake 

its role in a less harmful way. However, the researcher determined that roles, responsibilities 

and relationships are not the only main factors shaping ideas, in terms of sustaining the 

environment and cultural heritage in Thailand. Three factors listed in the analysis, namely, 

power, politics and the conflicts of top-down and bottom-up approaches require consideration.  

 Re-examining the three objectives above shows factors that could contribute to 

slowing Thai ecotourism management practices, in the context of recent tourism development 

in the rural areas: the inertia between a top-down and a bottom-up approach, and tensions 

arsing in the context of power and politics.  
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8.2.3.6 The Conflicts from Top-Down (Technocratic Government) to Bottom-Up  

 Approaches (Neopopulism) 

 According to the research that Chapters 4, 6 and 7 report, Thai government 

authorities started in 2012 to shift their mode of governance from a top-down approach to a 

bottom-up approach (neopopulism). This also spread across the rural areas (Northeast) of 

Thailand. Interestingly, the Thai ecotourism government authorities and rural residents only 

reached its initial stage of collaboration and engagement. This is because the government 

authorities only get involved with the rural residents when they have to proceed with 

ecotourism projects (also see example in Hongjamrassilp, Traiyasut and Blumstein, 2021). 

The ecotourism in rural areas mostly runs for a certain period; thus, the ecotourism staff 

would only earn nominal income from the tourists, not enough for the ecotourism staff to 

maintain the ecotourism in rural areas. Therefore, they still need the funds from the 

government authorities to support and maintain their infrastructures within the ecotourism 

areas. Thai ecotourism in the rural areas must apply both top-down and bottom-up 

approaches.  

 

8.2.3.7 Power 

 This thesis shows that power used in Thailand can be defined in three ways. First is a 

first dimension of power (one-dimensional view) [A forces B, B must comply even if B does 

not want to — see Chapter 3]. For example:  

 

 “Last month, I went to the government meeting, they listed what we need to do 

 to help the provincial officers to increase the economics within their province. 

 In our province, I have no option apart from focus on increasing the economics 

 in terms of agricultural and tourism aspects. In addition, in terms of tourism, I 
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 need to follow the rules those organised by CAO, MOTS and TAT. This year, 

 tourism is focused on health and solo trips. I have no option rather than call the 

 local government officers to discuss what we need to do later”.   

        (GA19, Regional government officers, phase 2) 

  

 Second is the second dimension of power (two-dimensional view) [B complies with A 

because B recognises that A’s command is reasonable in terms of B’s own values]. For 

example:  

 

 “A Few months ago, I attended one of the regional meetings. I found out on 

 the day that our local areas had received the highest votes to participate in the 

 annual provincial parades. In fact, I knew in my heart that my local members 

 did not want to do it. But, I could not say ‘No’. I know if we all participate in 

 the parades, it will help us introduce our local products and our own towns. 

 Moreover, if we need some help from the authorities, it would become easier 

 to ask for favours. Well, I explained this to my people; thus, why, you see 

 them practicing the activities today”.  

       (GA24, Local Government Authorities, phase 3) 

 

 Third is the third dimension of power (three-dimensional view) [A forces B, B makes 

its decision to meet its needs, B complies with A], which still occurs in the rural areas. For 

example:  

 

 “Even though, there were plenty of men in the local meeting, I (as a woman) 

 think it is important for me to be in the meeting every time. Even though, my 
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 vote is not significant, I think it helps to represent the views across the 

 minority groups of people (i.e. women, children, ethnic groups and LGBT). 

 I know this is the big step for me to do but at least few of the issues I raised, 

 they have listened”.     

            (GA17, Local government officers, phase 2) 

 

 Moreover, ecotourism stakeholders in Thailand — especially the local communities in 

rural areas — still promote disempowerment. Although Thailand has adopted the bottom-up 

approach as a process to disperse the power from the main government authorities to the local 

communities, this might nevertheless slowly change in the future, due to the way Thai people 

— especially in the local communities — have started to take part in the local community 

meetings. However, this may not guarantee that the local citizens continue to maintain 

participation unless the government authorities are open-minded and enable local populations 

to have a say on key issues affecting their community. Accordingly, Herreman and Welsh 

(2001, p. 80) suggest that government authorities should “roll up [their] sleeves and get to 

know the community through joint efforts”, believed to have more potential value than 

financial contributions.  

 According to the Scheyvens (1999) framework of the impacts of ecotourism on local 

communities (see Chapter 3, Table 3.2), although Thailand has applied the empowerment 

approach to local communities as well as to other ecotourism stakeholders, that does not mean 

that everyone has the rights to utilise their own powers. The data and the analyses of chapters 

4, 6 and 7 illustrate this (see Table 8.2): 
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Impacts/dimensions Signs of empowerment Signs of disempowerment 

Economics - There are some signs of 

development within the local 

communities (i.e. road, water, 

streetlamps, electricity) 

- Cash earned mostly 

goes to the outsider 

stakeholders (i.e. tourism 

operators) 

Psychological - Increase the confidence of 

community members, such as 

skill training 

-Confusion 

-Frustration 

Social - Bring back some traditional 

cultures to the new generation 

- Allow women and ethnic groups 

to give more opinions and vote 

- The loss of respect of 

traditional culture and 

older populations 

- Divorce 

- Misunderstanding 

between the ecotourism 

associated groups 

Political - Allow the local populations to 

be able to make the decisions (in 

rural communities) 

- Not allow local 

communities or other 

stakeholders to make the 

decisions 

 

Table 8.2: Thailand and Its Framework of Empowerment 

 

 Table 8.2 illustrates that the frameworks of empowerment, in terms of ecotourism 

stakeholders in Thailand, remain confused and promote disempowerment. Moreover, 

Parnwell (2005) and Sonjai et al. (2018) also demonstrate that even though empowerment has 

reached local peoples’ hands in Thailand within the same settings, it does not mean that 

people in the same areas are freely allowed to use their power equally, like rich people in the 

communities. This has created an imbalance of culture between the poor and the rich. 

 The analyses of chapters 4, 6 and 7 illustrate that people in Thailand have started to 

form ideas with each other, as well as the government authorities, on a more frequent basis 
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than in the past. However, some local villagers and nongovernmental agencies still argue that 

irrespective of whether or not we participate with the government authorities, they still do not 

listen to local people. This is one reason some villagers have ‘put off’ participating in forming 

ideas within local communities (see Palmer and Chuamuangphan, 2018; Sonjai et al., 2018). 

This indicates that ecotourism development in Thailand is stalling, due to lack of power for 

the local communities, empowerment and participation. 

 In summary, the challenging factors mentioned above remain within the process of 

improving ecotourism in a sustainable way. From my research, it appears that among the 

locals in rural areas, a vacuum of trust exists, particularly relating to the competence of local 

and national governance in Thailand.  

Next, I consider the contribution of my thesis to the tourism literature.  

 

8.3 Contribution of This Thesis 

 This thesis contributes to the study of ecotourism, especially in the rural areas, as well 

as the study of community tourism, tourism stakeholders and tourism management. For 

example, it has: 

a. Considered how ecotourism is defined through the relevant ecotourism stakeholders 

and expanded the idea of ecotourism definitions to reflect the differing experiences and 

practices relating to ecotourism in developing countries. Few studies have highlighted 

the definitional issues of ecotourism in the context of developing countries, especially 

in rural areas of Southeast Asia;  

b. Outlined an understanding of Thai ecotourism stakeholders’ views and experiences on 

managing ecotourism at the local level, with few studies undertaken elsewhere in 

Asian nations; and 
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c. Presented an understanding of ecotourism in different regions of Thailand, in contrast 

to existing studies focusing on the ‘honeypots’ of Northern and Southern regions of 

Thailand. 

d. Widened our understanding of an alternative approach to ecotourism/tourism in rural 

areas, utilising the top-down and bottom-up (neopopulism) approaches, which could 

become useful for ecotourism/tourism in the rural areas, especially in the Asian 

countries that still require support from state agencies to help remote and more rural 

locations prosper.  

e. Widened the understanding of the roles of stakeholders in sustainable tourism 

development, especially in the Asian countries, which would help the host 

communities to predict the future for tourism in the area and learn more about the 

present and future of tourists dominant there.  

 The researcher hopes that future research attempting to observe ecotourism, 

stakeholders and management practices in Thailand and other countries will use this thesis. 

 

8.4 Limitations and Future Research 

 This thesis examines how Thai stakeholders experience ecotourism in the context of 

its recent growth in rural areas, including the studies defining ecotourism and the views of all 

stakeholders (government authorities, nongovernmental agencies, tour operators, tourists and 

local communities) on reducing impacts on managing ecotourism at the local level. It would 

be advantageous for future research to extend the scope of stakeholders, to include tour guides 

(Weiler and Ham, 2002; Serenari, Bosak and Attarian, 2013; Weiler and Black 2015; Lackey 

and Pennisi, 2019; Agyeman and Antwi-Bosiako, 2022), stakeholder empowerment within 

developing countries (Dorjsuren and Palmer, 2018), the stakeholders and their impacts on 

wildlife in ecotourism sites (Stronza, Hunt and Fitzgerald, 2019; Hongjamrassilp, Traiyasut 
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and Blumstein, 2021), the ecotourism industry stakeholders and their quality controls 

(Weaver and Lawton, 2007; Almeyda et al., 2010; Ali et al., 2022), the ecotourism and their 

impacts on the local community well-being (Scheyven, 1999; Serenari et al., 2016; Eshun and 

Tichaawa, 2019) and finally, the top-down approaches (populism) and bottom-up approaches 

(neopopulism) applied in ecotourism destinations (Hongjamrassilp, Traiyasut and Blumstein, 

2021). Furthermore, such a study would provide the means to help create management and 

practices that are more suitable for rural tourism destinations. Moreover, it should attempt to 

examine power relationships as well as management (see Hall, 2008; Thomas, 2009), which 

would undoubtedly help when attempting to emphasise the idea of how power can affect 

tourism management practices within different international settings. 

 Indeed, the findings of this thesis may serve as a stepping-stone for future research, in 

terms of ecotourism and its practices especially in rural areas, or even considering the broader 

issue of tourism in Asia, in general. However, one should bear in mind that different 

geographical areas have different practices, norms and cultural values.  

 The focus on ecotourism and its practices in Thailand is limited to popular tourist 

hotspots. Thus, future research in this area would be useful in rural and semi-rural locations. 

The researcher’s experience studying ecotourism in Thailand is the basis for believing that 

ecotour guides’ knowledge would be very useful for future researchers in similar studies. 

 Additionally, avoid difficulties in the research whilst gathering information—

especially with regards to senior citizens in Thailand, tour guides and the tour operators—I 

recommend that future researchers produce a short version of questionnaires (only one page) 

for those people with a lack of time and personal preferences, which would help to avoid 

receiving rejections and void questionnaire papers. Moreover, I recommend recruiting four or 

five people during the study, to help collect questionnaire data, which would allow future 

researchers to collect a wider range of information from different tourists. 
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8.5 Conclusion 

 This study indicates that understanding the definition of ecotourism and the 

corresponding views of ecotourism stakeholders on reducing impacts on managing 

ecotourism at the local level are the most significant elements of helping to improve Thai 

ecotourism practices, to provide the most benefits to local communities and the natural, 

cultural and heritage assets within the locality. The research used the data from focus groups, 

questionnaires, interviews, research diaries and secondary sources. The goal was to analyse 

defining Thai ecotourism, the views and engagement of all ecotourism stakeholders on 

reducing impacts on managing ecotourism at the local level and the alternative methods and 

practices that could help to reshape Thai ecotourism in rural areas, to suit both economic 

needs and conserving local cultures and environments. The thesis findings explain that Thai 

ecotourism is ‘tourism that is involved with preservation, conservation, maintenance of the 

nature, culture and heritage to the benefit of the local communities’. The views and the level 

of engagement of the Thai ecotourism stakeholders depend on the positive outcomes of the 

previous relationships. Moreover, studying ecotourism and associated practices should 

include power, trust and political considerations.  

 Future studies could focus attention on eco-tour guides, stakeholder empowerment, 

quality control, impacts on wildlife and the tensions between top-down, technocratic planning 

and the much advocated bottom-up approach (neopopulism) in rural ecotourism areas, in 

Thailand and other countries. Finally, this thesis could as a template for future studies, 

especially of ecotourism, community tourism and rural tourism.  
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APPENDIX 1 

 

THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THROUGH ECOTOURISM ACTIVITIES 

Activities/Factors The impacts 

Extraction of resources Deforestation, mangrove clearance, effects on species and ecosystems. 

Harvest of firewood and timber Habitat modification, disturbing of small mammals, erosion and ecological 

change. 

Improper dumping of waste Damage to species and ecosystem, poor water quality 

Untreated waste Poor water quality 

Inadequate disposal of waste Disturbance of wildlife movements 

Infrastructure development in ecological 

regions and protected areas 

Disturbance to breeding and wildlife that affects reproduction. 

Intensive use of visitors Changes in wildlife behaviour, disturbance to plant community. 

Traffic in the form of hiking, congestion on 

trials and rivers 

Trails erosion and disturbance on vegetation and wildlife, soil compaction, 

impacts on sea turtle nesting and reproduction. 

Vehicles traffic: auto, boat, fishing and 

hunting 

Disturbance of wildlife, displacement from nesting, avoidance or 

emigration, mortality, potential over-harvest, competition with predators. 
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Activities/Factors The impacts 

Purchase of souvenirs Threatened species availability, disruption to natural process. 

Noise and litter generation Disruption of natural sounds, wildlife, natural scenery, aesthetic and 

health hazard, disrupts animal distribution. 

Feeding wildlife Behaviour changes, poor nutrition, dependence on artificial food supply. 

Introduction of exotic plants and animals Effects on resident species, morality between species, removal of 

vegetation. 

Snorkelling and diving Damage to corals from fins, removal of organisms 

Improper dumping of waste Damage to species and ecosystem, poor water quality 

Untreated waste Poor water quality 

Inadequate disposal of waste Disturbance of wildlife movements. 

Infrastructure development in ecological 

regions and protected areas 

Disturbance to breeding and wildlife that affects  reproduction. 

Intensive use of visitors Changes in wildlife behaviour, disturbance to plant community. 

Traffic in the form of hiking, congestion on 

trials and rivers 

Trail erosion and disturbance to vegetation and wildlife, soil compaction, 

impacts on sea turtle nesting and reproduction. 

Vehicles traffic: auto, boat, fishing and 

hunting 

Disturbance of wildlife, displacement from nesting, avoidance or 

emigration, mortality, potential over-harvest, competition with predators. 

Purchase of souvenirs Threatened species decline in number, disruption to natural process.  
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Source:  Haysmith (1995, cited in Diamantis, 1999b, p. 107) 

Activities/Factors The impacts 

Noise and litter generation Disruption of natural sounds, wildlife, natural scenery, aesthetic and 

health hazard, disrupts animal distribution. 

Feeding wildlife Behaviour changes, poor nutrition, dependence on artificial food supply. 

Introduction of exotic plants and animals Effects on resident species, morality between species, removal of 

vegetation. 

Snorkelling and diving Damage to corals from fins, removal of organisms.   
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APPENDIX 2 

 

THE IMPLEMENTATIONS OF ECOTOURISM IN DEVELOPED & DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 

Countries Tourism Approach Feedback 

Alberta, Canada 

(Wight, 2002) 

 

- Created the guide for every actor to get involved within 

ecotourism projects 

- Created the conservation policy and strategy plans 

- Organised the relevant department to follow and evaluate the 

ecotourism activities 

 

- One of the successful and effective  

ecotourism programmes within Canada 

Antarctica 

(Hall and 

McArthur, 1993) 

 

- Permitted Tourist visitors 

-Set the guidelines for environmental conservation 

- Developed tour guide training 

- Provided an educational zone for conservation  

- Exchanged information among government, tourists and non-

government stakeholders 

 

 

Australia 

(Tisdell and 

Wilson, 2002)  

 

- Implemented the ecotourism programme for the tourists in 

Mon Repos Conservation Park in Queensland 

- Helped raise the awareness of sea turtles for 

both local residents and tourists 

- Increased the income for the local residents 

- Increased the funds for sea turtle 

conservation 
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Countries Tourism Approach Feedback 

Belize 

(Moreno, 2005) 

- Outlined the ecotourism policies and strategies by: 

* developing tour guide training 

* education on the issue of conservation 

* community support centre 

- Local communities were  ignored by other 

stakeholders. 

- The local residents did not understand the 

roles taken by government. 

- Local residents lost interest with traditional 

jobs such as fishing and farming. 

- Actors had a lack of responsibility  

- Laws were not enough to cover diverse 

situations. 

- The weakness of politics within the 

communities and nations. 

- Lack of plans for visitor control (zoning 

law). 

 

Cambodia 

(Toko, 2018; 

Sen and Walter, 

2020) 

 

 

- Government implemented ecotourism programme within the 

rural areas. 

- Reduced the number of people cutting down 

trees, hunting and producing charcoal. 

- Increase the household incomes for local 

residents. 

- Created more jobs (e.g. park patrol) for local 

residents. 

- Create more local residents’ events, so they 

could learn to get together more. 

- Reduce the number of families sending their 

children to a monastery for living and 

studying. 
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Countries Tourism Approach Feedback 

China 

(Sofield and Li, 

2003, Wang et al., 

2014) 

 

- Government implemented compromises to better balance the 

harmony between natural areas and local residents by building 

tourism infrastructure and entertainment areas. 

- Created Low access zones 

- Overcrowded 

- Received less beneficiaries for local 

residents and national parks from the tourists 

- Reduction in local poverty and an increase 

in incomes 

- Some government authorities such as the 

division of environmental functions and 

interpretation system improvements were 

neglected by the main government authority  

Honduras 

(Schoemann, 2002; 

Moreno, 2005) 

- Created Tourism Free Zones  

- Created the collaboration approach 

- Lack of the incorporation within the 

government 

- Create the confusion between the board and 

government, especially in terms of their 

tourism stakeholder roles 

 

Indonesia 

(Ashraf and Sibi, 

2020)  

 

- Created the collaboration approach 

 

- Local residents were concerned about the 

job and financial security and job 

discrimination 

-  Responses from the government authorities 

were delayed due to non-linkages and 

collaboration. 

- Language barriers 

- Pollution e.g. waste and traffic 

- Security is poor due to low number of 

streetlights on the roads 

- Accommodation facilities are too basic; so 

many tourists only visit Thenmala for one day 
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Countries Tourism Approach Feedback 

Italy 

(Zacarias and 

Loyola, 2017) 

- No tax payment, if they provide their own houses for tourists 

to stay  

- The rich have accrued benefits more so than 

poor people. Because they have many luxury 

houses in the rural areas and can also avoid 

paying taxes. 

 

Philippines 

(Alampay, 2005) 

  

 

- Declared tourist zones 

- No Build Zones 

- Implemented a “No Overnight Visit” policy on Olango island 

- Created the collaboration approach 

- Fishing began to suffer, because of the 

degradation of the coral reef 

- No build zones were known as failures 

because they were bureaucratic and difficult 

to implement.  

- Insufficient policies and strategies to cover 

some issues. 

- Lack of strict building plans 

- Helped to minimise the impacts on both 

natural and cultural resources (suba 

community) 

- One of the successful ecotourism 

programmes in the Philippines 

 

Thailand 

(Elliot, 1987) 

 

- Implemented the ecotourism projects within localities - No Tourism department to create, follow 

and evaluate tourism programmes. 

- Government parties lacked interest in the 

tourism domain 

-The relationship between the different 

sectors were still conflicted 

- Political instability 

- No power for local residents 

- Lack of effective management plans over 

the tourism aspects 

- Overcrowded 
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- Lack of ecotourism training for local 

residents 

- Increase the household incomes 

 

Giao Xuan in 

Vietnam 

(Tran and Walter, 

2014) 

- Created the ecotourism programme to reduce the problems on 

the loss of ecological resources and less household incomes 

- Increase the local household incomes 

- Local residents should provide the tour 

guides, homestays, restaurants and 

performances 

- Women reported that men were still largely 

preferred over women for leadership and 

administrative positions. 
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APPENDIX 3 

 

PERMISSION LETTER (THAI VERSION) 

 

 

                 ที่อยู่มหาวทิยาลัย ………………… 

       ที่อยู่ตวัเอง ………………………. 

                

     วันที ่ …..  เดือน  ……..  พ.ศ .…….. 

 

เรื่อง  ขออนญุาตสัมภาษณแ์ละเก็บข้อมูลเพื่อประกอบการท าวิจัยในระดับปรญิญาเอก 

เรียน   ……………………….. 

  

 ข้าพเจ้า ………………….. นักศึกษาระดบัปริญญาเอก ณ มหาวิทยาลัย Canterbury Christ 

Church ประเทศ อังกฤษ วชิาเอก การท่องเที่ยว  มีความสนใจที่จะขออนุญาตเขา้มาเกบ็ข้อมูลเพื่อ

ประกอบการท าวิจัยเรื่อง …………………………………. ซึ่งการวิจัยครั้งนี้มีวัตถุประสงค ์เพื่อ ศึกษา

ความหมาย บทบาทและการปฏิบัติงานของผู้ที่มีสว่นเกี่ยวข้องกบัการท่องเที่ยวเชิงอนุรักษ ์รวมทั้งศึกษา

ผลประโยชน์เชิงบวกและเชงิลบที่อาจจะเกดิเนื่องจากการท่องเที่ยวเชิงอนุรกัษ ์ 

 ข้าพเจ้าได้รบัทราบขอ้มูล ………………………………………………………  จงึเกิดความสนใจ 

…………………………. ข้าพเจ้าจึงขออนุญาตสัมภาษณแ์ละรบัค าแนะน าเกีย่วกบั เรื่อง …………………

…….. จากท่านในวัน เวลา ที่ท่านสะดวก   

 ข้าพเจ้าหวังเป็นอย่างยิ่งวา่ คงได้รับความกรุณาจากทา่น หน่วยงาน และชุมชน ที่มสี่วนเกี่ยวข้องกบั

การวิจยัในครั้งนี ้

  

จึงเรียนมาเพือ่โปรดพิจารณาอนุเคราะห ์

 

      ขอแสดงความนับถือ 

                                                              (……………………………...) 

     ……......…………………………..   

 

มือถือ: …………………………..     E-mail: ..................................... 

mailto:gemini2206@gmail.com
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APPENDIX 4 

PARTICIPANT’S CONSENT FORM (THAI VERSION) 

ใบขออนญุาตน าขอ้มลูการสมัภาษณไ์ปใชป้ระกอบการเขยีนวทิยานพินธ ์(ผูใ้หข้อ้มูล) 

 

เรื่อง    ……………………………….. 

 

ชื่อผู้ให้สัมภาษณ ์.....................................................................................................................               

ชื่อสมมุติทีต่้องการให้ใช้ในการตีพิมพ์ ....................................................................................... 

อาชีพ ..................................................................................................................................... วันที่ใน

การสัมภาษณ ์...............................................ที ่............................................................. 

กรุณากากบาท (Baxter and Jack) หน้าขอ้        

  

□  ข้าพเจ้าอนุญาตให้น าข้อมูลที่ข้าพเจ้าได้ใหก้ารสัมภาษณ์ในครั้งนี้ไปประกอบการเขียนสัมภาษณ ์

แต่มีเงื่อนไขดังนี.้............................................................................................. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

ลงชื่อ ....................................................วันที.่.................................... ที ่............................. 

 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

CONDUCTOR’S CONSENT FORM (THAI VERSION) 

 

ใบขออนญุาตน าขอ้มลูการสมัภาษณไ์ปใชป้ระกอบการเขยีนวทิยานพินธ์ (ผูด้ าเนนิการ) 

 

เรื่อง    ……………………………………………… 

ข้าพเจ้าขอสญัญาว่าจะน าขอ้มูลที่ได้จากการสัมภาษณข์อง ..................................... ..... ในครั้งนี้ไป 

ใช้ประกอบการเขียนวทิยานิพนธแ์ละข้าพเจา้จะรกัษาเง่ือนไขตามที่ทา่นระบุไว้ในใบขออนุญาตน าข้อมูล

การสัมภาษณ์มาใช้ดังนี ้

 □ ชื่อของผู้สัมภาษณ์ทีต่้องการใช้ในการตีพิมพ.์....................................... 

□  สิ่งที่ผู้ให้สัมภาษณ์ระบุไว ้ ดังต่อไปนี.้...................... ................

................................................................................................................................................  

ลงชื่อ ......................................................................วันที ่....................ที่ ................................ 

ถ้าทา่นมีขอ้สงสัยหรือต้องการจะเปล่ียนแปลงข้อมูลอันใด กรณุาติดต่อมาได้ที ่.............................. 

โทร : …………………..    E-mail:  ………………….. 
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APPENDIX 5 

 

  INTERVIEWS: GOVERNMENTAL ORGANISATIONS AND  

 NONGOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES 

 

General Data 

- What are the government authorities’/nongovernmental agencies’ name? 

- What are the authorities’ jobs? 

Tourism: 

- History of Tourism in Thailand?  

- How do the governmental authorities/nongovernmental agencies think about 

tourism? 

- Are there any advantages or disadvantages after adopting tourism? in terms of 

local communities, other Thai people outsiders, natural areas, cultural/heritage 

areas, etc.? 

- How many tourists arrive in Thailand/Chaiyaphum each year and how many are 

domestic or international tourists? 

- How does your authority help to promote the tourism in Thailand/Chaiyaphum? 

Ecotourism: 

- When did ecotourism begin to get well-known for in Thailand/Chaiyaphum? 

How does it operate through other provinces in Thailand? 

- Is it a well-known seller sector in Thailand and why? 
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- What is the history of Ecotourism in Thailand and can you identify the first 

instance? 

- After adopting the ecotourism programme in Thailand/Chaiyaphum, do the 

government authorities do the following check-ups with the local communities 

and tourism operators? How?   

- What does ecotourism mean to your authority? 

- Are there elements that you think could be applied here? Ideas for discussion: 

Thai silk, Pagoda, experience of dancing, local way of life, village history, fruit 

cultivation, homestay, handicrafts etc. 

- What do you feel are some of the positive and negative impacts currently 

affecting ecotourism in Thailand/Chaiyaphum and communities (i.e. economy, 

cultural and heritage, natural, Thai people, etc.)? 

Local communities’ issues: 

- Before operating the programme in the province, did you discuss it with local 

people, and how do they need to prepare for the ecotourism programme?  

- In your view, how do you think the community would deal with a large number 

of strangers arriving in the locality?  

- What do you expect to see in the community and Chaiyaphum province in 10- 

20 years and do you have any concerns? 

- What do you see as the main issues to be dealt with in …. (names of three local 

settings: Siam Tulip Field, Prang Ku and Ban Khwao Village) in Chaiyaphum 

province? 
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- In your view, do you think the ecotourism programme could lead to in terms of 

advantages and disadvantages to Thai people, especially local communities?  

Tourism companies: 

- What do the companies need to do if they would like to operate companies? 

Any certificates?  

- How do they operate each tour programmes for tourists? Are there any 

requirements, in terms of policies, regulations, etc.?  

- Do the authorities help them to promote the programme and how do they do 

this? 

- Do the authorities provide facilities and meetings in order to help tourism 

operators to understand what ecotourism is?   

- Ask about the record of the companies that run the programme to Chaiyaphum 

province?  

Cultural and Historic issues: 

- How many tourists book the programme under the name of ‘cultural/heritage’? 

- In your view, what does cultural/ historical mean? 

- In Thailand, there is a large amount of cultural and historical sites. Do you think 

after operating the ecotourism’s programme it will potentially cause positive 

and negative impacts on these settings? If so, how? 

- Who are responsible for the cultural and historical sites and how are they 

maintained?  

- Do you think the cultural and historical areas could show our identity and is it 

worth protecting them?  
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- Can there ever be a mutual relationship between ecotourism and 

cultural/heritage?  

- In your view, is it possible to place cultural/heritage and ecotourism in the 

context of ecotourism?  
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APPENDIX 6 

 

INTERVIEWS:  TOURISM OPERATORS 

 

General Data: 

-    Name (depend on their comfortable to be used in the research) 

-    Operate: When? 

-    Statistics of Thai and International Tourists? 

-    Kind of tours: Where? Name? Start? Most tourists come from? How long?  

      Price? Main Aim? 

Tourism companies: 

-     What do you need to do before you start to operate the company? Law and  

      regulations? Qualifications? 

-     How do you start to operate each tour programmes? Are these based on  

      local and national governments? Local Communities? Tourists’  

      requirements? How? 

- How do people learn about your company? Internet? Brochures, etc.? 

Ecotourism: 

- Before you start the ecotourism tour, what do you need to do in terms of 

understanding, how it is sold, etc. Do you have a meeting between local people, 

your company and local and national government authorities etc.? 

- After adopting ecotourism programme, do the government authorities do the 

following check-up and how?  
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- What does ecotourism mean to your company? 

- Are there elements of that that you think could be applied here? Ideas for here: 

Thai silk, Pagoda, experience of dancing, local way of life, village history, fruit 

cultivation, homestay, handicrafts etc. 

- What do you feel are some of the positive and negative effects of current 

ecotourism in Thailand and communities?  

- How does your company sell ecotourism programme to the tourists? Does it 

offer a combination trip? If so, why is there the need of a combination trip? 

Why do you call it ‘Ecotourism tour’? 

- How many tourists book the programme under the name of ‘ecotourism’? 

Cultural and Historic issues: 

- Do you have cultural and historical tours in your company? What does the 

programme provide and where is it run? 

- What are the main ideas for the tour to be named as a cultural tour? Why did 

you pick this name? 

- If the programme of the tour includes cultural and historical sites and natural 

areas, how do you name the trip programme and why? 

- In your view, can there be a relationship between ecotourism and 

cultural/heritage?  

- In your view, is it possible to place cultural/heritage and ecotourism in the 

context of ecotourism?  

- How many tourists book the programme under the name of ‘cultural/heritage’? 

- Do you feel is it important to maintain cultural and heritage sites in the settings? 
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Local Communities’ Issues: 

- In your view, do you think local communities are important? Why? 

- Does the company co-operate with local people? 

- In your view, how do you think the community would deal with a large number 

of tourists visiting within the locality?  Do you think this can cause impacts or 

benefit them?  

- Does your tour company employ local people as part of the guide operator? 

Follow up: How much they earn? 

- Does your tour company operate the trip to visit local souvenir shops? Ascertain 

who to contact? 

- What do you expect to see within the community and Chaiyaphum province 

looking like in 10-20 years and do you have any concerns? 

- What do you see as main issues to be dealt in ….  (names of three local settings: 

Siam Tulip Field, Prang Ku and Ban Khwao Village) while you run the 

programme through the setting? 

Other Stakeholders’ Issues: 

- Did local government authorities get involved with your company about how to 

run ecotourism tour into the settings? How did they do it?  

- Did national government authorities get involved with your company about how 

to run ecotourism tour into the settings? How did they do it?  

- How much voice do the tourist companies have when it comes to discussion 

between local communities and government authorities? 
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- How important is it to work with other ecotourism businesses and government 

authorities?  

- How did your company decide to get involved in the ecotourism planning of 

Thailand/Chaiyaphum? 

- Do you see any conditions missing on Chaiyaphum trip that would be necessary 

for ecotourism’s programme in the future? 
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APPENDIX 7 

 

FOCUS GROUP:  LOCAL COMMUNITIES 

 

Ecotourism: 

-     Heard of this before? When? ; Introduced by? How?    

-    What does it mean? Know meaning from who? 

-    Ideas for here: Thai silk, Pagoda, experience of dancing, local way of life,  

      village history, fruit cultivation, homestay, handicrafts etc. 

-    Positive and Negative effects in Chaiyaphum province and Thailand?  

Cultural and Historic Issues: 

-    Any protection of Historical sites? How? and by who? Which department?  

-    Is important to maintain culture and heritage?  

-    Can there be a relationship between ecotourism/cultural/heritage? 

-    Is it possible to place cultural/heritage in the context of ecotourism?  

Communities’ Feelings: 

-    Local communities decide to get involved in ecotourism programme:  

      When and how? 

-    Want to see (ideal) and expect to see (concern) the community and  

      Chaiyaphum province looking like in 10-20 years? 

-    Deal with a large amount of tourists? How and how is this achieved?  

-    Response to the impacts. How? Any help from local people, government  
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      authorities or nongovernmental agencies or tourism Operators?  

- Main issues which need to be raised in all 3 settings: What? When? Why?  

      With Who? How? Successful/Fail? 

-    Any involvement before/after adopting ecotourism from local people,  

      government authorities, nongovernmental agencies and tourism operators?   

             -    Voices from the community during discussion? Who wins and who loses?  

Other Stakeholders’ Issues: 

-     Any conditions missing that would be necessary for ecotourism programme? 

-    Do tourism operators co-operate on the trip with local?  

-    Follow-up: Are they still operating? Any benefits and harmful effects? 

-    Gain more Income: Did incomes streams improve?
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APPENDIX 8 

 

PhD project 

……………………………………… 

QUESTIONNAIRE (INTERNATIONAL TOURISTS) 

_______________________________________________________________ 

This questionnaire should take less than 20 minutes to complete.   

This questionnaire examines your opinions about ecotourism and cultural heritage in 

Chaiyaphum province to support project management 10-20 years from now. Our main 

interest is to find its meaning and reflect your ideas into project management in the future. 

First, please take a few moments to imagine why you were planning your trip to Thailand. 

Consider what are the reasons behind your plan and what you did during your stay in 

Thailand. Now, based on this mental image of the past, present and future, try to answer the 

following questions. Please add as many additional comments or ideas as you can.  

The questionnaire contains the following sections:  

1. Demographic Data 

2. Tourism 

Use of this information:  All information entered here will be used ONLY for the purpose 

of evaluating opinions about ecotourism and cultural heritage trends in the future.  Personal 

information will not be provided to any other parties. 

Please contact me if you have any questions: 

Name: …………………………..  Mobile: …………………Email: ……………………… 

______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 



 

292 
 
 

Part 1: Demographic Data 

 
1. Age 

□ Less than 20 years old    □ 20 - 30 years old 

      □ 31 - 40 years old    □ 41 - 50 years old   

      □ 51 - 55 years old      □ 56 - 60 years old 

□ 61 - 65 years old    □ 66 - 69 years old 

□ 70 years old and over 

 

2. Gender 

□ Male   □ Female   □ Other 

 

3. Who are you travelling with? 

□ Alone   □ Friends   □ Family 

□ Other (please specify ……………………………………………………) 

 

4. Length of your total stay in Thailand 

      □ 1 - 3 days                          □ 4 - 7 days              

      □ 8 - 13 days                                            □ approximately 2 weeks                    

      □ approximately 3 weeks              □ approximately 1 month 

□ Other (please specify …………………………………………….) 

 

5. Length of your visit in Chaiyaphum province 

      □ 1 days   □ 2 – 3 days             □ 4 – 5 days 

      □ 6 - 7 days  □ Other (please specify ………………………………) 

 

6. Occupation  

□ Working full-time     □ Working part-time 

□ Housewife/husband (full-time at home)   □ Student 

□ Retired 

□ Temporary unemployment (but seeking work)    

□ Permanent unemployment (e.g. chronic illness, taking time out for travel etc.) 

□ Other (please specify………………………………..……) 

 

7. Location of permanent residence  

□ UK      □ Europe (not UK) 

□ North America (USA and Canada)  □ South America 

□ Oceania (Australia and New Zealand)  □ Africa    

□ Asia (North Asia includes Russia, Middle East, Southeast Asia)   

□ Other (please specify………………..………) 
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8. Level of completed education (please tick only one)  

□ Lower than High school/Secondary school 

□ High school /Secondary school 

□ College Diploma    

□ Undergraduate University Degree 

□ Postgraduate University Degree     

□ Other (please specify……………………………………..) 

 

9. Income (Gross per month)  

□ Less than £1,000   or   US $1,899   or   Euro €1,495    

□  £1,001 – 2,000   or   US $1,900 – 2,899   or   Euro €1,496 – 2,495  

□  £2,001 – 3,000   or   US $2,900 – 3,899   or   Euro €2,496 – 3,495    

□  £3,001 – 4,000   or   US $3,900 – 4,899   or   Euro €3,496 – 4,495  

□  £4,001 – 5,000   or   US $4,900 – 5,899   or   Euro €4,496 – 5,495   

□  £5,001 – 6,000   or   US $5,900 – 6,899   or   Euro €5,496 – 6,495 

□  £6,001 – 7,000   or   US $6,900 – 7,899   or   Euro €6,496 – 7,495 

      □  More than £7,001   or   US $7,900   or   Euro €7,496 

 

 

Part 2: Tourism 

 
1. What did you come to Chaiyaphum Province to see and experience? (Please  

    tick one or more) 

□ Natural sites (e.g. Siam Tulip field, Waterfall, National Park … etc.) 

      □ Cultural sites (e.g. Thai silk village, Pottery village … etc.) 

□ Heritage and Historic sites (e.g. Prang Ku, Temple, Pagoda … etc.)          

□ Archaeological sites (e.g. Khmer arts, Stone inscriptions… etc.)   

□ Cultural activities (e.g. Experience of dancing and singing) 

□ Local people, local way of life 

□ Village History 

□ Handicrafts and souvenirs 

□ Fruit cultivation and consumption 

□ Homestay (e.g. Staying with a family in the village) 

      □ Other (please specify………………………………..……) 

 

2. How did you hear about the trip to visit Chaiyaphum province? (Please tick one or  

    more) 

□ Advertisement in a travel magazine             □ Friends 

□ Website        □ Tourism Operators   

□ Advert in hotel or other tourist accommodation   □ Word of mouth 

□ Tourism Authority of Thailand (TAT) 

□ Other (please specify………………………………..……) 
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3. Who did you book the tour in Chaiyaphum province through (please specify) 

     …………………………………………) what is the tour called (please specify  

     ……………………………………..) and what company are you travelling with on  

     this tour (please specify ………………………………………………….) 

 

4. Is the trip you came on an example of a ‘combination’ trip (seeing many different 

attractions) and if so why did you choose it?(Please tick one or two or all three options) 

□ Because it is the best choice of the tours to visit Natural sites (eg. Siam Tulip     

    field, Waterfall, National Park … etc.) 

      □ Because it is the best choice of the tours to visit Cultural sites (eg. Thai silk  

         village, Pottery village … etc.) 

□ Because it is the best choice of the tours to visit Heritage sites (eg. Prang Ku,  

    Temple, Pagoda … etc.)         

      □ Other (please specify………………………………..………………………..) 

 

5. What are your expectations from the combination trip to visit Chaiyaphum  

     province (Please tick those which apply) 

□  Purely relaxation 

      □  Learning about a way of life and culture 

      □  Learning history of province and sites  

□  Viewing new landscapes          

□  Being close to nature 

□  Doing something new 

□  Having fun and being entertained 

      □  Other (please specify………………………………..……) 

 

6. Which of the following did you do during your combination trip? (Please tick  

    one or more) 

      □ Purchased souvenirs from local people shops in the community 

□ Purchased souvenirs from the shops that operate outside the community 

□ Booked group tour via local community’s agency 

□ Booked group tour from outsiders’ company 

□ Booked local tour guide to operate the trip 

□ Booked tour guides from outside to operate the trip 

 

7. Do you think the combination trip (natural, cultural and heritage sites) can be called  

    ‘Ecotourism’? 

□ No (please go to Question number 8) 

□ Yes (please go to Question number 9)  

 

8. What do you think the combination trip could be called? (Please tick one only) 

      □ Cultural tourism    □ Sustainable tourism 

 □ Cultural Heritage tourism  □ Natural and Cultural tourism 

  □ Mass tourism 

      □ Other (please specify………………………………………..) 
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9. What does ‘Ecotourism’ mean to you? (Please tick one or more) 

□ Natural landscapes (eg. Siam Tulip Field, national park … etc.)            

      □ Cultural sites (eg. Thai silk village, Pottery village … etc.) 

□ Heritage sites (eg. Prang Ku, Temple, Pagoda … etc.)          

□ Archaeological sites (eg. Khmer arts, Stone inscriptions… etc.)   

□ Rural sites (eg. Rice field, Buffalo village … etc.) 

□ Agricultural sites (eg. Winery …. etc.) 

□ Indigenous sites (eg. hill tribes … etc.) 

□ Religion and spirituality 

□ Zoo 

□ Animal Watching (eg. Birds … etc.) 

□ Other (please specify……………………………….) 

 

10. In the future, do you agree that Chaiyaphum province can provide valuable             

      ecotourism trips for international tourists? 

 □ Strongly Agree    □ Agree                       

□ Uncertain     □ Disagree     

□ Strongly Disagree 

      Why (please specify)………………………………………………………………... 

 

11. In the future, do you agree that Northeast region can provide valuable             

      ecotourism trips for international tourists? 

 □ Strongly Agree    □ Agree                       

□ Uncertain     □ Disagree     

□ Strongly Disagree 

      Why (please specify)………………………………………………………………... 

       …………………………………………………………………………………….... 

 

12. Which of the following elements do you believe are core to ecotourism   

             
Topic 

 

Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Uncertain Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 5 4 3 2 1 

1. Promotes, Respect and 

protects Natural sites      

2. Promotes, Respect and 

protects Cultural sites      

3. Promotes, Respects and 

protects Heritage sites      

4. Promotes, Respects and 

protects Archaeological sites      

5. Respects local culture       

6. Incorporates and Respect 

Religious activities  
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Topic 

 

Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Uncertain Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 5 4 3 2 1 

7. Incorporates Adventure 

activities 
     

8. Incorporates with parks and 

protected areas  
     

9. Involves with Local/ 

Indigenous residents, and 

local/Indigenous communities 

     

10. Contributes to conservation       

11. Contributes financial to local 

residents  
     

12. Provides long-term benefits 

and empowerment for local 

people 

     

13. Has Low impacts/non-

consumptive to community 
     

14. Has Ethics/responsibility to 

local community 
     

15. Builds Environmental and 

Social Management  
     

16. Builds a Sustainable to 

environment and local 

community 

     

17. Benefits local Employment       

18. Supports Human rights and 

Democratic movements 
     

 

13. Do you think your trip meets your criteria of the various contexts of ecotourism  

      outlined in Question number 12 ? 

□ Agree Strongly     □ Agree Slightly 

□ Neither Agree nor Disagree   □ Disagree Slightly 

□ Disagree Strongly 

 

14. Do you most consider yourself to be any of the following? (Please tick only one) 

□ Tourist     □ Ecotourist 

      □ Cultural tourist    □ Rural tourist 

□ Sustainable tourist   □ Heritage tourist 

□ Mass tourist    □ Cultural Heritage tourist 

□ Natural and Cultural tourist  

□ Other (please specify……………………………….) 

 



 

297 
 
 

15. Any Further comments you would like to make (Feel free to utilise the space provided):              

………………………………...................................................................................................

...................................................................................................................................................

...................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................................... 

 

 

Thank you so much for your co-operation 
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APPENDIX 9 

QUESTIONNAIRE (THAI VERISION) 

 

แบบสอบถามเพือ่การวจิยั 

เรือ่ง 

.......................................................... (Thai version) 

.......................................................... (English version) 

 

 
ค าชีแ้จงการตอบแบบสอบถาม 

 

1. แบบสอบถามนีแ้บ่งเปน็ 2 ส่วน 

 ส่วนที ่1 ข้อมูลสว่นบุคคล 

 ส่วนที ่2 ข้อมูลเกี่ยวกับทัศนคติทัว่ ๆ ไปเกี่ยวกับการท่องเที่ยวเชิงอนุรักษ์ 

2. แบบสอบถามนี้ใช้รวบรวมข้อมูลเฉพาะที่จะน ามาวเิคราะหต์ามโครงการวิจัยนี ้ผูว้ิจัยขอความ 

    รว่มมือจากผูต้อบแบบสอบถามได้โปรดให้ข้อมูลที่เปน็จริง เพื่อน าข้อมูลไปเป็นแนวทางใน  

    การพฒันา ปรบัปรุง และสร้างความเข้าใจในการทอ่งเที่ยวเชิงอนุรักษ์ รวมทั้งน าไปปรับปรุง   

    แนวคิดเกี่ยวกับเรื่องการเชื่อมโยงความสัมพนัธ์ระหวา่งวัฒนธรรม โบราณสถาน โบราณวตัถุ  

    และโบราณคดตี่อไป 

 

       ขอขอบพระคณุในความร่วมมือ  

            ผู้ท าวิจัย 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

สว่นที ่1 ขอ้มลูสว่นตวั  

 

ค าชีแ้จง  

      โปรดท าเครื่องหมาย / ลงในช่อง □ หน้าข้อความที่ผูต้อบแบบสอบถามเลือก หรือ เติมข้อความ

ลงในช่อง ....... ตามความเป็นจริงของทา่น 

 

1.   อาย ุ

 □ ต่ ากวา่ 20 ปี   □ 20 – 30 ป ี   □ 31 - 40 ป ี

 □ 41 – 50 ป ี   □ 51 – 55 ป ี   □ 56 – 60 ป ี

 □ 61 – 65 ป ี   □ 66 – 70 ป ี   □ มากกวา่ 70 ปขีึ้นไป 

2.  เพศ 

 □ ชาย     □ หญิง 
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3.  ท่านเดนิทางท่องเที่ยวกบัใคร 

 □ โดยล าพัง   □ เพื่อน   □ครอบครัว 

 □ บริษัทน าเที่ยว โปรดระบชุื่อ .......................................................................... 

            □ อื่น ๆ โปรดระบุ..........................................................................................  

 

4.  ระยะเวลาที่มาท่องเที่ยวจังหวัดชัยภูมิ 

 □ 1 วัน   □ 2 - 3 วัน   □ 4 – 5 วัน 

 □ อื่น ๆ โปรดระบ ุ........................................................................................... 

 

5.  อาชีพ 

 □ นักเรียน/นิสติ/นกัศึกษา   □ ข้าราชการ 

 □ พนักงานรฐัวิสาหกิจ    □ พนักงานบรษิัทเอกชน   

 □ ประกอบธุรกิจส่วนตัว    □ แม่บ้าน 

 □ รับจ้าง     □ เกษียณ     

 □ ว่างงาน 

 □ อื่น ๆ โปรดระบ ุ......................................................................................... 

 

6.  ภูมิล าเนา 

 □ ภาคกลาง     □ ภาคตะวันออกเฉยีงเหนือ   

 □ ภาคเหนือ     □ ภาคใต ้

 □ ภาคตะวันออก    □ ภาคตะวันตก 

 

7.  การศึกษาขั้นสูงสุด 

 □ ประถมศึกษา     □ มัธยมศึกษา 

 □ อนุปริญญา     □ ปริญญาตร ี

 □ ปริญญาโท     □ ปริญญาเอก 

 □ อื่น ๆ โปรดระบ ุ................................................................................................. 

8. รายได้ทั้งหมดตอ่เดือน 

 □ น้อยกว่า 5,000 บาท     □ 5,000 -10,000 บาท 

 □ 10,001 - 20,000 บาท     □ 20,001 - 30,000 บาท 

 □ 30,001 – 40,000 บาท    □ 40,001 – 50,000 บาท 

 □ มากกวา่ 50,001บาทขึ้นไป  
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สว่นที ่2 ขอ้มลูเกีย่วกบัทศันคตทิัว่ ๆ ไปเกีย่วกบัการทอ่งเทีย่วเชงิอนรุกัษ์  

 

ค าชีแ้จง  

 

           โปรดท าเครื่องหมาย / ลงในช่อง □ หน้าข้อความที่ผู้ตอบแบบสอบถามเลือก หรือ เติมข้อความ

ลงในช่อง ....... ตามความเป็นจริงของทา่น 

 

1.  ท่านคิดว่าเหตุผลในข้อใดต่อไปนีท้ี่ท าใหท้่านเลือกเดินทางมาท่องเที่ยวจังหวัดชยัภูมิ 

     (ตอบได้มากกว่า 1 ข้อ) 

 □ แหล่งท่องเที่ยวที่เป็นธรรมชาติ (น้ าตก, อุทยานแห่งชาต,ิ ทุ่งดอกกระเจียว เปน็ตน้) 

 □ แหล่งโบราณสถาน (ปรางค์กู,่ กู่แดง, พระธาตุหนองสามหม่ืน เปน็ต้น) 

 □ แหล่งโบราณคด ี(เมืองหามหอก, เมืองน้อยใต,้ บ้านกดุโง้ง เป็นต้น) 

 □ ประวัติศาสตร์ความเป็นมาของจังหวัด 

            □ ศาสนาและความเชื่อ 

            □ ขนบธรรมเนียมประเพณี (งานบรวงสรวงเจา้พ่อพระยาแล, งานบุญสงกรานต ์เปน็ต้น) 

 □ ความเป็นอยู่ของประชากรในท้องถิ่นและชนเผา่พื้นเมืองชาวบน 

 □ งานศิลปหัตถกรรมและสิ่งทอ (เครื่องปัน้ดินเผา, ผ้าไหม เป็นต้น) 

 □ ผลผลิตทางการเกษตรและอาหาร (พืชผัก, หม่ า เปน็ตน้)  

 □ โฮมสเตย ์

 □ อื่น ๆ โปรดระบ ุ................................................................................................. 

 

2.  ท่านทราบข้อมูลเกี่ยวกับแหล่งท่องเทีย่วของจังหวัดชยัภูมิจากแหล่งข้อมูลใด 

       (ตอบได้มากกว่า 1 ข้อ) 

 □ สื่อบุคคล (เพื่อน, ครอบครัว เป็นตน้)      □ นิตยสารหรือวารสารทอ่งเที่ยวต่าง ๆ 

 □ แผ่นพับ / โบรชวัร ์/ แผ่นปลิว / โปสเตอร ์        □ หนงัสือน าเที่ยว                    

 □ โทรทัศน์ / วิทย ุ/ หนังสือพิมพ์                        □ ป้ายโฆษณา 

 □ สื่ออิเล็กทรอนิกส ์(Internet)  

 □ การประชาสัมพนัธ์จากการท่องเที่ยวแห่งประเทศไทย 

 □ การประชาสัมพนัธ์จากโรงแรมและสถานทีพ่ัก 

 □ การประชาสัมพนัธ์จากบรษิัทน าเที่ยว   

 □ อื่น ๆ โปรดระบ ุ.............................................................................................. 
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3. การเดินทางมาท่องเที่ยวจังหวัดชัยภูมิในครั้งนี ้ท่านมีแผนที่จะเข้าไปชมสถานทีท่่องเที่ยว 

       แหล่งใดต่อไปนี้บา้ง (ตอบได้มากกว่า 1 ข้อ) 

 □ แหล่งท่องเที่ยวที่เป็นธรรมชาติ (น้ าตก, อุทยานแห่งชาต,ิ ทุ่งดอกกระเจียว เปน็ตน้) 

 □ แหล่งโบราณสถาน (ปรางค์กู,่ กู่แดง, พระธาตุหนองสามหม่ืน เปน็ต้น) 

 □ แหล่งโบราณคด ี(เมืองหามหอก, เมืองน้อยใต,้ บานกดุโง้ง เป็นต้น) 

 □ ขนบธรรมเนยีมประเพณี (งานบรวงสรวงเจา้พ่อพระยาแล, งานบุญสงกรานต์ เป็นตน้) 

 □ ความเป็นอยู่ของประชากรในท้องถิ่นและชนเผา่พื้นเมืองชาวบน 

 □ งานศิลปหัตถกรรมและสิ่งทอ (เครื่องปัน้ดินเผา, ผ้าไหม เป็นต้น) 

 □ โฮมสเตย ์

 □ อื่น ๆ โปรดระบ ุ.............................................................................................. 

 

4.  ท่านคาดหวังอะไรจากการเดินทางมาท่องเทีย่วในครั้งนี้ (ตอบได้มากกว่า 1 ข้อ)   

 □ พักผ่อนหย่อนใจ 

 □ เรียนรู้วิถีชวีิตและวัฒนธรรมประเพณ ี

 □ เรียนรู้ประวัติศาสตรข์องสถานที่ท่องเที่ยวต่าง ๆ 

 □ อยู่ใกล้ชิดกับธรรมชาต ิ

 □ เรียนรู้ที่จะมีประสบการณใ์นสิ่งแปลกๆ ใหม่ๆ  

 □ ได้รับความสนกุสนานเพลิดเพลิน 

 □ ชื่นชมทัศนียภาพที่สวยงาม 

 □ อื่น ๆ โปรดระบ ุ.............................................................................................. 

 

5.  สิ่งใดต่อไปนี้ที่ทา่นไดท้ าระหว่างการเดนิทางท่องเทีย่วในจังหวัดชัยภูมิในครั้งนี้ 

       (ตอบได้มากกว่า 1 ข้อ) 

 □ ซื้อโปรแกรมทัวร์กับบริษทัทัวร์ในจังหวัดชัยภูมิ 

 □ ซื้อโปรแกรมทัวร์กับบริษทัทัวรท์ั่วไป 

 □ รับการให้บรกิารจากมัคคเุทศกข์องชุมชน 

 □ รับการให้บรกิารจากมัคคเุทศกข์องบริษทัน าเที่ยวทัว่ไป 

 □ ซื้อของที่ระลึกจากรา้นคา้ภายในชุมชน 

 □ ซื้อของที่ระลึกจากรา้นคา้ภายนอกชุมชน 
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6.  ท่านคิดว่า การท่องเที่ยวตามแหล่งธรรมชาติ (น้ าตก, อุทยานแห่งชาต,ิ ทุ่งดอกกระเจียว   

     เป็นต้น) แหล่งโบราณสถาน (ปรางคก์ู่, ปราสาทหินพนมรุ้ง เปน็ต้น) แหล่งโบราณคด ี(เมือง    

     หามหอก, เมืองน้อยใต้, บ้านกดุโง้ง เป็นตน้) และ แหล่งท่องเที่ยวขนบธรรมเนียม 

     ประเพณแีละวฒันธรรม (งานบุญต่างๆ, โฮมสเตย,์ หมู่บ้านผา้ไหม เป็นต้น) สามารถจัดให้                       

     เป็นการท่องเที่ยวแบบอนุรักษ ์(ecotourism) ได้หรือไม่ 

 □ ไม่ได้ (กรุณาท าข้อ 7)   □ ได้ (กรณุาท าข้อ 8)  

 

7.  ท่านคิดว่าการท่องเที่ยวใน ขอ้ 6 ควรเรียกวา่ การทอ่งเที่ยวแบบใด 

         □ การท่องเที่ยวแบบยั่งยนื    

 □ การท่องเที่ยวเชิงวัฒนธรรม 

 □ การท่องเที่ยวแบบกลุ่มคนขนาดใหญ่    

         □ การท่องเที่ยวเชิงวัฒนธรรมและมรดกทางวฒันธรรม 

        □ การท่องเที่ยวเชิงธรรมชาติและวัฒนธรรม 

          □ อื่น ๆ โปรดระบ.ุ.................................................................................................. 

 

8.  ท่านคิดว่าตัวเลือกในขอ้ใดต่อไปนี้ จดัวา่เป็นความหมายของการท่องเที่ยวเชิงอนุรักษ์ไ  

       (ตอบได้มากกว่า 1 ข้อ) 

 □ ธรรมชาต ิ(น้ าตก, อุทยานแห่งชาต,ิ ทุ่งดอกกระเจียว เป็นต้น) 

 □ โบราณสถาน (ปรางค์กู,่ ปราสาทเขาพนมรุ้ง เป็นต้น) 

 □ โบราณคดี (บ้านปราสาท, ภูเวียง, บ้านเชียง เป็นต้น) 

 □ ขนบธรรมเนยีมประเพณี (งานบรวงสรวงเจา้พ่อพระยาแล, งานบุญสงกรานต์ เป็นตน้) 

 □ ชนเผ่าพืน้เมืองตา่งๆ (ชาวเขาเผา่ม้ง, กระเหรี่ยง เป็นต้น) 

 □ ศิลปหัตถกรรมและสิ่งทอ (เครื่องปั้นดนิเผา, ผ้าไหม เปน็ต้น) 

 □ ชนบท (หมู่บ้านควาย, หมู่บ้านชาวนา เป็นต้น) 

 □ การเกษตร (สวนผักและผลไม้, ไร่องุ่น เป็นตน้) 

 □ การดูและส่องสตัว ์(นก, เต่า เป็นต้น) 

 □ สวนสัตว ์

 □ ธรรมะและความเชื่อ (พระอรหันตต์่างๆ, จตุคามรามเทพ เปน็ต้น) 

 □ อื่น ๆ โปรดระบ.ุ.................................................................................................. 
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9. ท่านคิดวา่ในอนาคต การท่องเที่ยวเชิงอนุรกัษ์ในจังหวัดชัยภูมิจะเป็นอยา่งไร 

□ ดีมาก   □ ดี   □ พอใช ้  □ ไม่ดี   □ ไม่ดีมาก 

เพราะ ............................................................................................................................  

 

10. ท่านคิดวา่ในอนาคต การท่องเที่ยวเชิงอนุรกัษ์ในภาคตะวันออกเฉียงเหนือจะเปน็อย่างไร 

 □ ดีมาก   □ ดี   □ พอใช ้  □ ไม่ดี   □ ไม่ดีมาก 

เพราะ .............................................................................................................................  

 

11.  ท่านคิดว่าค าจ ากัดความต่างๆ ต่อไปนี้มีความส าคญัมากน้อยเพียงใดต่อค าว่า 

       “การท่องเที่ยวเชิงอนรุกัษ”์ (ecotourism) 

 

                                                                                  

                                              ความส าคัญ 

 

                เรื่อง 

ส าคัญ

มาก

ที่สุด 

ส าคัญ

มาก              

ไม่

แน่ใจ 

ส าคัญ

น้อย 

          

      

ส าคัญ

น้อย

ที่สุด 

1. ส่งเสริมและอนุรกัษแ์หล่งท่องเที่ยวธรรมชาต ิ      

2. ส่งเสริมและอนุรกัษแ์หล่งท่องเที่ยว 

ด้านขนบธรรมเนียม วัฒนธรรมและประเพณ ี

     

3. ส่งเสริมและอนุรกัษแ์หล่งท่องเที่ยวด้านโบราณสถาน      

4. ส่งเสริมและอนุรกัษแ์หล่งท่องเที่ยวด้านโบราณ คด ี      

5. เกี่ยวข้องกบัการผจญภัยและผาดโผน เช่น  

ไต่หน้าผา ล่องแก่ง เปน็ต้น 

     

6. เกี่ยวข้องกบักิจกรรมทางด้านศาสนาและความเชื่อ      

7. เกี่ยวข้องกบัมนุษย ์สตัว ์สังคม และชุมชน      

8. เกี่ยวข้องกบัคนภายในทอ้งถิ่นและชนพืน้เมือง      

9. เกี่ยวข้องกบัอุทยาน วนอทุยาน สวนสตัว์เปิด      



 

304 
 
 

                                                                                 

                                              ความส าคัญ 

 

             เรื่อง 

ส าคัญ

มาก

ที่สุด 

ส าคัญ

มาก              

ไม่

แน่ใจ 

ส าคัญ

น้อย 

          

      

ส าคัญ

น้อย

ที่สุด 

10. ส่งเสริมการอนุรกัษ ์      

11. ส่งผลประโยชน์ตอ่ชุมชนและคนในท้องถิ่นทั้งในระยะ

สั้นและระยะยาว 

     

12. มุ่งเน้นการเรียนรู ้การปฏิบัตติ่อสิ่งแวดล้อม สังคม และ

วัฒนธรรมที่รายล้อมรอบ ๆ แหล่งท่องเทีย่ว  

     

13. ไม่ก่อให้เกิดการรบกวนหรือความเสียหายต่อ

สิ่งแวดล้อม สังคม และวัฒนธรรมที่รายล้อมรอบ ๆ แหล่ง

ท่องเที่ยว  

     

14. มุ่งเน้นความรับผิดชอบและความมีจริยธรรมต่อ

สถานที่ทอ่งเที่ยวและชุมชน 

     

15. มีการจัดการอยา่งดีต่อแหล่งท่องเที่ยวและชุมชน      

16. มีการส่งเสริมและผลักดนัให้มีการจัดการ 

แบบยั่งยืน 

     

17. ส่งผลให้คนในชุมชนมีงานท าและมีเศรษฐกิจที่ดีขึน้      

 

 

12. จากการที่ท่านได้แสดงความคิดเห็นเกี่ยวกับค าจ ากดัความของการท่องเที่ยวเชงิอนุรักษ์ใน       

      ขอ้ 11 แล้ว ทา่นคดิวา่ การทอ่งเที่ยวของท่านในครัง้นี้ถือวา่เป็นการท่องเที่ยวเชงิอนุรักษ์ได้ 

      หรือไม่ 

 □ ได้    □  ไม่แน่ใจ    □ ไม่ได้ 
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13. ท่านจัดตัวเองวา่เป็นนักท่องเที่ยวประเภทใด (ตอบเพียง 1 ข้อเท่านั้น) 

 □ นักท่องเที่ยวเชิงอนรุักษ ์   □ นักท่องเที่ยวเชิงธรรมชาต ิ

 □ นักท่องเที่ยวเชิงเกษตร   □ นักท่องเที่ยวเชิงวัฒนธรรม 

 □ นักท่องเที่ยวแบบยั่งยืน   □ นักท่องเที่ยวแบบชนบท 

 □ นักท่องเที่ยวเชิงมรดกทางวัฒนธรรม  □ การท่องเที่ยวแบบกลุ่มคนขนาดให  

 □ การท่องเที่ยวเชิงวัฒนธรรมและมรดกทางวฒันธรรม 

          □ การท่องเที่ยวเชิงธรรมชาติและวัฒนธรรม 

         □ อื่น ๆ โปรดระบ.ุ.................................................................................................. 

 

14. ข้อเสนอแนะ 

................................................................................................................................................ 

................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................................ 

 

 

ขอขอบพระคณุทกุทา่นทีใ่หค้วามกรณุา 
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APPENDIX 10 

 

THE EVOLUTION OF ECOTOURISM’S MEANINGS 

 

Year Definers Meanings of Ecotourism 

1987 

(1) 

Ceballos-Lascurain 

(Boo, 1990, p. xiv, 2) 

Travelling to relatively undisturbed or uncontaminated natural areas with the specific objective 

of studying, admiring, and enjoying the scenery and its wild plants and animals, as well as any 

(Geelong-Otway-Tourism, 1995) existing cultural manifestation (both past and present) found 

in these areas. 

The main point is that the person who practices ecotourism has the opportunity of immersing 

him or herself in nature in a way that most people cannot enjoy in their routine urban 

existence. This person should eventually acquire a consciousness and knowledge of the natural 

environment, together with its cultural aspects, that will convert him/her into somebody keenly 

involved in conservation issues. 

1987 

(2) 

Laarman and Durst 

(Laarman and Durst, 1987, 

p. 5) 

A nature tourism in which the traveller is drawn to destination because of his or her interest in 

one or more features of that destination’s natural history. The visit combines education, 

recreation, and often adventure. 

1989 

(3) 

Butler 

(Butler, 1989, p. 9-17) 

Ecotourism can be described as the type of tourism that is inherently sensitive to 

communication, awareness and environmental enhancement. These characteristic of 

ecotourism make it less likely to create social and environmental problems commonly 

associated with conventional tourism. Ecotourism attempts to give travellers a greater 

awareness of environmental systems and contribute positively to the destination’s economic, 

social and ecological conditions. 
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Year Definers Meanings of Ecotourism 

1989 

(4) 

Kutay 

(Weaver, 1998) 

Nature tourism which directly or indirectly promotes conservation and supports sustainable 

economic development. 

1989 

(5) 

Ziffer 

(Ziffer, 1989, p. 6) 

A form of tourism inspired primarily by the natural history of an area, including its Indigenous 

cultures. The ecotourist visits relatively undeveloped areas in the spirit of appreciation, 

participation and sensitivity. The ecotourist practices a non-consumptive use of wildlife and 

natural resources and contributes to the visited area through labour or financial means aimed at 

diversity benefiting the conservation of the site and the economic well-being of the local 

residents. The visit should strengthen the ecotourist’s appreciation and dedication to 

conservation issues in general, and to the specific needs to the locale. Ecotourism also implies 

a managed approach by the host country or region which commits itself to establishing and 

maintaining the sites with the participation of local residents, marketing them appropriately, 

enforcing regulations, and using the proceeds of the enterprise to fund the area’s land 

management as well as community development. 

1990 

(6) 

Ziolkowski 

(Ziolkowski, 1990) 

Low-impacts tourism … focuses on experiencing the local culture and what it has to offer on 

its own unadulterated terms … far from the proverbial “beaten track”. 

1991 

(7) 

Boo 1991 

(Diamantis, 1999, p. 98) 

A nature tourism that contributes to conservation, through generating funds for protected 

areas, creating employment opportunities for local communities, and offering environmental 

education. 

1991 

(8) 

Farrell and Runyan 

(Farrell and Runyan, 1991, 

p. 34) 

Focus on the environment in a special manner in which conservationists and tourists interests 

see the mutual advantages of working together to preserve environmental quality while 

mutuality protecting tourism … nature conservation aided by cooperative strategies … a 

subset of nature tourism taken a step farther, with nature and tourism considered equal partners 

… exclusively purposeful and focused on the enhancement or maintenance of natural systems 

through tourism. 

 

1991 

(9) 

Place 

(Place, 1991, p. 189) 

Gradual small-scale approach, based on local saving and investment … local participation may 

provide the opportunity to integrate conservation and economic development for ark-based 

tourism development. 
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Year Definers Meanings of Ecotourism 

1991 

(10) 

The Ecotourism Society 

(TES) 

(Wood, 2002, p.9) 

 

Is responsible travel to natural areas that conserve the environment and sustains the well-being 

of local people. 

1991 

(11) 

Valentine 

(Allcock, 1994, p. 15) 

Nature-based tourism that is ecologically sustainable and is based on relatively undisturbed 

natural areas; is non-damaging and non-degrading; provides a direct contribution to the 

continued protection and management of protected areas used; and is subject to an adequate 

and appropriate management regime. 

1991 

(12) 

Wood et al. 

(Leksakundilok, 2004) 

Purposeful travel to natural areas, to understand the culture and natural history of the 

environment, taking care not to alter the integrity of the ecosystem, and producing economic 

opportunities that make conservation of natural resources beneficial to local citizen. 

1992 

(13) 

Boo 

(Boo, 1990, p.ii) 

 

Nature travel that advances conservation and sustainable development. 

1992 

(14) 

Brause 

(Brause, 1992, p. 29) 

 

Travel opportunities designed to help people get more in touch with the beauty, wonder and 

value of the environment and then go to do something to preserve, protector restore what has 

been destroyed or nearly destroyed by our recent (and in some cases distant) ancestors. 

1992 

(15) 

Canadian Environmental 

Advisory Council  

(Weaver, 1998, p. 17) 

 

An enlightening nature travel experience that contributes to conservation of the ecosystem 

while respecting the integrity of host community. 

1992 

(16) 

Hunter 

(Weaver, 1998) 

Among the list of “neo-tourism” (new tourism initiatives, new players, new concerns, new 

approaches, new ideas and new terminology) activities is ecotourism. Eco/nature tourism is the 

result of a long overdue recognition that tourists, if properly developed and managed, can 

contribute to the protection and preservation of unique natural and cultural environments, 

rather than exploit them. Ecotourism advocates believe that there is a “kinder and gentler” 

tourism that does not necessarily require extensive and intensive development or 

environmentally or socially degrading activities. 
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Year Definers Meanings of Ecotourism 

1992 

(17) 

Scace et al. (1992) A travel that helps to conserve the biodiversity as well as respect the cultures of local residents 

within the areas. 

1992 

(18) 

Williams 

(Williams, 1992, p.15) 

Travelling in relatively primitive and rural circumstances, rustic accommodations, muddy 

trails, basic amenities, the pay-off being a stronger appreciation and closer contact with 

wildlife, local culture and resource conservation issues. 

1992 

(19) 

Young 

(Allcock et al., 1993, p. 15) 

Tourism to natural areas that fosters environmental understanding appreciation and 

conservation and sustain the culture and well-being of local communities. 

1993 

(20) 

Agardy 

(Agardy, 1993, p. 224-225) 

Viewing wildlife (such as birds, sea turtles and marine mammals), learning about coastal 

ecology (especially wetlands ecology), Scuba diving or snorkelling in undisturbed areas, or to 

experience nature n its broadest sense. 

1993 

(21) 

Allcock et al. 

(Allcock et al., 1993, p. 15) 

 

Tourism that includes an educational component and its managed to be sustainable. 

1993 

(22) 

Boo 

(Alampay, 2005) 

 

An activity that involves the ecosystems and tourism. 

1993 

(23) 

Boyd and Butler  

 (Diamantis, 1999, p. 98) 

A responsible nature travel experience, that contributes to the conservation of the ecosystem 

while respecting the integrity of host communities and, where possible, ensuring that activities 

are complementary, or at least compatible, with existing resource-based uses present at the 

ecosystem. 

1993 

(24) 

Figgis 

(Diamantis, 1999, p. 98) 

Travel to remote or natural areas which aims to enhance understanding and appreciation of 

natural environment and cultural heritage, while avoiding damaging or deterioration of the 

environment and the experience for others. 
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Year Definers Meanings of Ecotourism 

1993 

(25) 

Miller 

(Miller, 1993, p. 187-188) 

Ecotourism has international currency as a concept grounded in preservation-conservation and 

sustainable development ideals. As the term has come to be employed, it evokes a host of 

near-synonyms … “equally tourism”, “ethnic tourism”, “cultural tourism”, “socio-cultural 

tourism, “photo-safari tourism”, “drive tourism”, and “surfing tourism”. 

1993 

(26) 

Richardson 

(Diamantis, 1999, p. 98) 

Ecologically sustainable tourism in natural areas that interprets local environment and cultures, 

furthers the tourists’ understanding of them, fosters conservation and adds to the well-being of 

the local people. 

1993 

(27) 

Shanklin 

(Lawrence et al., 1997) 

Trips taken in which travellers learn about and appreciate the environmental and trip taken to 

advance the cause of conservation. 

1993 

(28) 

Valentine 

(Valentine, 1993, p. 108-

109) 

New form of tourism … especially concerned with the appreciation of nature as the primary 

motive to participate, but with an essential element of zero negative impacts … based on 

relatively undisturbed natural areas, non-damaging, non-degrading, ecologically sustainable, a 

direct contributor to the continued protection and management of the natural areas used, 

subject to an adequate and appropriate management regime. 

1993 

(29) 

Wallace 

(Wallace, 1993, p. 40) 

Providing assistance such as interpretation, resource inventory and monitoring, and visitor 

concession management – working effectively with local people who live in or near wildlands 

and cooperating with non-profits – everyone will benefit from viewing wilderness in the global 

context. 

1993 

(30) 

Western 

(Western, 1993, p. 7-8) 

Responsible travel to natural areas which conserves the environment and improve the welfare 

of local people. 

1993 

(31) 

Wight 

(Wight, 1993, p. 5) 

Is an enlightening nature travel experience that contributes to conservation of the ecosystem, 

while respecting the integrity of host communities? 

1994 

(32) 

Anderson 

(Anderson, 1994, p. 32) 

Tourism experience infused with the spirit of conservation. 

1994 

(33) 

Australia Department of 

Tourism 

(Diamantis, 1999, p. 98) 

Nature-based tourism that involves education and interpretation of the natural environment and 

is managed to be ecologically sustainable. This definition recognises that natural environment 

includes cultural components, and that ecologically sustainable involves an appropriate return 

to the local community and long-term conservation of the resource. 
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Year Definers Meanings of Ecotourism 

1994 

(34) 

Backman, Wright and 

Backman 

(Backman et al. 1994, p. 

23) 

In ecotourism … potentially peak experiences let us know we truly are alive – reawakening 

from our everyday lives, reawakening the spirit, allowing for those ever-seeking, enjoying, 

escaping, relating, discovering, fulfilling and self-discovering feelings – all within the confines 

of carefully chosen. 

1994 

(35) 

Ballantine and Eagles 

(Ballantine and Eagles, 

(1994) 

Ecotourism as distinctive form from other type of tourism because its motives are focusing on 

natural resources and length of stay 

1994 

(36) 

Buckley 

(Buckley, 1994, p. 664) 

Tourism with a nature-based product, sustainable managed, an education component and some 

contribution to conservation. 

1994 

(37) 

Lindberg and Johnson 

(Lindberg and Johnson, 

1994, p. 10) 

Most concept of ecotourism include the expectation that ecotourism development will benefit 

conservation 

1994 

(38) 

Tickell 

(Diamantis, 1999, p. 98) 

Travel to enjoy the world’s amazing diversity of natural life and human culture without 

causing damage to either. 

1994 

(39) 

Wall 

(Wall, 1994, p. 7) 

Ecotourism is usually used to refer to tourism which takes place in relatively natural settings or 

is directed at specific components of such including rare and endangered species of plants or 

animals. These locations are often at considerable distance from the areas of demand, the 

former often being in countries of the South whereas the ecotourists usually originate in the 

North … “economically viable tourism”. 

1995 

(40) 

Dowling 

(Dowling, 1996, p. 85) 

Nature-based tourism that involves education and interpretation of the natural environment and 

is managed to be ecological sustainable. 

1995 

(41) 

Orams 

(Orams, 1995, p. 5) 

Tourism which is based on the natural environment and seeks to minimise its negative impact 

on the environment. 

1995 

(42) 

Place 

(Weaver, 1998) 

 

 

 

 

A response to phenomena occurring in both centre and periphery, deriving from the dominant 

global economic paradigm based on continuous growth. 
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Year Definers Meanings of Ecotourism 

1996 

(43) 

Goodwin 

(Goodwin, 1996, p. 288) 

Low impact nature tourism which contributes to the maintenance of species and habitats either 

directly through a contribution to conserve and/or indirectly by providing revenue to the local 

community sufficient for local people, and therefore protect, their wildlife heritage area as a 

resource of income. 

1996 

(44) 

IUCN (currently called the 

World Conservation 

Union) 

(Wood, 2002, p.9) 

Environmentally responsible travel and visitation to relatively disturbed natural areas, in order 

to enjoy and appreciate nature (and any accompanying cultural features-both past and present) 

that promotes conservation, has low negative visitor impact, and provides for beneficially 

active socio-economic involvement of local population. 

1996 

(45) 

Kinnaird and O’Brien 

(Kinnaird and O’Brien, 

1996, p. 72) 

Ecotourism or nature tourism is implicitly assumed to have little or no impact on the 

environment … appears to be an ideal solution for combining goals of development and 

conservation. 

1996 

(46) 

Marshall  

(Weaver, 2001) 

A form of tourism that focuses on conserving the natural environment as well as maximise the 

host community well-being. 

1996 

(47) 

Wallace and Pierce 

(Wallace and Pierce, 1996, 

p. 848) 

Travel to relatively undisturbed natural areas for study, enjoyment or volunteer assistance. It is 

travel that concerns itself with the flora, fauna, geology, and ecosystems of an areas, as well as 

the people (caretakers) who live nearby, their needs, their culture, and their relationship to the 

land. It [sic] views natural areas both as ‘home to all of us’ in a global sense (‘eco’ meaning 

home) but ‘home to nearby residents’ especially. It is envisioned as a tool for both 

conservation and sustainable development – especially in areas where local people are asked to 

forgo the consumptive use of resources for others. 

1996 

(48) 

Wight 

(Wight, 1996) 

‘Ecotourism’ is a travel experience that focuses on learning and respecting the host 

communities’ ecosystems 

 

1997 

(49) 

Lawrence et al. 

(Lawrence et al., 1997, p. 

308) 

Travel oriental towards the natural environment or Indigenous cultures of a region and it is 

generally expected to respect and protect the environment and culture of the host country or 

region. 
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Year Definers Meanings of Ecotourism 

1997 

(50) 

TISTR 

(TISTR, 1997) 

Responsible travel in areas containing natural resources that possess endemic characteristic 

and cultural or historical resources that are integrated into the area’s ecological system. It’s 

purpose is to create an awareness among all concerned parties of the need for and the measures 

used to conserve ecosystems and as such is oriented towards community participation as well 

as the provision of a joint learning experience in sustainable tourism and environment 

management. 

1998 

(51) 

Beeton 

(Beeton, 1998, p. 13) 

 

Tourism that occurs in a natural setting, is educative and is managed in a sustainable manner. 

1998 

(52) 

Inskeep 

(Inskeep, 1991, p. 75) 

A form of natural tourism in which utmost consideration is given to conservation of the 

environment, including biological diversity, wildlife and ecological systems, with emphasis 

placed on educating tourists about the environment and how to conserve it. 

1998 

(53) 

MacGregor 

(Weaver, 2001) 

Travel for purpose of learning about the natural and cultural environments, while contributing 

to local community development, and the conservation and restoration of resources, while 

using only those operators and suppliers that are making a significant effort to practice 

sustainable tourism and green management. 

1999 

(54) 

Fennell 

(Fennell, 2014) 

A sustainable form of natural resource-based tourism that focuses primarily on experiencing 

and learning about nature, and is ethically managed to be low-impact, non-consumptive, and 

locally oriented (control, benefit, and scale). It typically occurs in natural areas and should 

contribute to the conservation or preservation of such areas. 

1999 

(55) 

Honey 

(Honey, 2008) 

Travel to fragile, pristine and usually protected areas that strive to be low-impact and small 

scale. It helps educate the traveller; provides funds for conservation; directly benefits the 

economic development and political empowerment of local communities; and fosters respect 

for different cultures and human rights. 
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Year Definers Meanings of Ecotourism 

1999 

(56) 

Sirakaya et al. 

(Higham and Carr, 2003, 

p.26) 

The type of tourism that is inherently sensitive to communication, awareness and 

environmental enhancement [which] attempts to give travellers a greater awareness of 

environmental systems and contribute positively to the destination’s economics, social and 

ecological conditions. 

1999 

(57) 

Santasombat 

(Santasombat, 2001 

[author’s translation]) 

 

The tourism that mainly focus on the sustainability, ethics, right and management for nature as 

well as local citizen. 

2000 

(58) 

Cock and Pfueller 

(Cock and Pfueller, 2000, 

p. 27) 

 

Promotes the well-being of individuals, communities and environment by recognising their 

interdependence for ecological sustainability. 

2001 

(59) 

Blamey 

(Wearing et al., 2002, p. 

137) 

 

Nature based, environmentally educated, and sustainably managed in terms natural and 

cultural environment. 

2001 

(60) 

The Ecotourism 

Association of Australia 

(EAA) 

(Weaver, 2001) 

 

Ecologically sustainable tourism with primary focus on experiencing natural areas that foster 

environment and cultural understanding, appreciation and conservation. 

2001 

(61) 

Honey and Rome 

(Honey, 2008) 

 

Includes the undisturbed and protected areas.   

2001 

(62) 

Ryan 

(Weaver, 2001) 

A symbiotic relationship between tourism and nature conservation. 
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Year Definers Meanings of Ecotourism 

2001 

(63) 

Weaver 

(Weaver, 2001, p. 15) 

A form of nature-based tourism that foster learning experiences and appreciation of the natural 

environment or some component thereof, within its associated cultural context. It has the 

appearance (in concert with best practice) of being environmentally and socio-culturally 

sustainable, preferably in a way that enhances the natural and cultural resource base of the 

destination and promoted the viability of the operation. 

2002 

(64) 

WTO-UNEP 

(Fennell, 2014) 

A sustainable form of tourism that concerns about economics, social and environmental 

impacts within the tourism aspect 

2003 

(65) 

Butcher 

(Butcher, 2003) 

Focusing on making a positive difference into three key elements which are  environment, local 

communities and tourist themselves. 

2011 

(66) 

Gallaghera and 

Hammerschlaga 

(Gallaghera and 

Hammerschlaga, 2011) 

 

A new tourism approach for the tourists to experience new ways of nature while they exchange 

the money for it   

2012 

(67) 

Zhang and Lei 

(Zhang and Lei, 2012) 

A tool for enhancing quality of life, increasing opportunities for environmentally responsible 

economic development, and conserving fragile natural resources, cultural heritage and 

landscapes. 

2014 

(68) 

Fennell 

(Fennell, 2014) 

 

Focuses on the impacts on the local communities and sites 

2014 

(69) 

Tran and Walter 

(Tran and Walter, 2014) 

 

 

 

A travel that helps to promote local livelihood, environmental conservation and culture. 
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Year Definers Meanings of Ecotourism 

2014 

(70) 

Wang et al., 2014 A travel that aims to: to minimize the impact of tourism activities, to foster environmental 

awareness  and respect for culture, to promote natural and cultural understanding and 

appreciation through an interpretation system, to invest part of the tourism revenue directly in 

protection, to protect community interests and to improve the socio-economic and ecological 

environment sensitivity of the destination. 

2016 

(71) 

Arismayanti and Mananda 

(Arismayanti and 

Mananda, 2016) 

A natural conservation activity. 

2016 

(72) 

 Karst, p.1 

(Cabral and Dhar, 2020) 

‘responsible travel to natural areas that conserves the environment, sustains the well- 

being of the local people, and involves interpretation and education’ 

2017 

(73) 

TIES 

(TIES, 2017) 

A ‘responsible travel to natural areas that conserves the environment, sustains the well-being of 

the local people, and involves interpretation and education’. 

2019 

(74) 

Ionel 

(Ionel, 2019) 

Focuses on building the environmental and cultural awareness and generating the financial 

benefits for both local people and private industry. 

2019 

(75) 

Kishnami 

(Khanal, 2019) 

Ecotourism entails the sustainable preservation of a naturally endowed area while ensuring not 

to damage the ecological balance. 

2019 

(76) 

Khanal 

(Khanal, 2019) 

A tourism practice that aims to contribute on improving the quality of local people in natural 

and cultural areas as well as conserving the local areas’ resources. 

2019 

(77) 

(Stronza et al., 2019, 

p.231) 

 

Ecotourism includes the concepts of “responsibility,” “the well-being” and “education.” 
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Year Definers Meanings of Ecotourism 

2019 

(78) 

 

Walsh & George 

(Phelan et al., 2020) 

 

 Ecotourism is natural conservation, quality of resident livelihood and education. 

2020 

(79) 

Karmini 

(Karmini, 2020) 

A conservation form of tourism that focuses on maximise the local citizens’ welfare, natural 

and cultural resources 

2020 

(80) 

Zhang and Zhang 

(Zhang and Zhang, 2020) 

 

Focuses on involving with the local residents as well as strengthening the ecological awareness 

from the ecotourism process and its management. 
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APPENDIX 11 

 

THE CATEGORIES OF ECOTOURISM DEFINITIONS 

 

Definers Nature Culture 

 

Heritage Archaeology Education Conservation 

and 

Preservation 

Sustainability Local 

Residents 

Recreation Low 

impacts 

Responsibility Benefit 

Economics 

Others 

Ceballos-

Lascurain, 

1987 

/ / /  /    /     

Laarman and 

Dust, 1987 

 

/    /    /    Adventure activities 

Butler,1989 /       /   / /  

Kutay, 1989 /     / /     /  

Ziffer, 1989 / / /   /  /  /  / Management 

Ziolkowski, 

1990 

 

/        / /    
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