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h i g h l i g h t s

� Qualitative study on community non-participation in homestay scheme addressing rural poverty.
� Gives primacy to arguably silenced voices of community members.
� Non-participation reasons are socio-cultural, practical and apprehensions.
� Gender roles, cultural and home model issues condition the scheme implementation.
� Extends typologies of Community Participation with concept of ‘Deliberate Non-Participation’.
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a b s t r a c t

An upsurge in popularity of homestays has provided newer economic opportunities to remote Indian
Himalayan communities. Despite the benefits homestays offer, their acceptance by mountain commu-
nities is fraught with challenges. This qualitative research study has listened to and given voice to
homestay scheme non-participants, community members from 15 villages in the Kullu region. Through
thematic analysis, rational, understandable reasons leading to decisions not to engage are identified:
socio-cultural; practical and apprehensions. Reasons include an inability to comply with certain guide-
lines of the scheme, inadequacy in sanitary infrastructure, gender roles, complex socio-cultural issues
and also home model issues, which all condition the scheme implementation. The concept of 'deliberate
non-participation' is advanced which extends previous typologies of community participation. Further
theoretical and practical implications of the study are discussed along with recommendations for future
development of the homestay scheme.

© 2016 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Mountainous and remote rural regions in developing countries,
typically characterised by subsistence economies, high levels of
poverty and fragile natural environments, face distinctive chal-
lenges in tourism development. Since mountain communities in
Asia overtly rely on agriculture and pastoralism and are vulnerable
to climate change and other calamities (Vedwan, 2006), it is
important they diversify to other non-farm livelihoods (Rasul &
Kollmair, 2010). Tourism is an option but environmental, eco-
nomic and socio-political factors may influence the degree of

participation in tourism by mountain communities (Nyaupane,
Morais, & Dowler, 2006). Policymakers' failure to understand the
geographic and social uniqueness of mountainous regions and to
involve their communities, often leave efforts to create sustainable
tourism products ineffective (Nepal & Chipeniuk, 2005). Tourism
development in the Himalayas presents a paradox to planners as
they must balance ‘developmental’ and ‘ecological’ considerations.
Case studies in the Himalayas have shown that (mass) tourism,
initially touted as a means of economic and infrastructural devel-
opment has ultimately incurred negative consequences for their
ecology and culture (Cole, 2000). Recently, rural tourism and
homestays have emerged as a solution to this unregulated tourism
development dilemma in developing countries and India, gaining
popularity among tourists as well as host communities (Mura,
2015).

Homestays may help supplement the modest incomes of the
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hosts, generally from rural agrarian economies (Dahles, 2000, pp.
154e169; Liu, 2006) and could be more beneficial to indigenous
economies than the creation of large hotels owned by outsiders
(Andriotis, 2002). According to MoT India/UNDP (Ministry of
Tourism (MoT) India/United Nations Development Programme)
(2008) homestays are a central part of the tourism product offering
in most of the rural tourism projects in India. Policymakers are
vigorously promoting homestays to address the increasing tourist
accommodation deficit (MoT India/UNDP (2008)) and to stimulate
the rural economy. However, creating suitable accommodation
models to promote sustainable tourism poses specific challenges,
as this paper explores in a case from the Himalayan region of India.

Rather than the local communities, private organisations
located in urban settings control the traditional commercial
tourismwidely practised in the Himalayan region (Campbell, 2008)
and problems associated with negative impacts of tourism,
resource ownership and use are evident. Many mountain destina-
tions are facing problems of unplanned and indiscreet expan-
sionism as, for example, with hotel developments in Manali (Cole,
2000). In contrast, in the Himalayan states of Uttarakhand
(Bhalla, Coghlan, & Bhattacharya, 2016), Sikkim (Peaty, 2010), and
Ladakh region of Jammu and Kashmir (Anand, Chandan, & Singh,
2012), homestays have emerged as a sustainable accommodation
option and have helped in generating livelihoods and supplemen-
tary incomes for the local people. Appraised in terms of an
increased tourist visitation and community development, their
success is attributed to two main factors: firstly, the engagement
and involvement of local people from the decision-making stage to
implementation of these community-based initiatives, and sec-
ondly, the leadership of a local non-governmental organisation
(NGO) which spearheads these initiatives and provides financial,
training and marketing support. Such positive initiatives are
limited though and need appraisal over a longer period to evaluate
their success. Hence, MoT India/UNDP (2008) advises policymakers
in India “to approach aspects of positioning vis-�a-vis local cultures
more cautiously, as the risks, levels of comfort and willingness of
the communities to embrace this option must be studied with a
sense of openness and objectivity” (p.9). For example, Lama and
Sattar (2002) observe that culture may affect a household's ability
to participate in homestays, as some mountain communities have
limitations on eating with or letting people of other religions or
ethnicity stay in their houses.

While homestays are deemed to benefit communities, their
acceptance by the community is often fraught with many chal-
lenges so it is important to understand the reasons that affect
involvement. Accordingly, this paper explores the reasons why a
rural community is not participating in the homestay scheme. The
main objectives of this study are to: a) study the awareness of the
host community about homestays and the HP Homestay scheme;
and b) identify the challenges faced by members of the community
in starting a homestay venture. The paper reviews literature rele-
vant to homestays, focusing upon the challenges associated with
community engagement before introducing the study area, the
Kullu district of India's Himalayas, and its tourist accommodation
development; next follows a description of the research methods
and presentation of the study findings and then, the discussion and
conclusion. In this paper, we employ literature on homestays, under
the umbrella of commercial home enterprises, as a vehicle to
explore community non-participation in (homestay) tourism.
Commercial home enterprises, which embrace homestays, are:

“types of accommodationwhere tourists or guests pay to stay in
private homes, where interaction takes place with a host and/or
family usually living upon the premises, and with whom public
space is, to a degree, shared” (Lynch, 2005, p. 528).

Our situation-specific definition of community based tourism
(CBT) is tourism in which local residents (often rural, poor and
economically marginalised) facilitate tourists visiting their com-
munities with the provision of overnight accommodation like
homestays. Our definition of ‘community non-participation’ in the
specific context of this paper refers to long-term residents of the
site under study who do not engage in running homestays.

2. Community participation & homestays

Homestays are a cross-disciplinary research topic and the
available literature reflects the diversity of perspectives as well as
diversity in research quality. The paper predominantly draws upon
academic studies but on occasion, owing to the value that they
bring, makes use of postgraduate dissertations, as well as NGO
project development reports concerned with: mountain research
and development, geography, ecology, sustainability, poverty
reduction, gender and entrepreneurship.

Governments of many developing countries are actively pro-
moting homestays as these provide additional income, employ-
ment (Chipumuro & Lynette, 2011; Razzaq et al., 2011) and assist in
distributing the benefits of tourism to rural areas (Beliveau,
Castagna, Cicchetti, & Jacques, 2012; Pusiran & Xiao, 2013). How-
ever, host communities may not be able to take advantage of the
benefits of homestays and certain sections of the community may
get benefits over others (Mura, 2015). Often rural communities and
development planners hold divergent views, which lead to the
failure of the tourism development plans (Chalip & Costa, 2012;
Cole, 2000). Consequently, community participation in tourism
development becomes a theoretical rather than practical concept
(Tosun, 2002). Further, the centralised structure of planning
(Nyaupane et al., 2006; Tosun, 2000) results in an overly bureau-
cratic role in decision-making and community non-involvement.

Scholars have argued the significance of community involve-
ment in the successful development of tourism (Scheyvens, 1999;
Tosun, 2000), and stressed the need to identify participation con-
straints perceived by a community (Cole, 2006; Tosun, 2002). Stone
(as cited in Tosun, 2000, p. 615) contends that community partici-
pation necessitates the design of “development in such a way that
intended beneficiaries are encouraged to take matters into their
own hands, to participate in their own development through
mobilising their own resources, defining their own needs, and
making their own decisions about how to meet them”.

Fig. 1 summarises the three major typologies on levels of com-
munity participation (after Arnstein, 1969; Pretty, 1995; Tosun,
1999). In all these typologies, at one end of the spectrum is non-
participation by the community and at the other is participation,
with various levels of engagement in between. The highest form of
participation, ‘spontaneous participation’ in Tosun's typology cor-
responds to ‘degrees of citizen power’ in Arnstein's typology; and to
‘self-mobilisation’ and ‘interactive’ participation in Pretty's model.
It represents maximum community control, power and awareness
and is a non-centralised bottom-up approach. Conversely, there is
‘Coercive participation’ in Tosun's typology, which tallies with
Arnstein's non-participation and Pretty's ‘passive’ and ‘manipula-
tive’ participation. Coercive participation refers to a centralised top-
down approach, mostly observed in developing countries, where
maximum control is external and participants are mostly unaware
and do not have any decision making roles in planning.

While the above typologies were focused on a range of levels of
community participation, Hung, Sirakaya-Turk, and Ingram (2011)
and Kayat (2002) combined the factors that influenced participa-
tion (means) with the different level of participation (ends) into
single frameworks.
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