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Abstract: In last few years’ the studies related to 
understanding the quality of life of local community has 
gained lots of popularity and attention in various research 
and academic discussions. It is important to study well-being 
in order to understand quality of life. Present research is an 
attempt to understand the impact of perceived tourism 
development on community well-being domain and on the 
overall quality of life of the locals of Udaipur district of 
Rajasthan (India). Incorporating community well-being as a 
mediating variable, the study evaluates the impact of 
perceived tourism development on quality of life of the locals. 
The present study attempts to find direct impact of perceived 
tourism development on the quality of life of locals. And also 
investigates the indirect path between perceived tourism 
development and quality of life considering community well-
being as mediating variable. To understand the direct and 
indirect path the study has used Smart partial Least Square 
(PLS) method. To check the mediating impact of community 
well-being study use Sobel test. Finding of the study indicates 
that, there is a direct impact of perceived tourism 
development on the resident’s quality of life and also finds 
mediating impact of community well-being. 
Keywords:Tourism, Quality of life, Locals, Well-being 

 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 

In last few years tourism development and 
its impact on the local’s quality of life have 
gained much attention Woo, Kim, & Uysal, 
2015). After world health organization 
proposed in 1948 that “Health is not the mere 
absence of diseases but a state of well-being” 
(Pyke et al., 2016; La Placa and Knight, 2014) 
after that well-being has become an important 
area of study. Measuring the well-being of the 
population has become important in the 
developing countries whereas in developed 
countries it is a standard follow-up procedure 
(Lipovčan, 2014). The previous studies have 
shown that tourism development has 
relationship with quality of life (uysal 2016; Ko 
and Stewart 2002; Andereck and Nyaupane, 
2011). Previous studies have also supported 
that satisfaction with different domains of life 
leads to the satisfaction with overall quality of 
life (Smith, 2012). The research on tourism and 
quality of life is mostly based on the two 
questions. Impact of travel on the quality of life 

of tourists and other is the impact of tourism on 
quality of life of host community. Further, the 
study can be divided on the basis of indicators 
of the well-being. Well-being of individual can 
be studied through subjective indicators and 
objective indicators.  

As tourism is developing in almost every 
part of country and has relationship with the 
quality of life of the locals of destination, it 
creates the need to study the impact of tourism 
development on the quality of life of host 
community. The study also explores the role of 
community well-being between tourism 
development and quality of life, as it has been 
proven that in order to study the quality of life 
one needs to study the satisfaction with 
different domains of life. Based on the previous 
studies it is evident that very little studies have 
been done to find the impact of perceived 
tourism development impact on the quality of 
life with mediating effect of community well-
being using subjective indicators. Therefore, 
this study is an attempt to answer the following 
questions: 
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1) Does perceived tourism development have 
an impact on the quality of life of host 
community? 

2) Does perceived tourism development have 
an impact on the community well-being of 
host community? 

3) Does satisfaction with community well-
being domain have an impact on quality of 
life of host the community? 

4) Does community well-being have a 
mediating role between perceived tourism 
development and quality of life? 
 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 Tourism development and its impact on 

quality of life is gaining good amount of 
attention among researchers and government 
over past few years (Woo, Kim, & Uysal, 
2015). It is also found that when host 
community considers and supports the tourism 
development it results to the long term 
sustainable tourism development (Nunkoo and 
Ramkissoon, 2011). This is the reason why 
tourism management and development should 
be integrated with community planning and 
should have the support of community people 
(Woo, Kim, & Uysal, 2015). Tourism industry 
is complex in nature (Aref, 2011) and it comes 
in different shape and size (Godfrey and 
Clarke, 2000) and it impacts different 
community and area differently. Therefore it is 
important to study the impact of tourism on 
quality of life, for different areas individually. 
However in the field of tourism very few 
studies have been done on the quality of life 
(Carneiro and Eusébio, 2011). Quality of life 
can be defined as “one’s satisfaction with life 
and feeling of contentment or fulfillment with 
one’s experience”, Andereck and Nyaupane, 
(2011). It refers to how people perceive and 
what they feel about their lives, as individual 
perceive the same situation differently 
(Andereck and Nyaupane, 2011) so, the quality 
of life mean different to different people. 
Haryati Shafii and Nurasyikin Miskam, (2011) 
have mentioned that quality of life can be 
measured with subjective indicators and 
objective indicators. Subjective indicators 
includes thoughts, behaviour and feeling 
towards the culture, tradition, living and 
experience in their house (Ismail, 2015; 
Nurizan and Halimah, 1993) on other hand 
object indicators are physical aspects like the 

physical environment, physical attributes of 
house, surrounding and facilities (Ismail, F, 
2015; Lawrence, 1995). Subjective indicators 
are measured on the basis of satisfaction of an 
individual, with the physical elements based on 
objective indicators (Ismail, 2015). Since 
1970’s, empirical studies have been done in the 
field of quality of life (Abrams, 1973; 
Campbell, Converse, and Rodgers, 1976; 
Cummins, 1996). Cummins, (1996) in his study 
mentioned seven domains to study quality of 
life namely emotional well-being, material 
well-being, health, intimacy, safety, 
productivity, Community well-being. Cummins 
(1997) supported his previous finding by 
examining 32 studies and found 73 description 
of life satisfaction which falls under previously 
mentioned seven domains of life. Kim (2002) 
has conducted the study to find the impact of 
tourism on quality of life of locals. She found 
five domains applicable to tourism and quality 
of life study among the seven domains given by 
(Cummins, 1996). The five domains were: 
material well-being, community well-being, 
health and safety well-being and emotion well-
being. 

 
3. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
AND MODEL DEVELOPMENT 

 
The theoretical background of this 

research has been derived from the previous 
literature of quality of life and well-being. 
Considering tourism an important industry and 
community well-being an important aspect of 
quality of life of individuals, this study is an 
attempt to identify the impact of tourism on 
community well-being and impact of tourism 
development on quality of life of locals with 
community wellbeing as mediating variable.  

 
3.1. Quality of life 

 
In literature quality of life is often denoted 

as well-being (Pyke, Hartwell, Blake and 
Hemingway, 2016; Hanlon et al. 2013). The 
concept of quality of life encompasses “how an 
individual measures the ‘goodness’ of multiple 
aspects of their life” (Theofilou, 1841). These 
life evaluations includes disposition, emotional 
reactions of life occurrence and senses of life 
fulfillment of one’s life (Theofilou, 1841; 
Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999). Sen 
(1993) has mentioned that the opportunities are 
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not the only thing on which quality of life 
depends but human capabilities are also the 
determinant of quality of life. Robert A. 
Cummins (1998) has mentioned that “quality of 
life refers to both the subjective and objective 
axis of human existence”. He has also pointed 
out the axis which is the aggregate of seven 
domains of life namely productivity, health, 
material well-being, safety, community, 
emotional well-being and safety (Cummins, 
1998). The objective approach of quality of life 
is dependent upon the previously set standards 
developed by some elite who believe that these 
standards can satisfy human needs. On the 
other hand subjective approach allow 
individuals to define themselves and their 
quality of life (Kerce, 1992; Blishen & 
Atkinson, 1980). 

 
3.2. Quality of life  

Well-being has been defined in many ways 
Pyke, et.al (2016); Diener & Seligman (2004) 
has explained it as “an individual's optimistic 
assessment of their lives including contentment, 
positive emotion, engagement and purpose”.  
(Haq and Zia, 2008) explained the human well-
being as a condition in which all the member of 
society are able to discover their needs and are 
able to meet the same. The people of the 
community should have a large range of 
opportunity and choices to fulfill their potential. 
Well-being can be studied in two different 
approaches objective approach and subjective 
approach. Smith (2012) discussed the uni-
dimensional and multi-dimensional subjective 
well being. Uni-dimensional is when we 
measure subjective well being as satisfaction 
with life in general and multi-dimensional is 
when we study the different aspect of life or the 
domains. Well- being has been divided in two 

categories material well-being and non material 
well-being. Non material well being is 
community well- being, health well-being, 
safety well-being and emotional well-being. 
Many studies have been conducted to know the 
economic impact of tourism on locals but, 
Stylidis (2012) has mentioned that along with 
material well-being study of non material well-
being is also very important. 

 
3.3. Conceptual Model development 

 
Smith. O. M. (2012) has mentioned that 

there is a different view about the relation of 
well-being and quality of life. Some researchers 
regard well-being as a component of quality of 
life and other think well-being is other name for 
quality of life. Different argument has been 
give for both the concepts. De Haan et.al 
(1993) in their study has differentiated between 
quality of life and well-being. The authors have 
mentioned that functional status, health status 
and life satisfaction are the second major areas 
which requires further study in research of 
quality of life. Schalock et al (2002) have 
highlighted that well-being is a determinant of 
quality of life, and quality of life and well-
being are very closely related. On the basis of 
dimension figure represent the conceptual 
model. The present study research hypotheses 
are: 

H1: Perceived Tourism Development has 
positive impact on community well-being. 

H2: Satisfaction with community well-
being is a positive predictor of quality of life. 

H3 Perceived tourism development has 
positive impact on quality of life 

H4 There is a positive indirect relationship 
among tourism development, community 
wellbeing and quality of life. 

 Figure 1 - Conceptual model 
 

4. METHODOLOGY  
4.1. Research Instrument 

 All items are measured on five point liker 
scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree. 

A set of question was prepared to know the 
locals view on tourism development and its 
impact on community well being and quality of 
life. The scale contains 19 items. Part A has 6 
questions to know the demographic information 
of locals and part B contains 13 questions to 
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know the perceived tourism development, 
community well-being and quality of life. 
Quality of life of locals is measured with four 
items taken from study of Kim, 2002, 
Cummins, 1996. To measure the community 
well-being five items are used from Kim, 2002; 
Cummins, 1996 and to measure the perceived 
tourism development 4 item are used from the 
study of Woo.E, Uysal.M, 2015.  

 
4.2. Participants 

 The data for the present study was 
collected from the locals above 18 years of age 
from the Udaipur district of Rajasthan in 2017. 
Total 300 questionnaires were distributed. After 
discarding the 70 semi-filled invalid responses, 
230 instruments were used for analysis, in 
which 61.2% were male and 38.8% female. The 
respondents doing tourism related job were 
42.6%, amongst which 72% were males and 
28%  were females. Questions have been 
asked about the qualification of respondents, in 
which 12.4 % were found below senior 
secondary, 38% were graduates 49.6 % were 
masters. 42.5% of respondents were single, 
55.5% were married 2% were divorced or 
widowed. 31.5% of the sample are below the 
age of 35, 56.3% are between the age of 35 to 
65, and 12.2% of the sample are above the age 
of 65 and below 85.  

 
4.3. Data Analysis Procedures 

 The smart PLS (Partial least square) has 
been used to estimate the model. PLS is a two 
step process and it provides separate result of 
structural model and measurement model 
(Chin, Marcolin, & Newsted, 2003). The 
structural model shows how strong the latent 
variable are related and on other hand the 
measurement model specifies the relation 
between associated observed indicator and its 
latent construct (Blazquez-Resino. et al, 2013). 
As the study required knowing both the 
measures, reflective and formative, PLS was 
found to be the best possible method for the 
study. PLS has the capacity to handle the not 
normal distribution data which is the need of 
the present study (do Valle and Assaker, 2016). 
Cronbach’s alpha has been calculated for each 
dimension to establish the reliability. In 
addition to this composite reliability through 
(Fornell and Larcker’s, 1981) is also calculated.  

4.4. Data Analysis 
 
PLS works on bootstrapping to evaluate 

the significance of the relations between 
variables and that is the reason it works better 
with non-normal data (Efron, 1988). There are 
no specific rules provided to evaluate the 
mediating effects. However, there are three 
different ways suggested to evaluate the 
mediation effect. First is to establish the direct 
link between the independent and dependent 
variable. Second is establishing direct link 
between independent and mediator variable. 
Third is link between dependent variable and 
mediator results in the significant reduction in 
the amount of relationship between independent 
and dependent variable when mediation is 
introduced (Bontis, et.al 2007). In the study two 
models are demonstrated, one is with direct 
path of tourism development to quality of life 
and other is with tourism development to 
community well being. In the second model 
community well being is playing the role of 
mediating variable between tourism 
development and quality of life. Barron and 
Kenny’s (1986) four- step technique has been 
used to study the mediating effect. 

 
5. RESULTS 

 In The overall result of the hypothesised 
model is presented in figure II and figure III. 
There are acceptable R² value significant path 
coefficient and acceptable construct reliability. 
All these represent good model fit in PLS 
(Osman, et al., 2009; Gefen. et al., 2000). The 
constructs were ensured using the reflective 
indicators (Kummer, C. 2013). Convergent 
validity and discriminant validity of the scale 
was checked to evaluate the validity and 
reliability of the scale (Kummer, 2013). 
Discriminant validity shows how much 
individual item is attached to its hypothesized 
construct (Kerlinger, 1973). According to 
Carmines and Zeller (1979) Discriminant 
validity is “The degree to which any single 
constructs is different from the other 
constructs.” The value in table II shows that 
discriminant validity is possessed by all the 
constructs. The degree of agreement in two or 
more measures of same construct is convergent 
validity (Camines and Zeller, 1979). Fornell 
and Larcker (1981) have said that if value of 
variance extracted is more than 0.50 than the 
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convergent validity is established.  
 

Table 1 - Construct Validity and Reliability 
Block Factor 

Loadi
ng 

Cronbac
h’s 
alpha 

Compo
site 
realiabil
ity 

AV
E 

R2 

Tourism 
Develop
ment  

 0.721 0.805 0.54
3 

.000 

TD1 0.661     
TD2 0.611     
TD3 0.740     
TD4 0.638     
TD5 0.627     
Communi
ty well 
being 

 0.773 0.848 0.59
6 

0.27
4 

CWB1 0.574     
CWB2 0.845     
CWB3 0.716     
CWB4 0.785     
Quality 
of life 

 0.789 0.783 0.52
4 

0.34
9 

QOL1 0.841     
QOL2 0.685     
QOL3 0.724     
QOL4 0.825     

 
Table 1 shows the value of variance 

extracted. Discriminant validity, internal 
consistency, average variance extracted and 
indicator reliability were measured to check the 
convergent validity. Internal composite 
reliability and chronbach alpha value should be 
more than .70 to ensure the internal consistency 
(Fornell and Bookstein, 1981). In present study 
both values exceed the suggested values (table 
1). The factor loading of all items is greater 
than (> .50) (Hulland, 1999), except one item of 
quality of life which was drop out due to low 
value (<.50) and AVE of every construct 
exceeded the suggested value of .50 (Chin, 
1998). AVE value for all constructs, composite 
reliability value, Cronbach value and factor 
loading is listed in table 1. 

 
5.1. Structural model 

 
Two models are demonstrated, one is with 

direct path tourism development to quality of 
life and other is tourism development to 
community well being. Figure 2 represents the 

direct path model. The T values for both the 
paths are significant with value above 1.96. 
Both the links are significant at the 0.00 level, 
path coefficient of tourism development to 
quality of life is 0.249 and tourism 
development to community well being is 0.286. 
In this model no indirect effect was 
hypothesized (Table 3). . Both the links are 
significant at the 0.00 level, Beta value of 
tourism development to quality of life is 0. 244 
and tourism to community well being is 0.534. 
In this model no indirect effect was 
hypothesized (Table 3) 

In the figure 3 community well being has 
played the role of mediating variable between 
tourism development and quality of life. PLS 
has no distribution assumptions, thus t-statistics 
is also computed by bootstrapping re-sampling 
procedure (1000 re-sample), the resultant value 
are presented in table 4. 

Barron and Kenny’s (1986) four- step 
technique was used to study the two different 
models.   
1) A direct path from tourism development to 

quality of life. 
2) A direct path from tourism development to 

community wellbeing  
3) A direct path from community wellbeing 

to quality of life  
4) A direct path from tourism development to 

quality of life, and an indirect path from 
tourism development to community 
wellbeing and then from community 
wellbeing to quality of life. 
By looking at both the models we can find 

the mediating effects. It is said that there is a 
mediating effect if the direct path between 
dependent and independent variable is 
declining when mediating variable is 
introduced in the model Barron and Kenny’s 
(1986). The beta value of direct path without 
mediation (CWB) is 0.244 and beta value is 
reduced to 0.140 when community well being 
is introduced as a mediating variable between 
tourism development and quality of life. The 
amount of decrease in beta value of direct path 
between tourism development and quality of 
life after introduction of mediating variable 
(CWB) is 0.104 which represents 42.62% of the 
direct effect (Osman, 2009). The test of Sobel 
with bootstrapping technique is used to analyse 
the effect of mediation. Sobel test has been 
considered most popular test to find the 
mediating effect (Osman, 2009). The following 
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formula is used for Sobel test  
z-value ¼ a*b=SQRT(b2 + Sa + a2 * S2b ) 

 
 

 Figure 1. Direct relationship  

 Figure 2. Indirect relationship 
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Table 2 - Analyzed result of Discriminant 
validity 
 Tourism 

Developm
ent 

Communi
ty well 
being 

Qualit
y of 
life 

Tourism 
developme
nt  

0.739   

Communit
y well 
being 

0.327 0.772  

Quality of 
life 

0.417 0.412 0.752 
 

Table 3 -Direct Path Coefficient 
 Beta value  T value 
TD-- CWB 0.534 20.211 
TD --QOL 0.244 12.706 

 
Table 4 -Indirect Path Coefficient 
 Beta value T value 
TD---CWB 0.534 20.211 
TD---QOL 0.244 6.341 
CWB--QOL 0.331 7.502 

 
 
 

Table 5 - Hypotheses Result 
Hypothesis Path 

coefficient 
T-value Conclusion 

H1: Perceived Tourism Development has significant 
positive impact on community well-being. 

0.534 20.211 Supported 
H2: Perceived tourism development has significant 
positive impact on quality of life 

0.140 6.341 Supported 
H3: Community well-being has a significant positive 
impact on quality of life 

0.331 7.502 Supported 
H4: There is a positive indirect relationship among 
tourism development, community wellbeing and quality 
of life. 

6.180 (Sobel 
test) 

.000(P 
Value) 

Supported 

 
The above mentioned formula requires 

unstandardized regression coefficient, standard 
error of relationship between independent and 
dependent variable and standard error of 
relationship between mediator and dependent 
variable. The beta value of the path between 
tourism development and community well 
being is 0.534 with standard error 0.021 and 
beta value of path between community well-
being and quality of life is 0.331 with standard 
error 0.052. The test resulted 6.180 as test 
statistic and p value 0.00 (two tailed).  

This shows that community well-being has 
a mediating effect between tourism 
development and quality of life (Tavakoli, 
Carolin, Heiney, Carolina, 2013). Therefore all 
the four hypothesis of the study are supported 
(Table 5). 

 
6. DISCUSSION 

 
In general the result of present research 

reflects that the people of Udaipur district of 
Rajasthan are satisfied with cognitive 
component of their life (Lipovčan, Brajša-
žganec, and Poljanec-Borić, 2014).  

The aim of this study was to find the 

impact of tourism development on the domain 
(community well-being) of the locals. It also 
identifies the role of community well-being as a 
mediating variable between tourism 
development and quality of life in Udaipur 
district of Rajasthan. For the sustainable 
tourism development support of locals is must. 
Positive impact of tourism will leads to higher 
quality of life of locals and it will result in the 
increase of support of locals towards the 
tourism development in the area. The present 
study proves that tourism has an impact on the 
community well-being and on quality of life of 
the community. The result of the study is 
similar to the finding of the previous studies 
(uysal (2016); Ko and Stewart (2002); 
Andereck and Nyaupane (2011); Andereck & 
Nyaupane (2011); Chancellor, Yu & Cole 
(2011); Renda, Mendes & Valle (2011); Yu, 
Chancellor & Cole (2011); Aref (2011), 
Manap, Aman & Rahmiati (2011); Kim, Uysal 
and Sirgy (2012); Khizindar (2012) reported 
that tourism and quality of life has a positive 
relationship.  Tourism affects the well-being of 
the community at a destination. 

The study by Kyungmi Kim (2002) also 
supports the result of present study that social 
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impact of tourism has significant effect on 
community well-being and the community 
well-being has impact on quality of life.  

Observing the direct path model the beta 
values between the path tourism development 
and quality of life is 0.244 with impact of 
approx 25% (.249) and the beta value of path 
between tourism development to community 
well-being is 0.534 with impact of tourism 
development approx 28% (.286) on community 
well-being. The reason behind the less effect of 
tourism on CWB and QOL could be the lack of 
proper planning of tourism in the area and also 
less involvement of locals in tourism planning. 
In second model community well being was 
introduced as a mediating variable between 
tourism development and quality of life. The 
beta value of path between CWB and QOL is 
0.331 and the R2 of QOL is 0.349 after 
introducing CWB as a mediating variable the 
beta value of path between tourism 
developments to quality of life decreases to 
0.140 which signifies the mediation effect of 
community well-being on quality of life.  

 
7. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE SCOPE 

 
Present research contributes the body of 

knowledge on tourism impact and quality of 
life. Despite the importance of tourism in 
developing country less attention has been 
given on its proper planning and its role in the 
life of community people. There has been 
limited research identifying the influence of 
tourism development on the environment, 

services, people and overall community well-
being in developing country. The aim of this 
study was to understand the mediating effect of 
community well being between tourism 
development and quality of life. The study 
reveals that tourism development in Udaipur 
has significant positive impact and community 
well being. Also, it has positive impact on 
quality of life. The study has highlighted both 
direct path model and indirect path model 
through which it will be correct to say that 
community well-being plays mediating role 
between tourism development and quality of 
life.The study is supportive evidence towards 
the relationship between tourism development, 
community well-being and quality of life. 
Development of tourism in Udaipur district is 
adding to the quality of life of locals and it has 
economic benefits to community, cooperation 
in community and also it’s generates sence of 
pride among the people of community.  

Further study can be done to find out the 
impact of tourism on material as well as non-
material well-being of locals. As the present 
study is conducted on one district of Rajasthan, 
further study can be done on different district. 
Present study is limited to know the tourism 
impact on QOL of resident’s, further study can 
be extended to know the support of community 
for tourism development. Present study is 
limited to single domain of quality of life 
community well-being other domains of quality 
of life can be studied further naming emotional 
well-being, health well-being, safety well-being 
and monatery well-being. 
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