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“ Il y a bien de difference entre voyager
pour voir du pays ou pour voir des peuples.”

Jean-Jacques Rousseau
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Executive summary

The idea for this thesis arose out of our travel experiences and using international
networks of hosts and travellers providing opportunities for personal contact between
people of diverse cultures and backgrounds. These networks raised our interest and
we started exploring the range of existing networks and their challenges. We chose
to use the general term hospitality networks as the subject of our thesis. Our working
definition of a hospitality network is:

A network that wants to bring together people with a shared interest or goal by offering each
other hospitality in the form of an ‘open doors’ system.

By using this definition we broaden the field of networks including networks targeted
at special interest groups and both more traditional offline and more modern online
networks. The main challenges we observed are twofold: firstly to analyse the
opportunities and threats of the Internet and secondly how to recruit new members,
especially younger ones.

The goal of our thesis study is to develop a general concept of a healthy hospitality
network that portrays a possible way of organizing a well functioning network in the
21st century. The relevance of this study is to elucidate the universal value of
hospitality, the importance of community development and to contribute to tolerance
and world peace. In this time of decreasing social capital, hospitality networks can
play an important role.

The methodology we have used for our research is that of a multiple-case study. The
distinctive need for a case study arises out of the desire to understand a complex
social phenomenon. The case study allows an investigation to retain the holistic and
meaningful characteristics of real-life events. The case study’s unique strength is its
ability to deal with a full variety of evidence: documents, artefacts, surveys, interviews
and observations that we will use to gather information.

The development of a rich theoretical framework is important because it will also be
used to generalize the case study results into a more general concept. Case studies
must examine the evidence from different perspectives in order to increase the
chance that a case study will be exemplary and to prevent a single point of view.

So we formed our theoretical framework in four perspectives of examining hospitality
networks. The perspectives are respectively:

• Individual perspective
• Group perspective
• Organizational perspective
• Societal perspective

Each perspective will provide us with theories that can possibly explain the
functioning of hospitality networks. The theories originate from distinct scientific fields
i.e. sociology, psychology, anthropology, organisational science and computer
science and we integrate them in our research to achieve an interdisciplinary
approach.
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The first and main case we describe is Servas, an international non-profit, non-
governmental peace organization encompassing an international network of hosts
and travellers. The purpose of the network is to contribute to world peace, raise
goodwill and understanding by providing opportunities for personal contacts among
people of different cultures, backgrounds and nationalities. We chose this network
not only because it’s one of the oldest and largest networks, but also because it’s a
traditional one struggling with the challenges of a changing environment. This is also
the network in which we have gained our experiences as host, traveller and youth
coordinator.

To contrast with Servas and to explore the wide range of networks we also examined
other hospitality networks. We will explain the implications of the four different
perspectives by pointing at several aspects of these hospitality networks.

The empirical material is interpreted on the basis of the four perspectives to present
an interdisciplinary general concept of a healthy hospitality network in the 21st

century. This general concept won’t encompass absolute judgements on how
hospitality networks should operate, but will stress areas of attention that can be
applied to specific hospitality networks to help them to reconsider their functioning in
the 21st century.

Individual perspective

The individual perspective elucidates that online communication is easy, fast, cheap
and practical, but at the same time interaction becomes poorer and less personal or
is experienced as such because of reduced social cues. Hospitality networks should
provide different forms of online communication to facilitate members both before as
after the actual exchange. ‘Online’ hospitality networks enable members to present
themselves extensively and offer sophisticated member search options. The Internet
empowered hospitality networks, but hospitality networks should not exclude
members that don’t have access or are not familiar with the Internet. Intercultural
competence is relevant in communicating with other members with different cultural
backgrounds. Hospitality networks should focus more on facilitating and training
intercultural understanding.

Group perspective

The sense of belonging to a community, trust and co-operation grows through clear
goals and policies of the network and selection of members. Idealism is a stronger
bonding factor than for example age, profession or sexual nature. ‘Offline’ hospitality
networks are considered safer than ‘online’ networks, but many ‘traditional’ as well as
technical tools can also provide security and privacy to ‘online’ networks. Critical
mass is fundamental, too few community members or not enough activity in the form
of exchanges and communication will lead to fewer interactions between members
and in the end disintegrate these networks.
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Organisational perspective

At the organizational level we see that small, horizontal, focused organizations serve
the core activity, facilitating exchanges, best. Organizations should limit themselves
to these core activities to prevent them from becoming cumbersome bureaucratic
organizations. Voluntary non-profit organizations like grassroots associations support
trust and co-operation and increase the building of social capital. There exist so many
and diverse networks. They should consider co-operation and establishing inter-
organisational links. This way they can share resources i.e. funds, expertise and
promotion, to cope with the challenges the environment poses. Commercialisation of
hospitality networks does hardly improve the service level and endangers trust,
idealistic altruism and the sense of community and ownership, while shifting more to
non-member benefits instead of member benefits.

Societal perspective

The societal perspective describes the balance between bonding and bridging.
Bonding is looking inwardly and tends to reinforce exclusive identities and
homogeneous groups. Bridging networks are outward looking and encompass people
across diverse social and cultural cleavages. It’s essential to find the right position on
the spectrum between these extremes that depend mainly on the purpose of the
network. New technologies increase the ease of communication and can bring
together many members of any global thinly spread interest group, but can also lead
to a divide between the ones that have access and the ones that don’t have access,
‘modern impoliteness’ and acting without obligations. Hospitality networks can be
counterparts of this tendency by giving hospitality back its personal, cultural and
social form in an increasing volatile and individualistic society. In this way hospitality
networks can increase social capital within the society.
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Part 1 - General introduction and methodology
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Introduction

Both of us like to travel and some years ago we visited West Africa together. We
were carrying our Lonely Planet (LP) travel guidebook, known as the The Yellow
Bible, and we were following parts of their proposed itineraries, stayed in their
selected accommodations and ate in the recommended restaurants. Most of the time
we were only talking to hotel, restaurant or shop owners, hustlers, state officials and
fellow travellers also carrying the LP. If we look back at our trip, our best experiences
were accidental meetings with local people and coincidences. Like when we were
stuck in a train for three days and started to know the people in the train and they
invited us for having tea, playing games, trying the local fruits and visiting their
families. Especially the latter opened up the culture for us in a very interesting way.
Now we were really starting to learn about each other’s cultures. By actually
participating in it, we exchanged information and ideas about social structures, local
cuisine, political situations, daily pursuits and interesting places. By doing so, we also
discovered some misconceptions and misunderstandings about each other’s cultures
and by discussing them we were able to make them explicit and solve them.

We believe that these kinds of exchanges can contribute -be it small- to the building
of understanding, tolerance and peace. These exchanges also give you the
opportunity to be guided around by a local instead of your LP or a tourist guide. This
is a more interesting and intense way of learning about a culture. Locals can show
you their hangouts, invite you to participate in a local sport, meet their friends and
family and take you to parties you would never find on your own.

Three years ago Tomas heard about Servas, an international peace organization that
was organising these kinds of exchanges. It’s a non-governmental non-profit
organization of hosts and travellers based on volunteer work and founded in 1949. It
operates through a network of hosts around the world who are prepared to open their
doors to travellers. The names and addresses of hosts appear in annually produced
lists, which are made available to approved travellers. Servas encourages travellers
to experience other societies more deeply and with more thorough understanding
than is possible with a casual or ‘tourist’ visit.

While using Servas he gathered some remarkable experiences. Almost all visitors
contacted him by email since email addresses were mentioned in the host lists and
hosts who didn’t use email were complaining about the lack of travellers visiting
them. The procedures of getting host lists, paying membership fees, updating
membership information and giving suggestions for better functioning are sometimes
awkward and taking much time and money. Another observation is that Servas has
few young members. Young people keep a network alive and are needed to give it a
healthy future. We think that most of above-mentioned situations can be improved
and that the Internet can play an important role. The Internet can improve and
simplify communication, decrease bureaucracy and reach young people all over the
world.

Some people probably saw this opportunity and started hospitality networks on the
Internet. Most of them require you to sign up as a member in order to get access to
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the member’s list and search in it. Most of the sites are nothing more than an online
accessible, simple database of members with a search engine, not an online
community with a high degree of social interaction. We signed up to some of these
networks and tried to use them. If we managed to sign up for the services, we send
emails to other members asking if we could visit them, but we hardly got a reply. As
far as we can tell in this preliminary phase these networks are not functioning like
they are supposed to.

We will take a look at Servas and other hospitality networks and along the way
develop a concept of a healthy hospitality network in the 21st century.

To establish our problem definition we started with a preliminary research. This
preliminary research includes among others our own experiences, observations,
actual discussions and developments and map the variety of hospitality networks and
theories applicable to hospitality networks. We looked at theories as broad as
possible in order to reach a theoretical framework that explains the functioning of
hospitality networks. There are numerous perspectives to look at hospitality
networks, so choices will have to be made to come to a limited amount of
perspectives that present a comprehensive picture of the functioning of hospitality
networks. These choices will be accounted for in the theoretical framework. We came
to four perspectives that each treat an important aspect of hospitality networks and
together create a comprehensive picture.

The choice to include Servas in our case study of hospitality networks was obvious
from the beginning of our investigation. Servas has a special role in our thesis as a
starting point. Not only is it the oldest and largest network, it is also the first network
we encountered and a network that’s struggling with many issues we will deal with in
this research. Beside Servas, we will also have a look at other hospitality networks to
present a clear image of the variety of existing hospitality networks. In the
interpretation we will combine the theoretical framework with the practical functioning
of hospitality networks. This step needed to go from case studies to a general
concept of a healthy hospitality network in the 21st century is an inductive step. It will
be explained more elaborate in chapter 2. We want to reinvent hospitality networks
and give an indication of possibilities to operate in the future. Therefore, we will
create a general concept, applicable to all hospitality networks

Working definition hospitality networks

A hospitality network is a network that wants to bring together people with a shared interest
or goal by offering each other hospitality in the form of an ‘open doors’ system.

Most hospitality networks have a shared interest or goal to bring members together,
like a shared language, a shared obsession with cycling or a shared goal to facilitate
cultural exchanges to promote world peace. A more profound determination of
hospitality networks is presented in chapter 3.
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Problem definition

Our investigation will occur within the framework of existing hospitality networks. In a
preliminary phase we discovered a few problems that complicate the functioning of
hospitality networks. Existing problems for ‘traditional’ offline hospitality networks are:
difficulty or unwillingness to adapt to the Internet despite some distinct possibilities,
few young members in these organizations and awkward organizational processes.

For online initiatives we see in a preliminary phase a lack of sense of belonging to a
community or not realising their main goal: facilitating exchanges. There was hardly
any reaction after multiple requests for an exchange in different online hospitality
networks. Of course, the Internet offers opportunities as well as threats for the future
of hospitality networks.

Objective

The objective of this research is to develop a general applicable concept of a healthy
hospitality network in the 21st century.

Research Questions

What does the concept of a healthy hospitality network in the 21st century look like?

Our research attempts to give answers to the following central questions:

1. What is the theoretical framework that explains the functioning of
hospitality networks?
We answer this question in part 1 Theoretical Research.

2. What does theory teach us about the functioning of hospitality networks?
We answer this question in part 1 Theoretical Research.

3. How do hospitality networks function in empirical settings?
We answer this question in part 2 Empirical Research.

4. How to integrate the empirical material together with the theoretical
framework to create a concept of a healthy hospitality network in the 21st

century?
We answer this question in part 3 Interpretation.
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Relevance

There are several reasons for doing this research.

• Limitations of existing hospitality networks. While using the Servas network we
experienced some limitations like outdated host lists and hard communications
with the organization. We also had unsatisfying experiences with a few hospitality
networks on the Internet.

• Interesting and changing environment where a lot of different theoretical
disciplines come together. As organizational specialists it is challenging to write
about such a complex field.

• It is a new field: there is hardly any literature on hospitality networks.
• At this moment, there’s a discussion going on inside the Servas network about

diverse issues. Servas discusses how to acquire new members (especially young
people), what to do with the Internet and the Internet hospitality networks
emerging lately. This is probably the first time in it’s existence that they’re facing
these kind of questions and that they’re thinking in terms of competition and how
to differentiate from the other networks. Further we feel the Internet poses a lot of
challenges and opportunities to hospitality networks. Not all networks are able to
cope with these challenges.
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Chapter 2 Methodology

In this chapter we will elaborate on the methodology of this thesis. First, we will
discuss what kind of research we are executing, a case study. This will influence
what kinds of methodologies are suitable for our research. Further, the two major
concepts of our methodology will be discussed, namely signals and variety.

Case study research

There are different ways of collecting and analysing empirical evidence and each
research strategy has advantages and disadvantages. Each strategy can be used for
different types of purposes: explanatory, exploratory and descriptive. Which strategy
to use depends on three conditions: (a) the type of research questions posed, (b) the
extent of control an investigator has over actual behavioural events and (c) the
degree of focus on contemporary as opposed to historical events. The case study
suits our purpose best because it questions the “how” and “why” that leads to a more
explanatory research. The case study is also preferred in examining contemporary
events, but when the relevant behaviours cannot be manipulated (Yin, 1994).

The case study’s unique strength is its ability to deal with a full variety of evidence,
such as documents, artefacts, interviews and observations. Combinations of
strategies in a study are also possible like a survey within a case study. The
distinctive need for case studies arises out of the desire to understand complex social
phenomena. The case study allows an investigation to retain the holistic and
meaningful characteristics of real-life events.

Our working definition:
A case study is an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon
within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and
context are not clearly evident.

Since hospitality networks operate in a very wide field of goals and interests and
organize themselves over borders, cultures and disciplines, it’s hard to isolate them
and look at them in a laboratory setting. You have to consider the wide and complex
context to understand their functioning. The case study research has this
characteristic and conserves the richness of the context.

For case studies theory development as part of the design phase is essential,
whether the ensuing case study’s purpose is to develop or to test theory. The
appropriately developed theory also is the level at which the generalization of the
case study results will occur. This role has been characterized as ‘analytic
generalization’ and has been contrasted with another way of generalizing results
known as ‘statistical generalization’. In the latter an inference is made about a
population on the basis of empirical data collected about a sample. This is shown as
a ‘level one inference’ in figure 1.
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Figure 1 Making inferences: two levels

But statistical generalization is not the right method because cases are not ‘sampling
units’ but should be considered like unique experiments. The right method of
generalization here is analytical generalization, in which a previous developed theory
is used as a template with which to compare the empirical results of the case study.
The empirical results may be considered yet more potent if some cases support the
same theory but not support an equally plausible rival theory. Graphically this type of
generalization is shown as a ‘level two inference’ in figure 1.

For case studies, four major types of design are relevant, following a 2x2 matrix. The
first pair of categories consists of single- and multiple-case designs. The second pair,
which can occur with either of the first pair, is based on the unit or units of analysis to
be covered and distinguishes between holistic and embedded designs. When a case
study involves more than one unit of analysis you need a more complex or
embedded design.

Single-case designs Multiple-case design
Holistic (single unit of
analysis)

TYPE 1 TYPE 2

Embedded (multiple units
of analysis)

TYPE 3 TYPE 4

Table 1 Basic types of design for case studies

The three major rationales for conducting single-case studies are the fact that a case
is critical, extreme or unique, or revelatory.

In a multiple-case study, every case should serve a specific purpose within the
overall scope of inquiry. This implies a ‘replication’ logic in selecting cases instead of
the often mistaken ‘sampling’ logic. Each case must be carefully selected so that it
either predicts similar results (literal replication) or produces contrasting results but
for predictable reasons (theoretical replication). The main distinction we will use in
this perspective will be between ‘online’ and ‘offline’ networks. Servas will be the
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major case study in our research, complemented with a number of smaller case
studies.

An important step in all of these replication procedures (figure 2) is the development
of a rich theoretical framework. The framework needs to state the conditions under
which a particular phenomenon is likely to be found (literal replication) as well as the
conditions when it is not likely to be found (theoretical replication). The theoretical
framework later becomes the vehicle for generalizing to new cases or induction to a
general concept.

Figure 2 Case study method

Case studies must examine the evidence from different perspectives in order to
increase the chance that a case study will be exemplary and to prevent a single point
of view. To represent different perspectives adequately, an investigator must seek
those alternatives that most seriously challenge the design of the case study. These
perspectives may be found in alternative cultural views, different theories, and
variations among people or decision makers who are part of the case study or some
similar contrasts. We will use four different levels as perspectives to look at hospitality
networks. These levels are individual, group, organizational and social or societal.
These four levels also encompass many different theories from different disciplines.
The developed theory is used as a template with which to compare the empirical
results of the case study. This is called analytic generalization. This will result in a
concept of a hospitality network in the 21st century. The concept will encompass the
four different levels and integrate empirical and theoretical results. It will be a general
concept, in the sense that it will be applicable to all hospitality networks. It won’t
encompass absolute judgements on what hospitality networks should look like, but
we will point out areas of attention for a well functioning hospitality network in the 21st

century.
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Signals

We need in this research a process founded methodology to select and choose our
inputs out of an almost endless supply of theories and opinions. In this thesis the
signal theory of Van Dongen is used.

The research is mainly qualitative in order to collect a richness of information what
can be helpful to explore our problem definition and to pick up dominant and weak
signals. The signal theory is an important part of our methodology. We have chosen
for this methodology, because we realize that the subject is broad and complex. In
order to make this broad and complex subject workable we need a methodology that
can pick up influences and signals. In the theory ‘thinking in terms of change’ of van
Dongen c.s. a central notion is that people think differently about reality. Considering
a state of affairs, people always have different visions of what is happening. To make
a link to the signal theory one can always find multiple signals, which represent
different ways of looking at a state of affairs.

Variety

Variety is of extreme importance in our research. It begins at our subject of study. In
our research we are confronted with a heterogeneous group, i.e. different types of
hospitality networks. They have different goals, interests and target groups. This
reaches from networks aimed at achieving tolerance and world peace to exchanging
experiences with like-minded persons to networks and targeted to anybody with an
open mind to gay people. In short, there is a broad variety in hospitality networks.

Variety is difference and can be applied to signals. There are always a variety of
signals. There is no escaping this phenomenon. The world is not static: everything is
in a process of change. This clarifies that there is always a standard way to look at
the world, but also different, renewed perspectives. The importance of the weak
signals is evident in a way that it introduces new concepts and new ways of
organizing and can turn into dominant signals.

In the end we want to create a concept of a healthy hospitality network. During this
process variety will be necessary to explore signals of how to establish a healthy and
sustainable community. We have yet no idea how this community will look like in the
near future, so variety will help us to discover both weak and dominant signals for
successful communities.
Variety is necessary to realize that both signals are important. After this it is up to us
to select signals according to our vision and make educated choices of signals to use
in our research.

Traditional hospitality networks struggle adapting to a changing environment and are
discussing how to make use of the Internet to fulfil their goals and philosophy. A
methodology like the signal theory of Van Dongen is relevant in our research,
because in a complex and changing environment, weak signals are extremely
important. Realizing the importance to look both at dominant and weak signals, we
explicit this methodology.
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Part 2 - Theoretical research
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Chapter 3 Concept determination

In this chapter we will explain the history, meaning and our choice of the terminology
used to describe the concept we're looking at.

Hospitality

According to the Oxford English Dictionary hospitality means: “ The act or practice of
being hospitable; the reception and entertainment of guests, visitors or strangers,
with liberality and goodwill”. Liberal in this sense means being respectful and
accepting of behaviour or opinions different from one’s own; open to new ideas;
concerned with broadening general knowledge and experience; breadth of mind;
freedom from bias or prejudice. Goodwill in this sense means friendly or helpful
feelings or attitude.

Hospitality is an ancient and worldwide virtue. The concept of hospitality is as old as
civilization itself. Wherever you go, in any country or culture, people will know the
meaning of hospitality, even though they give different completion to the concept.

Long before the birth of Christ Hindus had shelters where tired travellers and also
outcasted animals could find care. The local community maintained these shelters.
Also the Germanic and Jewish tradition focused on the protection of travellers and
strangers. This care and protection was far reaching and they would protect the
strangers with their own lives.

In the western culture hospitality in an organized form was first practiced by Christian
communities. The ancient Christianity founded so-called ‘hospitia’s’ where shelter
and care was provided to pilgrims, strangers, sick persons and elderly people. In the
middle ages mainly cloisters functioned as shelters for strangers. Hospitality was
seen as a religious duty. Especially with regard to pilgrims hospitality was seen as
something not to be botched up. Nowadays you will still find shelters for pilgrims
along the way towards Santiago de Compostella, a place of pilgrimage, where free
shelter and food is available.

Historically, hospitality is mainly concerned with the care of strangers. The Latin word
‘hostis’ that is the root of words like hospitality, hotel and hospital, means originally
stranger. In the attitude of people towards strangers you can see if they’re hospitable.
The other side of hospitable is narrow-mindedness, fear for the strange and prejudice
towards everything that is different.

To get to know the real content of hospitality, you have to look at how people treat
strangers. In this view one can distinct three attitudes (Vijver, 1996). The first you can
consider a stranger as a vulnerable, needy and displaced person. There have always
been people recognising this need and offering solidarity. The stranger needs
somebody to take care of him, to protect him, to give shelter in a place where he’s
protected and secured. The second attitude is that of looking at a stranger as a
different and distinct person in many ways. People instinctively feel they need the
stranger to change and enrich their own existence. The stranger adds something new
to their world and enables them to look at themselves in a different way. The
encounter with a stranger can lead to a confrontation and rediscovery of their own
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identity. The last attitude is that of a threat of their own existence, which can lead to
hostility and even violence. The presence of strangers, always a vulnerable group,
can be used to explain certain problems within their own group. The stranger can be
seen as an intruder and be treated accordingly. He’s considered an inferior being for
whom don’t even the most elementary rules count. The stranger as a scapegoat to
whom the whole community lives up their frustrations. Hate and refusal of strangers
arises from a weak identity. It’s fear for the unknown within themselves that brings
them to xenophobia (Kristeva, 1991).

This last attitude towards strangers makes clear that hospitality isn’t something
obvious, but an art on which the quality of our own existence depends on for an
important part. Who’s not able or even refuses to meet the stranger, doesn’t only
deprive the other of space of existence, but also deprives him the possibility to grow
in the contact with the other. He becomes impoverished in his own existence. Who
ignores the other, ignores himself also as a human being. Hospitality as a cultural
value is based on the insight that every human needs the meeting with the other.
That also explains why it’s so valuable to travel to the strange and unknown, because
it can unite people and add a new dimension to their existence. The defence towards
the other on the other hand, is a defence towards the chance to change yourself. So
now we have raised the importance of hospitality we can come up with the most
important qualities of hospitality: meeting with the other, unselfishness, necessity of
hospitality and reciprocity.

Hospitality is a necessity to any human and any culture. A society that forgets what
hospitality means, works towards their selfdestruction by cultural inbreeding and
strangles itself in self-satisfaction. No society or human being can exist without
regularly receiving new impulses.

Although hospitality is a worldwide virtue, every culture perceives it differently. Each
cultures has different expectations, experiences and judgements of hospitality offered
based on their own standards. To explore the cultural dimensions of hospitality and
the implications of these dimensions for hospitality networks, one should have cross-
cultural understanding by development of cultural knowledge instead of one based on
clichés. Such a development should highlight humanity's shared experiences as well
as cultural diversity to prevent feelings of inferior hospitality.

Here we will give an example of different perception of American and Chinese
hospitality in a business setting. Both cultures recognize the importance of hospitality.
But different ways of showing hospitality are what soured the paper mill deal.
Americans often feel claustrophobic with the tight schedules arranged by their
Chinese hosts, and busy executives tend to resent all of the sightseeing and
banquets as a waste of time. Chinese see these activities as opportunities to get to
know each other before committing to a business deal. On the other hand, we
assume that when visiting the U.S., Chinese would like “free time” to shop and
explore on their own. Instead, they may feel abandoned if left alone even at their
hotels. They are put off by talking about business too soon. And despite the diversity
of American cuisine, many Chinese have little appetite for non-Chinese food.

Hospitality has been developed and commercialized into the so called ‘hospitality
industry’. The ‘hospitality industry’ is considered a segment within the tourism and
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travel industry, which in its turn is considered a part of the service sector. The service
sector is one of the four sectors into which most economies can be fundamentally
divided: agriculture, government, manufacturing and service. The ‘hospitality industry’
is defined as “those businesses that practice the act of being hospitable; those
businesses characterized by generosity and friendliness to guests” (Brymer, 1998). A
more simplified and commonly held definition of the ‘hospitality industry’ however
would focus on lodging and food service operations, i.e. hotels and restaurants.

In the light of the use of the word hospitality to refer to business activities of hotels
and restaurants, it is necessary to point at the distinction between 'ancient' and
'modern' hospitality common to historical accounts of the phenomenon. Muhlmann
(1932) in his contribution on 'hospitality' to the  Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences
concentrates primarily on primitive and archaic societies. Hospitality is seen as
essentially organic, as a vital and integral part of such societies revealing much about
their cultural values and beliefs. According to Muhlmann, the factors, which promote
hospitality in these contexts, are the fear for strangers, religious rules governing
hospitality, the need for trade, the desire to display personal wealth and largesse and
the desire to exchange news. Muhlmann's complaint is that the organic and spiritual
qualities of hospitality have disappeared, replaced in the public sphere by a formally
rational system of (usually monetary) exchange whereby hospitality is provided in
particular institutional forms (hotels & restaurants) that are essentially impersonal. For
the most part, hospitality is no longer about the personal giving of the hosts' own food
and accommodation but a matter of impersonal financial exchange. To use the jargon
of contemporary leisure and tourism studies, hospitality has been commoditised
(Rojek, 1985). Hospitality has been 'polluted' in the public sphere by becoming a form
of rational economic exchange rather than a social duty.

Hotels are not selling rooms with a bed, but hospitality. This value gives service
organizations their meaning to society. The offering of hospitality makes service
organizations important for the quality of a society and gives them their reason of
(commercial) existence. Hospitality can be seen as the fundamental moral value in
the service delivering organizations. The attempt to link hospitality with (commercial)
management seems to conflict, because hospitality has a strong altruistic dimension
while (commercial) management has a strong self-interested orientation. But this
tension can also be seen as a healthy necessity in the ‘hospitality industry’ as long as
one condition is met: the understanding of what the organization stands for, it’s
authentic function. In this context it’s typical to notice that some books on
‘commercial’ hospitality encourage students to gain experience in ‘real’ hospitality in
non-profit hospitality organizations like charity organizations and hospitals.

In the anthropological literature, the host welcoming guests is described as a culture
broker. Culture brokers are found in all cross-cultural situations. They act as
mediators between guests and the resident population. 

Network

The second part of this chapter explains the social structure of the organizations
we’re looking at. Terms used here are group, network, community, club, service,
program, platform, scheme, etcetera. All terms focus on a different way of structuring
and looking at these organizations. Here it’s not so easy to choose for one term and
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we will explain the social meaning of them first. Defining these terms is fundamental
for the study of sociology and therefore still an area of research and thus hard to find
unambiguous definitions.

Human interaction takes place within certain social aggregations, which are called
groupings in general. A grouping is a collection of people, which can be separated in
a way from other people. A grouping must be ‘social relevant’, that means people
must recognize the grouping as a social entity. You also see a we-and-them
perspective to discriminate between different groupings. We will explain shortly some
characteristics of groupings. First, the number of members. This has an influence on
both the in- and outside. Outside in terms of influence, power and politics and inside
in terms of interaction and communication and the character of it. Second the
composition. Is the grouping homogenous or heterogeneous, what kind of hierarchy,
number proportion, pressure felt and practised by members, polarisation of members.
Third interaction and communication. These are essential to the existence of
groupings. When interaction has given a bigger significance we can speak of
communication. This is essential otherwise we speak of a togetherness situation,
which is not a grouping. Fourth shared goals: values, norms and interests. Another
condition for the existence of groupings, which are continuously changing. Fifth
solidarity. This leads to in-group and out-group experiences, people identifying with a
grouping and social cohesion. Sixth sustainability. A grouping needs time to develop
a shared memory, history and tradition.

As we can see some characteristics influence each other. Of course this is not a
complete list of grouping characteristics and many more can be used to identify and
distinguish groupings. For example, think of the level of openness, way of entry,
instrumental or expressive. Later on we will deal with some of these characteristics
more extensively.

From all existing typologies of groupings, the best known is the one by Merton
(1957). He mainly restricts himself to the third and fourth characteristic we mentioned:
interaction and communication and shared goals: values, norms and interests. This
enables him to come up with the following table. We have to take into account that
this division is incomplete because it mainly looks at only two characteristics and
there exist many gradations between the extremities.

Table 1 Merton’s grouping table

Interaction No (direct) interaction
Shared values Group Collectivity
No shared values (Togetherness situation) Social category

A group in the specific sociological meaning is a small grouping whose members
regularly, frequently and intensively interact with each other and that is characterised
by shared values and norms on the basis of this feelings of solidarity. In everyday life,
groupings are quickly named groups. But in sociology they make a distinction
between grouping and group to keep things clear. Another characteristic of a group is
the fact that members in relation to each other take positions with according roles.
Finally, groups have certain sustainability. The term ‘group’ is not a static entity but
it’s people interacting and ‘grouping’ together.
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A collectivity is mostly a large grouping whose members have a sense of solidarity on
basis of shared values or interests, but where members do not interact and
communicate directly with all other members. It’s mostly a quite sustainable, but
loose relation of persons, that is recognised by their own members and mostly also
by outsiders. Collectivities are potentials for group formation: the common fund of
values can facilitate sustained social interaction among parts of the collectivity.

A social category is a grouping of people who neither interact or communicate nor
have shared values and norms. Also solidarity and an internal structure are lacking,
so you could say a social category is a grouping that doesn’t exist. You can’t speak of
members. Persons are ‘brought’ together by statisticians according to certain
characteristics that people share interests to the one who makes the division.
Another used but sociological incorrect term is ‘target group’.

The division above could give the impression that indeed all social entities can be
restricted in a certain way. But many times the borders are vague or even non-
existing for joined persons. Because people are not only members of groupings but
also have relations with many others without having a sense of forming a grouping.
This brings us to networks.

Networks are social interaction systems that have one person or a small group as a
centre. Every human forms the centre of such a network and only this person
interacts with everybody within his/her network. So everybody in the network knows
the ‘central ego’ but not everybody knows each other. You can make a distinction
between open and closed networks. An open network is characterised by many, not
so frequent and not so intensive contacts with all kinds of persons. A closed network
is the opposite and the more closed the network is the more it coincides with a group,
even though a network is formed around one centre.

The definition of community in sociology has been problematic for several reasons,
not the least because of the nostalgic idealized image of community embodied in the
village or small town with human associations that are intimate, familiar, sympathetic,
mutually interdependent and reflective of a shared social consciousness. According
to this notion, the requirements of community are met only in the context of a certain
quality of human association occurring within the confines of limited, shared physical
territory. Hillary (1955, in a content analysis of 94 definitions of community advanced
in sociological literature, discovered basic consensus on three definitional elements:
social interaction between people, one or more shared ties and an area context. An
alternative, less restrictive, conception of community that accommodates the
recognition of communal experience and the persistence of community in a highly
mobile, urbanized, technologically advent and global society argues that community
can be achieved independently of territorial arrangements and attachments where
social networks exist sufficient to sustain a community quality of interaction and
association. In this sense international hospitality networks can also be considered as
communities when there is this quality of interaction and association.

By taking online communities into account it becomes clear that these territorial
arrangements get a different significance. As Howard Rheingold wrote in 1994: "...
virtual communities are cultural aggregations that emerge when enough people bump
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into each other often enough in cyberspace. A virtual community is a group of people
who may or may not meet one another face-to-face and who exchange words and
ideas through the mediation of computer bulletin boards and networks". Preece
(2000) identifies the following essential parts of which an online community consists:

• People, who interact socially as they strive to satisfy their own needs or perform
special roles, such as leading or moderating.

• A shared purpose, such as an interest, need, information exchange, or service
that provides reason for the community.

• Policies, in the form of tacit assumptions, rituals, protocols, rules, and laws that
guide people's interactions.

• Computer systems, to support and mediate social interaction and facilitate a
sense of togetherness.

Rheingold captured the essence of online community in a way that endures today by
writing: "In cyberspace, we chat and argue, engage in intellectual discourse, perform
acts of commerce, exchange knowledge, share emotional support, make plans,
brainstorm, gossip, feud, fall in love, find friends and lose them, play games and
metagames, flirt... We do everything people do when people get together, but we do
it with words on computer screens, leaving our bodies behind... our identities
commingle and interact electronically, independent of local time or location".

There is a full "physi-virtual" spectrum of communities in between the extremes of a
local community with a strong sense of physical territory and a completely virtual
community. Some terms used within this spectrum are 'network(ed) community',
'community network' and  'hybrid community'. These communities foster facets of
both concepts to a different degree. They can use the facets of both concepts to
complement each other. For example online and offline communication can be used
complementary and to enrich both ways of communicating. Hospitality networks are
also somewhere in this spectrum. Even the completely offline ones are not
completely physical in the sense that many people within the network never meet
each other physically and don't share a 'closed' territory, but do share an ideology,
interest or goal and community feeling.

It is clear that a hospitality network is no community in the traditional sense of social
science. In the traditional social science the community is characterised by strong
social relationships and geographical proximity. In our opinion the hospitality network
has characteristics of a community. It is a community in the sense it binds people
together through great and unforgettable experiences in a foreign country.
Relationships can grow during these visits and blossom from this point on.
Relationships can be maintained through the extended communication possibilities of
the Internet. This leads to meaningful relationships with the possibility to continue
such relationships online as well as offline.

We make a distinction between 'traditional' offline and 'modern' online hospitality
networks. We consider the main criterion for this distinction the fact that the host list
is accessible online or not. So in this sense Servas is considered a 'traditional'
hospitality network. Though Servas does have an International website and several
national websites, it isn't offering online host lists. So you can find information about
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the organization, its goals and procedures and local coordinators who do intake
interviews with new members, but there isn't an option to find other hosts online.

Hospitality Network

So all terms are more or less applicable to the organizations we are looking at in our
research. By using the different terms to look at the organizations, you can focus on
different aspects of these organizations, which may lead to interesting findings. For
clarity reasons we do choose to use one term; network. Because this is the most
neutral and safe applicable denomination to use. So the naming we will use from now
on will be hospitality network. The term ‘hospitality club’ is also used very often
maybe even more, but focuses according to us too much on an elite group and legal
structure. Despite the choice for the term network we will also use the concepts of a
group and a community to explain the functioning of hospitality networks because
they give us interesting tools to analyse them.

Now we can come to our working definition of a hospitality network:

A hospitality network is a network that wants to bring together people with a shared
interest or goal by offering each other hospitality in the form of an ‘open doors’
system.

The meaning of ‘open doors’ can be taken either literally and figuratively or
symbolically. Literally in the sense of opening tangible doors and visit each other at
home and figuratively in the sense of opening intangible doors to other cultures,
habits, norms, etcetera. If you take both meanings into account a broad range of
organizations and groups can be considered as hospitality networks. In this thesis we
limit ourselves to networks whose aim it is to open doors in a literal meaning by
visiting each other at home. This doesn’t mean at all that those networks don’t open
figurative doors, on the contrary, this is a major goal of most of the networks we
looked at. Neither does this mean that our research and findings are not applicable to
networks that offer hospitality in a more figuratively way. So for example we won’t
look at pen pal groups or the Jamboree, although they’re offering hospitality in a
figurative way. We made this limitation to stake off our field of research and enable
us to come up with more aimed results.

Summarizing we can say a hospitality network consists of:

• People who interact within an organized social structure
• A shared purpose, such as an interest, goal, need or activity that provides a

reason for belonging to the network
• A shared context of social conventions, language and protocols.
• Reciprocity of information, support and services among members is important
• An ‘open doors’ system of hosts and travellers
• Open-mindedness and tolerance towards other cultures, opinions, ideas and

religions
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Chapter 4 Theoretical perspectives

Introduction

In this chapter of our thesis we're going to make an inventory of theories that can
explain the functioning of the complex field of hospitality networks. We will come up
with four theoretical perspectives that contain theories from different disciplines to
look at hospitality networks.

The purpose of this theoretical framework is to point out the relevance of the different
theories and how they relate to one another. The subject of interest in this thesis is
the hospitality network and our choice for theories will depend on the matter if the
theory offers explanations or gives improvements for the functioning of the hospitality
network. Later we will use this theoretical framework to generalize the cases.

In our research we adopt an explorative attitude. For our research this means that we
will glance at a lot of different theories, but only taking into account the ones we think
are relevant to our research. Our research will be interdisciplinary and will
encompass theories from sociology, psychology, anthropology, organizational
science and computer science.

Multiple perspectives

The diversity of theories and its multiple perspectives are necessary to describe the
complexity of organizations and hospitality networks in particular. This is the basis of
organization theory. Only when viewing these numerous perspectives all at once you
get any sense of the magnitude of the subject. Focussing attention on particular
aspects of organization means ignoring other aspects. Adopting multiple perspectives
at least exposes you to more aspects than would a single point of view. This reduces
the chances of ignoring something important and encourages to become comfortable
with a new type of understanding, one that holds the promise of new sources of
inspiration and innovation.

From our preliminary research we came up with four perspectives or levels of
abstraction to analyse hospitality networks. These four perspectives cover the most
important theories that explain the functioning of hospitality networks. Each of the
four perspectives shines its light on a different aspect of hospitality networks and
brings up a different view on the functioning of hospitality networks. The four
perspectives are complementary to each other and together they give a
comprehensive view on the functioning of hospitality networks:

• Individual perspective
• Group perspective
• Organizational perspective
• Social or societal perspective
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Individual perspective

Interpersonal communication

Communication is the central issue of hospitality networks, exchanging people is a
means to achieve this goal.

Interaction in a hospitality network will quite often occur on an interpersonal level, that
is interaction between pairs and small groups. Think of making contact for exchanges
and the exchange itself, the main activity facilitated by hospitality networks. The bond
between individuals after an exchange will also result in keeping contact with that
individual and not necessarily with the group as a whole. Keeping contact can occur
online as well as offline. Internet can play a mayor role in the sense that it makes
keeping contact easier to maintain.

The fundamental idea behind hospitality networks is to facilitate members making
contact and communicate, eventually leading towards meeting face-to-face.
Communication through mail, telephone and Internet is principally to come to a face-
to-face meeting. This implicates, however, that different media evidently have a
strong influence on the communication process. How communication between
members in hospitality networks takes place is essential to understand how
impressions are formed and in what manner contacts and exchanges are made. This
leads to increased knowledge about the communication process and informs
hospitality networks how they can take measures to ensure a context that supports
smooth and effective communication.

We are confronted with different types of hospitality networks. There is a traditional
type of hospitality network, where members communicate with other members mostly
through mail and telephone and the online hospitality network with members using
the computer as primary communication medium. Different type of mediums and how
they influence communication will be handled in social presence theory and common
ground theory. Almost all hospitality networks share an international orientation. That
is to say they facilitate exchanges between people from different cultures. To take
into account this important aspect we will discuss intercultural communication.
To underline the importance of the computer for hospitality networks, an expansion is
needed into the field of computer-mediated communication. This part is important,
because every new hospitality initiative tries to benefit from the possibilities of the
computer and Internet. Even all traditional hospitality networks have to consider what
Internet can do for them.

Components of communication

You are better able to understand communication when you understand the
components of the process (DeVito, 1986). There are ten components of
communication: source, encoding, message, channel, noise, receiver, decoding,
receiver response, feedback and context (figure 3) (Jandt, 1995).
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Figure 3 Components of communication

Source. The source is the person with an idea he or she desires to communicate
Encoding. The process of putting ideas into symbols. You can encode thoughts into
words, but also into nonspoken symbols.
Message. The message is the encoded thought.
Channel. The means by which the encoded message is transmitted.
Noise. This term refers to anything that distorts the message the source encodes.
There are different forms of noise to be discerned. External noise can be the sights,
sounds and other stimuli that draw attention away from the message. Internal noise
refers to thoughts and feelings that can interfere with the message. Semantic noise
refers to how alternative meanings of the source’s message symbols can be
distracting.
Decoding. The process of assigning meaning to the symbols received.
Receiver response. Anything the receiver does after having attended to and decoded
the message.
Feedback. This term refers to that portion of the receiver response of which the
source has knowledge and to which the source attends and assigns meaning.
Feedback makes communication a two-way or interactive process.
Context. The environment in which the communication process takes place and
which helps to define the communication.

In this chapter a lot of attention is devoted to channel, because a lot of
communication in hospitality networks occurs not in face-to-face settings. We use the
word medium here.

Computer mediated communication

'Computer mediated communication (CMC) is communication that takes place
between human beings via the instrumentality of computers' (Herring, 2000). We will
focus on text-based CMC, in which participants interact by the means of the written
word, e.g., by typing a message on the keyboard of one computer which is read by
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others on their computer screens, either immediately (synchronous CMC) or at a later
point in time (asynchronous CMC) This part will elaborate on several key issues in
the field of computer mediated communication. The choice for text-based CMC is
evident. Hospitality networks only use this kind of CMC.

Herring (1996), discerns several key issues in the field of computer-mediated
communication. The first issue concerns the language of CMC: it is typed, and hence
like writing, but exchanges are often rapid and informal, and hence more like spoken
conversation. Moreover the computer mediated register has unique features of its
own, such as the use of emoticons and other graphics, as well as special lexis
(lurking, flaming and spamming) and acronyms. Finally, CMC is not homogeneous,
but like any communicative modality, manifests itself in different styles and genres,
some determined by the available technologies (real-time chat-modes, as opposed to
asynchronous email), others by human factors such as communicative purpose and
group membership. A second characteristic of the medium that has provoked
speculation is the fact that participants interact without the benefit of extra-linguistic
cues as to gender, identity, personality, or mood of their interlocutors. The last issue
of general interest relates to the phenomenon of community formation in cyberspace
(Rheingold, 1993). This issue will be handled in the next theoretical part groups.

Early research in computer-supported co-operative work (CSCW) examined the
effect of different media on groups working remotely on collaborative tasks. This
research led to an early assumption that textual CMC systems support
communication poorly, particularly socio-emotional communication. This might imply
that relationship forming is not possible online. Nevertheless, given sufficient time,
people in closed textual discussion groups do form strong relationships (Walther,
1993).

Social presence

Social presence theory addresses how successfully media convey a sense of the
participants being physically present, using face-to-face communication as the
standard for the assessment (Short et al., 1976). Social presence depends not only
on the words people speak but also on verbal and non-verbal cues, body language
and context (Rice, 1987, 1993). Communicating via the computer reduces these
cues. Reduced social cues (i.e., gestures, body language, facial expression,
appearance and so on) are caused by low bandwidth, which affects communication
(Walther, 1993). Preece (2000) states that bandwidth in computer environments is
insufficient to carry all the communication signals needed for communicating social,
emotional and contextual content. For example, communication channels based on
text-only systems cannot transmit information about gestures and tone of voice.
Communication in online hospitality networks often takes place in the form of text-
only systems. There are, however, advanced modes of communication, but these are
not often used in practice. Participants can represent themselves with icons,
photographs or 3D avatars to increase their social presence (Preece, 2000).

The consequences of filtering out social, emotional and contextual information vary
depending on their importance to the communication task. There are three main
ways that this affects communication (Preece, 2000). First, signals needed to
understand conversation may be missing. Compared to face-to-face
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communications, a speaker misses nonverbal signals that can tell a lot whether the
listener understands the conversation. Second, conversations proceed by speakers
taking turns. Various signals such as pauses in speech or a gaze are used to cue the
next speaker to take his or her turn. Third, seeing and hearing the speaker enables
the listener to infer information regarding the context of the conversation and the
speaker’s feelings.

Misunderstandings
Both speakers and listeners develop mental models of each other (Norman, 1986),
as well of the information content of their discussion, but speakers in low-bandwidth
environments have to work extra hard to compensate for missing nonverbal
information. Comparing the online environment of the hospitality networks to normal
face-to-face communications, it is evident that there will be more misunderstandings.
In most online and traditional hospitality networks communication occurs on low
bandwidth (mail, telephone and email) and the resulting reduced social cues make
communication more dubious. Reduces social cues can encourage unusual
behaviour that would not occur in face-to-face settings (Preece, 2000). The lack of
social cues, and even the outright anonymity provided by some systems, has been
somewhat beneficial. Individuals can improve their first and subsequent impressions
by thoughtfully composing and editing their comments (Walther, 1996). Furthermore,
disenfranchised groups such as women, minorities, those with disabilities and the
homeless can participate in-group discussions without having to encounter
stereotypes based on their physical characteristics (Rheingold, 1993).

Impression development
In hospitality networks people meet for the first time through different media and this
will influence their impression forming. Normal impression development is distorted
by reduces social cues. Preece, 2000 clarifies this remark with a cartoon of a dog
sitting at a keyboard with the caption ‘Nobody knows you are a dog on the Internet’.
First impressions are developed in face-to-face communications primarily from
nonverbal signs. Physical appearance- how people dress, their physical
attractiveness, their race, age and gender- have an enormous impact on the
impressions others develop. Impressions tend to develop very quickly and can be
remarkably powerful and resilient to change, even when evidence suggests they are
incorrect (Wallace, 1999). CMC seems to affect the time it takes for relationships to
develop though this is also influenced by experience (Walther, 1993).

Online personas and gender
Revealing one’s gender online can have startling consequences (Preece, 2000). In
some online environments responses to men are different from those to women
(Turkle, 1995). Both men and women are known to switch genders, a practice known
as gender bending, in order to explore what life is like as the other sex. Turkle (1995)
tells how people take on new identities to explore their own identities, particularly
aspects of themselves that they find troubling in the real world. The anonymity of the
Internet is guilty to this practice. There is always the option to leave and never let
yourself be heard again.
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Common ground theory

Common-ground theory can be used as a framework for determining how two people
or a small group validate that they understand each other. It focuses on how
communication process and content are co-ordinated. Much of this co-ordination
depends upon social presence or appropriate ways of compensating for its absence.
A process called grounding establishes common ground. Grounding is influenced by
the communication medium and the communication task (Clark & Brennan, 1993).

Generally people try to establish common ground unconsciously, with as little effort
as possible. This is where media have an influence. The amount and type of effort
changes with the communication medium (Preece, 2000).

Different media offer different opportunities (Clark & Brennan, 1993):

• Co-presence: A and B share the same physical environment, as in face-to-face
conversation.

• Visibility: A and B are visible to each other, as in face-to-face communication and
video conferencing.

• Audibility: A and B communicate by speaking, which can be very effective for
conveying factual information.

• Cotemporality: B receives at roughly the same time as A presents, so the
message is received immediately.

• Simultaneity: A and b can send and receive at once and simultaneously.
• Sequentiality: A’s and B’s turns cannot get out of sequence as in asynchronous

communication.
• Reviewability: B can review A’s message.
• Revisability: A can revise messages for B.

If one of these opportunities is not present, the communication is constrained by its
absence, and ways of overcoming or dealing with it have to be found. Overcoming
constraints generally takes time and effort (Clark & Brennan, 1993).

Table 1 summarises the communications opportunities offered by different types of
media / systems, and comments on their advantages and disadvantages.

Table 1 Media and common ground

Medium Opportunities Comments
Face-to-face Co-presence, visibility,

audibility, cotemporality,
simultaneity, sequentiality

It may be difficult to relay
response to reflect. People
may communicate certain
feelings unintentionally via
body language.

Telephone Audibility, cotemporality,
simultaneity, sequentiality

No body language thereby
limiting socioemotional
communication.
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Video conferencing Visibility, audibility,
cotemporality,
simultaneity, sequentiality
(in some systems)

Delays and small viewing
window may cause
misunderstandings.

Terminal teleconference Cotemporality,
sequentiality, reviewability

Time to reflect. Emotional
understanding may suffer
from poor social presence.

Electronic mail Reviewability, revisability Poor social presence.
Time to reflect.

Letters Reviewability, revisability Time to reflect, but slow
turn-taking.

Bulletin board messages Reviewability, revisability,
sequentiality

Time to reflect. Threading
helps delineate among
speakers. Socioemotional
communication is often
supported by use of icons.

Chats Cotemporality,
simultaneity

No long messages. Turn-
taking chaotic.

Adapted version from Clark & Brennan (1993) by Preece (2000)

There do exist computer techniques that make social presence richer. Virtual
environments can for example create virtual representations of members. Hospitality
networks do not use these techniques, but in the future it is an option.

Examining each of the media in terms of common ground helps to identify features
that support or inhibit grounding, and to make explicit comparisons between the
various media and face-to-face communication (Preece, 2000). Remarkable is that
face-to-face communication lacks opportunities offered by other media. So is face-to-
face conversation for example characterised by little opportunity to review and revise,
in contrast with text-based systems. Of course, not one medium is perfectly suited to
all tasks, so none can be considered the “best”; different attributes are better for
various communication tasks in specific contexts (Rice, 1987).

Developers of hospitality networks should focus more on the communication task
than on the media. In this way a developer can determine the need of a
communication task and which media is the best solution to fulfil the need. But
whatever media participants are given, as users get to know a medium’s limitations,
they often develop ingenious ways of getting around them so that it works well for
them (Preece, 2000). For example, chat users speed things up with short acronyms,
which are fast to type and easy to remember. Developers of hospitality networks
should know the limitations of existing media in presenting social presence and
realize what they want their media to do. If you want to create strong bonding
between your members by only facilitating contact opportunities, which reflects poor
social presence, this will be extremely difficult to do.
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Intercultural communication

Most hospitality networks consist of members from all over the world. Since
communication between members is fundamental to hospitality networks, all these
members from different cultures and backgrounds will communicate with each other.
Intercultural communication occurs when there are interactions between people from
different cultures.  Intercultural communication refers to the field of study that
explores the verbal and nonverbal interactions of individuals with diverse patterns of
historically derived behaviour (Gudykunst & Kim, 1997). Therefore a good
understanding of intercultural communication is essential for the functioning of
hospitality networks.

Knowing another’s culture does help you understand the opportunities and
challenges that each individual in that culture has to deal with (Jandt, 1995).
Communicators who understand why people think and behave the way they do can
prevent miscommunication more often (Beamer, L. & Varner, I., 1995). Different
nonverbal communication exists in respect to i.e. facial expressions, silence, touching
etc. (Beamer, L. & Varner, I., 1995) To be successful in reading the nonverbal
symbols, you must understand the cultural values that give rise to a specific
nonverbal language.

‘Culture is the coherent, learned shared view of a group of people about life’s
concerns that ranks what is important, furnishes attitudes about what things are
important and dictates behaviour’ (Beamer, L. & Varner, I., 1995). The learned aspect
means that culture can be learned, so that one can gain an understanding of that
particular culture. An attitude is learned, and it is a tendency to respond the same
way to the same object or situation or idea. Attitudes are feelings about things, based
on values. Behaviour comes directly from the attitudes about how significant
something is, how it is valued. We respond to foreign and unfamiliar cultures in the
following ways (Beamer, L. & Varner, I., 1995):

• Diversity. Most people in the world actually think others ought to try to imitate and
adopt their culture. Somehow, we need to learn, in Hall’s words, to ‘accept the
fact that there are many roads to truth and no culture has a corner on the path or
is better equipped than others to search for it’. We can agree to be different and to
allow for diversity. The more we know about other cultures the more we will know
about our own.

• Question of change in cultures. Cultures appear to change very little on a deep
level, although popular culture and popular taste do change.

• Typical reactions to unfamiliar cultures. These include assumptions of superiority,
ethnocentrism and assumptions of universality. Most people, especially those with
little experience of other cultures, believe their own culture (ethnicity) is at the
centre of human experience- hence ethnocentrism. The further from our own
another culture is, the more it seems to belong on the fringe, to be peripheral and
not of primary importance.

• Travellers to foreign countries often have assumptions of universality: ‘They may
talk differently, but underneath they are just like us. This is profoundly mistaken
and potentially dangerous for communication.

• The importance of self-knowledge. Self-knowledge is critical for understanding
other cultures and communicating successfully with them. This means recognizing
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the mental representations each of us uses to understand and generalize, facing
bias in ourselves, and acknowledging discrimination and prejudice as behaviours
that can affect intercultural interactions adversely.

Finally, we will take a look at the relationship between culture and communication:

1. High-context and low-context cultures. This approach of Edward Hall
distinguishes among cultures on the basis of the role of context in communication.
High-context cultures rely on context, either the actual physical environment of
communication or an internalised social context or both, to convey a large part or
even all of the message’s meaning. In cultures in which context is not assumed to
be understood, messages are explicit, direct and completely encoded in words.

2. Perception and communication. Communication is the perception of verbal and
nonverbal behaviours and the assignment of meaning to them. Communication
takes place whether the sending of signals is intentional or unintentional. A
receiver perceives signals, categorizes them according to categories in mind and
assigns meaning to them. When communicators come from different cultures,
however, not only the meanings, but also the mental categories are very different.
In order to have good communication with another culture, you need to
understand meanings in that culture. Eventually, you have the option of altering
your mental categories to accommodate the new information and assigning a new
meaning.

3. Multilevel messages. Language that encodes the message can differ from the real
meaning. Multilevel messages do occur in lower-context cultures, but these
cultures tend to trust the message mostly to words and to equate ambiguity with
increased risk of miscommunication. Higher-context cultures prefer conventions of
communication- allusion to classical texts, parables and proverbs, understatement
and antiphraxis (saying something in terms of what it is not)- that can lead to
misunderstanding by communicators who are not versed in these conventions.

4. Pattern recognition. Communication is affected by the way people think, their
processes of cognition. One of the keys to understanding cognition is the mind’s
ability to recognize patterns and its dependency upon patterns to organize
information into schemata. The rules for sentence structure of each language
form a complex pattern that orders spoken or written thought. Other patterns are
for example: relationships of mutual interdependence (a spring season implies an
autumn), relationships of cause and effect (if…. then), relationships of division
and addition, patterns of antithesis (opposites) and patterns of deduction and
induction.

It is in everybody’s personal interest to be intercultural competent. Intercultural
competency involves having a flexible, non-judgemental mindset that is able to
positively adjust to ambiguous situations in different cultural settings. Although
becoming intercultural is the job of each individual, hospitality networks can,
however, facilitate by making members aware of cultural differences and even by
training and educating members. In many hospitality networks people become a
member exactly to meet different people from different cultures. So a proactive
orientation towards other cultures is expected.
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Conclusion

Social presence, or more particularly lack of social presence, can critically influence
how people behave online, form impressions of others and negotiate common
ground. Developers familiar with these theories and who work to compensate for
shortcomings in media will be the most successful at creating good communication.
Intercultural communication teaches us that communicators who understand why
people think and behave the way they do can prevent miscommunication more often.
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Group perspective

This level focuses on social interactions in large groups, communities and networks.
Communication in hospitality networks will not only occur in pairs or small groups. It
is important to look at the whole of members in a hospitality network for several
reasons. There are several occasions where members of hospitality networks
collectively 'come together'. In a literal sense, this affects traditional hospitality
networks. Take a look at Servas, where members have formal meetings locally and
internationally and have drinks together in informal settings. Also, in hospitality
networks on the Internet, there can be discussion boards, chats and other facilities
where members communicate in groups. Further, the sense of belonging to a
community will strongly influence the activity of members in a hospitality network.

We will begin by looking at hospitality networks as communities. To start, we consider
the concept critical mass. In sociability, attention will be paid at social policies that are
understandable and acceptable to members to support the community’s purpose.
Trust and co-operation help to build communities and are especially important in
hospitality networks. Exchanges will only be made if there exists trust in the
community as a whole and if there are sanctions when abuse is reported.

We delve into networks and online communities. We are confronted with hospitality
networks on the Internet, so remarks related to online communities can be found
throughout this chapter. The network perspective focuses on social networks of
relationships and clarifies the strength of ties of these relationships.

Critical mass

The number of members a community needs to attract others is known as its critical
mass. The community will be perceived as worth joining, only if there are sufficient
people and enough activity to make it interesting and worthwhile (Markus, M.L.,
1990). Hospitality networks need a certain amount of members to create an active,
thriving community where a lot of exchanges take place.

However, even though it is useful, easily understood, common sense concept, its
value is limited, because it is difficult to quantify. Critical mass is useful for community
developers who are prepared to intervene and stimulate discussion to draw people
into the community (Preece, 2000).

We will shortly consider mass communication and examine the relationship between
interactivity and common ground. Common-ground theory can be used to explain
communication in pairs and small groups, but how might it apply to the kinds of mass
interaction observed in hospitality networks? Whittaker et al. (1998), describe a study
of cross posting in which participants posted the same message to several different
groups. Interestingly, although cross posting may introduce irrelevant topics, it
appeared to stimulate conversation. In words of the common-ground theory: too
many non- related topics will deter common ground and always introducing the same
topics causes boredom. Therefore it is important to find a balance between standard
topics and non-related topics. Although these results are aimed towards online
hospitality networks, they also have meaning for all hospitality networks. These
results imply that there must be enough discussion and new topics to have an active



39

community. Hospitality networks can think of societal discussions, new travel stories
etc.

Sociability

In our opinion successful communities satisfy the needs of the members and
contribute to the well being of the society. “Sociability is concerned with planning and
developing social policies which are understandable and acceptable to members, to
support the community’s purpose” (Preece, 2000).

There are three components of sociability: purpose, people and policy. The purpose
of a community, its participants and governing structure all influence how individuals
interact and determine the character of the community (Preece, 2000). These three
components will be discussed and implications for a hospitality network will be given.

Purpose
There are numerous reasons to join a community. Some want compassion in times of
disease, to discuss books, to find new friends, to travel all around the globe or meet
new cultures. The purpose of a hospitality club is to facilitate processes, especially
exchanges between hosts and travellers, to learn from each other’s culture.
Understanding what motivates people to join and return informs technical and social
development decisions. Knowing the purpose of a community and stating it clearly
helps to deter casual visitors who lack commitment, along with those who will
become frustrated because they are not getting what they expected from the
community (Preece, 2000). Stating the purpose of a community is therefore a
powerful tool for a hospitality club to select members and to keep away casual
visitors. Combined with a registration duty to become a member it is more probable
that only the individuals who really show commitment will subscribe.

People
It is clear that without people there is no community. People are the necessary
ingredient to interact with one another and to keep a steady flow of new material. In
communities people fill different roles. Some roles that have been identified include:
moderators and mediators, professional commentators, provocateurs, general
participants and lurkers (Preece, 2000). This part is partly aimed towards online
communities. If you just see hospitality networks as a database with members’
profiles, this part would not be applicable. We see hospitality networks as
communities with online and offline characteristics with an important role for online
communication.

Moderators generally try to ensure that people behave reasonably and help to direct
activity in the community. Mediators are called in to settle disputes (Preece, 2000). A
key function of moderators and mediators in online communities is to prevent flames
and spam. Flames are negative feelings vented by participants, often for no apparent
reason and spam is unsolicited junk mail. Not having to face people and knowing that
you may never encounter them again online or in real life encourage people to
behave this way (Cranor, L.F. & LaMacchia, B.A., 1998). An important issue for
moderators is to consider the level of activity. Repeatedly calling the discussion to
order is likely to produce perplexed withdrawal, whereas by extracting key parts of
themes, moderators can ‘weave’ the discussion together (Preece, 2000).
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Professionals, understood in the context of a hospitality network, could refer to
participants who know a lot about a certain city, region or country. Their role could be
to stimulate interests of members by telling stories and/ or help gathering info on the
specific subject. Lurkers are people who do not participate. A goal of a hospitality
network is to tell each other a lot of exciting stories about travelling and to make trips
to foreign countries or host people. Members, who do not participate in these
activities and always keep a low profile, should be kept to a minimum.

The main activity in a hospitality network is the exchange of people. So, general
participants in a hospitality network can assume two roles: the role of traveller and
the role of host. Preferably, members assume both roles, so a lot of meetings can
take place. Another important issue is to have diverse members’ list. It would be
great if one could travel to every country in the world.

It is very hard to quantify how many members a hospitality network needs to function
properly. If there are too few members it will be difficult to find an interesting place to
visit and to arrange an exchange. A large amount does not seem to pose a lot of
organizational problems as the possible areas to visit will accumulate. It will be
difficult, though, to create a sense of community: you feel you don’t know anybody. A
possible solution in a very large hospitality network could be to divide the community
in sub communities according to the area of interest.

Policies
Policies are needed to determine the requirements for joining a community, the style
of communication among participants, accepted conduct and repercussions for non-
conformance (Preece, 2000). The type of policies and how they are presented can
strongly influence who joins the community and its character. For a hospitality
network it would be wise to make most policies explicit. Members of a hospitality
network come from all over the world and will have different expectations of what is
normal and acceptable behaviour online as well as offline.

Online communities are also subject to national and international laws passed to
protect people against copyright infringement, libel, pornography, terrorism, racism,
and other offences, and to protect free speech and democracy. Currently, a number
of these policies are being devised specifically for the Internet (Preece, 2000).

The following question is important for every hospitality network: how much can we
set social policies and how much should we let them evolve within the community?

Community governance

Community governance directs what people can or should do and what they should
not or cannot do. It is important to find a balance between too little governance and
too much governance. Too little, and the community may crumble under the weight of
flames and spam; too much, and the community may begin to feel like a correction
centre with do’s and don’ts posted everywhere (Preece, 2000). Governance can span
many different topics, including:
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Joining and leaving policies
Having to register, provide a login name and password, and then wait several hours
or days for acceptance does deter less-serious or unscrupulous people from casually
dropping into the community (Preece, 2000). Open communities are vulnerable to
spam and flames. Scams can also be distributed rapidly. Other possibilities are a
visitor status and reading rights only. Leaving can involve an active process of
deregistration or a person may be removed after prolonged inactivity.

By-laws
The ideal situation for many online communities is to have developers to institute
unimposing by-laws that provide just enough guidance to start the community, but
that are sufficiently flexible to allow it to evolve (Preece, 2000). Codes of behaviour in
a community may be imposed by a developer or owner or be agreed on by the
community democratically. There are two key reasons for by-laws: to provide legal
protection and to reduce antisocial behaviour (Preece, 2000).

Figallo (1998) specifies the following fundamental rules:

• Words posted are the responsibility of the poster.
• Posting illegally obtained information, such as stolen credit card numbers or

personal information, is illegal.
• Posting information to which someone else owns the copyright is not allowed.
• Posting pornography or other unlawful information is not allowed.
• Harassment of others is not allowed.

Codes of practice for communication: netiquette
Ways of expressing oneself online are developing as codes of practice among users
and to enhance communication, particularly by adding information about posters’
emotional intentions (Preece, 2000). Recommended codes of Internet practice are
known as netiquette. Net speak acronyms are also used to clarify meaning and
reduce typing. Whole dictionaries of emoticons are starting to appear on new bulletin
boards and other systems to help people indicate their emotional intentions in text,
avoid ambiguity and prevent misunderstandings (Preece, 2000). An example of an
emoticon is the smiley.

Rules for moderation
Moderation techniques vary from community to community and are particularly
influenced by what the community sees as its purpose. Whatever the level of
moderation is needed, it is advisable to have a clearly stated moderation policy, to
which both moderator and participants can refer as necessary (Preece, 2000).

Policies for privacy, security and copyright protection
Privacy can be defined as the ability of individuals to control the terms under which
their personal information is acquired and used. In hospitality networks this
dimension is of extreme importance, especially in relation with online addresses.
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Reciprocity, co-operation and trust

Successful communities are built on co-operation and trust. Reciprocity is also a
central concern for hospitality networks. In online hospitality networks there is a lack
of physical cues, anonymity and the ability to disappear without trace. These factors
can be devastating for online trust. How can co-operation and trust develop in such
an environment?

Reciprocity
An important aspect of trust in communities is the principle of reciprocity. There are
two types of reciprocity. Specific reciprocity: if you do something for me, I will do
something for you. And generalized reciprocity: I’ll do this for you now, without
expecting anything immediately in return and perhaps without even knowing you,
confident that down the road you or someone else will return the favour (Putnam,
2000). Members of a community that follow the principle of generalized reciprocity
find that their self-interest is served. When each of us can relax her guard a little,
what economists term “transaction costs” –the costs of the everyday business of life,
as well as the costs of commercial transactions- are reduced (Putnam, 2000).

Reciprocity in the words of Howard Rheingold (1993) is: “a key element of any
market-based culture, but the arrangement I’m describing feels to me more like a
kind of gift economy in which people do things for one another out of a spirit of
building something between them, rather than a spreadsheet-calculated quid pro
quo. When that spirit exist, everybody gets a little extra something, a little sparkle,
from their more practical transactions; different kinds of things become possible when
this mind-set pervades”.

Co-operation
The tension between what is best for the group and what is best for the individual is
known as a social dilemma (Kollock, 1998). It is easily understood that this tension
can, in some cases, be destructive for the welfare of the community. In practice, you
can, for example, think of a person, who only visits people and has not the intention
to open his door for strangers. In his explanation of trust online, Peter Kollock draws
on one of the best-known studies, Axelrod's two-prisoner dilemma (1984), three of
those conditions for co-operation may also be relevant to online communities
(Kollock, 1998). The first condition is that the chance of individuals meeting again in
the future must be high. Thus the presence of ongoing relationships is important.
People must be required to register to join a hospitality network to avoid hopping from
one to another hospitality network. Reciprocity and trust need to be supported within
the context of ephemeral online relations by registration (Rice, 1987b). The second
condition is that people must be able to identify one another, so that everyone knows
who is responsible for a given message. The third condition is that there be a record
of past behaviour and the probability of future interactions.

The definition of acceptable behaviour in a community will depend on the purpose of
the community, the activities and attitudes of the people who belong to it, and the
policies by which the community governs itself.
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Trust
When there is trust among people, relationships flourish; without it, they wither
(Preece, 2000). Trust is extremely important in a hospitality club. It is very probable
that members of a hospitality network meet for the first time online or through another
medium. There is a need for a longer period of time to build trust. In hospitality
networks, however, this time of getting to know one another is not present in practice.
Right now, if one wants to travel to a particular country, one looks up which members
live there and picks the one that looks most interesting. This entails that there is not
much time for building trust between individual members. For this reason hospitality
networks play an enormous role in establishing trust. There has to be a high deal of
trust to take the step to accept a stranger in your home. Or, considering the traveller’s
point of view, to travel to a foreign country and stay a few days in the home of a
stranger. To make this decision without trust is impossible. The greater the risk
associated with the activity, the higher the level of trust is needed. At the heart of any
unsecured transaction is a social dilemma (Kollock, 1999).

There are two levels of trust that can be distinguished: trust in a dyadic relationship
and trust on a collective level (Jarvenpaa et. al, 1998). Trust in a dyadic relationship
arises from attributes associated with a trustee and a trustor. The trustee attributes
are his or her perceived 1) ability, 2) benevolence and 3) integrity. Ability refers to the
group of skills that enable a trustee to be perceived competent within some specific
domain. Benevolence is the extent to which a trustee is believed to feel interpersonal
care and concern and the willingness to do good to the trustor beyond an egocentric
profit motive. Integrity is adherence to a set of principles thought to make the trustee
dependable and reliable, according to the trustor. Trust on a collective level, as is the
case in a hospitality club, is more complicated than a dyadic trust because there are
multiple trustees, each with different attributes. Collective trust, as defined by
Cummings and Bromiley (1996), is “a common belief among a group of individuals
that another individual or group (a) makes good-faith efforts to behave in accordance
with any commitments (b) is honest in whatever negotiations preceded such
commitments and (c) does not take excessive advantage of another even when the
opportunity is available.”

“Trust is the expectation that arises within a community of regular, honest and co-
operative behaviour, based on commonly shared norms, on the part of the members
of the community" (Fukuyama, 1995). Trust develops from positive past experiences
or is carried by a reputation of responsible, reliable behaviour that creates an
expectation, a belief, that future interactions with that person, company, or
organization will be the same. "For online communities, specifically, trust is essential
because it is the glue that holds together not only your relationship with your
members, but the members' relationship with each other (Figallo, 1998)"
Communities in which accepted behaviour is defined and monitored are safer places,
thus trust in them is easier to develop (Preece, 2000).

Trust eases co-operation, and the more people trust others and the more they feel
that others trust them, the greater the likelihood of co-operation among these people.
The norm of reciprocity is important here, because there is a belief that ‘good acts’ or
pro-social behaviour will be reciprocated at a later point (Blanchard & Horan).
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"First, the global virtual context renders other forms of social control, such as direct
supervision and co-ordination, inoperable. Second, other factors known to contribute
to social control and co-ordination, such as geographical proximity, similarity in
backgrounds and experience, are often absent" (Jarvenpaa et. al. 1998) This pleads
for the important role of trust.

From all this it is clear that it's important to develop ways of supporting and managing
trust. The question is how to encourage trust in hospitality networks, given their
diversity and special challenges? Ben Schneiderman (2000) suggests a model for
facilitating trust, which has three components. The first component is to clarify the
context in which negotiations or interactions are to occur. For example, people or
hospitality networks can provide evidence of who they are, which could be in the form
of competence and past performance or a statement of long-term involvement in the
hospitality network. The second component is to make clear and truthful
commitments. For example, ensuring privacy and security, promising to take
responsibility for failures and to remedy problems, committing to be timely and co-
operative. The third component is to recognise that trust involves taking a risk,
though doing so is based on a good reputation of quality and reliability.

Networks and online communities

We will look here at hospitality networks in terms of social networks of relationships.
Hospitality networks enable people to extend their sphere of relationships and
influences across the world. In both physical and virtual worlds people are connected
in social networks by social relations, such as friendship, work-related or information
exchange (Garton et al., 1999). Communities and groups comprise social networks of
people or organizations or other social entities (Garton et al., 1999).

Understanding the strength of ties of relationships is useful. People who have strong
ties share many resources and depend on one another. Typically, those whom we
are tightly linked are the ones who offer to help in times of sickness or other difficult
times (Granovetter, 1982). In contrast, people who have weak ties tend to share
fewer resources and depend less on each other, especially emotionally (Granovetter,
1973). That is not to say that relationships on weak ties are not important. In fact,
such ties are important for learning about new ideas, getting information, meeting
new people, and many other reasons (Granovetter, 1973, 1982). Identifying which
relationships are weak and which are strong is proving useful, because it explains
how people get their needs met, how information and other resources flow through
the network, and therefore, what shapes social networks (Granovetter, 1973, 1982).

Putnam (2000) cites that weak network ties, like in hospitality networks, provide the
mechanism through which information about an individual's trustworthiness travels to
a wide variety of groups. In hospitality networks you will mostly find weak ties, except
a few strong friendships. The fact that friends possibly live at the other side of the
world makes the Internet an important medium for keeping contact. The Internet
enables people to extend their sphere of relationships and influence around the world
(Preece, 2000). Wellman and Gulia (1998) report that many online relationships
exhibit strong ties similar to offline relationships, namely they are marked by:
frequency, companionable contact, mutual reciprocity, supportiveness and longevity.
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This combined with the ultimate goal of hospitality networks, facilitating real life
exchanges, means that relationships can truly blossom in hospitality networks.

Conclusion

Summarizing one could say that a clear statement of a community’s purpose, the
people who belong to it, and its social polices are the basic ingredient for a thriving,
active online community.

Successful communities are built on co-operation and trust. Carefully crafted policies
can play a major role in guiding behaviour, supporting co-operation and deterring
antisocial behaviour that destroys trust. Communities in which accepted behaviour is
defined and monitored are safer places, thus trust in them is easier to develop.
Encouraging community members to be responsive and reliable will help to build
community trust; but first members must be aware that trust is valued in the
community (Goleman, 1995).

To look at hospitality networks from as a network focuses on social networks of
relations. This perspective makes it clear that weak ties are useful and serve
functions of learning about new ideas, getting information, meeting new people and
many other reasons. To look at a hospitality network as an online community focuses
on how relationships form online. The Internet enables people to extend their sphere
of relationships and influence around the world. Moreover, online relationships exhibit
strong ties similar to offline relationships.
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Organizational perspective

In this perspective we’re going to have a look at the organizational level of hospitality
networks. The central issue is to investigate what kind of organization or organizing
best supports the functioning of hospitality networks. We will deal with different
aspects of organizing that we consider explanatory for the functioning of hospitality
networks.

We will start with looking at what level of organizing is required for the well
functioning of hospitality networks. Unfortunately there’s little written about the
necessity and formalization of organizations, because most literature takes this for
granted. First we will define organization. Among the many different definitions we
choose one that expresses the essential characteristic of every organization: the
tension between individual freedom and organizational functionality (Vijver, 1996). “
An organization is a goal realising cooperative system in which stakeholders work
together in a coalition to achieve a collective goal, but also to realize each owns
goal”.

We will also present a term to describe organized voluntary effort, because that’s
how most hospitality networks operate. Terms used here are voluntary organization,
charities and philanthropic organization, non-profit organization and non-
governmental organization. Osborne (1996) uses the term voluntary and non-profit
organization (VNPO) to denote organized voluntary activity and describes it by these
five characteristics:

1. VNPOs must be formally structured, although the extent and nature of this
formalization can vary.

2. They should be founded independent of state control. They exist because a
certain group of people want them to, not because there is some legislative
requirement for them.

3. VNPOs should be governed by a management committee, which is able to decide
its own composition and have independent decision-making capacity.

4. They have a distinctive pattern of financial management. VNPOs cannot distribute
any surplus accrued by their mission critical activities, but must re-invest it in
services.

5. Finally, the motivation of a VNPO should not be based upon financial gain, but
rather should hold some normative voluntary value.

Not all hospitality networks we’re looking at fit this description. Either does this
description draw impermeable boundaries between voluntary and other types of
organizations, which boundaries have become increasingly blurred.

Another term frequently used in this context is grassroots association (GA) as a
special type of non-profit with distinct characteristics. Smith (2000) defines grassroots
associations as locally based, significant autonomous, volunteer-run, formal non-
profit (i.e. voluntary) groups that manifest substantial voluntary altruism as groups
and use the associational form of organization and thus have official memberships of
volunteers who perform most and often all of the work/activity done in and by these
nonprofits. Servas and others like to consider themselves as grassroots
organizations, although many of them exist of many locally based groups linked
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together in a global network and not all of them have the associational form or any
formal form at all. Another term used by Smith (2000) fits better here: supralocal
volunteer groups.

Smith (2000) divides VNPOs in grassroots associations or supralocal volunteer
groups and paid-staff voluntary groups and comes up with distinctive characteristics
of both. The distinction is important because although they do have some voluntary
altruism in common, especially large paid-staff voluntary groups have more in
common with larger corporations and even government agencies (work
organizations) than with GAs.

GAs depend on money only to a small extent; volunteer commitment and time are far
more important to them. GAs very rarely depend on any external grant funding. Smith
says, "when external grants enter the picture, the seeking and having of this money
tends to deviate the group from its initial purpose and tend to decline and lose their
capacity for political action...most grassroots associations do not need foundation
grants for operations if they are healthy...With a group that already (has) paid
staff...the situation is different...Only grassroots organizations that (have) paid staff
really need (foundation) funding"

Sometimes it seems like we’re living in an ‘organisatiocracy’ in which people are
considered ‘organization men’. But it’s important to stress that people are above all
individuals with indefeasible rights and an own, unique character that shouldn’t be
taken away by any organization.

One could say that democracy is a necessity for an organization, especially VNPOs,
because democracy is a system in which people are not only enabled to show their
individual gifts, but also invited to do so.

A good organization is a hospitable organization. This is an organization in which
there’s space for diversity, otherness and the other opinion. That’s also what makes
hospitable organizations open to changes.

Research shows that people within an organization are less sensible to moral rules
that do influence their individual acting. The own, personal responsibility is less
conscious experienced in organizational structures than in situations in which you
have to make your own decisions (Vijver, 1996).

The relevance of informal structures to organizational analysis underlines the
significance of conceiving of formal organizations as cooperative systems. When the
totality of interacting groups and individuals becomes the object of inquiry, the latter
is not restricted by formal, legal or procedural dimensions. A proper understanding of
the organizational process must make it possible to interpret changes in the formal
system in their relation to the informal ties of friendship for example. Cooperative
systems are constituted of individuals interacting as wholes in relation to a formal
system of coordination. The concrete structure is therefore a resultant of the
reciprocal influences of the formal and informal aspects of organization.
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Community development

Now we’ve looked at organizing in general we will continue with the application on
communities. This field is usually called community development. We will focus on
two techniques or strategies that we consider valuable for hospitality networks.

The first one is called asset-based community development (Kretzman & McKnight,
1993) as opposed to the traditional needs-driven deficiency model. The asset-based
model orients on capacities instead of deficiencies. Besides the many disadvantages
of the dominant deficiency model, there are at least two more factors that argue for
shifting to a capacity-oriented emphasis. First, all the historic evidence indicates that
significant community development takes place only when local community people
are committed to investing themselves and their resources in the effort. This explains
why communities are never built from the top down, or from the outside in. The
second reason for emphasizing the development of the internal assets is that the
prospect for outside help is bleak indeed. Development must start from within the
community. The key is to locate all of the available assets and connect them with one
another in ways that multiply their power and effectiveness. After recognizing and
mapping the assets they should be mobilized for development purposes. The
process can be defined by three interrelated characteristics:

1. Asset based: this community development strategy starts with what is present in
the community

2. Internally focused: the strategy concentrates first of all upon agenda building and
problem-solving capacities of the insiders. This is intended to stress the primacy
of local definition, investment, creativity, hope and control.

3. Relationship driven: as a result of the former two characteristics one of the central
challenges for developers is to constantly build and rebuild the relationships
between and among insiders.

The second and related community development strategy is called community
centred development (Preece, 2000). Just as user-centred design puts the user at
the centre of the design process, the aim of community centred development is to
focus on the community. Community centred development is participatory. Right from
the start, members of the community work with developers to build the community.
Community centred development takes an evolutionary view, in that it recognizes the
development as an evolutionary process that continues over a long period of time.
The community evolves shaped by their activities and social needs. Community
centred development must focus on the community’s needs prior to making decisions
about the technology and social planning.

Community centred development borrows ideas from user centred design, contextual
inquiry and participatory design. User centred design focuses on users rather than on
technology. Contextual inquiry emphasizes the importance of understanding the user
context. Participatory design advocates strong user and community participation in
the design process.

Community centred development involves continuous iterative develop-and-test
cycles. Within this process Preece recognizes five stages:
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1. Assessing community needs and analysing user tasks: determine who is the
community and what is its purpose.

2. Selecting technology and planning sociability
3. Designing, implementing and testing prototypes
4. Refining and tuning sociability and usability
5. Welcoming and nurturing the community

In political and ethnically divided communities, the formation of supportive social
networks may take a very long time and require in the short term, the provision of
adequate resources to keep people engaged in a network (Backman & Smith, 2000).

Building social capital

We believe that to support a healthy hospitality network with many social interactions
between members requires the organization to be a reflection of this social network.
Putnam (1995a) uses the term social capital to describe the “features of social
organization such as networks, norms and social trust that facilitate coordination and
co-operation for mutual benefit”. We will tell more about the societal influences of
social capital in the societal perspective. Here we will explore how organizations can
invest in social capital within the network or organization.

Social capital is under assault in most organizations for two reasons (Prusak and
Cohen, 2001). First because of rising volatility and over reliance on virtuality. Of
course there are advantages to volatility and virtuality. They spawn opportunities and
flexibility. But they also erode relationships. Building relationships in turbulent times is
tough. So we must learn how to invest in social capital. That brought us to the second
reason. Knowing that healthy relationships help an organization thrive is one thing,
making those relationships happen is quite another. It requires incremental, day-to-
day investments in social capital. These practices can be grouped in three
categories: making connections, enabling trust and fostering co-operation.

Making connections involves a real commitment to retention. This can be executed
by making people stick around. This in its turn can be achieved by deepening
relationships and creating a strong sense of community. In other words invest in ties
that bind people more deeply and positively. To achieve this you should give people
time and space to bond in person. New technologies can contribute here but don’t
expect to create a sense community where one does not already exist. So you need
to facilitate personal face-to-face conversations. They spur the discovery of mutual
interests that support communities. You can help people make connections by
fostering durable networks. A key here is to maintain a light touch; heavy-handed
efforts can be counter productive.

Enabling trust is in the first place giving people no reason to distrust by creating a
place where there is transparency and where people have confidence in the rule of
law. It’s also import to realize that trust grows out of trust- it is self-reinforcing- so one
way to get it is to show trust yourself. Another way is sending clear signals that trust
is valued and rewarded.

Strong norms and values of co-operation result in organizations with high social
capital. A vital way to achieve this is by giving people a common sense of purpose,
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which is a matter of good strategic communication and inspirational leadership.
Rewarding co-operation and establishing some rules for co-operation are some more
straightforward ways to get people in the habit of cooperating.

These three categories are mutually reinforcing and often overlapping. A very
important overall advice is to invest in social capital only to the extent that you believe
in it and don’t do it for the sake of appearances. Without authentic respect for social
capital, none of the interventions will succeed. Another final advice is to make
interventions that encourage natural development that orients rather than orders,
provides nourishment rather than blueprints.

Now we have explored how to invest in social capital within an organization, we’re
going to see what kind of organization provides best opportunities to support social
capital and matches best with hospitality networks.

The present-day mixed economy can be divided into three ways of allocating
resources and providing services (Butler & Wilson, 1990). These are the market,
which consists of commercial organizations, which survive for the most part through
the generation of surplus value; the statutory sector, which includes central and local
government agencies; and the voluntary sector, which includes registered and non-
registered non-profits, such as pressure groups and charities. The market system is
price driven and only works efficiently under conditions of sufficient competition.
Individuals can be excluded from markets due to lack of income or other barriers to
entry. The statutory sector uses central planning as method of resource allocation.
Governments have utilized planning mechanisms for a long time and there is always
one common element. A higher authority makes decisions about what is needed by
whom and in what quantity. Increasingly we can expect governments to look towards
non-planning methods for resource allocation, although it’s acknowledged that when
is comes to the ‘softer’ products such as the voluntary sector there are considerable
problems in relying solely on the marketplace for service provision since it relies so
heavily on profitable returns. It’s for this reason that voluntary sector is becoming
increasingly emphasised. The sector creates greater flexibility in the face of changing
political or technical demands.

We will continue with exploring the different characteristics of these three models by
looking at the influence of commercialization of non-profit organizations on their
contribution to communities and social capital (Backman & Smith, 2000). Non-profit
organizations are an important part of local social networks that connect individuals
and organizations within a community. These social networks are critical to the
development of local community capacity to solve social problems, support
individuals, and mobilize residents for collective action. Commercialization of non-
profits will affect local social networks, although the specific effects on these
networks and community capacity will depend on the organization, the community
and the type of commercialization adopted by the non-profit organization. Non-profit
organizations are valued because they are not the subject to the imperatives of the
state or market and thus depend on the voluntary participation of citizens. The shift to
commercialization of non-profit organizations could have substantial consequences
for local social networks and hence social capital. Nonprofits may be more capable
than government or market organizations of generating social norms of trust, co-
operation and mutual support due to their noncoercive character and appeals to
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charitable and social motives. Increased commercialization within the nonprofit sector
is an attempt to shift away from reliance on the political leanings of the electorate, the
charitable impulses of philanthropists and philanthropic organizations, and the social
policies of the state. By increasing commercial income through strategies that rely on
self-interest rather than on charitable impulse, nonprofits may well increase their
overall revenues and become more financially secure. They may become healthier
organizations. Yet the shift toward commercialization may also affect the nature of
the relationships that nonprofits have with many of their key stakeholders in ways that
undermine their ability to create social capital. In other words, commercialization may
contribute to less healthy communities.

Backman & Smith (2000) in the end come up with some propositions on the influence
of commercialization on the organization’s capacity to contribute to community social
capital.

• Commercialization within a non-profit that reduces the scope or intensity of its
social networks will reduce the organization’s capacity to contribute to
community social capital.

• Commercialization that leads to long-term reductions in the stability of a non-
profit’s network of relationships will reduce the organization’s capacity to
contribute to community social capital.

• Commercialization within a non-profit that leads to governance changes that
reduce the size, diversity and involvement of the board will reduce the
organization’s capacity to contribute to community social capital.

• Commercialization within a non-profit that leads to reductions in voluntary
participation will reduce the organization’s capacity to contribute to community
social capital.

Inter-organizational relationships

Robinson et al (2000) discern three ‘ideal types’ or modes for structuring inter-
organizational relationships. They use the sociologist Max Weber’s term for a
theoretical construction that emphasises certain traits of a given social item that do
not necessarily exist in reality. ‘Ideal’ here, does not mean ‘ what is most desirable’
but rather something like a ‘pure form’. ‘Ideal types’ are tools for thinking. Robinson et
al (2000) suggest that there are basically three ways in which people or groups relate
to each other, though in reality all sorts of different combinations exist. Referring to
the ‘ideal types’ of competition, co-ordination and co-operation (three C’s) will help us
to make sense of more complex realities and to make judgements about how best to
manage in different situations.

Each ideal type is explored on three levels, being commonly associated with
particular: institutional frameworks (guiding sets of norms, values, rules and
practices); ways of organising (forms of interaction); and organizational types. Each
of the three C’s is generally contributed with certain characteristics which distinguish
it from the other forms, and which appear to make it more or less suitable for tackling
different types of collective problem. Practice is more complicated than the ideal type
suggests.
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Competition: ‘The action of endeavouring to gain what another endeavours to gain at
the same time; the striving of two or more for the same object’ (Shorter Oxford
English Dictionary).

At its simplest, competition as a way of organising is based on the use of price
criteria, by both suppliers and consumers of goods and services, to determine their
behaviour. The common organizational type associated with competition is the firm,
which maintains competitiveness (survives) through price competition. The market
provides the institutional framework for organising competition. Positively, the market
provides a desirable institutional framework for organising public (collective) action
because it enables the exercise of choice by individuals. On the negative side,
competition is often associated with conflict over scarce resources. For example: ‘in
competition people believe their goals are negatively related, so that one’s success
interferes with the others; one’s successful goal attainment makes others less likely
to reach their goals’ (Thompson et al., 1991).

Co-ordination: ‘the action of co-ordinating; harmonious combination of agents and
functions towards the production of result’ (Shorter Oxford English Dictionary).

The most common notion of co-ordination is as rule-regulated and hierarchically
organized, generally associated with the state as a legitimate controller and coercer.
Positively, co-ordination by the state is based on the notion of a liberal state deriving
its legitimacy through systems of elected representation. Co-ordination is a way to
bring together disparate agencies to make their efforts more compatible. However,
co-ordination, generally associated with hierarchies, is a relationship of power and
the co-ordinator can be monolithic and coercive against the wishes of those being co-
ordinated. Hierarchy can be either imposed or constructed voluntarily, where one
actor is given the task of leading.

Co-operate: ‘to work together; act in conjunction with another person or thing, to an
end, or in a work’ (Shorter Oxford English Dictionary).

There are few common understandings of the term ‘co-operation’ beyond a rather
broad notion of voluntarily working together based on consensus, camaraderie or
solidarity, community or compromise (Robinson et al, 2000). Co-operation tends to
be associated with voluntary organizations, as non-hierarchical and with all parties
involved on an equal basis with each other. In this sense, it can be distinguished from
co-ordination on the basis that co-operation assumes power based on knowledge,
expertise and/ or contribution, rather than power derived from role of function in a
hierarchy. Co-operation is seen as the opposite of competition. On its positive side it
is seen as a process of consensus building and sharing in public action. However,
co-operation frequently disguises power relations in the name of equality.

Co-operation is a potentially strong device for managing diverse interests. Rather
than leaving these interests to compete in the financial, political and social ‘markets’,
or seeking to homogenise and consolidate these interests through co-ordinated
action, co-operation as a concept offers the possibility for diverse interests to be
brought together and to be built into a whole new idea or approach. In practice, co-
operative processes have often assisted organizations to move from crisis to vision
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building to problem solving by stressing the common ground and interdependencies
rather than the differences.

The structure of intraorganizational and interorganizational networks involving non-
profit organizations is critical to the formation of social capital. Research indicates
that horizontal ties and relationships are more conductive to the development of trust,
co-operation and social support than vertical networks. Community empowerment
requires organizational and individual empowerment. Interorganizational networks
can promote individual empowerment through democratic management in which
members share information and power, utilize cooperative decision making
processes and are involved in the design, implementation and control of efforts
toward mutually defined goals. In general vertical relationships may also be less
conductive to building norms of reciprocity because of imbalances in power and
information access (Putnam, 1993).

Towards a solution for hospitality networks
The practice of hospitality networks consists of multiple networks, mostly small
networks. These networks normally lack the resources (finances, expertise etc.) to
cope adequately with some challenges the environment poses, for example the
Internet. Most hospitality networks lack the expertise or finances to create a smooth
functioning hospitality network on the Internet. An interorganizational relationship
could be in the form of an integrated website, where every hospitality network has the
chance to present itself.

An interorganizational relationship could be a united stand of hospitality networks to
attract more members and get reputation. In this form they more or less compete with
each other and this enables the exercise of choice by individuals. Right now,
potential members don’t know where to look for hospitality networks, if they even
heard of them. An integrated approach could be a solution for this problem. We
should remember there might still be inter-dependencies between hospitality
networks, even when they are in competition with each other. They can share
resources and attract a larger number of members collectively as they can
separately. However, the element of competition should not be overestimated.
Hospitality networks can be quite different organizations with different goals and
target groups. Even, if they aim at the same target group and have the same goals,
members can adjust their choice on basis of the type of organization (for example:
democratic structure). In short, members will be attracted to different hospitality
networks and what is the harm if individuals are members of more than one
hospitality network?

We believe that in an inter-organizational relationship between hospitality networks,
hierarchy is out of order. In this way hospitality networks will not be motivated work
together to achieve a common end. Co-operation tends to be associated with
voluntary organizations, as non-hierarchical and with all parties involved on an equal
basis with each other. Co-operation as a concept offers the possibility for diverse
interests to be brought together and to be built into a whole new idea or approach. In
practice, co-operative processes have often assisted organizations to move from
crisis to vision building to problem solving by stressing the common ground and
interdependencies rather than the differences.
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Societal perspective

To emphasize the societal relevance of hospitality networks we will consider the
social capital theory of Putnam. We will present an overview of his social capital
theory and in detail look at bonding and bridging, two forms of social capital. Finally,
we will discuss the importance of hospitality networks, seen in the light of social
capital.

In chapter three we’ve seen that hospitality is a necessity to any human and any
culture. A society that forgets what hospitality means, works towards their own
destruction by cultural inbreeding and strangles itself in self-satisfaction. No society
or human being can exist without receiving new impulses regularly.

Smith (2000) notices that GAs are important in any society for achieving and
maintaining political pluralism, participatory democracy and civil society as
manifestations of positive social capital in a society. GAs are not some powerful cure-
all for any problem in any society but can be very powerful in their cumulative impact
when writ large for a whole society, with impact on their members, non-members and
surrounding biophysical environment. One intrinsic limitation on the impact of GAs is
the informal or semiformal style of their operations.

Social capital overview
Putnam has developed a theory of social capital that attempts to explain the
relationship between citizen engagement in the American community and the
performance of the government and other social institutions. Putnam, 2000, states
that community means different things to different people. Each of us derives some
sense of belonging from among the various communities to which we might, in
principle, belong. Putnam (1995a) describes social capital as the "features of social
organization such as networks, norms, and social trust that facilitate coordination and
co-operation for mutual benefit". Social capital can take many forms, although
Putnam has more intensely examined those forms that serve civic ends such as civic
engagement. Civic engagement refers to "people's connections with the life of their
community" (Putnam, 1995b) and includes for example membership in
neighbourhood associations and sports clubs. Putnam (1993, 1995b) found
convincing evidence that civic engagement is strongly and positively related to
performance of the government and other social institutions. He also shows that civic
engagement and, consequently, social capital have declined in the United States in
the past 20 years.

Networks, norms and trust are interrelated and essential part of the theory of social
capital (Putnam, 1995b). Trust eases co-operation, and the more that people trust
others and the more they feel that others trust them, the greater the likelihood of co-
operation among members. According to Putnam, this social trust arises from two
related sources: norms of reciprocity and networks of civic engagement. Although
there are several norms of behaviour that compose social capital, the norm of
reciprocity is the most important. With this norm, there is a belief that "good acts" or
pro-social behaviour will be reciprocated at a later point. There is a distinction
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between specific and generalized reciprocity. Specific reciprocity: I'll do this for you if
you do that for me. Even more valuable, however, is a norm of generalized
reciprocity: I'll do this for you without expecting anything back from you, in the
confident expectation that someone else will do something for me down the road
(Putnam, 2000).

Networks of civic engagement also are key in the process of social capital. An
individual can learn about the trustworthiness of another individual through personal
interactions. However, information about a person's trustworthiness also travels
through his or her social network of relationships. Dense networks of social
interactions also contribute to social capital by increasing the potential costs to a
defector in any individual transaction, fostering robust norms of reciprocity and
sustaining information about past collaborative successes. Putnam cites two other
characteristics of networks that are important. First, flatter or more horizontal
networks add to social capital, whereas vertical or more hierarchical networks detract
from it. Second, weak ties in the network such as ties among acquaintances or
colleagues in a civic organization contribute more to social capital than do strong ties
among kin and intimates. Weak network ties provide the mechanism through which
information about an individual's trustworthiness travels to a wide variety of groups
(Blanchard and Horan, 1998).

In summary, Putnam's theory of social capital involves the norms of reciprocity and
networks of civic engagement that encourage social trust and co-operation. Putnam
(1995a, 1995b) cites television and its effect on privatising Americans' leisure time as
an important cause of the decline in the level of community participation and
therefore in social capital. Without the opportunity to interact with others outside of
one's home, weak social network ties are lost, which adversely affects norms of
reciprocity and social trust. This process is self-reinforcing and cumulative, and
eventually it leads to decreased institutional performance. Putnam, 2000, states that
the number of volunteers in the United States increases, but that it contributes less to
social capital. The new volunteer work exists mainly of mentoring, instead of group
activities. Besides this effect, the increase in volunteers is explained in terms of a
greater participation of old age pensioners. Different other factors are being
examined in order to explain the decrease of social capital. The most important
explanation finds Putnam in the differences between generations. There was a long
civic generation, born just before ww2 who always became member of institutions.
For the generation, born after ww2, this is no longer true.

Social capital is an important concept, because it emphasizes that the presence of
social relations has its influence on society as a whole. Less social capital is for
example linked with more crime, more teenage pregnancies, worse education and
more suicides of children.
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Bonding and bridging
Of all the dimensions along which forms of social capital vary, perhaps the most
important is the distinction between bridging (or inclusive) and bonding (or exclusive).
Some forms of social capital are, by choice and necessity, inward looking and tend to
reinforce exclusive identities and homogeneous groups. Other networks are outward
looking and encompass people across diverse social cleavages (Putnam, 2000).
Bonding social capital is good for undergirding specific reciprocity and mobilizing
solidarity. Bridging networks, by contrast, are better for linkage to external assets and
for information diffusion (Putnam, 2000). Economic sociologist Mark Granovetter has
pointed out that when seeking jobs -or political allies- the 'weak' ties that link a person
to distant acquaintances who move in different circles from his own actually are more
valuable than the 'strong' ties that link the person to relatives and intimate friends
whose sociological niche is very like his own. Moreover, bridging social capital can
generate broader identities and reciprocity, whereas bonding social capital bolsters
our narrower selves (Putnam, 2000). Bonding social capital, by creating strong in-
group loyalty, may also create strong out-group antagonism and for that reason we
might expect negative external effects to be more common with this form of social
capital. In the words of Putnam bonding social capital is superglue and bridging
social capital is lubricating oil.

This distinction is interesting in connection with the field of hospitality networks. There
are numerous hospitality networks that focus primarily on a specific target group like
gays, elderly or hitchhikers. These hospitality networks only admit people from the
specific target group. The interesting paradoxal element of a few hospitality networks,
like Servas, is the following: they only admit people from a target group that have
characteristics like open-mindedness, cultural interest and so forth (bonding).
However, these people are in fact in search of people who are completely different of
them (bridging). Members of this type of network search for people with a specific
type of human values, but from cultures from all over the world.

Role of hospitality networks

Putnam describes that a hundred years ago, at the turn of the last century, America's
stock of social capital was at an ebb, reduced by urbanization, industrialization, and
vast immigration that uprooted Americans from their friends, social institutions, and
families, a situation similar to today's. Faced with this challenge the country righted
itself. Within a few decades, a range of organizations was created, from the Red
Cross to Boy Scouts, and YWCA to Hadassah and the Knights of Columbus and the
Urban League. With these and many more cooperative societies we rebuilt our social
capital (Putnam, 2000). Right now, there is a similar situation in the sense that social
capital is declining. The circumstances, however, are quite different. The world is
globalizing: people have and sustain relationships all over the world and people
travel. In order to create solutions for the declining social capital these changed
circumstances must be taken into account. Old techniques and methods that brought
solutions before, will no longer suffice.



57

We believe that hospitality networks can counteract this trend, but in order to see the
potential these kinds of networks have, we have to look at social capital at another
level. Putnam takes a look at social capital at the level of the American society. In
order to see what hospitality networks can contribute to social capital, we have to
consider social capital at a worldwide level. People belong to networks on a local
scale, but also to networks on a worldwide scale. People who feel they belong to a
community and share relationships with each other. A feature of hospitality networks
is that they are horizontal networks based on weak ties. In fact, such ties are
important for learning about new ideas, getting information, meeting new people, and
many other reasons (Granovetter, 1973, 1982). Putnam describes that flatter, or
more horizontal networks add to social capital in contrast with more hierarchical
networks. Furthermore, he states that weak ties in networks contribute more to social
capital than do strong ties.

An important characteristic of hospitality networks is that the first contact between
members is almost always mediated and more and more online. The goal of
hospitality networks is, after the initial mediated contact, to meet each other face-to-
face. There is a decrease in social capital caused by decreased participation in face-
to-face communities (Blanchard and Horan, 1998).  Hospitality networks mix virtual
characteristics with face-to-face characteristics. Technology makes it possible to
sustain relationships after and in between the face-to-face encounters.
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Part 3 – Empirical research
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Chapter 5 Servas

“Servas International is an international, non-profit, non-governmental federation of
national Servas groups, encompassing an international network of hosts and
travellers. The purpose of the network is to help build world peace, goodwill and
understanding by providing opportunities for personal contacts among people of
different cultures, backgrounds and nationalities.”

“With every true friendship we build more firmly the foundations on which the peace
of the whole world rest’ (Servas quote by Mahatma Gandhi)

Introduction

In this chapter we will describe how Servas works in practice. We will start with the
foundation of Servas and a short description of the organization. Next we will look at
the functioning of Servas in the light of the four perspectives.

The information is gathered from the ServasNet mailing list discussions, national and
international Servas newsletters, Servas papers and reports, our own experiences
and observations, interviews and meetings with Servas representatives and
members and last but not least a questionnaire that was send along with the
newsletter to all Servas members in The Netherlands. Out of 350 questionnaires that
were send, about 75 were returned. We also spread the same questionnaire in the
ServasNet mailing list, which has about 400 subscribers, but we only received about
10 of them.

Foundation

Bob Lutweiler founded Servas (which means ‘we serve’ in Esperanto) in 1949 at the
Folk High School of Askov in Denmark. Bob Lutweiler, pacifist, war-resister and civil
rights activist was looking for ways to prevent a next World War. He wanted to work
actively with friends on peace, keep contacts with other peace organizations and
setting up a Work-Study-Travel system that would give people from different
countries the possibility to visit each other at home. To reach this goal he founded a
network of people sharing his thoughts and who offered their hospitality to other like
wise thinking people.

Within a few years the organization got roots in several countries. Lists of people
opening their doors to other people were spread and committees were formed.
National directors were meeting each other regularly at international conferences to
discuss shared problems and policy directions. In 1972 ’Servas International’ was
founded; an organization registered in Switzerland. Statutes were redacted, so an
executive committee of international volunteers and region coordinators could be
voted on regular returning international conferences. Servas International has a
consultative status as non-governmental organization with the United Nations
Economic and Social Council. Servas is also seated in a women alliance for peace
and freedom. Servas International is governed by an executive committee (EXCO).
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After over 50 years the organization grew to over 15.000 ‘open doors’ in over 140
different countries. The last couple of years the number of members stabilized and
the number of visits declined.

Servas was founded as a peace movement. Servas International is a non-profit
organization working to build understanding, tolerance and world peace. It operates
through a network of Servas hosts around the world who are prepared to open their
doors to travellers. Through Servas, travellers are offered the chance to meet hosts,
their families and friends and participate in their everyday life. Where convenient,
hosts may offer two nights accommodation and invite travellers to share in their
evening meal. The names and addresses of hosts appear in annually produced lists,
which are made available to approved travellers. Servas hosts represent ordinary
people. The only requirement to join Servas as a host is the willingness to offer
hospitality to travellers of any race and culture. Servas encourages travellers to
experience other societies more deeply and with more understanding than is possible
with a casual or ‘ touristy’ visit.

Servas operates through a network of hosts and travellers. A traveller must be 18
years old or over. All travellers must be interviewed to make sure they are
responsible, open minded and likely to be a good member of Servas. When
approved, the traveller receives a Letter of Introduction (LOI) which is signed,
stamped and dated and is the traveller’s ‘passport’ within Servas. The LOI is valid for
one year and is shown on arrival in a host’s home. If possible host lists are provided
for the countries a traveller will be visiting. A deposit is required for host lists and is
refunded when the lists are returned together with a travel report. At the end of a trip
the traveller should write a short report for the national secretary, listing the hosts that
have been stayed with, noting any changes of address or telephone number and
giving advice that may be useful to other travellers.

The hospitality offered by the ‘’open doors’ is the cornerstone of Servas. Servas
hosts offer hospitality to approved travellers of any race, creed and nationality. A host
should provide a bed for two nights (or longer, but only at the host’s invitation) and
usually invite the traveller to share in the evening meal. The host is not expected to
provide transport for the traveller, although some may want to show the traveller
places of interest. The host should keep a record of travellers’ names and addresses
in a visitor book. The host should explain the ‘rules of the house’ to the traveller. A
host should set aside some time to talk with a traveller. If it is not convenient for a
host to have a traveller, the host should feel free to say ‘no’. In such a case it may be
possible to suggest the names of alternative hosts. Hosts should try to answer letters
from travellers asking to stay, especially those that enclose an International Reply
Coupon. Hosts who are not able to provide overnight accommodation may wish to
join as day host. A day host will find a convenient time to meet the traveller, may
provide information or a guided tour or a workplace visit or a meal or just find time for
a chat together.
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Servas in practice

The paper “What Servas in the XXI century?” (Bailleul et al, 2001) an unofficial
document written by a working team of senior Servas officers and meant to help the
preparations of the International Conference held in Thailand July 2001 brings up
“two big points that could change the future of Servas drastically” after mentioning
that the basic Servas activities are still continuing. Travellers are travelling, hosts are
hosting, most work is done by volunteers, most of the lists are sent regularly every
year and meetings are organized either on a national or international level. The two
points of concern are the influence of new technologies and the decreasing number
of travellers. We will elaborate on these two points now and in addition we will deal
with some other subjects. Many of the subjects overlap and are interconnected.

Ten years ago communication between Servas officials and members was limited to
letters and for some of them phone calls and faxes. Now with the Internet and email
nearly anybody can communicate instantly and has an almost infinite disposal of
information. This has large advantages but also some serious drawbacks and
concerns. In general you see a divide within the Servas community between people
eager to use new technologies and people who are new to the Internet and very
reserved and worried about using new technologies. We get the impression that the
latter group is bigger, but discussions concerning the use of new technologies keep
popping up in the ServasNet mailing list and people are deliberating all options
seriously.

According to the questionnaire many members see great opportunities for online
communication. It’s fast, easy and cheap, makes members easier accessible and
facilitates communicating more intensively with other members before and after an
exchange. Online communication is a good means to spread the word about Servas
for recruiting new members and reaching young persons who are more comfortable
with online communication.

On the other side members also see disadvantages of online communication. The
main issues are security and privacy. Members consider online communication as a
threat to trust and confidentiality of data within the community. They’re afraid of losing
the selection of members, the personal contact and control. Instead they expect poor
communication without consideration and obligation (called ‘modern impoliteness’ by
one member) because it’s too easy and superficial. A last concern is that members
who don’t have access to online communication, mainly elderly and the poor, drop
out and receive fewer guests. Despite all these concerns the majority has the opinion
that security and privacy are important, but can be overcome and should not restrict
the use of online communication.

ServasNet is an international unfiltered and unmoderated (but there is a moderator)
mailing list using the Yahoo Groups (groups.yahoo.com) service. The list is open to
“members and friends of Servas”. It started in June 1999 and has now about 350
members. The common language used is English though sometimes people post
messages using their mother tongue. Although Yahoo Groups offer much more
possibilities like sharing files, pictures, databases, bookmarks and a calendar,
hosting a web page and organizing polls, the only feature used now is the mailing list.
According to the mailing list reminder the list is to offer “…the chance to share ideas,
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thoughts and news. Messages should be not too long and related to Servas and its
aims: Peace commitment, mutual understanding, working to overcome the inequities,
understanding the roots of violence and war, methods of non-violence, sustainable
development, programs to help the poor get on their feet, etc. etc.” In addition
according to some participants the mailing list also gives us all “… the further
opportunity to remotely communicate with and learn from many others around the
world. Some of these people we may never meet in person while others we may.
Whether we meet or not in person, in my view, does not diminish the value of the
communication and the friendships built in that way.” It’s surprising to see so few
Dutch subscribers to the mailing list, while members are asking for online discussion
options in the questionnaire. So they probably don’t know about the existence of it.

Despite the open character of the ServasNet mailing list, there haven’t been many
problems. Last year there was one spammer and he was banned from ServasNet. At
the same time the moderator said that she would like to leave ServasNet unfiltered
and unmoderated, but if more spammers are going to post she shall filter all
messages.

The benefit of allowing for more detailed and personal host descriptions had a lot of
support in the discussions. Members complain about the current interests description
giving too little information to “get any feel for personality of the people behind the
addresses”. Simply a more lengthy and personalized blurb in each listing might
accomplish this.  This is not practical at the moment because of the increased
booklet size required, but it would be very possible in the website format. Members
like to know more about other members and are willing to give information about
themselves. People are thinking of publishing pictures, giving extensive personal
information like interest, hobbies, family, work, etc. and describing the town or region
they are living and what makes it interesting to visit them. It could become something
like a travel guide from a local. Currently you already see in the mailing list members
introducing themselves and their region in a personal way and members exchanging
tourist information. Also other features could be used like sharing a database for
meetings in a calendar and giving members the opportunity to design a website for
their own or for (sub) groups. A much heard remark about the current ServasNet
mailing list is that it lacks a personal touch. Some people are not interested in all the
administrative hassle and regulations, but want more personal and private messages
from hosts and travellers writing about their experiences, activities and cultures.

The allowing of a way for people to comment on their experiences with hosts is a
delicate issue within the Servas community. This kind of reputation management
similar to feedback forums and boards at auction sites intends to protect users from
bad experiences and give more information about the hosts. The criticism on this
point is that this kind of service is against the Servas spirit. Servas is not a
commercial organization and hosts are not seeking for testimonials from travellers.
Besides that the traveller is as responsible as the host in determining the success of
a visit.

Then there’s an ongoing discussion about languages within Servas. Most documents
and communication are in English within Servas, but not everybody is fluent in
English. Among about 100 national coordinators about 40 of them are more fluent in
French or Spanish, The working team therefore proposes to issue documents in
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English, Spanish and French if possible to avoid misunderstanding. At the same time
they realize that this takes some extra effort, but in this way they hope to promote an
organization that is truly international and multi-lingual and to avoid thereby barring
members from effective participation in the organizing of Servas for language
reasons only. Automatic online translation services still offer poor quality and
somebody in the mailing list said that he finds it easier to understand a message
written in faulty English than one translated by a machine. Another point that is
mentioned in the questionnaire is the language barrier with some exchanges. The
international language Esperanto, from which the organization obtained its present
name, is also discussed. Esperanto is developed to solve international
communication problems. Still only very few members speak Esperanto, but there is
a renewed interest in the language. We will discuss the Esperanto movement,
Pasporta Servo, more extensively later on.

“Many hospitality groups have proliferated since Servas started over 50 years ago,
some of them inspired by the open door system, some special interest or clubby
groups welcoming members of their own organization only.  Is not our need to build
bridges of understanding between various ideological factions to create more peace
and understanding in the world one of the most important things we can do in our
fragmenting world?” By Bob Luitweiler

The other concern the working team came up with is the decreasing number of
travellers. The number of members has been increasing since the beginning and was
growing rapidly in the 80’s. The number of travellers was increasing too and had a
peak in 1992. After this period the number of members stabilized approximately and
the number of travellers decreased. The last four years the number of travellers
decreased by about 5% every year. This means there are now 20% less travellers
than in 1996. This has happened in those countries, which send the most travellers. It
is a major problem in an organization where the basic activity is travelling. Servas is
struggling with this problem and with development problems in general.

A major concern is the aging of the Servas community. The Servas population is
growing older and there are very few young members joining. At the same time there
are loads of young people from all over the world travelling with or without backpack.
Many of these people are the kind of people who could really enjoy being members
of Servas: love travelling, have an open mind, love meeting others and learn about
other cultures, have peace and friendship in mind.... But hardly any of them have
ever heard about Servas or other hospitality networks.

Most members recognize the importance of young members for the future existence
of Servas. The youth is also a group that can profit a lot from Servas in their
development. That’s important in times of decreasing social consciousness and
where social services have become commodities. Servas facilitates them to explore
the world, learn about other cultures and form an opinion. With their fresh look they
also inspire others. Some members also stress that all members are equally
important and that divide within Servas is not desirable. Some even point at seniors
as an interesting target group because they have money and time to travel.

To get more young persons involved, one should have a look at these two questions:
How to get more young members and how to activate young members?
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To reach more young people ideas have been proposed to make a small brochure or
flyer and spread those at schools, universities and organizations with similar
interests. They can also be handed to prospective members. The Internet can also
play an important role in promoting the network and reaching young persons. Most
members however prefer promoting Servas mouth-to-mouth through personal
recommendations instead of ‘commercials’. This way you already make a first
selection. They are afraid of new members abusing the service or joining just for
being a traveller and saving money, not for learning about other cultures and
contributing to peace. This could decrease the quality of the Servas organization.
That’s why it’s important to tell about the real purpose of Servas while promoting the
organization. There’s also a minority that wants Servas to grow only in a natural way,
so no promotion only mouth-to-mouth.

In the “YOUNG VOICE” report of the Servas European Get Together 2001 in Kent we
read how the “YOUNG VOICE”-group wants to activate young SERVAS-members.
They came to the conclusion that it is not the lack of interest that stops Servas-
youngsters from taking part in Servas-life, but that they are not guaranteed an equal
position as their parents as long as they live with them. So their main idea is, that
every member should have it’s own entry in the Servas host list. They suggested
dividing the members into three groups: children and teenagers (up to 18), young
members and students (up to 26) and adults. They considered it important to divide
SERVAS-members, because interests and possibilities vary between the age groups
and it makes it easier to find people from the same age group. But this suggestion of
dividing members into different groups received some comments from other
members. According to them age doesn’t matter as much as an open mind and
willingness of both parties to communicate, learn and have fun and we can all gain
something from people of other ages, young and old. They are saying that we need
to unite Servas, not fragment it.  Inasmuch as they try to reach across different
cultures, they think they should also reach across different age groups. They think
that when age groups mix they can all expand their horizons. They believe the
younger and older can learn from each other like they can learn from people living in
different countries and cultures. The role of Servas is "breaking down age and gender
barriers". So they are opposed to making separate lists also because of practical
reasons, but agree that there should be a way to make it easier to find young
members. A possible way to accomplish this is by adding new categories with the
use of which it will be easy for young people to correspond with each other. But they
also propose to note in the header of the list that contacts with ‘older people’ are
valued very much.

The questionnaire provided some ideas how to stimulate travelling among members.
Members should be encouraged to travel within their own country visiting other
Servas members. More social events like gatherings and get-togethers, formal or
informal could also stimulate travelling by exchanging travel experiences and
travelogues. More extensive member information and information about the location
and possible sights and activities could not only stimulate travelling but also make
travellers choose different destinations than only national capitals. Finally sometimes
the contact requirements are too narrow and restricted. The threshold should be as
low as possible in this respect.
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The “YOUNG VOICE”-group also came up with some other plans and started working
on how to get more young people involved. A special young member’s registration
form and a Young Members Letter Of Introduction will be made, a mailing list will be
set up, try to get youth coordinators in each country and an European wide Young
Members List (YML) will be installed.

Another possible problem is that most young people can’t offer overnight hospitality.
That’s why some members want to promote day hosts. This would also discourage
travellers who are too often mainly looking for cheap hospitality more than real
interest and understanding.

The question what is the surplus value of Servas above other hospitality networks,
many members answered with personal contact with other members, exchange of
thoughts, learning about other cultures, religions and nations and real interest in each
other. This can be explained by the fact that most Servas members don’t have
experience with other networks, which makes them think this is a unique
characteristic of Servas. Other members stress on the ideology and goal of Servas:
peace building. As a result members expect the community to focus on quality
instead of quantity and focus on real interest instead of cheap lodging. Another high
valued characteristic is the selection of members through interviews, which gives
confidentiality and trusts and prevents abuse.

The newsletter is often considered boring and stuffed with organizational and
administrational issues not of any interest to many members. Members want a
newsletter with travelogues, personal experiences and stories. This should make it
more fun to read.

The working team starts their “What Servas in the XXI century?” paper with saying:
“The problems the Servas organization is facing now are due to structures which
have to be changed because the world evolves and Servas has reached a critical
level above which changes become necessary”. We will deal with some issues they
are facing concerning the organization and development here.

The Servas International Administration is composed of the EXCO, the area
coordinators and some specific officers such as the Infocom team, the international
host list coordinator, the archivist, the UN representatives, etc. The EXCO is elected
for 3 years and includes a president, a vice president, a treasurer, a general
secretary, a deputy general secretary and a peace secretary elected individually. On
these 6 persons rests a large part of the work of Servas International as defined in
the statutes. For the last 15 years people have complained about the different
EXCO’s. Especially internal conflicts got much attention. The EXCO members are
from different national, educational, cultural and philosophical backgrounds and they
are elected separately. They live far from each other and their only means to
communicate and to work is mail, fax, email and sometimes phone calls with only
one face-to-face meeting every year. This makes it hard to form a team and work
together. Another question raised is the use of email. EXCO members receive so
many email messages with questions that it floods their mailboxes. And because it’s
too time consuming to contact all EXCO members for every problem, problems were
solved by the concerned persons which may cause frictions within the EXCO,
disseminate wrong information or worse rumours. The working team proposed to
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elect an EXCO team of three people (president, general secretary and treasurer) and
to fill up other positions by the appointment of the EXCO. This offers the advantage
of a smaller and more compact team, with members who have decided to work
together and who can be aided by officers chosen for their ability and their
willingness.

In official Servas reports and papers and at meetings suggestions and solutions are
brought up for new technology related issues. One of the actions undertaken is the
establishment of an Information Communication Team (ICT). This is an international
SERVAS working team, which is dealing with a variety of information and
communication subjects and tasks. Some of them are the spreading of hot news and
latest information about SERVAS, formulate guidelines for spreading information to
all SERVAS members, providing tools and ways of communication among SERVAS
members, giving support and information on SERVAS technical matters, publishing
templates and forms for SERVAS office use, providing a help desk to answer
questions and help with problems and of course the maintenance of the website. The
working team also came up with some proposals. First they realize that changes
can’t be done immediately and that the old way with paper and the new one with new
technologies have to ‘live’ together for a certain time since not everybody has free
access to the new technologies. However they consider it a priority to establish the
new technologies to handle part of the boring paperwork and at the same time allow
Servas to develop. About the lists they proposed to agree on a standardized system
of computerization of the lists and that the lists should be send by the Internet with a
clear and efficient protection system. They hope that by promoting a unique standard
of list computerization, exchange will be easier and by using the Internet, time,
energy and money will be saved. Another proposal is about the use or rather misuse
of Internet and email. During the last years problems arose because messages were
being send all over the world without any control. Private information and personal
judgment was published on public websites without any protection so everybody,
even non-Servas members could read it. Therefore they proposed to develop a code
of ethics for communication about Servas on the Internet that private communications
among Servas members on the Internet would be required to follow. In this way they
hope to make communication on the Internet safer and closer to the goal of the
organization, as well as to increase the communication between members and with
the rest of the world. At the latest international conference was decided that the
website is going to be extended to three user levels. First a general level accessible
for everybody with basic information about Servas, second a password-protected
level for members only with reports of meetings and a bulletin board, third a
password-protected level for key-persons only with the key list and all kind of official
forms and documents, but no host lists. Besides this every country can develop it’s
own site, linked to www.servas.org.

Many members consider Servas over-organized, bureaucratic, old-fashioned and
dusty. This doesn’t fit with the present-day situation and doesn’t attract new members
especially youth. Moreover is slows the organization and creates a high threshold to
join. Many members share the opinion that the organization should restrict their
activities to offer a structure for travelling and exchanges, no more, no less. They
should focus on improving this core activity and keep away from side activities like
conferences and meetings, which makes the organization less recognizable and
could lead to an exclusive club. One of the things to improve is the host lists, which
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often contain wrong or outdated data. Employing the Internet could lower the
threshold together with offering introductory memberships.

Other members in contrast want more (in) formal meetings, discussions, intercultural
activities and courses. They want to meet fellow members and hear each other’s
stories and experiences. They also believe that this stimulates travelling and helps
recruiting new members. Some members want more attention and support for poor
countries, whose members often can only host but not travel.

Another point of discussion raised by the working team is how to handle the growing
amount of work the international administration has to do. Part of the job all these
volunteers have to do is administrative, mainly paperwork such as printing, mailing,
collecting mail, answering basic requests, etc. This work is constantly more
voluminous, bureaucratic and boring. The time is past when it was possible to
administrate Servas with a limited group of devoted members. Another work
organization has to be developed. Of course new technologies will bring some
solutions, but also more needs and control. It would seem possible to delegate tasks,
which are not the core of Servas, part of the administrative job and some of the
paperwork. This point is sensitive within Servas, a controversy between those in
favour of having a paid staff with an office and those who want to keep Servas as a
volunteer only organization. This option is very important because if there are paid
people and an office, how will it be organized and who will control it. Moreover, if they
decide to have paid employees it will be quite difficult if not impossible to return to the
previous situation of only volunteer officers. And of course the cost of such an
organization must be considered. On the other hand it is not possible to let some
people be overwhelmed by work with the risk they can’t do part of it and the
possibility to destroy their personal and professional lives. It is nevertheless not the
purpose of Servas to burden some people with a boring administrative job. So the
working team proposed to transfer part of the administrative job of Servas
International to a NGO which can deal it under the supervision of an EXCO member
and which will be paid for it. They also proposed to make this an experimental project
for a limited time, so that a decision can be taken at the end of this period. This
outsourcing allows the organization to deal with their major and strategic tasks.

The International Conference is the mayor event of Servas every three years. Legally
speaking this is the general assembly where they have to deal with different points
stated in the statutes such as reports, vote for a new EXCO and to debate about the
general organization of Servas International. At the same time the International
Conference is a large gathering, the only international get together all members can
attend. People have been complaining that very few decisions are taken, many
debates are not fruitful and the same items are discussed from one conference to
another without any improvement. This is due partly to the fact of the large
differences in members experience, preparation and English language mastering
levels. Another point of discussion is the fact that the conference uses nearly one
third of the three years budget. The working team proposes to hold the conference
every fourth year with a limited number of participants. At the same time each area
should have at least one conference before the International Conference to prepare
it. In this way the International Conference should be more efficient.
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Servas International is now registered in Switzerland as a ‘local’ organization. This
has the advantage of being very flexible and not to be bound by strict rules, but it has
some drawbacks too. Recently Servas International was nearly sued following the
official complaints of some national coordinators. This case was solved outside the
court but the same situation can arise with a less favourable outcome. Other issues
as drugs, money or weapons traffic, religious sects development, etc could develop
and with the current situation they are not able to deal with them properly, nor protect
Servas International legally against them. Fortunately Servas members are not
involved in this kind of activities, but it is necessary to be careful and to protect
Servas International by changing the legal status into an NGO (Non Governmental
Organization). In this way Servas International will have the legal means to deal with
the problems it could face in the future.

Peace has always been a dilemma in Servas. Although Servas was founded as a
peace organization, many people consider that it is so no more. As travel became the
main activity either for hosts who welcome travellers as for travellers who visit hosts,
Servas is often considered a travellers club. Still some people would like to involve
Servas in peace activities. Others consider the peace message outdated and dusty,
which doesn’t attract many people, especially not young ones. So the role of peace in
Servas and the tools to be used are not clear and that’s confusing and a hindrance
for the development of Servas.

The development of Servas is another big issue. Is Servas becoming too large where
you will lose person-to-person contact or does Servas need to grow and recruit new
members to prevent it from dying slowly? Is Servas adapted for every group,
nationality and culture? Is it open for people who cannot afford to travel and are there
other ways than the visit of a traveller to a host? Does the development require larger
structures and more administration? How much money will be devoted to
development? All these questions are vital for the future of Servas, but no actual
effective development policy has been made yet.

In the past finances were always a source of conflict and confusion. By reorganizing
the Servas International finances with a budget, yearly reports and strict rules thing
have been put in order. Clear rules about the use of money should be established in
order to avoid conflicts and confusion. Because of the decreasing amount of
travellers also the incomes from Letters Of Introduction went down and they are
discussing who is going to pay for this gap. At the same time many members
consider Servas a purely non-profit volunteer run organization so are not willing to
pay or say only travellers have to pay and not the hosts. In addition some members
consider the organization having too much overhead by deviating from the core
activities and thus unnecessary costs. They are pointing at conferences, gatherings,
newsletters, etc as money taking activities that are not fundamental to Servas.

During the last period Servas International had to deal with several problems
involving a national branch, either because the situation was confused in the country
with two different teams, each of them claiming to be the only official Servas team in
the country or because there was a conflict between Servas International and the
national branch. Unfortunately things like this happen in an international organization
with numerous national branches. To solve and prevent this rules have to be clearly
defined about the way to deal with conflicts according to the decisions taken by the
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International Conference. At the last International Conference a Complaints
Committee was established which handles disputes and complaints. All this must
contribute to make the daily functioning of Servas easier and settle down some
simple rules for the national branches.

According to some members Servas should limit itself to offering an exchange
structure and co-operate with other organizations for other activities and in order to
get new members.

The fact that a lot of Servas members are new to the Internet and therefore
inexperienced with new technologies and reserved about integrating them also has to
do with the aging of the Servas population. You see young members coming up with
great ideas about using new technologies while the ‘older’ generation has problems
with understanding all the new possibilities let alone integrating and using them.

Some problems and frustrations that originate from people not familiar with use of the
new technologies especially the Internet are for example replies with long, not related
quotations, messages to the whole list when it is intended for a particular person and
short replies without contextual information (i.e. replies on the digest). These actions
including the large gap in experience level between users can lead to
misunderstanding and even not understanding and harming others. A good example
of this is a message proposing special networks for “Women Welcoming Men” and
“Men Welcoming Women” as a reaction to a message about the “Women Welcome
Women” network. Servas founder Bob Luitweiler, who is also on the list, was
seriously disappointed by this proposal because it’s completely against the Servas
philosophy. “Is not our need to build bridges of understanding between various
ideological factions to create more peace and understanding in the world one of the
most important things we can do in our fragmenting world?” The main reason of this
misunderstanding was the use of an ‘emoticon’ indicating that this was a joke, which
was not understood by Bob Luitweiler.

Once the option within ServasNet to organize an opinion poll was used to get
feedback on a proposal by the EXCO. The poll was announced in the mailing list and
another announcement about an hour later said the poll was closed already. After
some comments the poll was reopened, but still only four people voted.

Another striking observation is the structure of and differences between the Servas
websites. For a long time www.servas.org was the Servas US website and the
Servas International website was hard to find. Only about two years ago this was
changed and www.servas.org became the international site and www.usservas.org
the US site. At this moment the international site is not available for over six months
already because of technical problems and a temporary website www.servas-
international.org is made. The Dutch site still only gives outdated information about
cycling tours in The Netherlands. About a year ago the domain www.servas.nl was
reserved and they are working on the site, but it’s still not there. On the other hand
there is a website like www.servasindia.org that is very well designed and updated by
an enthusiastic member. Overlooking all these websites you get the impression that
there is no overall policy regarding the organization and content of the websites,
which gives a messy, unclear and unprofessional look.
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Despite all these efforts by the ICT and the EXCO it turns out that they lag behind
everyday practice within the Servas community and other hospitality networks.
Servas members share information about other hospitality networks and use them
besides Servas, people use email and the ServasNet list extensively for broad range
of communication and even host lists have been spread over email. The latter is a
very delicate issue within Servas and so far it is formally forbidden to send any
personal data such as host lists through email. The FAQ on the international site
even says: “SERVAS host lists are not online, and never will be”. The main concern
for putting host lists online is privacy. People are afraid that personal information will
become available to everybody because electronic lists are easy to copy and spread,
which may lead to abuse and harming members. Besides that there are concerns for
security and protection of hosts. Bob Luitweiler gives a good description of the
problem: “There is a very good reason for not putting the whole host lists on the
Internet, not even if there could be airtight security, which is a problem, though I don't
think a serious one.  There are thousands of copies of host lists from all countries
moving around the world today, any one of which could be easily photocopied easily
and as far as we know this has not caused a problem. So long as hosts require a
prospective visitor to show her or his approved letter of introduction, in many case
give the host a copy, it is very easy to track down anyone who is misusing such a list
and warn other hosts of the situation.  Considering we have thousands of Servas
travellers every year it is remarkable how few problems we have. At the same time
when we have over 15,000 families and individuals who generously open their homes
to strangers we obviously need to protect them against anyone misusing their
kindness.  What could be more reasonable than to say only travellers who have been
approved by one of our interviewers should have an up-to-date list of hosts for the
countries she/he plans to visit and should be asked to return the lists when the trip is
over?” Bob Luitweiler continues proposing to put parts of the host lists on the net. By
removing all the information that would make them usable by not approved travellers.
In this way prospective travellers can be motivated to travel and can be helpful to
plan their itinerary by showing them where the hosts are all over the world and what
interests they have. Another person proposed to publish only the email addresses
and city or region of people who gave permission for this. Yet other people proposed
to exchange host lists over the Internet only by national secretaries and/or travel
coordinators.

But for other members all this is not reaching far enough and ask themselves: “The
world works by email and websites these days; why not us?” So many are proposing
to put the whole host lists online. They believe it would have many benefits:

- Reduce printing and postage costs and the hassle of deposit money, because
people with internet access would not need printed lists

- Decrease the usage of old lists, since it would be easy to keep the web listings
up to date

- Allow for more detailed and personal host descriptions, because adding another
paragraph to each host listing increases the website cost very little

- Eases obtaining a Servas host list for those who are travelling without fixed
address, but can use an Internet cafe allow a way for people to comment on
their experiences with hosts
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- Encourage more young people to participate in Servas, because many are
much more comfortable using electronic communication than old fashioned snail
mail

Of course these members understand the risks of putting the lists online, but they
think that with careful design of the website the risks could be decreased to a level
which is not much higher than the current risk. And above all they are convinced that
the benefits are so great, that it is worth doing. Most of them are thinking of allowing
password protected web access to the host lists. In both the current and the
proposed situation there are hurdles to take, but it is quite possible to achieve the ill-
desired result. To not increase the actual risk by allowing password protected web
access by very much and have the same level of hurdle as the current situation, the
design of the website has to be considered. First someone with ill intent would have
to become a Servas member or bribe a password off of a member, just like obtaining
the printed list.  Once logged on, perhaps the website would not list all of the host
contact information all on one page, since that would be too easy to cut and paste to
a message board.  Rather, it could just list the host names and descriptions, with
links for "getting more info on this host". After clicking on this link, the address and
phone number would be displayed, or perhaps instead, the contact info would be
sent automatically to the email address the Servas Traveller has set up with his
account. In this way, the person with ill intent would have to spend at least some time
(as with typing) consolidating a list before it could be posted.

Another very practical reason for putting host lists online is that this enables
members to consult the lists anywhere anytime. The process to write to a travel
coordinator to get individual country booklets mailed is much too awkward for
members who are travelling around the world, don’t have a fixed address, don’t have
a fixed itinerary and are used to the ease of email and Internet. The current
processes are not convenient and too awkward for people who are travelling a lot
and whose only fixed address is their email address. This concerns mainly young
members who are much more comfortable with email than the slow response of
printed mail. But as stated by a member in the questionnaire, carrying your expensive
and fragile laptop when travelling by bike through the wilderness isn’t handy, so the
list should be easily printable too.

A big concern in the general Internet discussion is the danger of a divide within the
Servas community, one group with people with access to the Internet and new
technologies and another group without access. Within an international organization
like Servas with members all over the world including poorer countries this is a valid
concern. That’s why every time people stress that in case of online host lists there
also has to remain the printed version of the host lists so people who don’t have
access to the Internet can still get the printed host lists.

Besides the online host lists discussion some people are also wondering if there are
other ways to improve the process by looking critical at it. Some observations are the
varying sizes from one page ones to ones in 3 or 4 volumes (USA list) and the
varying quality of lists from very beautiful produced and accurate lists to poorly
produced ones with many errors like wrong host information and ghost hosts, which
frustrates travellers. Proposals are to reduce the number of host lists produced and
produce custom-made lists with only the required information because hardly any
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traveller needs all addresses in the lists. By doing this you can reduce costs and
provide members with a better service. Another proposal is to locate contact persons
in the ports of disembarkation and important cities to provide relevant host list
information. New technologies can help improving these procedures.

Many hosts complain of receiving few or no guests at all. This lack of travellers and
exchanges undermines the basics of Servas. There’s no reason for being a member
if no travellers show up in the end. At the same time travellers complain about hosts
not willing or able to host. Either they’re to busy or fixing the house or just
inaccessible.
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Chapter 6 Other hospitality networks

Introduction

In this empirical part we will look at seven different hospitality networks and two
related initiatives. We have included these related initiatives, because of the
explanatory value they present. These case studies will be small compared to
Servas. We have chosen for this amount of case studies to present a picture of the
diversity of hospitality networks. All these networks have slightly different goals, are
targeted at different people, but do all facilitate hospitality.

The Hitch-hiker’s Registry

The Hitch-hikers Registry (HHR) was founded in 1998 after the second international
hitch-hiking congress in Warsaw, Poland. The goal is to bring the thinly spread
network of people who still hitch-hike and believe in the social ideals behind this form
of transport together, share advice and provide spontaneous accommodation for one
another. The network exists of 1095 members in 64 countries. It’s part of the Hitch-
hikers Home Base (HHB) that also hosts the Hitch-hikers Guide to Everywhere
(HHG). It started as an email based network and in 2000 it became web based. This
hospitality network is one of the most technical sophisticated ones we found.

The Hitch-hikers Registry is an all Internet based network, it actually exists thanks to
the Internet. So communication always starts electronically and stays the main way of
communication between members before they meet face-to-face for an exchange.
The HHR administrators only facilitate their members by helping them make contact
and advertise their hospitality. Nothing more, nothing less. It is up to the members to
decide how to use the service.

The Hitch-hikers Registry registration form offers the possibility to tell about your
hitch-hiking experiences, what you’re offering like advice and a place to sleep and
requirements and restrictions applied to guests.

The Hitch-hikers Registry is based on a kind of fraternity among hitch-hikers, they
have something in common, culturally speaking. Despite the large diversity, there is a
certain attitude to adventure, control, risk and finances that is shared by many hitch-
hikers. But there’s a lack of a cultural life as a group. Granted hitchers as a rule are
fairly independent people, it’s not a group activity in anyway. Still there’s a healthy
population of hitchers out there and some of them are coming together to share
stories, ideas and good times. At the second international hitch-hiking congress was
decided to start the World Hitch-hikers Association and the Hitch-hikers Hospitality
Club, whose members can provide one another with a short-term crash at short
notice. The members understand that their guests are arriving by thumb and may be
late, or not turn up till the next day but may have a burning urge to share wild stories
with understanding ears when they do arrive.

The Hitch-hikers Registry is a hospitality network that consists of a list of hitch-hikers
and their friends, who are keen to keep in touch, share advice and accommodate one
another on their travels. Everyone on this list has something to offer fellow members.
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Several levels of membership are available from those with just an email address to
share or some advice to those with a mansion to share.

Within the Hitch-hikers Registry there are different levels of membership and security.
Guests can enter the registry and use it, but they won’t see any information from
members who indicated their data discrete. Ordinary members are registered
members but without policing. Approved members are ordinary members approved
by an administrator, which enables them to see information marked discrete by other
members. This is the message you receive after requesting approval:

“The administrators of The Hitch-Hiker's Home Base have been sent your Registry entry and
will probably approve you promptly. They reject almost no one. The only criterion is that you
look like a genuine member of The Registry and not some random hacker or spammer, that's
all. They'll expect you to provide some kind of real world identity and contact details. If you're
approved you'll receive another email saying so, if rejected, you'll receive a message
explaining why. In the meantime we request a little patience.”

Finally there’s the administrators level that gives access to all information. So
members can submit their personal data in three levels of discretion. Different parts
can be at different levels.

The Hitch-hikers Registry is the result of thinking of ways that hitchers might help
hitchers although by nature their hearts are more inclined toward the free and easy
than the ordered and controlled (Wechner, 1998). This is the paradox the HHR is
dealing with. Some are rejecting the idea of too much organization among hitchers.
The problem of course is that hitch-hiking by nature is courting chaos; it’s a rather
individual or personal affair. Nevertheless various hitch-hiking clubs existed in the
eastern European countries and there was a plea to unite the hitchers of Europe. The
idea of an organized hospitality network was also raised among hitchers on the
Autostop mailing list.

The Hitch-hikers Registry is a mainly virtual organization represented by the website.
It’s run by a handful of administrators, although the website is self-regulating. The
administrators are used mainly to keep an eye on it and for the one human task
required, judging the suitability for candidates for approval. The administrators are
volunteers and they work with whatever donations are available, be it time or server
access. There is no formal structure, nor a formal voting system. Members can
submit complains to administrators, but for the rest members have to take it like it is
or leave it.

One of the prime motivators for founding the Hitch-hikers Registry was the decline in
the social acceptance of hitch-hiking. Some hitchers invariably turn to the few
remaining hitchers to lend their habit validity when they find a solid wall of opposition
in their immediate community.

The Hitch-hikers Registry is implemented in an online database of all members.
Through a web interface members can add, modify and delete information needed for
the database record. The registration form uses a combination of boxes for choices,
pull-down menus and free fields. This way you can categorise members and enhance
the search capabilities while at the same time keeping enough flexibility. Once you’re
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a registered member you can download the database, see member statistics, apply
groupings and last but not least search the database. There’s an advanced and basic
search form with several search options. The search results can be presented in
different ways. The registry also offers an email notification option. This way a
member will receive a notification of every added, modified or deleted record in the
registry. From March till October 2001 (that’s 8 months) there were about 500
notifications, consisting of 300 added records, 180 modified ones and 20 deleted
ones of which 15 deleted by the administrators.

Next to the Hitch-hikers Registry there’s also a Hitch-hiker’s Discussion Board and a
Hitch-hikers Mailing list.  The discussion board is on the social phenomenon of hitch-
hiking and is edited by Bernd Wechner. Members share experiences and advice, ask
for companions and rides and discuss articles and books.

Pasporta Servo

Pasporta Servo was founded in 1966 as the hospitality service of TEJO, the World
Organization of Young Esperantists. The goal is to bring together people from
different cultures through the international language Esperanto. It demonstrates
easily and clearly that Esperanto is useful and that it works in practice. Many people
learn Esperanto only because they want to travel by means of Pasporta Servo. The
network exists of 1161 members in 80 countries. The host addresses are gathered in
a booklet, which is given to all hosts for free and for sale for everybody else. In the
future the list will be delivered electronically additionally.

The main requirement of using Pasporta Servo is of course that you have to know
Esperanto in order to use the information in the booklet and communicate with other
members. Speaking the same international language is the fundamental shared
interest of the network.

Within Pasporta Servo hosting takes place according to the host’s conditions. The
network itself does hardly impose any regulations. The only shared characteristic of
Pasporta Servo members is Esperanto. The network is open for all ages and all kinds
of hosts. They stress that Pasporta Servo is inexpensive, practical, enriching and fun.
Pasporta Servo stimulates a community sense by requiring a mandatory
conformation of member’s records and sending the resulting yearly address book
with an accompanying letter. In addition there’s a mailing list and questionnaires are
send every now and then.

Pasporta Servo is the hospitality service of TEJO, an international non-governmental
youth organization founded in 1938 that works to foster peace and intercultural
understanding among young people around the world through Esperanto. The Local
Representatives bring in new hosts for their country, inform about Pasporta Servo,
and help the Compiling Team in numerous ways. They may organize tours or give
information (e.g. about the country) to individual travellers.

The address booklet of Pasporta Servo is practical and contains an introduction and
maps next to the addresses. The booklet is for sale through the World Esperanto
Association and the hosts get the booklet for free.
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Within Pasporta Servo questionnaires and information exchange give members the
possibility to cast their vote and when a substantial amount of members is in favour
of something they try to implement it.

Pasporta Servo is having difficulties to maintain a financial break-even. Money is
coming in from advertisements, donations and from selling the address book to
people who can’t or will not be hosts. The funds are used to pay for printing and
postage of the address book of the hosts, the yearly confirmation cards, member
forms, etc. Hosts use the service for free.

For Pasporta Servo the Internet saves costs and increased the number of guests but
doesn’t reach everybody. There’s a risk of excluding non-online parts of the world.
Another risk the Internet imposes is the threatening of the main means of income by
the ease of copying the book if they’re going to deliver it electronically.

Pasporta Servo aims a better understanding between cultures. Their shared
international language Esperanto is their means to ease the communication and
acting as a bridge between cultures.

Warm Showers List

The Warm Showers List (WSL) was founded in 1993. The goal is to bring together
cyclists who offer their hospitality towards touring cyclists. The extent of the
hospitality depends on the host and may range from simply a spot to pitch a tent to
meals, a warm shower, and a bed. The network exists of 1072 members in 43
countries. The list started as a paper-only version. In 1996 Roger Gravel took over
the list from the originators and in addition put it online too. The list exists in two
flavours now: the ‘members only’ Warm Showers List and the ‘public’ World Wide
Web Shared Warm Showers List. The list is part of an extensive network of cyclist
organizations.

Members of the Warm Showers list must have an email exchange in the first place
because an email address is the only contact data revealed next to their name and
location. The Warm Showers List registration form has some specific cyclists fields
like distance to a local bike shop and if storage is available.

The Warm Showers List bring to their member’s attention that those who take
advantage of the hospitality of fellow Internet cyclists should keep the following in
mind:
• Please respect the wishes of your host(s) and show your courtesy.
• Please honour the trust your host has given you.
• Please behave appropriately.
• House gifts or monetary fees (ok, maybe a beer or two) are not necessary unless

otherwise stated in the list.
• Those listed are under no obligation to host you, as they may have other

responsibilities or priorities when you call.

The reason behind the distinction on the Warm Showers List is that not all members
of the Warm Showers List want their co-ordinates to be universally listed and
available on the World Wide Web. Members can choose themselves if they want to
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be on the WSL only or also on the WWWSWSL by sending the list manager the
following request:

Roger, please put my name, my email address and the name of my town on the web
page for everybody to see.

The Warm Showers List works on the reciprocity formula. This simply means that if
you want to receive the list you have to submit your home as a host.

The Warm Showers List is free. It’s run by a single person, Roger Gravel, on a
voluntary basis. There are travel related banners on the site. The Warm Showers List
is connected with several other cyclists’ organizations. The website is part of a
cyclist’s web ring linking to each other’s sites which are all cyclist related but almost
none of them offers hospitality and the WSL exchanges information with other
cyclist’s associations.

The online version of the Warm Showers List started when Roger Gravel took the list
over from the originators in 1996 when there were 235 members in 18 countries. The
website is a great addition to the service and now everybody must have an email
address. Roger is just the registrar and facilitates the members. The list has 1072
members now of which 299 are also on the online list.

VirtualTourist

The VirtualTourist (VT) was originally created in 1994 by Brandon Plewe and is now
run by VirtualTourist.com, Inc. The goal is to provide unbiased rated travel
information you can use and trust by offering members a platform to share their travel
tips, travelogues, pictures and recommendations and offering a forum to discuss and
find other travellers. The network exists of over 179.000 members in 223 countries
and territories. It’s on online only initiative and it’s not explicitly their aim to facilitate
face-to-face exchanges. In that sense it is not a hospitality network according to our
definition, but we use it anyway because is shows some examples of
commercialization, organization and representation of member information.

VirtualTourist gives members the opportunity to meet other members who either live
in or have just returned from the place you want to go. They can visit each other’s
travel pages, send email, chat and exchange information in the discussion list.
VirtualTourist members create personalised travel pages that include reviews of
destinations, travel tips, and pictures from their trips. VirtualTourist also offers
features like web mail, chat, friend finder, and travel tools that make travel planning
easy and fun. It even allows you to communicate with, get to know people and
explore places without going there physically.

The travel pages of VirtualTourist are the heart of the VT community and allow
members to present a lot of information about themselves and their travels in an easy
and fun way. Members can publish their travel pictures and share them with the
whole community. People can even send pictures as digital postcards for example to
invite friends to come look at their travel pages. It’s amazing to see how much
information members are willing to share and even find creative ways to present that
information. We even found a member that used the travel page of a location with her
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name to tell more about herself. The World Travel Map is a personalised map of the
world showing where members live, have been and are planning to go.

VirtualTourist is powered by their members, which should make them feel confident
sharing information and create a vibrant community. The whole presentation of the
website and the texts is done in such a way that gives a sense of community and
ownership of the community.

Members of VirtualTourist can become very involved as some Top Members’ sites
attest. Members can give ratings to other member’s travel page. This way people can
encourage or congratulate members. When a member receives a rating it contributes
to their ranking. Once a member has cracked the top 1000, they receive a rank.

VirtualTourist.com, Inc. is a commercial organization that makes money through
advertisements on their site and through licensing their travel community solution as
a service to other sites. This community solution consists of a platform where
members can circulate up-to-the-minute travel information via discussion forums or
online chat, send postcards and find friends, family and other members by uploading
pictures and commentary to personalised member pages. The goal of this service is
to augment websites with a value added feature that would improve the visitor’s
experience, increase site stickiness, build user loyalty, improve customer retention
and enhance the sites image.

The fact that VirtualTourist is run by a commercial organization is visible all over the
site. Everything is carefully designed to attract new members, make existing
members share lots of information and make members come back to their site. Even
the Member Snapshot on the homepage every time looks like a carefully selected
good-looking female member. Most members don’t seem to care about the
commercial exploitation of their community and their addresses being used for
advertising purposes as long as the service is working properly.

VirtualTourist calls itself an example of how the Internet was used to be – a free
resource for sharing information. It uses many tools mainly available to Internet
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initiatives like all the interlinked information, rankings, online chatting, extensive
search options and some handy tools like currencies, time zones, metric converter,
translator and travel warnings.

Hospitality club

This online hospitality network is founded in august 2000. Their aim is to bring people
together - hosts and guests, travellers and locals. The goal of the network is to bring
people together, foster intercultural understanding by giving travellers a chance to
meet “locals” and locals a chance to meet people from all over the world. The club is
supported by volunteers that believe in this idea and by doing so the world will be a
better place to live. It has already established around 1000 members from
approximately 70 countries. This hospitality network is new, takes advantage of a lot
of possibilities the Internet offers and let members involve as volunteers.

There are profiles of members online. Members have to decide how much personal
information they disclose. There are possibilities to increase social presence,
including photographs of members. Members can choose their own way to
communicate, but they have to find the information on the Internet. Online
communication is therefore a necessary ingredient of this hospitality network. The
individual member decides how much personal information he/she reveals.
Information that a member doesn’t want to enclose will stay hidden for all other
members.

The hospitality network checks registrations at the moment. In time volunteers in the
respective countries or cities will give new members a call or take a look in the
registration process. A new member has to state full name and address and accept
the rules and regulations.

There is a security policy. There are two major security concerns:

• Security of personal data
The information a member supplies at signup will be checked by the network and
then stored in a safe place. Members’ email addresses will not be visible to other
members - they will be able to send messages to one another from an interface on
the website. You can choose to hide your most sensitive personal information (name
and address). All other information members supply is voluntary and will be visible in
your profile. This is the only data about members that will be put onto the Internet,
and of course members will have to log onto the secure site with a password to see
the profile of other members.

• Security when meeting another member
Whenever someone contacts a member through The Hospitality Club, he/she must
supply his/her full name, passport number and user name. Hosts should first check, if
this person really is a member by looking for his/her profile on the website. The
profile could also be a help for members to decide whether you would like to meet
this person or not. Members are advised to keep the passport information in a safe
place or send it to security@hospitalityclub.org where the network will store it for
them. Members are also advised to check the passport of the guest on arrival, and

mailto:security@hospitalityclub.org
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make sure that the identity information received is correct. This way, there is some
security, in case something happens.

Another tool to increase the security for all members is the comment feature: every
member can make a comment on any other member that he/she knows. These
comments will appear next to the profile. Also, you will be able to see the user names
of past hosts and guests of a member, as well as the names of other members that
trust this person. They insist to use this feature and write a short comment on every
member you know, no matter if you met him/her through The Hospitality Club or have
known him/her before. If you want to host someone, and see that this member has
received a lot of negative comments from his/her past hosts you might change your
mind and likewise if a host received negative comments from his/her guests you
might want to look out for a different place to stay. Even with these security measures
taken, members are asked to be as cautious as one would with any other stranger.
As the hospitality network approves new members, they cannot know them
personally. If a member feels that anyone is abusing The Hospitality Club, they can
send a message to abuse@hospitalityclub.org and they will deal with the problem.

The personal Profile is the heart piece of The Hospitality Club. Here, every member
gives information about him/herself so other members can contact him/her or decide
if they would like to host him/her. You can find personal information, information
about the travels and interests and help offered by fellow members.

A member is expected to follow rules. Here we will state the rules of the Hospitality
Club:

1. The Hospitality Club is for members only.
In order to become a member, you must provide correct information about yourself.
After checking this information (to make sure you are a real person) we will send you
a notice of approval. As a member you can then log onto the website and contact
other members.

2. The Hospitality Club is free for guests and hosts.
No money is involved. Of course, if you cause costs to your host (telephone calls,
food), you will pay for these.

3. When contacting another member for the first time, you have to supply this
member with following information:
• Full Name
• Passport Number
• User Name at The Hospitality Club
This will give the other member security about your identity and the ability to check
your profile on the website.

4. When staying with another member you have to show your passport on arrival.
This way, the host can check if the identity information he received when you first
contacted him/her is correct.

5. Do not spam! If you are found to send messages to another member that are not
related to the aim of The Hospitality Club, you will lose your membership.

mailto:abuse@hospitalityclub.org
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6. No member is under any obligation to do anything for any other member.
The Hospitality Club is a platform for members to meet and make arrangements.
Every situation is different, and there is never an obligation, except for the one to
respect each other.

Any member found to break these rules will lose his/her membership after an
investigation by The Hospitality Club.

An interesting feature of this web-based hospitality network is that it is a volunteer
organization. Members are asked to participate in organising the hospitality club.
Joining is free, but an effort is asked to help them. If a member would like to help
making The Hospitality Club one of the nicest things on the Internet and in the real
world, they can send a message to volunteer@hospitalityclub.org or subscribe
yourself directly to the volunteer mailing list. They will then receive detailed
information on how they could help.

This hospitality network will always be free for members. The Hospitality club is not
consuming a lot of monetary resources at the moment. In the future little things, like
paying for the domain on Internet, will be covered by ads and sponsors.

This hospitality networks believes to improve the well being of the world by facilitating
these kinds of exchanges. This hospitality network also encourages that members
should go out into their local communities and do some good things right there.

World for free

The World for free is a hospitality network founded in 1985. The aim of this hospitality
network is to provide a low-cost network for travellers and a means of information
exchange among travellers and those who wish to receive travellers. It is based on
the idea that you would rather stay for free with a welcoming human than pay for an
impersonal and expensive hotel room. It is also based on the idea that hospitality is
mutual. If you enjoy staying with others, you will enjoy having others stay with you.
The World for free has about 250 members and 51 countries deliver members. This
hospitality network focus more on a low-cost network and emphasise that they will
never go completely online.

Members get an address book with the whole members’ list. Online communication is
only used for finding information and contacting other members. The address book
contains a lot of information about members. It also contains photographs of
members to increase social presence. Most exchanges are set up over the phone.
They emphasise that they never can go completely online, because of the need to
accommodate people all over the world and not all people have access to computers.

There is a guest book where you can leave your travel stories. There are links to
travel sites and books about travel. There is also a section of Frequently Asked
Questions (FAQ’s). There is a special Good Guys / Bad Guys Forum. This forum is
for complaints or praise about travel companies or other travel related services.
Members are stimulated to come themselves with initiatives of new links.

mailto:volunteer@hospitalityclub.org
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There are rules you have to prescribe to become a member. All members must host
as well as travel. The names and addresses are not available online. The founder
thinks that trust is there. They say they don’t achieve this, it is only theirs to lose it.
Still there are rules and the listings are not online.

The World for Free is a private initiative and is presented as a way of finding cheap
accommodation. Still the World for Free costs you 25 $ a year. There is a strong
emphasis on money. There are a many different ways to enlist cheaper. The latest
edition of the address book has fifteen pages of travel tips, along with names and
addresses of discount airlines and hostels. There's also information about how to get
a free car for US travel and the ride-share system in Europe. Members can try the
service first. If, after six months, they don't like it, return the address book for a full
refund. No questions. No pro-rating. No handling fees. Only if you join and agree to
the rules of the organization can you get a copy of this book. No outsider will be
allowed to exploit these listings.

User needs are assessed by individual members suggestions through writings or
email. The founder takes care of the hospitality network and makes all final decisions.
There are a few ads on the site to generate funds, as well as membership dues.

The founder expresses the hope that hospitality networks will look upon each other
as friends, rather than competitors. They all have slightly different focuses, slightly
different members and similar goals.

New technologies make it easier for members to contact one another and they could
make it cheaper to operate. They cannot replace human contact or the regular postal
service.

Evergreen Bed & Breakfast Club

The Evergreen Club is founded in 1982. This hospitality network is a practical
resource for travellers over 50 who enjoy people-to-people contacts. Club members
are keenly interested in life and eager to expand their horizons. They have 2000
members, mostly in the USA, but also people from all over the world. Their goal is to
provide friendly hospitality and economical travel accommodations in private homes.
The Evergreen Club has a website, but is further offline. This hospitality network is a
for profit organization.

Email has greatly enhanced members’ ability to contact each other. Half of the
members have email and is primarily used for arranging accommodations. Means of
communications is a semi-annual print directory and four print newsletters. Eventually
they will have the directory online, but it will be accessible to members only.
Communication between members mostly takes place in the form of letters, email
and phone. Social presence is increased by adding personal profiles in newsletters.

Trust is crucial to the program and applicants are asked to pledge that they will
promote consideration and good will with their fellow members. That single provision,
plus the members’ experiences, have been sufficient to build an exceptional degree
of trust within the organization’s culture. There is also a policy that is to cancel any
membership for which they receive three complaints over any given period of time.
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They also have profiles of members in newsletters so others can get to know them
better.

Half of their members come through recruitment by current members who receive
credit toward their annual dues for each new member they sponsor.

Evergreen strives for a healthy profit. Money is also given to hosts to pay for the stay.
The primary focus is North America, because they believe that is what they do best.
Although many of their members regularly travel abroad and would like to have
Evergreen accommodations in other countries, they do not particularly aim for an
international market. Member’s wishes are taken into consideration, overall policy is
determined by the owner of the business.

Email has improved members’ ability to contact each other and according o the
founder this is just the beginning! Despite the influence of the Internet people still
meet face-to-face and learn through co-operation and consideration.

Hospitality exchange

This hospitality network is founded in 1964. The goal of this network is to provide
opportunities for members to be hosted when they are travelling by other members
and to host in return when asked. The Hospitality Exchange is a traveller’s directory
of friendly, travel-loving people who offer each other the gift of hospitality in their
homes. The Hospitality exchange has 315 members from 27 countries. The
Hospitality exchange has a website, but exists also offline. This hospitality network is
quite old and emphasise the importance of the Internet and community building.

Most members request hospitality by using email or phone, with the minority using
mail. Nearly 70% have email addresses. Online communication is an essential part of
communication between members who are seeking hospitality not to mention
between members and editors. For example to check if a person has actually joined
the network. They emphasise the boost the Internet has created for them in term of
new members from all over the planet.

They achieve trust in several ways: (1) only members of the hospitality exchange get
the directories of other members (2) if a member is not listed in one of the directories
(because new), they ask the member who is being asked to host to email or call them
to inquire and to ensure that the individual is truly a member (3) the fundamental
principle of this network is ‘your home is your castle’. If it is not convenient to host a
member requesting hospitality, members are free to say no. All they ask is that they
be available to host as reciprocity is the glue that has kept the organization vital all
these years. The hospitality exchange emphasise the role of the looking at their total
members as a community. The community is what keeps members renewing and
thus provides the base of membership so that there are folks out there who are
willing to host others.

There is a rule for online behaviour: common courtesy. There is also protocol and
etiquette:
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• Only H.E. members are listed in the Membership Directory or its updates
and only members receive the Directory and updates.

• Our basic requirement beyond formal membership is that you have the
intent to provide hospitality, for 1 or 2 nights, to H.E. members who may
visit your area. You are asked to host at times convenient to you and when
given adequate notice. Sometimes you may not be available or inclined to
host, and that's ok.

• When contacted by an H.E. member, we encourage you to review their
listing in the Membership Directory before deciding to invite them into your
home, since it remains always your castle. If an individual is not listed, give
us a call to check. Often people will join in the interim period between
Directories.

• When you are the traveller requesting hospitality, we encourage courtesy,
plenty of advance notice and basic etiquette. In other words, keep in touch
with your potential host, and if your plans change, please notify them.

• We strongly discourage calling an H.E. member for the first time on the day
on which you wish to stay, unless their entry specifies otherwise, or there
are those travel circumstances we all run into occasionally that prevent
normal, advance notice.

• Ben Franklin's "fish and guests begin to smell in three days" is an
appropriate aphorism for the H.E. We request that you ask for only a night
or two of hospitality. Hosts always retain the freedom of choice on number
of nights offered and whether to provide food, guided tours, refreshments,
etc.

• House gifts or other means of expressing appreciation for the gift of
hospitality are encouraged.

There are all kinds of links to interesting sites for travel loving people: Travel tips and
clues, travel stories, travel sites and airplane sites.

New members must register and pay dues. They have to pay 20 $ a year and get
twice a year an update of members’ profiles. User needs are met by correspondence
with individual members.

This hospitality network emphasises the special boost that the Internet has provided.
Four years ago, hardly any member had email and they had to correspond by mail or
phone. Both were inconvenient and precluded the development of ‘community’ the
way that email has fostered. They now obtain members from all over the world.
Whereas before they were entirely reliant upon (1) word of mouth (2) mentions in
travel books and (3) the occasional feature article in a travel section of a major
newspaper. Internet helps to bond people more, because it is quick, cheap and
allows a broader range of communication. It also is critical to continued success and
to ensuring diversity of membership.

Hospitality networks fulfil a way of providing cross-cultural friendships and
communications on a personal, community level. They can help to increase sharing
and communicating and understanding. These are all vital to any society’s survival.
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Letmestayforaday

Letmestayforaday.com is NOT a hospitality network. It is a private initiative by a
Dutch student to gather invitations all over the world to stay for a day and see the
world for free. Moreover, to share his view of the world, see how people live and give
an example that hospitality still exists. The idea was launched on March 12 2001 and
the founder is now travelling all over the world. The founder has a heavy sponsored
website. He shares all that happens on his website: comprehensive diary entries and
full photo reports.

Letmestayforaday shows the evidence that hospitality is abound. He gathered over
2200 invitations from 67 countries in a short period! Travelling in most hospitality
networks, however, is on a decline and ways have to be found to overcome this
problem.

Review

Above we described a couple of hospitality networks and related initiatives. We saw
large differences among their focus, policy, target group, goal, etcetera, but they all
share a structure for facilitating reciprocal hospitality. We also saw large differences
with Servas. These hospitality networks including Servas show the diversity within
these networks and give a good impression of the field of hospitality networks. In the
next chapter we will interpret the theories with the empirical material.



86

Part 4 – Conclusions
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Chapter 7 Conclusions

In this chapter we will present our conclusions of interpreting the theoretical and
empirical research in the form of a general concept. The concept will encompass the
four different levels and integrate empirical and theoretical results. It will be a general
concept, in the sense that it will be applicable to all hospitality networks. It won’t
encompass absolute judgements on how hospitality networks should operate, but we
will point out areas of attention for a well functioning hospitality network in the 21st

century.

Individual level

Communication is a key factor for a hospitality network. So administrators try to
facilitate communication in many different ways. Communication is an important
condition for a vibrant community with many exchanges. A shared language, like
Esperanto, is a great way to improve communication and takes away communication
barriers.

In most hospitality networks, the traveller looks up a host in a booklet. Most of these
data are demographic, supplemented with a few lines of interests. These profiles
have to be printed and sent to members, so this leaves limited lines of filling personal
information. To increase social presence these profiles are sometimes with
photographs. The host only gets an email or phone call from the traveller and doesn’t
know a lot more about the person who is coming to visit. Online communication and
communication through other media is in hospitality networks important to facilitate
the exchange. Members decide how to contact each other. These media distort
normal impression development and as a consequence social presence is poor prior
to a visit. Also, the way members validate mutual understanding, must come from a
sense of belonging to a group of trustworthy people, rather than from initial contact.
The trust provided in the community seems to stretch out to every member.

Most hospitality networks embrace the development of the Internet and thereby
online communication. A very limited number of hospitality networks are completely
online. Most hospitality networks combine online as well as offline characteristics.
Some stipulate, however, that they can never move online completely, because of
the need to accommodate people all over the world. Online communication has
become very important for hospitality networks although their final aim remains
achieving a face-to-face meeting. Online communication empowers hospitality
networks by enabling them to communicate in a fast, easy and cheap way. Now
members can start building a relation more conveniently with other members before
they actually exchange and also stay in contact afterward. Online communication
offered hospitality networks a great tool to spread their message for promotion and
recruiting new members, especially young ones. The drawback of online
communication is the reduced social cues and therefore poor social presence.

One can argue that communication through different media in a hospitality network is
only to set up an appointment between members, so common ground can be easily
established. There are however a few disadvantages. Members want guests that are
reliable and interesting. Increasing social presence during the stage of making
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appointments can contribute to more satisfying exchanges. Members can better
assess whom they allow into their homes. Internet can play an important role here.

There are a lot of possibilities to increase social presence on the Internet and
members can get to know each other before the exchange. Hospitality networks can
increase the social presence with icons, photographs or 3D avatars. Only a few
hospitality networks seem to be committed to implement features that increase social
presence. These hospitality networks make it for example possible to include a
photograph in the online profile. However, these properties do not function properly
yet. The Internet, however, facilitates a lot more possibilities to include personal
information. It offers many easy to use and cheap possibilities. Mailing lists,
discussion boards, guest books, chat facilities and of course email allow members to
share information and advice, ask questions, make friends and find travel
companions. Virtual Tourist is a great example of this feature by providing travel
stories linked to personal profiles. To include multiple modes of communication and
more information of fellow members will increase trust and the sense of belonging to
a community.

The Internet enables members to choose their host in other ways. In the ‘offline’
hospitality network members go to a country of their choice and then look for an
interesting host in a specific town. Internet offers more opportunities to search the
database for members with specific interests or characteristics.

Registration forms (online or offline) used by hospitality networks to collect the
necessary and voluntary information for the member lists are found in different
designs. Some are very strict and don’t leave many space for personal and freeform
information, while others allow members to present extensive information about
themselves, their location and other subjects including pictures and links to their
favourite sites. Some forms ask specific information according to the goal of the
network. In general one can say that members are very willing to share this kind of
information, for example if we look at VirtualTourist, and it also gives a more personal
flavour to the network which in turn encourages existing and new members and
increases the sense of community.

Intercultural communication is an inevitable part of most hospitality networks.
However, we hardly found any attention paid to intercultural communication in the
investigated hospitality networks. To make members aware of how people view
foreign and unfamiliar cultures, learn them to cope with those prejudices. It is also
important to teach members the relationship between culture and communication.
Each culture communicates in its own way. You could say it is a personal obligation
for each member to be familiar with the matter, but hospitality networks should play a
role and facilitate access to this knowledge.

Group level

Most hospitality networks host an interesting diversity of members. Although a shared
interest or goal brings them together, like a shared language or a shared obsession
with cycling, the diversity within the network is strong. One can even say that this
diversity is what people are looking for within a hospitality network and what keeps it
vibrant. This paradox is fundamental to the functioning of hospitality networks.
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Different networks focus on different features like cheap accommodation, enriching
experience, fun and adventure, cultural exchange, tolerance and mutual
understanding, contribution to world peace, etcetera. In general a more idealistic
focus leads to a higher sense of community and commitment. But it should be said
that if people focus more on having fun and meeting interesting people it doesn’t
imply that they’re not contributing or willing to contribute to tolerance and peace.

Security is a very important issue within hospitality networks and all make an effort
but in many different ways. In general ‘offline’ networks are considered more secure
than ‘online’ networks and the ease of flowing information over the Internet and
copying it is seen as the main cause for this. ‘Offline’ networks like Servas handle
security by mouth-to-mouth promotion, interviewing new members, a letter of
introduction, travel reports and sanctions for offenders. These techniques are hard or
impossible to apply on ‘online’ networks. But ‘online’ networks offer other possibilities
for security. The most obvious is a password-protected site where members only may
login. This way, one can create different membership and security levels for access
to and revelation of information. Less sophisticated but effective methods are applied
for example hiding crucial data. These methods can be applied to secured and non-
secured sites to protect user information, for example by providing options to email
hosts without revealing email addresses and make it hard to copy member lists by
providing only information on individual members and this information can even be
send by email. The Hospitality Club also requires a passport number and they
provide a so-called reputation manager, where members are encouraged to write
about their experiences with other members. Within Servas this option is
controversial because you’re rating other members by your personal opinion.

Although many administrators believe they don’t actively promote a sense of
community, they do recognize the importance of it. Some think it’s hard to influence
it, others try to involve members and stimulate communication among members. This
can be done by organizing meetings and events, send members newsletters
regularly and as Pasporta Servo does requiring an annual confirmation of their
membership.

Most hospitality networks state their purpose clearly: to become a member you are
required to fill in a registration form. Understanding what motivates people to join and
to return has important consequences. Stating the purpose clearly helps to deter
casual visitors who lack commitment, along with those who will become frustrated
because they are not getting what they look for in the community. Combined with a
registration duty to become a member it is more probable that only individuals who
really show commitment, will subscribe.

Hospitality networks exist on the principle of generalized reciprocity. Members take a
fellow member in their home, without expecting anything immediately in return,
confident that down the road another member will return the favour. They do it out of
a spirit of building something between them, rather than a spreadsheet-calculated
quid pro quo. Members in almost all hospitality networks are required to fill in a
registration form to join the network. Reciprocity and trust are supported by this
process of registration. Other security policies and sanctions by abuse of trust are
also factors to support trust. Other security policies are for example the comment
feature of the hospitality club, where people can state if they trust the host or not. The
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fact that members do not know each other personally before an exchange, makes the
concept of trust even more important. Trust has to exist on the collective level of the
hospitality network. This makes the role of the hospitality network extremely important
in supporting trust.

For a hospitality network it would be wise to make most policies explicit. Members of
a hospitality network come from all over the world and will have different expectations
of what is normal and acceptable behaviour. Some hospitality networks state rules of
behaviour during an exchange.

Hospitality networks should consider their network more like a community. Their core
task is to facilitate exchanges between members, but hardly any hospitality network
acknowledge the the value of a community feeling by creating opportunities to get to
know each other besides the actual exchange or by using other tools to increase the
sense of community. Looking at a hospitality network as a community, spawns
important decisions.

Organizational level

In an ideal situation, hospitality networks should be superfluous, because people
would offer hospitality to anybody by themselves. This is the basic, though idealistic,
thought that explains why many members prefer a small, basic and grassroots
organization to an over-organized and bureaucratic hospitality network. Virtual
organizations consisting of a small group of (voluntary) administrators spread over
the world who ‘govern’ online are an acceptable solution. Further, the organization
could be left self-regulating as soon as the basic structure is there. So many
hospitality networks restrict themselves to facilitating exchanges by offering a
structure to meet fellow members. Members themselves decide if and how to use this
service. When there’s a democratic structure within the organization members can
express their voice by voting. When there isn’t a clear governing structure members
express their wishes and complaints directly to the administrators who can decide to
implement or improve the service or not. Questionnaires are also used to assess
user needs and wishes.

Online hospitality networks consist primarily of a database with member records. The
website enables members to add, modify and delete information on their record. By
providing members with the opportunity to change their own membership information,
they relieve the organization. To find other members it offers search and grouping
options. Then it should also represent the search results in a handy and printable
way. This is all a basic network needs, but what can be extended by all kind of online
communication and community services and tools. These additional services can
stimulate and improve the use of the basic database service. In addition these tools
can stimulate activity among members and lead to more exchanges. This is
fundamental to the existence of hospitality networks.

Hospitality networks should also have a look at related Internet initiatives to widen
their view and learn from them. Many of them offer interesting opportunities to
improve or add services to hospitality networks.
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Because the diversity among hospitality networks is enormous with so many
hospitality networks all with a different target group, goal, organization or focus, they
should consider co-operation and establishing inter-organizational links. These
networks normally lack the resources (finances, expertise etc.) to cope adequately
with some challenges the environment poses, for example the Internet and
promotion. An interorganizational relationship could be a united stand of hospitality
networks to attract more members collectively as they can seperately, share
resources and earn a reputation. In this integrated approach they more or less
compete with each other and this enables the exercise of choice by individuals.

New challenges rise when ‘traditional’ hospitality networks make their transition
towards the Internet. The volunteers that used to do the administrational work fairly
easy have to be replaced partly by technical skilled people who can build websites,
databases and other electronic tools. Because it’s probably hard to find enough of
this expertise within the voluntary organization, they are dependent on organizations
(usually for profit) that provide these professional services, which in turn require extra
funding.

Of course, this volunteer approach doesn’t mean that they don’t need funding for
making and distributing member lists, maintaining a website and recruiting new
members. Most networks demand a membership fee to cover these expenses. Some
networks only charge guests or travellers others also charge hosts. A problem here is
that the costs of transferring money internationally are usually higher than the
membership fee. A solution for this could be the sale of a magazine to members as a
kind of membership fee. In addition most organizations receive donations. Recently,
with the rise of the Internet and a trend to commercialization other sources of income
appeared. Banners and other ways of advertisement now generate income.
VirtualTourist even makes money through licensing their travel community service to
other website operators. Also because many people nowadays are used to free
services offered on the Internet, administrators have to generate income through
other means. Pasporta Servo even sells their address book to non-hosts to keep the
service for free for hosts. We found only one organization, the Evergreen Club, where
hosts actually receive money from their guest for hosting them, while other networks
like Servas explicitly prohibit exchange of money between host and traveller.

Societal level

Hospitality is a necessity to any human and any society. No society or human being
can exist without receiving new impulses regularly. Looking at the hospitality
networks we see that the supply of hospitality is hardly a problem with so many hosts
willing to receive guests, but the demand for hospitality by trevellers is decreasing.
This is a fundamental problem for the existence and survival of hospitality networks.
Solutions can be found in different directions. Two important ways are to stimulate
travel and to recruit new travellers. A lot of people have never heard of these kinds of
networks, but do travel all around the world: for example backpackers.

By looking at the discussed hospitality networks, one can see that hospitality can
have many different forms. From Servas day-hosts who offer advice, a talk, a guided
tour or a dinner to Esperantists who offer board and lodging for a month to fellow
Esperantists. Hospitality has also a strong cultural impact. Although hospitality is a
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worldwide virtue, it’s perceived different in different cultures and cross-cultural 
understanding is needed to improve the experience and prevent insults.

Voluntary reciprocity is the fundamental value on which hospitality networks are
based. It’s the glue that keeps the network together and secures it subsist.

We already mentioned the many advantages of online communication and
representation the Internet offers. Next to ease, speed and cost advantages, the
Internet offers hospitality networks great opportunities for promotion of their services,
recruiting new members, especially young people, and preserve diversity within the
network. The biggest threat of the Internet for hospitality networks, next to security
and privacy issues, is the division between people who have access to it and the
ones who don’t. Especially the poorer parts of the world and elderly are excluded
from completely online hospitality networks. If you don’t have an email address you
drop out. That’s why all of the ‘traditional’ networks also hold on to their ‘paper’ list in
their transition to the Internet.

We are living in an increasing volatile and individualistic society where people care
much about their freedom, people show less commitment, take less responsibility
and act without obligation. In this environment it’s hard to find active members for
hospitality networks. Social aspects become commodities, which you can buy. We
consider organizations like Servas to be a counterpart of this tendency by giving
hospitality back its personal, cultural and social form. Hospitality networks can
increase social capital within the society.

Another tendency is commercialization of nonprofits. The threats of
commercialization are a shift from member to non-member benefits, a reduced
idealsm and a decreasing sense of community and ownership. As a result trust and
commitment among members will decrease. Hospitality networks could also be
considered as a counterpart of the hospitality ‘industry’ by giving hospitality back its
authentic value. An opportunity of commercialization could be the improvement of the
service particularly a well designed website because of more financial resources.

Most hospitality networks believe that they contribute in some way to the well-being
in this world. They want to stimulate intercultural understanding. One hospitality
network also encourages members to go out into their local communities and do
some good things right there. Listening to the different founders of hospitality
networks, they strongly believe hospitality networks fulfil a way of providing cross-
cultural friendships and communications on a personal, community level. These
networks can help to increase sharing, communicating and understanding. These are
all vital to any society’s survival.

The distinction between bonding and bridging is interesting in connection with the
field of hospitality networks. There are numerous hospitality networks that focus
primarily on a specific target group like gays, elderly or hitchhikers. These hospitality
networks only admit people from the specific target group. These hospitality networks
have strong bonding elements. The interesting paradoxal element of other hospitality
networks, like Servas, is the following: they only admit people from a target group
that have characteristics like open-mindedness, cultural interest and so forth
(bonding element). Members of this type of hospitality network search for people with
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a specific type of human values, but from cultures all over the world. They want to
meet people completely different, but still they must share specific type of human
values. Hospitality networks, with strong bonding elements, create strong in-group
loyalty, but may also create strong out-group antagonism. Hospitality networks, with
strong bridging elements, can generate broader identities and reciprocity. This type of
social capital, however, can loosen bonding of the group. Hospitality networks have
to find a balance between these two types of social capital.

All hospitality networks feel the necessity to take the Internet into account. They all
have to answer the question what the Internet can mean for their organization. Some
emphasise the special boost that the Internet has provided. Ten years ago, hardly
any member had email and they had to correspond by mail or phone. Both were
inconvenient and precluded the development of ‘community’ the way that email has
fostered. They now obtain members from all over the world. Whereas before they
were entirely reliant upon (1) word of mouth (2) mentions in travel books and (3) the
occasional feature article in a travel section of a major newspaper. Internet helps to
bond people more, because it is quick, cheap and allows a broader range of
communication. It also is critical to continued success and to ensuring diversity of
membership. Only the Internet can bring together so many members of any global
thinly spread interest group. The Virtual Tourist uses many tools mainly available to
Internet initiatives like interlinked information, rankings, online chatting, extensive
search options and some handy tools like currencies, time zones, metric converter,
translator and travel warnings.
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Appendix 1 – Servas Questionnaire (Dutch version)

Beste Servas Nederland leden,

Hierbij treft u een vragenlijst aan die is opgesteld naar aanleiding van een scriptie die
momenteel door ons wordt geschreven. Wij, Tomas Viguurs en Haico Mulder, zijn twee
studenten aan de Erasmus Universiteit Rotterdam. Wij stellen een onderzoek in naar de
toekomst van hospitality netwerken in het algemeen en Servas in het bijzonder. Onder
hospitality netwerken verstaan wij netwerken die mensen met een gemeenschappelijk doel of
interesse bij elkaar brengen door elkaar gastvrijheid aan te bieden in de vorm van ‘open
doors’. De deelname aan deze enquête is geheel vrijwillig en vrijblijvend en valt buiten de
verantwoordelijkheid van Servas.

Sinds een aantal jaren is één van ons, Tomas, Servas lid. Hij heeft zowel als host als
traveller veel mooie ervaringen opgedaan en vrienden over de hele wereld gemaakt. Sinds
een tijdje is Tomas ook jeugdcoördinator Servas Nederland en probeert daar nu inhoud aan
te geven.

Door het reizen met Servas kwam hij ook in aanraking met andere hospitality netwerken en
zag de voor -en nadelen van deze verschillende netwerken. Met name het gebruik van
nieuwe technologieën zoals internet is zich snel aan het ontwikkelen en biedt zowel
mogelijkheden als bedreigingen. Daarnaast ontmoette hij veel jongeren die nog nooit van
hospitality netwerken gehoord hadden, maar wel degelijk geïnteresseerd waren.

Deze problematiek interesseerde Haico ook zeer en zo hebben wij besloten om samen een
scriptie te schrijven over de toekomst van hospitality netwerken. Onze specialisaties binnen
bedrijfskunde zijn organisatie- en personeelswetenschappen en verandering en non-profit
management. Dit houdt in dat wij met name naar sociaal-psychologische processen,
organizeren en veranderingsprocessen zullen kijken.

De vragen zullen voornamelijk betrekking hebben op uw ervaringen en verwachtingen van
Servas. De uitkomsten van deze enquête zullen gebruikt worden in de scriptie om een beeld
te vormen van de achterliggende gedachten van Servas leden en hun verwachtingen. De
uitkomsten van het onderzoek en de gehele scriptie zullen ter beschikking gesteld worden
aan Servas zodat zij deze ook kunnen gebruiken.

Wij vragen u vriendelijk om de vragen aan de ommezijde te beantwoorden en zo spoedig
mogelijk aan ons te retourneren liefst voor 1 oktober a.s.. U kunt de antwoorden zowel per
post, fax als e-mail sturen naar het onderstaande adres. Wij danken u alvast voor uw
medewerking.

Met vriendelijke groet,

Tomas & Haico

P/A:
Tomas Viguurs
Catharina Beersmansstraat 51 A
3025 EC Rotterdam
Tel: 010- 2447444
Fax: 010- 2449435
E-mail: tomas@interdam.nl

mailto:tomas@interdam.nl
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Onderdeel A Demografische gegevens

1. Wat is uw leeftijd? ... jaar
2. Wat is uw geslacht? M / V
3. Hoeveel jaren bent u lid van Servas? ... jaar

Vraag 4 alleen in te vullen bij gebruik van internet.

4. Hoeveel uren per week brengt u op het internet door? ... uur
4a. Hoe zou u zelf uw gebruikersniveau aangeven? beginner / gevorderde / expert

4b. Waarvoor gebruikt u het internet voornamelijk?

Onderdeel B Ervaringen met Servas en andere hospitality  netwerken

5. Bent u Servas host? ja / nee

Indien u geen Servas host bent kunt u verder gaan met vraag 6.

5a. Hoe vaak per jaar ontvangt u gemiddeld bezoek en hoeveel travellers betreffen dat in
totaal? 

... bezoeken per jaar ... travellers totaal per jaar

5b. Stemt het aantal en de frequentie van ontvangen travellers tot uw tevredenheid?

5c. Hoe wordt u meestal gecontacteerd door travellers? e-mail / post / telefoon
5d. Welke manier van contacteren heeft uw voorkeur? e-mail / post / telefoon
6. Bent u Servas traveller? ja / nee

Indien u geen Servas traveller bent kunt u verder gaan met vraag 7.

6a. Hoe vaak  en hoe veel weken per jaar reist u als traveller gemiddeld?
... reizen per jaar ... weken per jaar

6b. Stemt het reizen tot uw tevredenheid?

6d. Hoe contacteert u hosts? e-mail / post / telefoon
6e. Welke manier van contacteren heeft uw voorkeur? e-mail / post / telefoon

7. Is er volgens u een meerwaarde van Servas boven een netwerk dat uitsluitend op
reizen gericht is en zo ja waarin komt deze meerwaarde naar voren?
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8. Heeft u ervaringen met andere hospitality netwerken? ja / nee

Indien u geen ervaring heeft met andere netwerken kunt u verder gaan met vraag 9.

8a. Zo ja, welke hospitality netwerken?

8b. Hoe bent u in contact gekomen met die netwerken?

8c. Wat zijn volgens u de voordelen en nadelen ten opzichte van Servas?

Onderdeel C Punten voor uitbreiding en/ of verbetering

9. Hoe vindt u Servas in het algemeen functioneren? Wat vindt u goed en wat minder
goed?

10. Wat zijn uw ideeën over hoe nieuwe hosts en travellers te werven?

11. Heeft u zelf ideeën over hoe reizen binnen Servas gestimuleerd kan worden?

12. Hoe belangrijk zijn jongeren volgens u voor Servas?
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Er is een opkomst van internetgerelateerde hospitality netwerken te zien, waarbij hosts en
travellers elkaar op het internet vinden, contact leggen, afspraken maken en contact kunnen
houden.

13. Welke mogelijkheden en bedreigingen voor het functioneren van Servas biedt het
Internet volgens u voor Servas? Denkt u hierbij bijvoorbeeld aan het bereiken van jongeren,
online host lists, online comuniceren, privacy, veiligheid, etcetera.

Mogelijkheden:

Bedreigingen:

14. Zou Servas op deze ontwikkeling moeten inspelen volgens u?

15. Wat voor andere activiteiten dan op reis gaan en gasten ontvangen zou Servas
volgens u kunnen organizeren?

Onderdeel D Suggesties en overige opmerkingen

Heeft u overige opmerkingen en suggesties over het functioneren, organisatie, ontwikkeling
en beleid van Servas, de invloed van Internet, jongeren binnen Servas, andere hospitality
netwerken of Internet initiatieven, deze vragenlijst of andere relevante zaken?

Wilt u deze vragen lijst na invullen terug sturen naar het op de voorzijde vermelde adres.

Hartelijk dank voor het invullen van deze enquête en de moeite en kosten die u voor lief heeft
genomen.
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Appendix 2 – ServasNet Questionnaire (English version)

Dear Servas Net participants,

This is a questionnaire formulated by Tomas Viguurs and Haico Mulder, two Dutch students
at the Erasmus University of Rotterdam to gain information for their thesis research. We are
studying the possible future of hospitality networks in general and Servas in particular. We
consider hospitality networks as networks that want to bring together people with a shared
interest or goal by offering each other hospitality in the form of an ‘open door’ system. Your
co-operation is voluntary and without any obligation and outside the responsibility of Servas.
This questionnaire is a translation of the questionnaire that was send along with the last
Servas newsletter in The Netherlands.

Tomas has been Servas member for a couple of years. As a host and as a traveller he
gained many nice experiences and made friends all over the world. He has recently taken the
position of youth coordinator Servas Netherlands and is currently trying to recruit young
people and support existing young Servas members.

Through his travels using Servas he’s also been exposed to other hospitality networks and
seen their advantages and disadvantages. He’s specifically focusing on the use of new
technologies like the Internet and recruiting young people to these networks. New
technologies are rapidly changing the way hospitality networks work. These technologies
offer possible opportunities and threats for the existing ones. A lot of young people he met
while travelling were interested in similar networks but didn’t know about their existence.

Haico was also interested in these challenges. Therefore we decided to write our thesis
about the possible future of hospitality networks. Our specializations are organization theory
and behaviour, change management and non-profit management. This means that we will
focus particularly on organizing the process of change and social-psychological processes.

The following questions will concern your experiences and expectations of Servas and other
hospitality networks. The results will be used in our research to form an image of the motives
and expectations of people using hospitality networks. In addition the findings of our research
and our thesis will be put at Servas’ disposal so they can use this information.

We kindly ask you to answer the following questions and return your questions as soon as
possible preferably before the 1st of October. You can return your answers by email, mail or
fax to the address mentioned below. We thank you in advance for your co-operation.

Best regards,

Tomas and Haico

Address:
Tomas Viguurs
Catharina Beersmansstraat 51 A
3025 EC Rotterdam
Phone: +31 10 2447444
Fax: +31 10 2449435
Email: tomas@interdam.nl

mailto:tomas@interdam.nl
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Part A Demographic data

1. What’s your age? … years
2. What’s your gender? M / F
3. For how many years have you been a Servas member? … years
3a. What country are you from?

4. How many hours a week do you spend on the Internet? … years
4a. How would you describe your user level? beginner / advanced / expert
4b. What is your main purpose for using the Internet?

Part B Experiences with Servas and other hospitality networks?

5. Are you a Servas host? yes / no

If you’re not a Servas host you can continue with question 6.

5a. How many times a year do you receive travellers and how many in total?

… visits a year … total number of travellers a year

5b. Are you satisfied by the number and frequency of travellers visiting you?

5c. How are you mostly contacted by travellers? email / mail / phone
5d. What’s your preferred way of being contacted? email / mail / phone

6. Are you a Servas traveller? yes / no

If you’re not a Servas traveller you can continue with question 7.

6a. How many times and weeks a year do you travel in average?

… journeys a year … weeks a year

6b. Are you satisfied by your journeys?

6c. How do you contact hosts mostly? email / mail / phone
6d. What’s your preferred way of contacting hosts? email / mail / phone

7. What is the surplus value of Servas above networks exclusively aimed at travelling and
how does this surplus value appear to you?

8. Do you have experiences with other hospitality networks?
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If you don’t have any experience with other hospitality networks you can continue with
question 9.

8a. What other hospitality networks do you know?

8b. How do you know about these other networks?

8c. What are the advantages and disadvantages compared to Servas?

Part C Points of improvement and extension

9. How do you think Servas is functioning in general? What do you consider good and what
can be improved?

10. What are your ideas about recruiting new Servas members?

11. How can travelling within the Servas network be stimulated?

12. How important are young members to Servas?

There is a rise of Internet based networks where hosts and travellers meet online, make
appointments and keep contact.  What should Servas do in this aspect? What are the
advantages and disadvantages of this development?

13. What opportunities and threats is the Internet offering Servas according to you? You can
think of reaching young people, online host lists, online communication, privacy, security,
etcetera.

Possibilities:

Threats:

14. Should Servas participate in these developments?
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15. What other kind of activities than travelling and receiving travellers would you like Servas
to organize?

Part D Suggestions and remarks

Do you have any remarks and suggestions about the functioning, organizing, development
and policy of Servas, the influence of the Internet, young members, other hospitality networks
or online initiatives, this questionnaire or other related things?

Would you like to return your answers to the address mentioned above.

Thank you very much for answering our questionnaire and the effort you granted.
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Appendix 3 – The 11 proposals of the “follow up”

Proposal 1 : Elect on a ticket an Exco team of three people (President, General
Secretary and Treasurer). Other positions esteemed necessary would be filled by
appointment by the Exco

Proposal 2 : Transfer part of the administrative job of Servas International
(secretarial, i.e. clerical one) to a NGO (Non Governmental Organ ization) which can
deal with it under the supervision of an Exco member and which will be paid for it.
This could be done as an experimental project for a limited time (5 years for example)
and, a decision taken at the end of this period

Proposal 3: Hold the International Conference every fourth year with a limited
number of participants; develop area conferences. Each area should have at least
one conference before the International Conference to prepare it. Get-Togethers such
as those already organized in Europe for the last 5 years should be promoted to give
opportunity to many Servas members to meet in an informal and friendly way.

Proposal 4 : Establish Servas International as a Non Governmental Organization in
Switzerland

Proposal 5: 5 a) Agree on a standardized system of computerization of the lists
5 b). The lists should be sent by Internet with a clear and efficient protection system.

Proposal 6: Develop a code of ethics for communication about Servas on the
Internet, that private communications among Servas members on the Internet would
be required to follow. Servas national and international websites should have two
levels of accessibility, one for everyone, Servas or non-Servas, and another only for
Servas members with passwords or some other kind of protection.

Proposal 7 Organize a debate during the next International Conference to define the
role of peace in Servas and the tools to be used

Proposal 8: Organize a debate about development at every International Conference
as the Development Committee proposed. A report on development should be made
at every International Conference; this report should be discussed, so as to fix new
goals; the main development objectives should be discussed, so as to fix new goals;
the main development objectives should be discussed and voted on, and goals
agreed upon for the coming period.

Proposal 9 : Edit a handbook about finances in Servas International and vote on it.

Proposal 10 : Issue documents in English, Spanish and French any time it is
possible to do so; all the documents concerning the International Conference should
be thus multi-lingual.

Proposal 11 : Put an addendum in the statutes of Servas International to define the
way to deal with conflicts about national branches or between Servas International
and national branches according the decisions taken by the International Conference.
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Appendix 4 – Servas Host Lists Statistics



108

Appendix 5 – Hitch-Hikers Registry Forms
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