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Repeated Stay in Homestay Accommodation:
An Implicit Self-Theory Perspective

ABSTRACT

This study applies implicit self-theory as a theoretical lens to investigate whether guests’
inclination to use homestays in future trips is contingent on their implicit beliefs of the reality.
Based on an analysis of data obtained from 30 in-depth interviews, most of the homestay guests
who are entity theorists will use homestays again because they had a positive previous
experience and felt that they are receiving good value for their money. The primary reason of
those who decide not to use homestays again is a poor prior experience. The homestay guests
who are incremental theorists will use homestays again because homestays can offer learning
opportunities. However, privacy concern is the key reason that inhibits their inclination to use
homestays in future trips. The current research findings echo the tenets of implicit self-theory
in the realms of risk sensitivity, outcome- versus process-orientation as well as reliance (or
non-reliance) on past experience. It is recommended that homestay hosts gain a better
understanding of their guests based on their implicit beliefs and thereby adaptively managing
future visitations.

Keywords: homestay accommodation; implicit self-theory; entity theorist; incremental
theorist; repeated stay.

1. INTRODUCTION

Defined as the ‘types of accommodation where 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), homestays are a form
of customer-to-customer based tourist accommodations which have been gaining popularity
among modern tourists (The World Bank Group, 2018). The increased visibility and
convenience of booking homestays are possible reasons why more tourists are opting for
homestays rather than conventional commercial accommodations. Unlike the past, many
homestays are now found and reserved through different online distribution platforms like
Airbnb.com, Tujia.com, and 9flats.com. Yasami, Awang, and Teoh (2017) echo and add that
the growing popularity of homestays is partially ascribed to their capacity to create a relaxing
experience in a homelike environment which allows guests to experience the host culture in a
more authentic way.

In line with the phenomenal growth of the homestay sector, a growing body of research
on homestays has emerged in recent years. While the volume of research studies has grown
significantly, previous studies have predominantly focused on host-related or managerial
issues, such as environmental impacts of homestay facilities (Tsai, Lin, Hwang, & Huang,
2014), socio-economic repercussions of developing homestay tourism at a destination (Bhalla,
Coghlan, & Bhattacharya, 2016; Kontogeorgopoulos, Churyen, & Duangsaeng, 2015), host



attitudes towards homestay guests (Lynch, 1999), and hosts’ perception towards the idea of
converting their home into a commercialised entity (Mclintosh, Lynch, & Sweeney, 2011). In
contrast, guest-related studies are scarce and knowledge about factors affecting homestay
guests’ revisit intentions is particularly limited. As Manosuthi, Lee, and Han (2020) and Meng
and Cui (2020) emphasise, understanding and increasing guests’ revisit intentions are
important goals in any hospitality business. Although the determinants of guests’ revisit
intentions for commercial hotels have been extensively researched (e.g., Kim, Lee, & Kim,
2020; Ren, Qiu, Wang, & Lin, 2016), their findings and implications cannot be generalised to
homestays because the latter have distinctive features in terms of location, facilities,
management, and service style (Lynch, 1999; Mcintosh et al., 2011). Hence, there is a need to
conduct further studies to thoroughly understand the factors that motivate and inhibit guests’
repeated stays in homestays.

A number of studies have shown that repeated choice is contingent on beliefs (e.g.
Meng, Ryu, Chua, & Han, 2020; Ryu & Han, 2010), which refers to the judgment of the
probability that an object is positive or negative (Fishbein & Raven, 1962). Dweck (1999)
shows that a person typically refers to his/her beliefs to formulate perception towards an issue
or a subject. This induced perception will in return influence behavioural reactions and
decisions made (Dweck, 1999). Given that beliefs are a dispositional variable that is less
vulnerable to situational changes (Franiuk, Pomerantz, & Cohen, 2004), the predictive effects
of beliefs on perception and behaviour are considered to be reliable.

Among the different types of belief systems, the implicit self-theory (or implicit mind-
set; a theory which proposes that psychological attributes are either fixed or controllable) has
been empirically demonstrated as a reliable measure to differentiate the perceptions and
behaviours of individuals (Jain & Weiten, 2020; Junker & van Dick, 2014). Generally
speaking, the implicit self-theory suggests that people differ based on whether they believe
people, events, and objects can be changed. Entity theorists (i.e., those who believe the world
cannot be changed) assume that reality is in principle fixed, and therefore unlikely to change
over time. As such, their impression towards a person or an event tends to hold over time and
across different situations (Carnevale, Yucel-Aybat, & Kachersky, 2018). Their fixed mind-set
also means that they tend to avoid risk and are sensitive to negative outcomes. They also tend
to form judgment based on outcomes and performance (i.e., outcome-oriented) (Rai & Lin,
2019). In opposite, incremental theorists (i.e., those who believe that the world can be changed)
assume that reality is malleable and can be manipulated (Dweck, 1999). As incremental
theorists have a more dynamic worldview and a growth mind-set (Jain & Weiten, 2020), they
enjoy taking risks and are more concerned about the extent of increasing their own abilities
while achieving a goal. Therefore, they value positive changes and learning opportunities. They
also tend to find merits in processes (i.e., process-oriented) and can better adapt to situational
changes or difficulties (Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995).

Over the past decade, there have been a growing body of studies examining the
influence of implicit beliefs on consumer behaviour, such as product choice (Mukhopadhyay
& Yeung, 2010), brand personality judgment (Mathur, Jain, & Maheswaran, 2012), and
financial decisions (Rai & Lin, 2019). Implicit self-theory research in the tourism and



hospitality sectors has recently emerged to explain for guests’ predisposition to use the same
mobile apps for hotel reservations (Fong, Chan, Law, & Ly, 2018) and consumer response to
ethnically tailored hotel services (Fong, He, Chao, Leandro, & King, 2019). While implicit
self-theory has been increasingly applied in tourism literature, to the best of the authors’
knowledge, no previous study has examined whether one’s implicit beliefs of the reality would
influence his/her decision to re-consider using homestays in future trips. Following this
emergent stream of tourism research, this study extends the application of implicit self-theory
to explain for the inclination to use homestays again.

Unlike previous research which often adopted questionnaire survey approach, a
qualitative approach was used in this study to thoroughly elucidate the role and functions of
implicit self-theory in determining one’s inclination to use homestays in future trips. To be
specific, the threefold objectives of this study are: (1) to examine if guests’ decision to re-
consider using homestays again is contingent on their implicit beliefs of the reality; (2) to
examine the underlying reasons that motivate and discourage entity and incremental theorists
to use homestays again; and (3) to explore the homestay factors that entity and incremental
theorists would like to see improved.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Homestay and Host-Guest Perspective

Like other types of peer-to-peer accommodations, homestays are privately-owned homes in
which unused rooms are rented out to generate additional income to the homestay hosts as well
as allow guests to experience the local culture (Lynch, 2005; Musa, Kayat, & Thirumoorthi,
2010). Notwithstanding the evolution of the homestay business model, homestays generally
have two unique characteristics. First, guests pay to stay, and therefore accommodations listed
on platforms like 9flats.com and Xiaozhu.com are considered to be homestays. Peer-to-peer
accommodations that are shared without incurring payment (e.g., those listed on
Couchsurfing.com, Wwof.net, and Workaway.com) are not considered to be homestays.
Second, guests stay with the host in the same flat or premises, which means there is shared
space that hosts and guests jointly use, and as a result, there is interaction between the two
parties (Kontogeorgopoulos et al., 2015). Depending on the creativity and resources, guests
can choose from a variety of homestay models, such as farm stays in New Zealand (Moscardo,
2009), language learning homes in the United Kingdom (UK) (Tucker & Lynch, 2005), bed-
and-breakfasts in Brazil (Marques & Gondim Matos, 2020), or community-based ecotourism
projects in Nepal (Biswakarma, 2015).

Unlike other commercial establishments, Lynch (2005) emphasises the hybrid nature
of homestays as this form of peer-to-peer accommodation integrates the public dimensions of
‘hotels’ with the private dimensions of ‘home’. Homestay is found somewhere in between the
purely commercial environments of conventional hotels and the domesticity of the home of a
family member or friend (Kontogeorgopoulos et al., 2015). While homestays promote their
novelty (Liu & Mattila, 2017), many scholars have emphasised that hosts and guests should
not overlook the multifaceted dynamics of the homestay experience, which include the politics



of identity (of the hosts and guests), discourse, social control, attitudes, setting, artefacts,
sequences, and shared space (Lynch, 2000, 2005; Moscardo, 2009). Indeed, the unique setting
of homestays incites the mindfulness of both hosts and guests which starts with examining each
other’s profile. They are mindful of each other’s privacy and carry out appropriate behaviour
to avoid offending the other person and enjoy their homestay time together. Although host-
guest matching may not ensure a more satisfying experience, the process helps to reduce the
possibility of misunderstandings and conflicts (Lynch, 2000; Moscardo, 2009). Hence, having
a good understanding of the host/guest profile as well as the perspectives of both host and guest
is important (Lashley, Lynch, & Morrison, 2007).

Many of the studies on homestays are conducted based on the perspective of the host.
The concerned topics include the lifestyle and psychographic characteristics of the host (Tucker
& Lynch, 2005), role of homestays in community-based development or rural projects
(Kwaramba, Lovett, Louw, & Chipumuro, 2012; Tavakoli, Mura, & Rajaratham, 2017),
commercialisation of authentic homes (Hochschild, 2012; Kontogeorgopoulos et al., 2015),
and why entrepreneurs choose to participate in homestay business ventures (Ahmad, Jabeen,
& Khan, 2014; Mclntosh et al., 2011). There is also a large number of studies that focus on the
managerial issues around homestays. However, studies on the perspective of the guests have
been largely scarce. It can be observed in Table 1 that guest-related studies have mostly focused
on how the decision to stay in a homestay is affected by demographics and perceptual factors
such as perceived value and authenticity, and satisfaction. Other recent studies have also
examined and demonstrated that the intention to use Airbnb again is influenced by the
perceived authenticity (Liang, Choi, & Joppe, 2018), perceived risk (Mao & Lyu, 2017), and
host-guest relationship (Wang & Jeong, 2018). Nevertheless, these studies have neglected the
reasons and justification for repeated stays in homestays. To address this knowledge gap, this
study examines the reasons leading guests to re-consider using/not using a homestay through
the theoretical lens of implicit self-theory.

[Please insert Table 1 here]

2.2. Implicit Self-theory
2.2.1. Basic assumptions

Carol Dweck and her colleagues proposed two self-theories in the 1990s to explain for
imbedded assumptions regarding the stability of self-judgements, and assumptions around
events, objects, and the world (Jain & Weiten, 2020). The imbedded assumptions in turn define
a person and his or her response patterns (Hong, Chiu, Dweck, & Sacks, 1997). Dweck et al.
(1995) stated that people can be classified into entity or incremental theorists based upon how
they construe their reality. Generally speaking, entity theorists have a fixed mind-set and
believe that reality is predetermined, psychological attributes are fixed, and essential qualities
cannot be controlled. Incremental theorists have a growth mind-set and believe that reality can
be changed, psychological attributes are malleable and can develop in a gradual manner, and
essential qualities can be controlled (Jain & Weiten, 2020).



2.2.2. Cognitive and behavioural responses

The two implicit self-theories have been demonstrated as reliable means to predict cognitive
and behavioural responses (Junker & van Dick, 2014). Take for example, risk. Individuals who
are entity theorists are averse to negative outcomes of events (i.e., they have negativity bias).
They prefer to refrain from risks and act conservatively, such as choosing well-known brands
over new brands (Ahluwalia & Girhan-Canli, 2000) and investing in low-risk funds (Rai &
Lin, 2019). On the contrary, those who are incremental theorists focus on growth, and are
motivated by learning goals and personal advancement. They are less concerned about whether
an outcome is positive or negative (Jain & Weiten, 2020). Incremental theorists consider risk
to be a vehicle that adds value to their future self so they are less concerned about uncertainty
(Levy, Stroessner, & Dweck, 1998). Therefore, they are open to changes and willing to give
others the opportunity to evolve.

2.2.3. Psychological mechanism

Mathur, Chun, and Maheswara (2016) note that the differences in the cognitive and behavioural
responses between entity and incremental theorists can be attributed to their outcome- and
process-oriented tendencies, respectively. In short, the former are in general outcome-oriented.
Before undergoing a task or participating in an event, they often recall and rely on past outcome
or past experiences to help them make a judgement. If they have a good (bad) past experience,
they tend to believe that they will have the same experience in the future (Jain & Weiten, 2020).
Improvements do not interest entity theorists very much because they are not concerned about
the process but the outcome. Besides relying on past outcome or past experience, entity
theorists are found to make a judgement based upon their preconceived notions (Fiske &
Ruscher, 1993; Stangor, Sullivan, & Ford, 1991). Sometimes, their inherent preconceived
notions may even drive the corresponding persons to selectively find evidence that supports
their judgment. In other words, if they think that something is positive (negative), they will
search for positive (negative) elements to support their stance. This process reinforces their
bias and reduces the dissonance that they will change their mind (i.e., they have a fixed mind-
set). Hence, it is difficult to change how entity theorists think and their views (Jain, Mathur, &
Maheswaran, 2009).

On the contrary, incremental theorists are process-oriented and tend to evaluate an
issue or event more objectively (Hong et al., 1997). That is, even if an event and its outcome
are negative, incremental theorists will focus on the factors that have led to the negative
outcome and the improvements that could take place for a different outcome. Incremental
theorists pay more attention to the way of becoming a better self rather than their existing self
(Jain et al., 2009). As such, past experiences have less influence on their future behaviour. Yet,
this also means that incremental theorists may not automatically re-consider buying or using
the same product even if they had a very satisfactory experience with the product. Table 2
summarises the distinctive characteristics of entity and incremental theorists.


https://cn.bing.com/dict/search?q=attributable&FORM=BDVSP6&mkt=zh-cn
https://cn.bing.com/dict/search?q=to&FORM=BDVSP6&mkt=zh-cn

[Please insert Table 2 here]

2.3.  Implicit Self-theory and Repeated Stays in Homestays

As mentioned earlier, the explanatory power of implicit self-theory has been well demonstrated
in consumer behaviour literature. In recent years, this theory has been increasingly applied in
the tourism and hospitality literature (e.g., Fong, Chan et al., 2018; Fong, He et al., 2019).
Nevertheless, there is still a lack of studies on whether and how guests’ implicit beliefs affect
their repurchase intentions and particularly their inclination to re-consider using homestays in
future trips.

Here, we argue that entity and incremental theorists will show different actions and
behaviours, and have different judgments and preferences in terms of using homestay
accommodations again. Specifically, past homestay experience is expected to play a decisive
role in determining the future behavioural intentions of entity theorists. If their past homestay
experience is in general unfavourable, the enjoyable episodes during the stay are less likely to
entice entity theorists’ interest and intention to re-use homestays in future trips. In contrast,
incremental theorists might objectively evaluate their past experience. If the experience is
favourable, they will consider using it again in future trips. Even if their past experience is
unfavourable, incremental theorists will still recall the good times, fantasise about a better
outcome and hope that the situation will improve in the future. Thus, their inclination to use
homestay accommodations is expected to be higher than entity theorists do. To validate our
proposition as well as to thoroughly understand the underlying reasons, a qualitative study was
conducted and the details will be further elaborated in the next section.

3. METHODOLOGY

The target respondents of this study are entity and incremental theorists who have stayed in
homestay accommodations. The recruitment efforts and interviews took place from October
2017 to March 2019. A variety of different sampling methods and channels were used to recruit
the target respondents (Suri, 2011). The research team first applied purposive sampling by
approaching their friends/colleagues/neighbours who have previously stayed in homestays.
After completing tendency checks and follow-up interviews (will be discussed later), snowball
sampling was carried out, and that is, the respondents were invited to recommend other
potential interviewees. The number of interviewees was determined by following the principle
of data saturation (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

To verify respondents’ implicit beliefs of the reality, following Dweck et al. (1995) and
Hong et al. (1997), three questions were given to the shortlisted interviewees in order to verify
whether they are entity theorists or incremental theorists. The three questions are: (1) ‘The kind
of person someone is, is something very basic about them and it can’t be changed very much’,
(2) “People can do things differently, but the important parts of who they are can’t really be
changed’; and (3) ‘Everyone is a certain kind of person and there is not much that can be done
to really change that’. The interviewees responded by using a six-point Likert scale, which
ranged from 1 (strongly agree), to 2 (agree), 3 (mostly agree), 4 (mostly disagree), 5 (disagree),



to 6 (strongly disagree). The scores of the response to the three statements were averaged to
derive an overall score. Only the interviewees who are clearly entity or incremental theorists
were included for the analysis. Respondents with an average score of 3.0 or lower are classified
as entity theorists, while those with an average score of 4.0 or higher are incremental theorists.
Those with an average score from 3.01 to 3.99 were excluded from the study. After completing
the tendency check, 30 respondents qualified for the study and an equal number of entity and
incremental theorists was found; that is, there were 15 entity theorists and 15 incremental
theorists. Table 3 lists their demographic information.

[Please insert Table 3 here]

The in-depth interviews were conducted after the tendency check. The interviews were
guided by questions that related to: (1) the demographic information of the interviewees; (2)
their inclination to use homestay accommodations in future trips and the underlying reasons
for doing so; and (3) suggestions in areas of improvement for homestays. Each interview lasted
for an average of thirty minutes. The interview contents were audiotaped after consent was
given by the interviewees. The languages used for the interviews were Mandarin, Cantonese,
and English. The interview contents were then transcribed and interviews that were in
Mandarin and Cantonese were translated into English verbatim. To ensure the accuracy of the
translation, the English version was back-translated into Cantonese and Mandarin and cross-
compared by three experienced researchers. The accuracy of the transcription was also ensured
by consulting with the interviewees to validate the results.

Since the nature of the research work is descriptive and explanatory, the data were
subjected to a content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). To gain familiarity with the data and
ensure that the core meanings of all interview contents were retained, the research team read
and re-read the interview transcripts right after the interviews were completed. They
highlighted the distinctive parts and generated preliminary codes. They discussed the codes,
looked for relationships among them, and highlighted the relevant text. Then the research team
formulated the codes and applied them to the transcripts. A search was then implemented to
identify the categories and/or themes from the codes to address our research objectives
(Erlingsson & Brysiewicz, 2017). In order to obtain the codes, categories, and/or themes, the
research team went through a reflective process iteratively and revisited the transcripts multiple
times to draw deeper insights (Hennink, Hutter, & Bailey, 2011). To verify the accuracy and
reliability of the data analysis, the team also showed the results to the interviewees for
validation and ensure credibility, which are vital in maximising the utilisation of data to
generate categories, themes, and theories (Hennink et al., 2011).

4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

This section discusses the findings about entity and incremental theorists’ inclination to use
homestay accommodations again, the reasons that drive their decisions, as well as the areas of
improvement for homestays.



4.1. Inclination to Stay in Homestay Accommodations

Surprisingly, both entity and incremental theorists showed similar inclination to use
homestays in future trips. Among those 15 entity theorists, 10 (66.7%) of them indicated that
they would re-consider staying in a homestay in future trips while five of them would not do
so. Of those 15 incremental theorists, 12 (80%) of them indicated that they would stay in
homestay accommodations again while the other three would not do so.

4.2.  Reasons for Using Homestay Accommodations Again: Entity Theorists

While the inclination to stay in homestay accommodations again between entity and
incremental theorists is similar, their underlying reasons for doing so reflect their distinctive
characteristics. Table 4 shows that many entity theorists are motivated by the high value-for-
money perception towards homestays. One entity theorist from Hong Kong stated that the low
price of homestays convince her to use homestays again. Another entity theorist from Hong
Kong noted that homestay hosts and their neighbours sometimes offer more enhanced services
(e.g., travel recommendations, facilities) than hotels to guests. Since entity theorists are
outcome-oriented and often rely on expected or (previously) attained outcomes to make a
judgement (Mathur et al., 2016; Rai & Lin, 2019), the value that they receive for their money
and fringe benefits entice these entity theorists to use homestays again.

[Please insert Table 4 here]

Positive past experience is another reason leading entity theorists to re-consider using
homestays again. An entity theorist from Macau said, ‘After my first stay in a homestay, | felt
that it was okay, so now | have another accommodation option for my future trips.” An entity
theorist from the UK would consider homestays again because ‘I don’t have any bad
experiences so far’. Another entity theorist from Macau would also use homestays again
‘because my last experience was quite good. | am satisfied with what | received’. Wheeler and
Omair (2016) stated that entity theorists often behave conservatively because they are sensitive
to risk. Given that they are inclined to choose risk-free or low-risk options, adding that they
tend to assess a situation based on past experience (Jain & Weiten, 2020), it is not surprising
that positive past experience is a key reason leading entity theorists to re-stay in homestays in
the future.

4.3.  Reasons for Using Homestay Accommodations Again: Incremental Theorists

Similar to entity theorists, eight incremental theorists reported that they will use homestays
again because they receive good value for their money. An incremental theorist from Macau
stated his strong preference for homestays over hotels because the ‘price, location and hygiene



are good’. Another incremental theorist from China also said that he would opt for homestays
because they have more facilities (e.g., washing machines and kitchenware).

Unlike the entity theorists, six of the incremental theorists will re-consider staying in a
homestay because there are learning opportunities (see Table 4). One incremental theorist from
Macau stated that homestays give her the opportunity to ‘experience the local culture’. Another
incremental theorist from Canada said that homestays allowed him ‘to get to know the local
culture better’. Three other incremental theorists (one from the UK and two from Hong Kong)
would use homestays again because they offer a unique setting (i.e., shared public space) so
that they can make new friends from different countries easily. Given that incremental theorists
are process-oriented individuals who value growth and learning opportunities (Dweck et al.,
1995), homestays are logically an attractive option because they offer ample learning
opportunities (through meeting new acquaintances, enriching the knowledge about local
culture, and socialising with the locals).

Seeking novelty is another reason leading some incremental theorists to elect for
homestays again. One incremental theorist from Hong Kong felt that homestays are fun ‘since
we (i.e. travellers) usually return to the accommodations in the evening, so homestays are less
boring because: (1) their design and décor are often unique and, (2) we can talk to other
homestay guests.” Another incremental theorist from Canada echoed that hotel staff often
follow standard procedures to serve guests. For example, ‘if a customer wants a certain type of
food, they will provide a standard answer and give out a restaurant name. But when you use a
homestay, the hosts would cater to your needs and provide a local unique option.” Again,
incremental theorists are keen to seek opportunities that can contribute to personal development
(Jain & Weiten, 2020), as exemplified by an incremental theorist from Hong Kong, who stated
that homestays ‘can make the trip unique and memorable’.

4.4. Reasons for Not Using Homestay Accommodations Again

The risk avoidance tendency of entity theorists is one of the main reasons that discourage their
desire to stay in homestays again (see Table 5). One entity theorist from Hong Kong stated that
even though his prior homestay experience was mostly positive, he would still opt for a hotel
because it is safer. Two other entity theorists commented that they are not likely to choose a
homestay again because hotels are generally ‘safer’ and ‘cleaner’ options. On the other hand,
two entity theorists indicated that their interest in staying at a homestay again was low because
they do not want to cause inconvenience to other people (e.g., the homestay hosts). One entity
theorist from Macau declared that he was ‘afraid of casing trouble’ and disliked
inconveniencing his homestay hosts. Given that entity theorists are mostly risk averse and tend
to choose low-risk options (Carnevale et al., 2018; Rai & Lin, 2019), staying in hotels is a
better option for them because hotels are a safe and low-risk accommodation option. Finally,
several other entity theorists would not use homestays again because they did not like having
to interact with others while travelling.

[Please insert Table 5 here]



Among the reasons that discourage incremental theorists to use homestays again, it is
surprising that privacy concern is the most frequently cited reason. One incremental theorist
from Macau had doubts whether her homestay hosts took adequate precautionary measures to
protect the private information of the guests. Two other incremental theorists from Macau also
stated that sharing public spaces and facilities (e.g., bathroom) with strangers infringe their
privacy. Therefore, they will consider hotels over homestays if the hotels are not very
expensive. Previous studies have reported that incremental theorists are intent on protecting
their self-esteem (Niiya, Brook, & Crocker, 2009). This might in turn result into lack of self-
disclosure and the tendency to choose safe options (Cameron, Holmes, & Vorauer, 2009).

One observation, which is worth mentioning, is that both entity and incremental
theorists respond to unfavourable past experiences differently. As shown in Table 5, several
entity theorists claimed that they would not choose to stay in a homestay again because they
had a bad experience. Two of them (one from Macau and one from Hong Kong) did not get
along with the other guests or the host, another one from Macau had a bad experience because
the homestay was located far away from the amenities. Since they had a poor experience, they
felt that homestays in general would give them a similar bad experience. Thus, they have little
intention to use homestays again. Some of the incremental theorists also had bad experiences
(e.g., poor treatment by the host, noisy guests), but their behavioural responses differ
drastically. A female incremental theorist from Macau said: ‘I had a bad experience with a
homestay host. He promised me something then he went back on his word. However, | think
that this is an exceptional case. Some hosts will not care about you, but most of them are very
warm and hospitable.” Another male incremental theorist from Macau also stated that he would
not generalise one bad experience to all homestays.

In fact, this difference in behavioural responses accords with the central tenet of implicit
self-theory. As discussed earlier, entity theorists have a fixed mind-set and are outcome-
oriented (Dweck et al., 1995; Rai & Lin, 2019). Since they emphasise on current outcomes and
would not change their mind that future outcomes would be of difference, they believe that
their current experience is reflective of future experiences. Hence, if they have an overall good
experience, then they would choose to stay in a homestay again and vice versa. On the contrary,
since incremental theorists are process-oriented (Dweck et al., 1995), negative outcomes are
not predictive of future experiences since they believe that they might have a better experience
next time. Hence, even if they have a bad experience, they believe that the host would do better
and solve the problems and other hosts might not make the same mistakes.

4.5.  Areas of Improvement in Homestays

The entity and incremental theorists shared many areas that they would like to see improved in
homestays (see Table 6). Both suggested five common areas of improvement. First, hosts need
to increase their transparency and integrity of their business. Specifically, hosts should use real
photos for promotional purposes and provide accurate information (including size of the venue,
payment method, and any extra fees) about their homestay accommodations. Second, hosts
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should provide guests with more guidance and clearer instructions to find their premises. One
interviewee from Macau mentioned his Kyoto homestay experience: ‘It was very difficult to
find the homestay. We drove to a nearby area to find it. As it was evening, nobody was around
to ask for directions. Then we had to call the owner to ask for the location. The directions were
not very clear.” Third, several interviewees were concerned about the level of hygiene and felt
that cleanliness of the accommodations should be addressed. One Chinese interviewee noted
that ‘It would be nicer if the owner can show that they have changed the bedsheets when 1
arrive at the homestay.” Fourth, the hosts should offer more amenities (e.g., kitchenware,
washing machine, common/shared areas) and services (e.g., pick-up services, self-check-in,
late arrival accommodations). Fifth, the hosts can improve the visibility of their premises with
more print advertisements in travel magazines or/and online advertisements on travel websites.
An interviewee from Macau stated: ‘I did not know that homestays are an accommodation
option before. Then my friend told me about them and I tried it out with him. Since then, | fell
in love with homestay accommodations. Now, every time | travel, homestays are my first
choice. | think homestays need to promote themselves more.’

[Please insert Table 6 here]

Apart from these common suggestions, the entity and incremental theorists shared one
additional area of improvement respectively. Six of the entity theorists advised homestay hosts
to provide guests with a full list of rules and regulations (such as the do’s and don’ts) before
arrival. This suggestion is in line with their risk avoidance tendency (Fiske & Ruscher, 1993).
Rules and regulations in traditional hotels are generally standardised and thus foreseeable,
whereas those of homestay accommodations may vary and create many uncertainties for the
guests. These uncertainties would not be tolerable to risk-avoiders like entity theorists. Unlike
entity theorists, incremental theorists are process-oriented and open to change. Since they need
flexibility, they are more concerned about improvements to the reservation system which
should allow for last minute cancellations and extra fees.

The tendency of the two theorists to share their opinions is another interesting result
from this study. As shown in Table 6, entity theorists offer fewer feedback items than the
incremental theorists (32 versus 54). Instead, they have more criticisms and complaints (entity:
22; incremental: 11). These findings are in line with the assertion that entity theorists put greater
weight on negative outcomes (Rai & Lin, 2019). Conversely, as incremental theorists value
learning processes and opportunities, they tend to offer suggestions to the hosts to improve
their services and property environment. These results align with the findings in previous
studies (e.g., Heslin, Latham, & VVandeWalle, 2005; Heslin & VandeWalle, 2011).
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5. CONCLUSIONS
5.1.  Summary

This paper applies implicit self-theory as a theoretical lens to explain the decision of entity and
incremental theorists to use homestay accommodations again. Generally speaking, our findings
lend credence to the arguments of implicit self-theory. As such, the reasons motivate and
discourage entity and incremental theorists to use homestays again reflect their different belief
systems. The decision to use such accommodations again by entity theorists rests on a positive
past experience and their high value-for-money perception towards homestays. Since entity
theorists are sensitive to risk and assess based on past experience (Jain & Weiten, 2020), it is
reasonable that positive past experience is a key reason for entity theorists to use homestays
again in future trips. Similarly, as entity theorists are outcome-oriented (Rai & Lin, 2019), the
high value-for-money perception towards homestays convince them to consider homestay
accommodations again. Besides, as entity theorists are sensitive to risk and tend to choose low-
risk options, their risk avoidance is key to discouraging them from staying at a homestay again.

In contrast, incremental theorists re-consider homestays because they receive valuable
learning opportunities and life experiences by making new friends and learning about the local
cultures from their homestay hosts. Given that incremental theorists are keen on seeking
opportunities for personal development, homestays are an attractive option that provides them
with a novel (rather than usual) experience. One interesting finding of this study is that entity
and incremental theorists respond to unfavourable past experiences differently. The latter may
not find negative experiences unacceptable since they believe that the situation may improve
in the future. The entity theorists are adamant that their bad experience is reflective of all future
stays. Hence, they will not re-consider homestays for future trips.

5.2.  Managerial Implications

As the first study to identify the underlying reasons that motivate and discourage entity and
incremental theorists from using homestays again, the current findings provide important
implications for homestay hosts to motivate their guests to return and use their accommodations
again. As discussed in Section 4.5, the hosts need to provide a safe and clean environment for
their guests. Although the guests expect homestays to be lower in price than hotels, the hosts
still need to provide high quality services, with a local culture experience. If the location of the
homestay has any deficiencies, such as an inconvenient location, the hosts should provide clear
directions to access the venue. These suggestions are offered by both entity and incremental
theorists.

The provision of actionable clues that identify the implicit self-theory of the homestay
guests is another practical contribution of this study. Drawing on the analysis of areas of
improvement (of homestays) shared by the entity and incremental theorists, this study finds
that the former tend to have more criticisms while the latter tend to offer suggestions. In their
confirmation email or upon arrival, the homestay hosts can ask guests to provide suggestions
for areas of improvement in their reservation/confirmation process. If the responses are framed
as complaints (suggestions), they are likely to be entity (incremental) theorists. Homestay hosts
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can also identify the implicit beliefs of their guests by observing their willingness to mingle or
socialize with them or other guests in public areas of the accommodations. Since incremental
theorists would re-consider homestays because this accommodation option allows them to
learn about the local culture from the hosts or/and other guests, those who are found lingering
in the public areas and proactively interacting are likely to be incremental theorists.

The clues to identifying implicit self-theory of a guest will also be helpful for homestay
hosts in tailoring resources to enhance the effectiveness of retaining such guests. If the guest is
an entity theorist (and a first time customer), the hosts need to put forth extra effort and provide
the best stereotypical/first impression because entity theorists judge on stereotypical/first
impressions to make future decisions. Also, as entity theorists are risk-avoiders, the hosts need
to provide all kinds of information or services that allow the guests to feel safe such as the
contact information for different incidents and a safety deposit box. Rules and regulations
should be provided and clearly explained to entity theorists upon their arrival. On the contrary,
if the guest is an incremental theorist, rules and regulations are less important. Instead,
flexibility, such as last-minute cancellations and ad-hoc requests with the payment of extra fees
should be accommodated for this kind of guest. Moreover, given that incremental theorists are
keen to socialise and learn new things from the hosts, the hosts are advised to be more sociable
if available and highlight some unique factors of the accommodation when serving incremental
theorists. Last but not least, as privacy is a major concern of incremental theorists, hosts need
to clearly indicate in the written agreement that no surveillance system is installed in the
accommodation if it is the case.

The findings also provide insights for the booking platforms (e.g., Airbnb). Using text-
mining approach, the platform will be able to identify entity and incremental theorists based
on guests’ online reviews. If a guest complains (suggests) a lot, he or she is likely to be entity
(incremental) theorists. When the guest books homestays again, the platform can provide
additional service for the hosts by informing them that the guest is probably an entity or
incremental theorist. Then, the hosts can better identify and satisfy the needs of these theorists.

5.3.  Theoretical Implications

Previous studies have indicated that one’s implicit mind-set is crucial in tourism decision-
making around hotel reservations (Fong et al., 2018). Following the implicit self-theory,
Dweck and her colleagues (1995) have separated people into two groups according to the
stability of their worldview. Entity theorists assume that people and events are eternally fixed
and unlikely to change much over time. In contrast, incremental theorists assume that people
and events are malleable and able to be changed or developed (Dweck et al., 1995; Dweck,
1999; Hong et al., 1997). This study adds new knowledge to the current literature on the use of
implicit self-theory by extending its applicability to the inclination of repeated stays in
homestay accommodations and information on consumer behaviour for tourism purposes.

Besides, while the empirical findings of this study are mostly based on the central tenet
of implicit self-theory, this study is the first to find that privacy is a concern of incremental
theorists. Based on our understanding from the literature, the concern for privacy may be
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related to the need to protect their self-esteem. However, since existing knowledge about this
phenomenon/issue is still limited at the moment of writing this paper, further research efforts
are recommended to empirically validate our speculations.

The findings of this study prove the explanative power of the implicit-self theory of the
perception and behaviour of tourists in the hospitality field, particularly in homestay settings.
The two contrasting belief systems (i.e., entity and incremental theorists) affect and drive
decision making towards the same phenomenon (Dweck, 1999). While the predictive effects
of beliefs on perception and behaviour are considered to be reliable (Franiuk et al., 2004),
scholars can extend the applications of the implicit self-theory to understand and explain how
the in-depth belief systems of tourists influence their perception and behaviour toward other
hospitality and tourism phenomena.

5.4. Limitations and Future Research

As with all studies, there are limitations and this study is no exception. First, the majority of
the interviewees who participated in this study are from Hong Kong or Macau. There might be
a cultural bias, and their views might not be generalisable to everyone. Second, as a qualitative
approach is adopted, the number of interviewees is limited even though 30 is not a small sample
size in qualitative research. With the findings drawn from the in-depth interviews in this study,
it is recommended that future research uses a quantitative approach such as questionnaire
surveys with large samples to validate our discussions of the findings, especially the privacy
concern of incremental theorists, which has not been well addressed in previous studies on the
implicit self-theories. Third, as this study concerns the repeated stays at homestay
accommodations, all of interviewees have experienced homestays before. We do not know if
the implicit self-theory matters for those who have never stayed in a homestay. It would be
interesting for future studies to interview potential homestay users and compare their views
with seasoned guests. Fourth, the findings in this study may not be applicable to other consumer
products or services. A replication of this study can be conducted with the use of other products
and services. Finally, homestay accommodations here do not include those that do not incur a
payment for the stay. Thus, future studies are warranted in this area.
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Table 1. Studies on homestay from perspective of guests

Reference Research objective(s) Research subject(s) Factors discussed
Agyeiwaah, To examine the influence  International tourists e Socio-demographic variables
Akyeampong, of socio-demographics who have stayed in (e.g., sex, age, and income)

and Amenumey
(2013)

Agyeiwaah,
Akyeampong,
Amenumey, and
Boakye (2014)

Hsu and Lin
(2011)

Jamal, Othman,
and Muhammad
(2011)

Jones and Guan
(2011)

Jones and Millar
(2013)

Mura (2015)

that motivate use of
homestays in the Kumasi
Metropolis of Ghana

To examine
accommaodation
preferences among
international volunteer
tourists focusing on
homestay facilities in
Ghana

To understand choice of
homestay of college
students while travelling

To examine functional and
experiential aspects of
perceived value of tourists
of community-based
homestays in Malaysia

To assess willingness of
potential customers to
utilise a B&B and/or
homestay while visiting
Mainland China

To examine receptivity of
domestic and interactional
tourists to staying in
different types of
commercial homes in
Mainland China

To address the gap in
narratives of guests on
authenticity in a Malaysian
homestay experience

Kumasi, Ghana

Volunteer tourists in
Kumasi, Ghana

Taiwanese college
students

General tourists who
used Malaysia
community
homestays

Hong Kong residents

Tourists visiting
Mainland China

Bloggers who have
visited Malaysian
community
homestays

e Low price

e Cultural immersion

e Security and warmth of home

e Community service and
development

e Social interaction

o Activities arrangement

¢ Quality of services

e Attractions

¢ Social demands and facilities

e Price

e Sanitation and comfort

e Specialties

e Leisure and relaxation

¢ Transportation

¢ Homestay establishment

e Price

e Host-guest interaction

e Activity, culture and knowledge

e Emotional value

e Socio-demographic variables
(e.g., age, income, and
education)

e Clean, comfortable, friendly
e Ambience and setting

e Luxurious, fashionable

e Experience local customs

¢ Quality bathroom amenities
o Family, neighbour like

e Local advice

e Personal, privacy

e Perception of authenticity
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Rasoolimanesh, To examine the effects of  General tourists ¢ Functional value

Dahalan, and perceived value on the stayed in Malaysia e Emotional value
Jaafar (2016) satisfaction of tourists community e Social value
staying at a community- homestays
based homestay in
Malaysia
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Table 2.

Behavioural characteristics of entity and incremental theorists

Personal trait

Entity theorist

Incremental theorist

Basic
assumption
Cognitive and
behavioural
responses

Psychological
mechanism

o The reality is fixed and unlikely to
change over time

¢ Risk avoidance

o More sensitive to negative outcomes
(i.e., negativity bias)

¢ More loyal to known and well-
established brands

e Tend to choose low-risk options or
alternatives

e Outcome-oriented

¢ Rely on past outcome, past
experiences, and preconceived
notions to judge people, issues, or
events

e Tends to look for evidence that
supports their stance

¢ The reality is malleable and can be
developed over time

¢ Risk seeking

¢ More sensitive to positive outcomes,
but negative outcomes are acceptable
at certain level

o Less loyal to known and well-
established brands

¢ Willing to take risks for self-
improvement and keen on seeking
options for personal advancement

e Process-oriented

o Uses an objective manner to judge
people, issues, or events

e Tends to focus on becoming a better
self rather than the existing self
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Table 3. Demographic information of respondents

Group by  Number of Average Score Average Gender Country/Place of
Implicit interviews  on the three Age Residence
self-theory tendency-check
questions
Entity 15 2.27 32.5 Male: 4 Belarus: 1
theorist Female: 11  Hong Kong: 4
Macau: 5
Mainland China: 2
Malaysia: 1
UK: 1
USA: 1
Incremental 15 4.53 29.3 Male: 4 Canada: 1
theorist Female: 11  Hong Kong: 4
Macau: 7

Mainland China: 3
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Table 4. Reasons that motivate entity and incremental theorists to use homestays again

Rank Entity theorist (N = 15) Incremental theorist (N = 15)
(by frequency) Will use homestay again (n = 10) Will use homestay again (n = 12)
Reason 1 - Value for money (9) - Value for money (8)
(Frequency) e Lower price than hotel (6) e Lower price than hotel (6)
e More services and facilities (2) e More services and facilities (1)
e Highly accessible location (2) e Highly accessible location (7)
e Rich hospitality (7) e Good hygiene (2)
e Rich hospitality (2)
2 - Positive past experience (5) - Learning opportunities (6)
e Able to experience local culture (4)
e Able to make new friends (3)
3 - Learning opportunities (1) - Novelty seeking (5)
e Able to experience local culture (1) e Able to acquire unique/novel experience (3)
e Able to receive personalised recommendations from hosts (3)
4 - Novelty seeking (1) - Positive past experience (2)

e Able to experience new things (1)

- Rationalising negative past experience (2)
e Inhospitable host (1)
e Noisy guests (2)
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Table 5. Reasons that discourage entity and incremental theorists to use homestays again
Rank Entity theorist (N = 15) Incremental theorist (N = 15)
(by frequency) Will not use homestays again (n = 5) Will not use homestays again (n = 3)
Reasons 1 - Risk avoidance (5) - Privacy (3)
(Frequency) o Homestays are not as safe as hotel (3) e Do not want to share house with strangers (2)
e Avoid troubling others (2) e Concern about the leakage of personal information (7)
2 - Dislike social interaction (4)
e Not a sociable person (3)
e Dislike dealing with host and guests (2)
3 Negative past experience (4)

e  With host/or other guests (2)
e Safety and security (1)
e Remote location (1)
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Table 6. Areas of improvement of homestays suggested by entity and incremental theorists

Group Number of Number of Areas of improvement of homestays (Frequency)

criticisms / areas of

complaint improvement
Entity 22 32 - Show accurate information of homestay (e.g., size, payment method, and extra fees) (5)
theorist - Provide clearer directions to locate premises (4)

- Improving cleanliness (4)

- Offering more facilities and services (/1)

- Placing more advertisements to improve the visibility of their premises (2)

- Offering a full list of rules and regulation (do’s and don’ts) (6)
Incremental 14 54 - Show accurate information of homestay (e.g., size, payment method, and extra fees) (8)
theorist - Provide clearer directions to locate premises (6)

- Improving cleanliness (2)

- Offering more facilities and services (25)

- Placing more advertisements to improve the visibility of their premises (10)

- Improving host supervision system (last minute cancellations and extra fees) (3)
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