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Abstract

:

Even though overtourism became the object of extensive scientific research only three years ago, different definitions and approaches to the issue can be seen. However, it is still in the initial phase of research, and there are numerous gaps in our knowledge of the reasons and solutions to this issue. The main aim of the paper is to summarize different approaches and points of view on the overtourism issue. This includes searching for reasons of tension between tourists and visitors in particular destinations. They are presented partially in tourism literature but also in the literature dealing with urban studies, sustainable development and other areas. This aim was achieved through a literature review and the deduction method. The paper identifies several different factors that stimulate overtourism. Some of them are acknowledged in most publications. They are a growing number of tourists, new solutions in the information technologies (IT) business and the availability of cheap flights. Other factors such as management mistakes in particular destinations are underlined from time to time. Finally, some factors are expressed very rarely. They are the growing popularity of city tourism and the shift from 3S (sea, sun and sand) to 3E (education, experience, entertainment) tourism. Identification and general overview of those factors is intended to be an important contribution to the contemporary scientific knowledge on overtourism. The analysis of the factors recognized allowed to point out significant weaknesses of our contemporary knowledge on overtourism. A radical shift of the approach to the governance of cities as tourism destinations, as well as filling theoretical gaps and creating effective tools to manage tourism development in cities are postulated. Several directions of the future research are presented in the conclusions of the paper. Some practical recommendations for decision-makers in particular cities are also included.
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1. Introduction


Negative consequences of tourism development were acknowledged and researched for many years [1], including issues of overcrowding, carrying capacities [2,3] and guests-residents relationships or community antagonism [4]. That is why the term “overtourism” might be perceived as old wine in a new bottle [5]. According to Capocchi et al. [6] p. 10, what is new is mainly the level of awareness of the possibly damaging effects of the continual quantitative growth of mass tourism. Phi [1] added that the current overtourism debate continues many of the issues on tourism development that were undertaken previously, yet, now, they take place in a much wider range of destinations, and they are much more complex, which is a guarantee that they will be explored further [7]. However, it is often justified to perceive “overtourism” as a term that enriches our terminology and our knowledge about tourism development, since it appeared as a result of changed conditions of contemporary tourism development and it is intended to illustrate the process typical for the second decade of the 21st century [1,5]. The negative impact of tourism development has recently been associated with terms such as anti-tourism movements, tourism-phobia, tourist-phobia and overcrowding [7] p. 25. Higgins-Desbiolles et al. [8] p. 16 described the conflicts represented by overtourism as a wake-up call as tourism should be reclaimed from an industry that has defined it as a business sector to accumulate their profit, to a human endeavor based on the rights and interests of local communities in welcoming tourists. While causing reductions in the quality of service of a tourist destination and rejection by the local population, overtourism spoils the positive economic and social results produced by the tourism sector [9]. In numerous popular tourist destinations where the harmful effects of overtourism occurred, any previous consensus on the desirability of continuous quantitative tourism growth for the sake of maximizing the economic benefits of tourism, without fully considering the side effects that can be destructive to the social, cultural and ecological environments, has come under intense pressure from the civil society and local populations.



The main aim of the paper is to summarize different approaches and points of view on the overtourism issue, including searching for reasons for tension between tourists and visitors in particular destinations. They are presented partially in tourism literature but also in the literature dealing with urban studies, sustainable development and other areas. This aim was achieved through a literature review and the deduction method. As a result, by summing up pieces of information already presented but in a very scattered way in the contemporary literature, it was possible to present two different approaches to overtourism as well as strengths and weaknesses of the contemporary knowledge on this issue. Referencing many different scientific sources enabled capturing of few factors possibly supporting overtourism and tourism-phobia that were not analyzed in most of the contemporary publications. Those factors are mainly connected with the way tourism develops in particular cities. It was assumed that in the case of contemporary cities, tourism development involves a bigger number of inhabitants with much different attitudes and expectations than in traditional tourism resorts. Those inhabitants are confronted with tourists’ behavior that might be evolving quickly, but often does not consider local society as more than a group of people delivering services for visitors. Growing awareness and education of tourists in many cases may not help this situation as those aware tourists in their search for authentic experiences often disrupt local people’s everyday life. The most important scientific output of the paper is connected with significant gaps in the scientific knowledge which were identified. Those gaps are to be perceived as the most urgent directions for future research within the field. Additionally, some practical recommendations are offered.



The paper is organized as follows: in the first part of the paper, the notion of overtourism and different approaches to the issue are deliberated. In the next parts, potential reasons of overtourism are presented starting from those that are acknowledged in most of the publications, such as growing number of tourists or new solutions in IT business, through those that are underlined from time to time, such as management mistakes in particular destinations, and finishing with those that are expressed very rarely, such as growing popularity of city tourism and the shift from 3S to 3E tourism. The paper ends with conclusions and limitations.




2. Overtourism—In Search for a Definition


Even though overtourism is a new phenomenon and a new subject of scientific research, there are several definitions presented thus far in the literature. Most authors agree that it is tough to present a commonly accepted definition of overtourism. Koens et al. [10] suggest that the term overtourism largely arose from media discourses without a solid theoretical foundation. This new concept can be considered “blurred” because it is not well defined, it lacks clarity and it is very difficult to make it operational [6] p. 8. That is why overtourism remains open to multiple interpretations [10] p. 1. Furthermore, the term overtourism does not describe a single phenomenon but a multitude of phenomena that converge and overlap expressing a new trend worth being analyzed [6] p. 15. Table 1 presents some of the definitions of overtourism presented in the literature. It is evident from this table that most of the definitions link overtourism to congestion and failing infrastructures and increased resistance toward tourism and a protest against it among marginalized and displaced inhabitants.



Two attitudes towards overtourism might be found in the literature. (Table 2) The first attitude, the wide approach, perceives overtourism as a phenomenon that can be seen in many different places. Sometimes this is stated explicitly, like in Peeters et al. [12] p. 16, who stated that the most vulnerable destinations are not necessarily cities, but rather coastal, islands and rural heritage sites. In other publications, this approach can be seen by a selection of places where overtourism is analyzed [12,15,17]. The second approach relates overtourism entirely to cities [1,5,10,18,19]. This paper follows the second point of view presented as it is concentrated on the reasons and consequences of overtourism typical for cities. In the urban context, overtourism means not only the growing numbers of visitors together with the growing problems it causes, but it additionally involves new phenomena such as tourism-phobia.



According to Peeters et al. [12] p. 21, by its very nature, the overtourism phenomenon is associated with high numbers of tourists, the type and time frame of their visits and a destination’s carrying capacity. Thus, overtourism may appear when the number of tourists in a particular place is extremely high. However, overtourism is not just the same as the phenomenon of overcrowding, which is commonly known and has been researched for many years [15]. Too many tourists in a particular place is not enough to call it overtourism. According to the definition by Peeters et al. [12], the key factor is the impact of tourism. However, destinations with tourism development that approach or exceed their ecological capacities were identified and researched plenty of times, thus, this problem is not to be perceived as a new phenomenon defining overtourism. In fact, what is new (or most likely forgotten in tourism research for the last few decades) in the definition by Peeters et al. [12] is a social capacity [18].



At the very beginning of the research on tourism impacts, it is possible to find many works [20,21,22] on the social impact of mass tourism under the heading of alternative tourism, which was one of the very important topics of tourism studies between the 1960s and the 1980s. Mass tourism, which was growing fast at that time, was perceived negatively, as local societies in particular destinations were excluded from economic benefits and were bearing the social and cultural costs of its development. Additionally, tourists were consuming poor, culturally inauthentic products [23,24]. Unfortunately, it appeared that small scale alternative tourism cannot be a proper solution to solve the global problem of mass tourism. The outcome of the alternative studies stream was a bit forgotten when sustainable tourism development studies took the lead with the clearly underlined ecological impact of tourism and the need to balance economic, social and ecological pillars of that development. Among those three, the social impact of tourism is the most difficult one to be researched and the most ambiguous one. It is commonly agreed that the economic pillar of tourism development is mainly about benefits; the ecological one is mainly about costs. It is easy to identify the many cost and benefits of tourism development of a social nature, and the balance of the social costs and benefits can be very different in different places and it can change with time. Thus, it is not surprising that several scientific and practical studies on sustainable tourism development were concentrated on balancing the economic benefits and the ecological costs.



On the contrary, many studies in over-visited city destinations are focused on the social carrying capacity [18] p. 452. The significance of the negative social impact is evident in the most commonly reported examples of overtourism. The very common part of those examples is the resistance of citizens of particular cities against tourism and tourists, which is manifested in differentiated ways [18]. Higgins-Desbiolles et al. [8] p. 6 stated that overtourism indicates that local communities are becoming increasingly hostile to forms of tourism that are imposed on them and diminish their quality of life. A popular term used to present this inhabitants’ negative perception of how tourism development impacts their lives is “tourist phobia.” The term was used for the first time in 2008 to explain a mixture of repudiation, mistrust and contempt of tourists [16] p. 25. Later, a similar concept, tourism-phobia, has been deliberated together with overtourism as a direct result of the accelerating evolution of unsustainable mass tourism practices [7]. Examples of tourist-phobia were already identified in many cities such as Barcelona [16,25], Venice [12,26,27] or Berlin [16].



To understand the nature of overtourism, its causes and consequences, it is necessary to understand why citizens of particular cities started to perceive tourism as a factor that has a negative impact on their quality of life [28]. The answer to this question is complex and includes changes of quantitative and qualitative nature and factors coming from the outside of the tourism industry as well as those from the inside, including those who were and still are at least partially dependent on tourism stakeholders’ actions. The widely recognized factor, which is independent of the tourism industry and tourism academia actions and which is of typical quantitative nature, is the growth of tourism. Fast-growing numbers of tourists, which is an objective fact confirmed in statistics (such as those conducted by United Nations World Tourism Organisation — UNWTO), is partially supported by marketing activities of the tourism companies and public bodies, but it is mainly influenced by trends in the global economy, politics, technology and demography. However, overtourism should not be perceived as merely a too big number of tourists. To understand the dramatic increase of the perception of hosts that tourism may be a disadvantage for their lives, an additional switch in tourist behavior and preferences is to be considered. That switch is much more difficult to be captured and measured than just the growing number of tourists, and as such, it is much more ambiguous and controversial. What is also of great importance is the fact that, at least partially, tourism policies following models proposed by the academia are responsible for that switch.




3. Well-Recognized Sources of Overtourism


UNWTO [29] reported that the number of international tourism arrivals is steadily growing. For decades, global tourism has been rapidly and constantly growing. For the first time, the number of international tourist arrivals has exceeded 1 billion in 2012 and is expected to almost double by 2030 [11]. This is coupled with an even higher growth of domestic tourism activities and other forms of tourism-related mobilities [1,30]. There are numerous reasons for this. Currently, growing tourism activity among Chinese society supported by political enhancement is often pointed to as one of the important and characteristic factors for current times [28,29]. This tremendous growth of tourist numbers in recent years, along with tourists’ tendency to travel to popular destinations during the same periods, is often pointed to as the leading cause of overtourism [1] p. 2.



It can be seen that many authors who present their concepts of reasons for overtourism are largely focused on factors that make contemporary people travel more often. This can be found in the book by Butler and Dodds [17] p. 6. These authors provide a list of 10 enablers of overtourism, which are: (1) Greater numbers of tourism; (2) Travel has become more affordable; (3) New groups of tourists; (4) Dominance of the growth-focused mindset; (5) Short-term focus; (6) Competition for space, amenities and services; (7) Wider access to media and information; (8) Destinations lack control over tourists numbers; (9) Imbalance of power among stakeholders; (10) Tourism stakeholders are fragmented and at odds. The first enabler is about the growing number of tourists, the next two give some reasons why this is so, and the others are focused on the reasons why particular destinations fail to cope with this huge number of visitors.



Another argument showing how strongly overtourism is perceived as growth-driven can be found in actions undertaken in some destinations as well as in suggestions presented in the literature. They both often search for solutions for overtourism in concepts such as degrowth [8] or demarketing [25].



The list for reasons of overtourism and for the growing numbers of tourists can be extended. Many authors such as Phi [1] and Goodwin [13] referred to the falling cost of air travel and low-cost carrier companies’ growth, the expansion of sharing platforms, seasonality and the concentration of tourists in certain areas. Alonso-Almeida et al. [9] underlined the role of social media in establishing overtourism, as they raise tourism demand and direct it to particular destinations. Additionally, Phi [1] points to the complex nature of the local/global tourism supply-chain, and the exceeding efforts that the destinations put into marketing actions. Especially the last sentence is important, as it means that this growing number of tourists that are blamed for overtourism has been stimulated for many years by tourism promotion and many destinations spent significant amounts of money on “inviting” overtourism.



Those expenses include both promotional actions and a development of tourism products. Indices that could prove that they were effective were necessary to justify incurring these expenses. Due to numerous reasons [12,13], the number of visitors/tourists was the index that was used most often. Compared with other indices that might be used here, it is relatively easy to be measured and objective. As it was used in international statistics (such as UNWTO), it gave a perfect opportunity to compare own achievements with competitors. However, concentration on that single index made decision-makers lose sight of other indices that present real benefits and costs of tourism development. A tacit assumption that the more tourists, the better effect, was made without an in-depth analysis of how a growing number of tourists enhances their expenditures, supports job creation, reduces unemployment, etc. As a result, the performance of tourism marketing and management organizations is measured in international tourist arrivals rather than the yield or the spread of tourism to bring benefits for areas that need more urgently expenditures made by visitors. [13] p.6. Based on the analysis of over 30 examples of places with overtourism in Europe, Peeters et al. [12] p. 18 stated that most destinations are managed based on a growth-paradigm, with the main appreciation for the growth of visitors’ numbers, without considering carrying capacity and other policy goals. Cheer et al. [28] even referred to plenty of narratives that treat the growth of tourism as a Holy Grail. That way of thinking was not perceived as a mistake for many years, neither by practitioners nor in the academic works. For example, the UNWTO is frequently cited as the key promoter of the need for constant tourism growth, despite the problem of overtourism [1]. Goodwin [13] p. 3 presented several examples of tourism management textbooks that were published about 20 years ago and supported that kind of thinking. Even the structure of many of those textbooks, with many chapters devoted to marketing (which means attracting visitors) and just a few chapters on making real economic benefits and minimizing economic, social and ecological costs, makes Goodwin’s point of view rational. Milano et al. [7] p. 335 called for models and measures of tourism success in global tourism policy that would mirror a shift from a focus on destination development and stimulation of growth in visitation, to more accurate forecasting of what the implication of excessive tourism numbers might mean for a destination.



Growth-centric strategies of tourism development in particular cities led to another tragic mistake, which was opening doors of coastal cities for cruise tourism too wide. For many years, Venice was presented as a “perfect” example of a destructive impact of overdeveloped cruise tourism on the city’s sustainable development, including influence on environment, citizens and tourists [6,16,26,27,31]. After the tremendous success of Game of Thrones being shot partly in Dubrovnik, this city is perceived as even more strongly “infected” by overtourism and, in particular, by cruise tourism [6]. Panayiotopoulos and Pisano [32] indicated the “overtourism dystopia” related to the paradox of tourism that risks the destruction of what tourists come to see. In both cases, it should not be perceived that the overtourism problems of both cities are caused by the cruise tourism only, but both cities suffer because of the huge number of tourists traveling there by planes, coaches, cars or trains, and there is another huge stream of tourists traveling there by the sea. Even more discouraging is the fact that this huge stream of tourists does not bring too many benefits for the local economies as they arrive to their destinations with their own accommodation and often also with gastronomy on-board. However, the problem is so obvious that in many places, local authorities have taken different measures to deal with it. For example, in Dubrovnik, policy responses have included attempts to limit the number of tourists admitted to the city and to restrict the capacity of cruise ships permitted to call at the city’s port [6] p. 12. The transport minister of Italy responded to Venetians’ anti-tourism protests by announcing that Venice will restrict the Giudecca Canal’s access to all the ships of more than 55,000 tons of weight. These cruise ships will take another route and will dock at the industrial port of Marghera [15] p. 20.



However, many authors turned our attention to factors not directly connected with numbers. The most commonly unaccepted tourists’ behavior has been pointed out [1,9,13]. Seraphin et al. [27] noted that the environmental sustainability of destinations might be permanently jeopardized and that the tourists are impacting negatively on the quality of life of the locals and reducing the positive contribution of tourists to local legal businesses. Overtourism has also been linked to the Tragedy of the Commons, as tourism activities often rely on and heavily exploit public resources [1,13,33]. Additionally, Cheer et al. [28] stated that overtourism appears for a variety of reasons, which are shaped by a number of supply-side destination drivers, demand-side factors and a global supply chain. The last two are difficult for destinations’ management to influence. Finally, it is clear then that particular reasons for the appearance of overtourism in a destination might differ significantly between particular places.




4. Shifting Tourists’ Interests from Resorts to Cities


According to Phi [1] and Koens et al. [10], overtourism is not only related to the objective increase in the number of tourists, but also that the subjective factors play an important role. They usually involve inhabitants’ perceptions that tourism influences their lives negatively, as they can be impacted by a number of factors, such as tourists’ behavior, historical exposure to visitors and differing levels of community resilience. Indeed, it is hard to justify these dramatic and sudden tourist-phobia attitudes among citizens of many cities by growing numbers of tourists only. Tourism growth can be observed on a permanent level without dramatic breakthroughs lately [29]. It is expected then that at least some symptoms of anti-tourism movements should have been observable for many years. An important hint to interpreting the reasons for overtourism is to be found in the fact that thus far tourist-phobia was reported almost only in smaller or bigger cities [6,13,16], while in traditional tourist resorts, it was reported very rarely, if ever. This should be compared with a visible shift in tourism statistics, which shows that big cities are becoming more and more popular and fashionable destinations [18]. Hitherto, the research dealing with tourism impact tends to focus on overcrowding in the context of national parks and protected areas. However, as Phi [1] p. 3 stated, modern overtourism essentially takes place in the urban areas. A similar conclusion can also be found in other publications [5,10,18,19].



The strong increase in demand for city tourism has several causes [18] p. 453: people are taking shorter holidays but travel more often [34], low-cost carriers enable people to reach cities for affordable prices [35] and cities increase their attractiveness by organizing various events [36] as well as becoming more and more popular as a location for shopping, culture and sightseeing [37].



Cities differ significantly from destinations of other kinds. They provide visitors with a range of multifunctional, complex and multiuser environments. They are able to host increasing numbers of domestic and international leisure tourists simultaneously, but also business tourists and people visiting friends and relatives [10] p. 2. The fact that cities are usually equipped with good infrastructure facilities and host a dynamic and diverse population nowadays may suggest that they will deal with the growing tourist number better than other destinations. Indeed, until recently, tourism was seen as one of the most sustainable economic growth strategies for cities. Especially after the last global economic crisis, it was perceived as a significant driver for economic recovery or growth [10] p. 2.



The fast growth of tourists’ interest in visiting cities [38,39] is among the most underestimated tendencies in contemporary tourism, and significant differences between typical resort destinations and cities were missed by tourism companies, tourism authorities, tourism academia and, finally, by tourists themselves. Those differences are of great significance as destination’s carrying capacity differs between types of destinations such as islands, rural destinations or city destinations [18] p. 453. Participants of mass tourism were used to visiting the destinations that were better and better adjusted to their needs, and that sometimes the destinations (so-called integrated resorts [40,41]) were even totally designed to satisfy tourists’ expectations perfectly. In many seaside or mountain resorts, tourism became a dominant economic function of the place, which became totally economically dependent on tourists’ arrivals and expenditures [42]. Additionally, especially during the peaks of the season, the number of tourists could be several times bigger than the number of inhabitants. In such conditions, the basis of the theory and practice of tourism organization and management were developed. Economic dependency was often so strong that not only local authorities but also most citizens were aware that their economic prosperity depends on tourism and the relationship between more tourists, and even greater prosperity was easy to accept [43]. Fierce competition between destinations forced particular destinations as a whole, but also particular stakeholders, including inhabitants, to do their best to make visitors satisfied. More and more management, or, later on, governance theories were established to make a success of a destination more probable [44,45,46]. They appeared to be efficient in building tourism resorts competitiveness; however, when we consider a city as a tourism destination, every single condition presented above has to be adjusted [47]. Apart from an evident difference between proportions of a number of inhabitants and a number of tourists, the most important fact is that usually in cities, neither a city as a whole nor most citizens, perceive their economic prosperity as dependent on tourism. In most cities, tourism may play only a supporting role in their economies, while in other cities it may even be one of the important economic functions of the city, but hardly ever is the most important one. The inhabitants who do not see any economic benefits (and also benefits of other kinds) are not willing to limit their needs and adjust their way of living to satisfy the visitors’ needs. This makes a huge difference between the inhabitants of resorts and cities.



As was stated earlier, that difference was missed by tourists, tourism practitioners and researchers. Theories that turned out to be effective in making tourist resorts competitive were now used directly (without being modified) in the pursuit to make cities competitive destinations [13]. Sooner or later, such attempts had to fail, leading to dissatisfaction of citizens and/or of tourists. For both of those groups, visitors-inhabitants encounters are new in their form and somehow uncomfortable. For most citizens, tourism developing in their neighborhood is a new phenomenon [48]. The perception of the lowering quality of life is not only a result of what burden tourism is but also of factors that were not influencing that quality earlier on [49]. Tourists are used to the fact that they are customers and are treated as precious clients by everyone in their destinations. Tourists pay for their holidays and expect to get the perfect product and do not want to limit and adjust their behavior to local requirements. On the contrary, they expect that the local requirements should rather be changed or adjusted for tourists’ satisfaction.



It is difficult to understand citizens’ resistance to tourism development without understanding the nature of the impact of tourism on their lives [49]. The most evident effect, most frequently described in many publications [5,18], is congestion: congestion of pedestrian zones, lines in shops, a crowd in means of public communications, etc. Another factor that is often presented in the literature is improper behavior of tourists [1,9,13]. The way the tourists behave, speak or wear their clothes may abuse local traditions. A big number of loud and sometimes drunk tourists also lowers the sense of security. Finally, many citizens notice that some parts of the cities, most frequently the city centers, change into a big party zone.



However, the problems presented above are not new. They have been present for many years as cities have been destinations for tourists for decades. Nowadays, together with a surging increase in visitation to cities, those problems also seemed to be more severe. Still, the contemporary development of tourism in cities has also brought problems that have been almost absent previously [48]. Those problems are often identified in the literature related to the sharing economy but should not be referred only to the development of this phenomenon. Many authors [49,50,51,52,53,54,55,56] agree that the extremely rapid development of sharing economy platforms such as Airbnb influences cities’ real estate market severely. The essence of that impact is related to a big increase in the demand for houses and apartments created by prospective runners of the P2P (peer-to-peer) services. This increase caused several consequences that can be observed in different places and on a different scale [57]. In many places, short-term tourism rental appeared to be more profitable for residents than renting. As a result, in order to maximize their profits, investors, both big players and small local ones, have been attracted to the P2P accommodation market, where small investors with as little as one apartment to rent can access the global marketplace. Horn and Merante [56] suggested that home sharing is a factor that increases rental prices by decreasing the supply of units available to potential residents. As a result, for five years, the rental market in Paris, for example, has lost about 20,000 homes. In some districts (especially in the center and in the west of Paris), tourism furnished apartments can represent up to 20% of the total rental offer [57]. Similar findings were presented by Wachsmuth and Weisler [58], who identified neighborhoods in New York where the housing markets have already been significantly impacted by short-term rentals at the cost of long-term rental housing, which are increasingly under the threat of Airbnb-induced gentrification. In many places, the development of the sharing economy has also coincided with housing shortages and affordability issues. The reasons for those housing problems are diverse, complex and historically embedded in, for example, the evolution of national and regional housing policies, infrastructure and investment policies. Among important examples of these external factors that make the housing problems more difficult, increased EU mobility and more relaxed rules for property investment can be pointed out. Those factors have contributed to a real estate boom in coastal areas of Spain, including Barcelona [59]. The factors presented, together with the demand increased by investors who buy properties for short-term tourism rental were the reason why two negative phenomena appeared. The natural reaction of the market to the increasing demand was also a cause of increasing prices of real estate, both to buy and to rent. Unsubstantiated reports suggest that the cost of housing rental in Berlin grew as much as 56% between 2009 and 2014 [60]. The effect was also the growing shortage of properties available on the real estate market in particular cities. As a consequence, affordability issues also arose. Housing affordability issues made financially challenged residents seek additional income through renting, which resulted in an even greater housing shortage. These sorts of effects have, in turn, put considerable pressure on city governments to develop regulatory frameworks to cope with a process that was hardly ever mentioned in public discourse only a few years ago [52].



Apart from affordability and shortages problems, the development of tourism sharing platforms should contribute to citizens by bringing them additional income, thus improving their quality of life [56]. This process phenomenon undoubtedly takes place [61]; however, recently, a new process, which is clearly a limitation to positive economic effects for ordinary urban residents, can also be seen. This process is related to purchasing attractively located real estates mentioned above and is regarded as a capital investment, which is additionally supposed to pay off by bringing revenues by selling accommodation through sharing economy platforms. In many cities, apartment networks come into being; a new business model of a hotel enterprise was even offered (integrated hotel), which consisted in the operation of a central reception for apartments distributed in different buildings of one city [62]. According to the research by Horn and Merante [56] conducted in Boston, only 18% of hosts had multiple properties listed simultaneously in Boston. Their properties represented almost half of those listed on Airbnb (46%), which suggested that a large part of Airbnb’s properties in the city are leased by commercial operators. A similar situation was detected in New York City by Wegmann and Jiao [51]. These new trends are the reason why real estate renting revenues from sharing economy platforms are not distributed to a wide range of residents but are transferred to a small group of investors, who sometimes are from the outside [63]. As mentioned earlier, this process is also the reason why the operation of the local real estate market is significantly disturbed, and it becomes a matter of concern for the local regulatory authority.



Development of tourism in cities supported by accommodation sharing economy platforms brings economic benefits, but they are distributed unequally, and a significant part of them leaks outside to external owners of apartments. Thus, it is easy to understand why many citizens do not benefit from that development. Still, apart from economic costs related to apartment rents and prices, they also have to suffer from other troubles. This is because tourism spreads to districts that were previously used only for residents. Online home-sharing platforms for visitor accommodation blur the traditional boundaries between residential and tourist areas [64]. Providing accommodation in a district that has not been visited by tourists has become an attractive option for earning money for owners of flats and houses, and it attracted numerous guests lured by Airbnb’s slogan ‘live like a local’ [13]. It soon turned out that the city inhabitants who were able to bypass the tourist traffic by passing by the historic city centers where tourist traffic was focused, currently cannot do this, as they meet numerous tourists using accommodation services in facilities immediately next to them [65]. The most important fields of conflicts are the shortage of available living space, the increase in rents and the problem of constantly changing neighbors. Additionally, the behavior of Airbnb users is seen as problematic [18] p. 463. At the same time, those who live next to the historic sites often complain about the lack of an ‘ordinary neighborhood,’ because all apartments or houses in the neighborhood are rented to tourists. As a result, they feel as if tourists continuously stayed in a tourist town, while the groups of neighboring tourists constantly changed. This led to Gürsoy’s [19] p. 431 statement that everyday life is the base where tourism-phobia is taking root.



Oftentimes, development of tourism in cities is blamed for supporting gentrification processes [48,54,58,66,67]. According to Cocola-Gant [66], gentrification caused by tourism is increasingly affecting a number of places around the world. In this process, the original residents of traditional neighborhoods are economically “expelled” to the urban periphery as a result of the increase in rental prices in their neighborhoods [54]. Although some scholars have noted that tourism threatens the ‘stay-put’ right of existing populations [66,67,68,69], a conceptualization of how this phenomenon occurs has not been fully considered [66]. Gentrification is not a new phenomenon—in the United States, it is usually perceived to have begun as early as in the 1950s [67]. Still, the previous waves of this process were not connected directly with tourism; only the latest, third wave of gentrification includes tourism gentrification [67].



All the facts presented above made cities’ representatives search for solutions for this situation [26]. There were numerous attempts to regulate the real estate market to make it more difficult to turn residential properties into commercial ones [57]. Additionally, congestion was a concern for authorities in many places [13,57]. However, old “resort-like” thinking can be very often seen in their actions. For example, Copenhagen has adopted an aggressive redistribution strategy spreading tourism across the city, “declaring the end of tourism as we know it” [13] p. 4. While commenting this generally accepted step, Goodwin [13] p. 4 wondered whether it will generate protests by residents. Stanchev [15] p. 19 gave other examples of similar actions from Prague, Amsterdam and Venice. The aim of such campaigns is to motivate the tourists to explore attractions that differ from the popular ones, at the same time suggesting less congested attractions and “local experiences” and encouraging tourists to spread out more by introducing tourists to less frequently visited parts of the city [15] p. 19. Both sides, residents and visitors, suffer from congestion in the most attractive parts of cities; however, it seems that mainly visitors may benefit from the results of successful redistribution. Additionally, the tourism industry should appreciate the growing capacity to host even more tourists in the city. However, from the point of view of citizens, the results of such a redistribution most likely will make the situation even worse. This is so because it supports invading increasingly more residential parts of cities by tourism, and all problems presented above with the real estate market and lack of regular neighborhood will only be intensified.



Cities most often related to tourism-phobia are often metropolises where the old city is not understood in a traditional way, such as Barcelona (according to the research by Phi [1], Barcelona is by far the most often described city in global news media in the context of overtourism), Amsterdam, Paris or Berlin in Europe [13]. On the contrary, cities such as Budapest, Prague or Cracow are also often involved in overtourism, but more in terms of congestion, and just a few manifestations of reluctance between tourists and citizens are noted there [17,70,71,72,73]. Old cities that are parts of those cities are totally dominated by tourists and play the role of a tourist ghetto in those cities [17]. Additionally, most of the must-see attractions of the cities are located there. As a result, the boundary between the tourism zones and the residential ones is more evident. Citizens often treat old cities as lost [18] p. 462, but they may expect a relatively low impact of tourism in their places of living and working. In Berlin, Amsterdam or Barcelona, the boundaries between residential and tourism parts of the cities are blurred, and citizens often spend their time in the same places as tourists do. This causes citizens to be exposed to even more to congestion and compete with tourists even more severely for the same attractions and places; finally, it leads to conflicts and reluctance [18,49]. That is why, to protect citizens, local authorities should rather implement dynamic zoning strategies and aim to separate tourists and citizens [17] than redistribute tourism to more and more residential parts, which make the processes of gentrification even stronger. Such actions have been conducted for many years, for example in Bruges and Dublin [12]. This conclusion seems to be neglected thus far, both in the most of cities authorities’ actions and in the scientific literature. However, one should remember that there are no two identical cities, and the problems and reasons for overtourism are diverse [69]; moreover, effective solutions in one place are not going to work in another. That is why it is also possible to imagine a city in which redistribution strategy can be effective in satisfying citizens’ requirements. Such cities should have attractive parts that are not visited by tourists too often and are located outside the typical residential zones.



Another important reason for the conflict between tourists and citizens in particular cities derives from the nature of assets used by tourists and/or inhabitants. When describing this situation, Goodwin [13] p. 8 referred to overtourism as a classic case of the Tragedy of the Commons. The problem in the fact that tourism makes extensive use of common-pool resources in the public realm and takes advantage of, for example, monuments or viewpoints that are free or priced on a non-market basis, which was initially bringing benefit for the residents. The tourism commons are very vulnerable to crowding and degrading by tourism pressure. The industry enjoys free access to public goods, which are very often its core product [13] p. 7. The public realm is free—tourists do not pay for their walks in La Rambla or Champs-Elysees—but repair and maintenance costs have to be covered by local taxpayers [13] p. 5. The public realm is funded through local taxes—the residents pay for public toilets, building maintenance and waste disposal. At the same time, tourism businesses are selling the public realm, but they do not pay anything for the resource they sell. Neither tourists nor inhabitants usually understand the nature of the public realm and pool assets, but both of them demand their comfortable access to those assets. Goodwin [13] seems to accept the citizens’ right to be hosts and disposers of the local free assets, and this right is based not only on their localization, but also on paying for their maintenance via the local tax system. The natural consequence of this view is an introduction of some kind of fees paid by tourists and tourism businesses aiming to introduce tourism into financing free attractions, but also possibly limiting the excessive number of tourists and enhancing citizens’ opportunity to make use of the famous places of their cities. Regardless of the technical difficulty of this solution, this might be challenged under the intra-generational equity [74,75], one of the most important pillars of sustainable development. The introduction of fees limits the demand and eliminates the poorest tourists from visiting places.



The list of potential negative impacts of tourism on cities and their inhabitants is even extended by Benner [76] p. 2. According to him, the potential threats related to overtourism include gentrification, growing costs of living and housing (not only because of increase of rents but also because of growing prices in local shops also visited by tourists), real estate speculation, deterioration of local residents’ identification with the place, loss of a destination’s authentic character, significant harm to its cultural or environmental heritage, congestion of transport infrastructures and privatization of spaces that are supposed to be publicly accessible—and hence segregation. Additionally, Milano [16] states the loss of residents’ purchasing power and the unbalanced number of locals compared to visitors. However, the extreme pressure of tourism on inhabitants’ everyday life, which can be observed, for example, in Venice, involves much more pedestrian factors such as the lack of essential shops for everyday life, which have been replaced by tourist shops and rising prices that lead to the forced exodus of many residents [16].




5. The Transition of Tourism from 3S to 3E


A few decades ago, mass tourism was criticized not only for its negative impact on destinations, but supporters of alternative tourism, and many other scholars and experts, were pointing out very little benefits for tourists [20,21,77,78]. Tourists who spend whole days passively lying on beaches did not get much knowledge about the places they visited and had very little contact with local inhabitants and their tangible and intangible cultural heritage [22]. Almost identical remarks were referred to sightseeing trips that were also very popular at that time and perceived as a form of mass tourism. Such trips were concentrated on “ticking places off a list,” maximizing the number of must-see attractions during one trip and, as a consequence, reducing the time spent in particular places as much as possible. The relationships between visitors and their destinations were extremely shallow and concentrated on tangible heritage, while completely omitting people currently living in particular places [20].



However, more and more tourists have become interested in local intangible cultural heritage, such as traditions, food, dress, dances, etc. Their needs were often satisfied with what MacCannel [23,24] described as staged authenticity. These were often artificial shows (but this could also include shops or restaurants dedicated to tourists) produced for tourism purposes that presented the local culture, only in a more or less detailed way. MacCannell [23,24] developed this concept to illustrate the fact that tourists are often provided with experiences or performances that are theatered or orchestrated in order to meet the expectations of tourists. These experiences or performances are usually superficial, featuring only the ‘front stage’ area of a particular culture. Therefore, tourists who seek the ‘real’ or the ‘genuine’ in a foreign culture end up with experiences that are staged, which is a restriction for tourists who seek to peek into the ‘backstage’ area of a community to get a comprehensive understanding of a particular local culture. However, Mohamad et al. [79] argued that although tourists can afford these experiences, they do not have the right to the ‘back region’ unless communities are willing to show it to them. It should be up to the local communities to decide what they deemed appropriate for the tourists to see and experience [80]. In that sense, staged authenticity events played an important role as a security buffer for inhabitants who did not want to introduce tourists to their everyday life and also for tourists who feel safe in a situation arranged especially for them [80].



In the 1980s, some of the tourism scholars announced a huge shift in the nature of tourism that took place at the time. This shift was later on briefly described as a transition from 3S tourism to 3E tourism, where the three “S”s were symbols of “sea, sun and sand” while the three “E”s were symbols of “education, entertainment and experience (or excitement, or emotions)” [81,82]. This shift was enthusiastically welcomed by the academia and practitioners as a highly favorable trend. Since that time, elements included in 3E have been playing an increasingly larger role [83,84]. Typical trips to coastal resorts are still the leading products of tour-operating companies, but their customers often do not spend the whole time on passive relaxation, sharing their time between beaching, visiting monuments, sporting activities and cultural events.



At the beginning of the 21st century, two new economic theories mirrored the growing importance of tourists’ experiences in tourism: experience economy [85] and experience marketing [86,87,88]. Both of them found tourism among the most important areas of the current economy where customers’ experiences play a key role. This role was also noticed by tourism practitioners who started to adjust their products and their marketing activities to underline the special experiences that they can offer. At the end of the second decade of this century, nobody doubts the crucial role of tourists’ experiences in different kinds of tourism, including city tourism [88,89]. Tourists who search for their experiences have begun to be more and more active, mobile and open for contacts with local inhabitants [49].



All those processes were warmly welcomed by tourism scholars as they are at least partial implementation of postulates of advocates of alternative tourism, however, on a much bigger scale. Still, we should not forget about the negative consequences that also exist. Partially, they are strictly related to city tourism and tourism-phobia that accompanies overtourism in cities. Many contemporary tourists are no longer satisfied with a shallow relationship with a visited city, which is limited to a short stay and concentrated on visiting the most famous monuments [49]. The factor that started to play a very important role in the competition between cities on the tourism market is the ambiance. Traditional city destinations that built their competitive position on the bases of monuments and heritage such as Rome or Paris had to face competition from cities such as Amsterdam, Barcelona, Milan or Berlin. The growing popularity of the so-called city breaks [90,91,92] made tourists visits in a single city a bit longer, and during their stays, tourists are not concentrated so much on visiting monuments, but rather on having fun, shopping and spending their time nicely. This effect was even strengthened by the Airbnb adverts suggesting tourists will be “living like a local” [13] p. 5. Indeed, spending time in, for example, Barcelona in the way that Barcelonan people do started to be fashionable in the tourism market. The citizens’ way of living in Barcelona, Amsterdam or Milan started to be tourism attractions, and many tourists have been visiting those cities for that reason. The problem is that nobody asked citizens if they want their way of living to be a tourism attraction. Unlike cities with more precisely set borders of the old city such as Prague or Cracow, in those cities, it is not possible to keep tourists in a tourist ghetto that is not visited by citizens too often. In fact, inhabitants and visitors compete for the access to exactly the same places that are precious assets for both these groups. As an example, La Rambla in Barcelona can be pointed out. Visitors who try to follow the inhabitants’ way of life can be a real burden for the locals [49]. They want to stay overnight in places where citizens live, eat in restaurants for the locals, shop in the same shops, etc. Visitors are searching for ‘alternative public spaces,’ ‘creative urban areas’ or ‘ethnic precincts.’ Wandering ‘off the beaten track’ is considered an important strategy to find these places [49]. They perceive their product as authentic. As a result, citizens may have difficulties to escape from tourism to a “safe shelter,” and this strengthens the tourism-phobia attitudes.



Contemporary city tourism seems to be a good example of the implementation of postulates of the tourism literature. Tourists here are active and open for meeting local people, searching for authentic products without being satisfied by staged authenticity. It turned out that the implementation of those postulates produced nightmares for the city’s citizens.




6. Conclusions and Limitations


6.1. Discussion


Overtourism is defined differently in different publications. Usually, the objective facts of the growing number of people traveling worldwide and of the development of the new media and technology solutions, including reservation platforms of sharing economy, low-cost airlines and web 2.0 in tourism, are to be blamed for the appearance of overtourism. In such an approach, overtourism seems to be somehow inevitable. However, in many publications [1,10,13], other factors that support the development of overtourism are stated. The most often mentioned example is consumer behavior, which is changeable and often improper. Another reason for overtourism, which is often highlighted in the literature, is growth-oriented tourism policy [12,13,28] conducted for many years by different public bodies on the national, regional, and local scale. Severe competition between numerous destinations worldwide forced the implementation of aggressive marketing strategies that welcome more and more guests. The use of such strategies was perceived positively by practitioners and in tourism textbooks for many years, as it appeared to be effective in cases of many tourism resorts. Additionally, the local, regional and national governments were not prepared to deal with the negative consequences of overcrowding, as the studies conducted by Peeters et al. [12] did not reveal any evaluation or monitoring programs in any of the destinations studied, making the effectiveness of the measures in the particular place difficult to assess [12] p. 16.



Scientific research on the topic of overtourism, besides its rapidly growing popularity, is still at its initial stage. Contemporary studies include mainly overview papers and case studies with a very little number of empirical research of visitors or citizens’ opinions (examples can be here the studies by Namberger et al. [18] conducted in Munich and by Smith et al. [72] conducted in Budapest). Additionally, the theoretical description of the issue is scattered; case studies of cities, as well as of nature-based destinations and traditional resorts, are presented. Additionally, the recapitulation of the scientific knowledge on the possible effects of overtourism needs in-depth studies of previous publications on tourism impact and sustainable tourism, but also of the literature not directly related to researching tourism and dealing with urban studies where problems of gentrification or impact of tourism development on real estate market are presented.



As overtourism is often observable in the urban environment, the presented paper links the reasons and consequences of overtourism with the rapid growth of the popularity of city tourism. Reasons for this shift in tourists’ interest are numerous, complex and are mainly similar to the issues linked with the genesis of overtourism—the growing popularity of Airbnb-type reservation platforms, new IT solutions, accessibility of cheap flights and shortening the length of tourism trips. However, neither reasons nor consequences of the growing popularity of city tourism were researched in-depth thus far. The long-term aim of future research should be the establishment of a coherent theory of development of tourism in contemporary cities, taking into account new phenomena such as overtourism, tourist-phobia or wide-scale gentrification. Theories of tourism development created 20 years ago and mainly for tourism resorts’ purposes are not appropriate for contemporary cities, and even after upgrading them for contemporary cities, they seem to be insufficient. In fact, tourism development in plenty of contemporary cities realizes many postulates of this theory. the number of visitors is quickly growing, as well as visitors’ expenditures, while tourists tend to search for authentic experiences and try to follow the way of life of genuine inhabitants. However, realization of those postulates resulted in appearance of new problems such as tourism-phobia instead of bringing positive effects.




6.2. Future Research and Practical Recommendations


Changes in contemporary tourism and in contemporary cities are very rapid and results achieved a few years ago might not be relevant to current challenges. That is the reason why a lot of future research of the topic are required. New phenomena, such as overtourism, have not been extensively researched thus far, and well-known phenomena such as tourism gentrification got a new momentum. This mixture of old and new problems creates a tension in many cities, and local authorities urgently search for methods of solving them. This part of the papers is devoted to the presentation of a list of directions of future research that were estimated as the most urgent. However, this list cannot be perceived as complete and closed.



An important issue to be researched is the impact of the growing tourism traffic in cities. Cities differ significantly from destinations of other kinds and, especially, the impact of tourism development here is totally different from that researched for many years in tourism resorts or in nature-based destinations. Still, the nature of this difference needs to be studied. Future research should help to develop tourism policy tailored for cities, which needs to point which exact tools and suggestions presented in contemporary literature on destination management are to be adjusted and how. It was already underlined in the literature that visitors might be perceived by inhabitants of a city as unwanted invaders that do not support citizens’ economic prosperity and significantly deteriorate their quality of life due to their improper behavior, congestion, negative impact on the real estate market and gentrification of neighborhoods. In most publications, all those negative impacts were presented without detailed analysis. Future research should then analyze which kind of tourist behavior is perceived by citizens as the most annoying and which one can be accepted. Similarly, the scale of congestion that can be acceptable for citizens is to be researched; moreover, an analysis of places that according to citizens’ opinion might be crowded and should not be congested due to tourists under any condition should be conducted. Additionally, in-depth research of the perception of citizens of gentrification processes as well as changes in the real estate market are to be surveyed. All those analyses are extremely difficult, as particular cities and their inhabitants might differ significantly and research conducted in different places might lead to highly differentiated results. The example of Berlin can be presented here [49]. The city still struggles with underdeveloped residential infrastructure in the former communist part of the city and the negative influence of tourism development on the real estate market is experienced here especially severely. Similarly, local conditions, typical for a particular city, might play an important role in other cities as well. This differentiation of local conditions makes the impact of tourism and citizens’ perceptions of the problem being highly differentiated between particular cities; moreover, solutions should rather be tailored than universal, suggested for each particular city. Understanding local conditions and factors influencing effectiveness of tourism policy in particular cities are then another important direction of future research.



However future research should not concentrate on destinations and their inhabitants only. In-depth studies are also required in the field of analysis of visitors to cities and their needs, requirements and behavior. This topic seems to be especially attractive for scientific research, as this group of tourists presents a mixture of features derived from different models of tourists’ behavior. Following contemporary models of tourists (3Es), they are often active and open for contacts with the local people and the local real life and culture, exactly as, for many year, has been advocated for by supporters of alternative tourism and experience marketing. However, at the same time, they have often gained their tourism experiences during numerous stays in mass resort-like destinations (3Ss). During those stays, they used to be demanding customers and “consumers of destinations” that are completely tailored to their needs. In such a case, they simply do not ask local people if they are willing to have their everyday life be an attraction for tourists [49]. This misunderstanding between the expectations of hosts and guests is among the basic reasons for anti-tourism movements and tourism-phobia [49]. The divergence between citizens’ and tourists’ perceptions of their encounters is one of the most attractive topics for interdisciplinary research in the future as this topic includes issues typical for sociology, psychology, marketing, geography, urban studies and other scientific fields. Additionally, further analysis of how the description of tourists’ motivations and behavior presented in contemporary tourism literature (especially according to the 3Es model) fits and reflects the situation observed in many cities should be conducted. Thus far, this issue was not raised in the tourism literature, and the description of its importance is intended to be among the most important contributions of the paper to the scientific knowledge.



Local authorities in many cities still attempt to use well-known strategies that have proved to be effective in resorts or nature-based destinations, as the scientific toolkit available for cities is almost empty. Filling this toolkit is an important task for scientists dealing with the topic. However, establishing new tools to be effective in contemporary tourism cities is not sufficient. Solving the problem of overtourism requires the creation of new bases of tourism policy adjusted for cities. It is not possible to solve the problem of overtourism in cities without a fundamental shift in the tourism policy and in the general perception of tourism as a phenomenon that is always wanted, invited and effective. However, based on several studies presented thus far, it is already possible to present a few practical recommendations for tourism decision-makers in cities. In the times of overtourism, even in the highly competitive global environment, building the tourist attractiveness of cities is not going to be the priority. It should rather be managed so as to make the level of tourism traffic satisfactory. This is a challenging task, as such a policy was not implemented widely in any city, and the theoretical background for such actions is missing as well. Thus far, tourism with its natural tendency to spread and “conquer” new territories was not perceived as a negative issue, as this was related to growing positive economic effects. On the contrary, in the literature on tourism development based on resorts-like destinations, local stakeholders’ education was perceived as an important attitude to secure the local support for bigger and bigger growth of tourism [93,94,95]. Inhabitants who resist further tourism development should not be perceived as making a mistake anymore. This shift in tourism policy should be also reflected in marketing activities conducted by authorities of particular cities. This should embrace both different approaches to the continues growth of the number of visitors as well as the different perception of tourists’ behavior. Tourists’ behavior in accordance with the 3Es concept, which is enthusiastically welcomed in other destinations, causes additional problems in cities and creates even more tension between residents and tourists. The question about the selection of the desired market target and the way of communication with it is to be answered in particular cities as well as in scientific literature.



It seems that the development of overtourism should be perceived in a way described by Hall [96,97] as a third-order change. Unlike the first-order change, which can be characterized by incremental, routinized, satisfactory behavior that leads to a change of the basic instruments of policy and to the second-order change which bring modification of the strategic behavior of authorities, the third-order change involves the shift in the whole policy paradigm [96,97,98]. Thus, the new goal hierarchy is adopted by policymakers because the coherence of the existing policy paradigm has been undermined. This occurs if a failure in the perceived policy results in discrepancies or inconsistencies that cannot be explained within the existing paradigm [98]. The overtourism creates such different conditions for the functioning of contemporary cities that without a paradigm shift and establishing a comprehensive attitude towards the problem, the policymakers may only react and minimize particular costs of the overtourism. Currently, there are no convincing examples of authorities that would take such an approach toward overtourism.




6.3. Limitations


Among important limitations of the argumentation presented, simplification of resorts-cities dichotomy is probably the most significant one. In fact, in reality, we can find plenty of examples that do not fit this dichotomy. Obvious examples are nature-based destinations related to lower intensity tourism such as ecotourism or agritourism. However, researchers are aware of them, and special requirements for strategies of tourism development for those destinations are well-recognized and often researched in the scientific literature, which makes the rules of their development commonly known and usually accepted. A much bigger problem is related to destinations that might be placed on the continuum between resorts and cities that cannot actually be labeled as any of them. These are often small cities that became economically dependent on tourism traffic. Examples of Dubrovnik [32] and Venice [6,27,99] presented here, and also places such as Palma de Majorca [100], prove that the situation of those destinations is extremely complicated. In big cities that are not dependent on tourism, it is possible to keep only the supportive function of tourism in economic development while limitations for tourists, which may make them less attractive for them in favor of citizens’ quality of life, can be introduced. This is not reasonable in those cities that may economically collapse without tourists’ expenditures. However, many citizens there are not directly involved in tourism and as such do not perceive their prosperity as obtained from tourism. They suffer significantly from both the scale of tourism traffic and the behavior of particular tourists. The second issue seems to be an even more dramatic problem in places such as Palma de Majorca, which became typical 3S resorts, and participants of that kind of tourism tend to be particularly annoying for citizens. Finding a proper strategy for that kind of destination seems to be the most urgent and most challenging task for tourism academia and practitioners, as improving citizens’ quality of life and maintaining a high level of income from tourism at the same time is extremely difficult, if possible. Still, Dubrovnik, Palma de Majorca or Venice should be perceived as urgent warnings for other cities not to follow their way and introduce some limits on tourism growth before they are stuck in a no-way-out situation.



Another important limitation of the paper presented and of wider suggested future development of the theory of the development of tourism in cities, is the fact that the problem of overtourism cannot be perceived as uniform in all cities. In fact, in many cities, the problem is not observed yet. Moreover, in cities where some symptoms of overtourism were detected, they often differ between one another in significant details. In such a case, it is difficult to create a universal theory that helps to solve many different problems. One more difficulty in creating a theory of tourism development in cities is the fact that tourism is neither easy to isolate from other development issues in a city, nor does such an action make any sense. There are so many aspects related to each other that discussing tourism development as an isolated issue is not a proper approach. Additionally, there are many issues that might be seen as not related to tourism in the city, but it may turn out that they actually are. The example of the new law proclaimed by local authorities in Berlin in October 2019 of freezing prices of long-term residential rental of houses and apartments can be presented here. The law was not intended to influence tourism traffic in the city. However, it may turn out that the growing difference in profitability of long-term rental and short-term tourism rental is going to be mirrored in more and more attempts to move real estates from the residential market into the tourism market, which will cause the number of real estates offered via Airbnb or similar platforms to grow, making shortages on the residential market even more painful.
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Table 1. Definitions of overtourism presented in the literature.






Table 1. Definitions of overtourism presented in the literature.





	Source
	Definition
	Factors Defining Overtourism





	UNWTO [11], p. 4
	A situation in which the impact of tourism on a destination, or parts thereof, excessively influences the perceived quality of life of citizens and/or visitors in a negative way.
	Impacts, harm in citizens’ quality of life



	Peeters et al. [12] p. 11
	Overtourism describes the situation in which the impact of tourism, at certain times and in certain locations, exceeds physical, ecological, social, economic, psychological and/or political capacity thresholds.
	Impacts, crossing capacities



	Higgins-Desbiolles et al. [8] p. 6
	Overtourism describes a situation in which a tourism destination exceeds its carrying capacity—in physical and/or psychological terms.
	Exceeding capacities



	Goodwin [13] p. 1
	Overtourism is about destinations where hosts or guests, locals or visitors, feel that there are too many visitors and that the quality of life in the area or the quality of the experience has deteriorated unacceptably.
	Overcrowding, harm in citizens’ quality of life, harm in tourists’ experiences



	Butler [14] p. 635
	Overtourism represents a situation in which some numbers of visitors overload the services and facilities available and also become a serious inconvenience for permanent residents of these locations.
	Overcrowding, harm in citizens’ quality of life



	Milano et al. [7] p. 354
	The excessive growth of visitors leading to overcrowding in areas where residents suffer the consequences of temporary and seasonal tourism peaks, which have caused permanent changes to their lifestyles, denied access to amenities and damaged their general well-being.
	Overcrowding, harm in citizens’ quality of life



	Perkumienė, Pranskūnienė [5] p. 2138
	Overtourism is characterized by an excessive number of visitors, which affects the quality of the region.
	Overcrowding, harm in citizens’ quality of life
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Table 2. Two approaches to overtourism.






Table 2. Two approaches to overtourism.





	
Wide Approach—Overtourism might be Observable in All Kinds of Destinations

	
Narrow Approach—Overtourism is Typical for Cities






	
Publications

	
Selection of cases

	
Direct support of the approach

	
Publications

	
Selection of cases

	
Direct support of the approach




	
Peeters et al. [12]

	
Different destinations across Europe including rural, mountain and other nature-based regions

	
The most vulnerable destinations are not necessarily cities, but rather coastal, islands and rural heritage sites [p. 16]

	
Milano [15]

	
Venice, Berlin, Barcelona

	
Among the effects of overtourism congestion of public spaces in city centers and the rise in housing prices are mentioned [p. 7]




	
Dodds & Butler [16]

	
Cities (Barcelona), countries (Thailand), islands (Boracay)

	

	
Koens et al. [10]

	
13 European cities

	
The whole paper concentrates on cities




	
Stanchev [17]

	
Cities (Prague, Dubrovnik) and islands (Santorini, Majorca)

	

	
Capocchi et al. [6]

	
Venice

	
In this context, the term “overtourism” has begun to be used in the recent literature with particular

regard to models of tourism development, some city destinations, and issues of sustainability [p. 1]




	

	

	

	
Phi [1]

	

	
Modern overtourism essentially takes place in the urban areas [p. 3]




	

	

	

	
Namberger et al. [18]

	
Munich

	
City destinations are particularly interesting study areas for overtourism [p. 453]
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