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Abstract: With a constantly and rapidly increasing number of publications, modern expertise on
overtourism is becoming increasingly complete. However, a subject that has not been sufficiently
presented in the literature thus far is the issue of identifying groups of inhabitants of various desti-
nations that are most severely affected by overtourism and the perception of innovative remedial
solutions. In numerous previous publications that analyzed the impact of overtourism on the inhabi-
tants of destinations, the inhabitants were most often treated as a homogeneous group. Therefore,
the main goal of this article is to describe the phenomenon of overtourism from the perspective of
residents of two Polish tourist destinations and propose innovative solutions to the problem of tourist
overcrowding, dedicated to areas with different specificities. Empirical research was conducted
among the inhabitants of popular destinations in Poland—Kraków and Białka Tatrzańska—where
overtourism has been noted in the scientific literature in recent years. The results allow us to outline
significant differences in how the impact of overtourism is perceived by the inhabitants of a large city
and a peripheral tourist resort. Additionally, the research demonstrated that respondents who live
in the central part of a tourist destination much more clearly perceive their exposure to the effects
of overtourism than the inhabitants of other parts, and that this phenomenon is more evident in
cities than in resorts. According to the diagnosis of the situation, it was proposed to implement open
innovations in the nature of preventive solutions.

Keywords: overtourism; tourism innovation; open innovation; tourism impact; destination residents;
city tourism; tourism resort

1. Introduction

Overtourism is one of the most popular subjects in contemporary research in tourism.
According to the scholar.google search engine, just in the period between the beginning of
2020 and the end of November 2020, 173 publications contained the word “overtourism”
in their title. In contrast, in 2017, there were only 37 such publications. Such a surge in
the number of published studies on this topic is understandable because what we are
dealing with is a relatively new phenomenon. Its scale, causes, and manifestations differ
significantly from everything that has been undisputedly examined and documented
in scientific knowledge in tourism. The change brought about by the development of
overtourism has had such significant consequences for stakeholders’ ways of running a
business, especially in large cities, that it is sometimes referred to as third-order change [1,2]
that involves a shift in the whole tourist policy paradigm, including an adaptation of a new
goal hierarchy [3] and innovative solutions [4]. With a constantly and rapidly increasing
number of publications, modern expertise about this phenomenon is becoming increasingly
complete. Places that are particularly susceptible to the overtourism phenomenon and
those where it can be seen are indicated [5–8]. We better understand its causes [3,9,10] and
effects [3,10–19], and we are better able to track down the links of overtourism with other
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phenomena related to modern tourism, such as the sharing economy [20–24], the night
economy [25,26], gentrification [9,27,28], and low-cost airlines [29]. However, we do not
know whether the implemented innovations, including open innovations, should apply to
all dimensions and types of tourist areas.

A subject that has not been sufficiently presented in the literature thus far is the issue
of identifying groups of inhabitants of various destinations that are most severely affected
by overtourism. This article is an attempt to partially fill that gap. Therefore, the main
aim of this article is to describe the phenomenon of overtourism using the authors’ own
methodology of measuring this phenomenon from the perspective of residents of tourist
destinations and to identify those factors that make residents more exposed to the impact
of overtourism. Consequently, a supplement to the main goal is to indicate whether the
implementation of innovations in tourism that counteract overtourism should depend on
the analyzed factors.

The adopted measurement methodology covers four non-economic subject areas,
which have a direct impact on the perception of overtourism. Due to the breadth of the
issue, economic factors will be taken up in further parts of the authors’ research. The
research areas discussed here include the following topics: (A) the number of tourists,
(B) crowds, (C) noise, (D) safety, and (E) the level of development of the city/town. To
implement this study, empirical research was necessary, which was carried out in two
tourist destinations of different sizes located in Poland in the central part of the European
continent.

This article presents the impact of tourism on the residents of the destination cities and
of overtourism thus far. Later, the results of our own questionnaire research were presented,
which allowed us to identify the features of the inhabitants that make them particularly vul-
nerable to the effects of overtourism, and consequently we proposed innovative solutions
to the problem of overtourism in various tourist areas.

This paper starts with an extended literature review, in which the idea of overtourism
and innovative approaches toward this phenomenon are discussed. The next chapter is
devoted to the presentation of the research methods used. A comparison between the
perception of inhabitants of two Polish major tourism destinations was made on the basis
of the responses to the questionnaire distributed between May and July 2020. This part
is followed by the presentation of obtained results. Finally, there is a discussion in which
some solutions are suggested, and the paper ends with concluding remarks.

2. Literature Review

For many years, at the end of the 20th century and at the beginning of the 21st cen-
tury, the impact of tourism has been commonly analyzed through the lens of three pillars:
economic, sociocultural, and environmental. The theory seemed to be established, and
research projects focused on its implementation in particular cases [30–33]. Sustainable
tourism development was achieved by balancing positive and negative impacts, and eco-
nomic benefits and environmental threats were usually emphasized [34]. Sustainability
issues were addressed mainly in nature-based destinations, and the slightest of sociocul-
tural impacts were studied even less frequently. The perception of tourism as an effective
growth engine for local, regional, and national economies was common and even increased
after the 2007–2010 global economic crisis [12]. Support for the development of tourism
due to its economic effects was present in numerous scientific papers and textbooks [9].
This attitude changed in the second decade of our century together with numerous de-
velopments in contemporary economies and societies. Due to demographic and political
situations, the scale of global tourist traffic has reached numbers higher than ever. Ac-
cording to international statistics, the number of international tourist arrivals surpassed 1
billion in 2012, and this number is expected to double by 2030 [35]. This trend has been
multiplied by the equally fast growth of domestic tourism [10,36]. Obviously, the growing
number of people inhabiting the Earth results in the growing demand for tourism. This
huge increase in tourist traffic in recent years, accompanied by tourists’ inclination to visit
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popular destinations during the same periods, is frequently presented as the main reason
for overtourism [3,10]. Apart from those quantitative changes, contemporary tourism is
also evolving. People take shorter holidays but travel more often [37], while low-cost
carriers [38] and sharing economy platforms [39] allow people to reach different destina-
tions, especially cities, at affordable prices. These changes made large cities among the
most important global tourism destinations [3,40]. However, sustainable management
practices developed largely for nature-based destinations and resorts do not reflect the
situation in cities. Having been previously underestimated, the negative sociocultural
impacts of tourism were being reconsidered. On the other hand, the environmental impact
of growing tourist traffic in many fragile and attractive ecosystems exceeded acceptable
limits. This tremendous growth of tourist numbers in recent years, tourists’ tendency to
travel to popular destinations during the same periods, and new features of contemporary
tourism are often pointed to as the leading causes of overtourism [10].

The term overtourism appeared to reflect the contemporary changes in how the impact
of tourism was perceived mainly in large cities (such as Barcelona, Paris, Amsterdam, and
Milan) and smaller cities (such as Dubrovnik, Venice, and Palma de Mallorca). It assumes
that, in several places, the development of the tourism industry became so large that its
negative effects overwhelmed the positive impact, spurring anti-tourism attitudes among
city residents and environmental activists. The sociocultural impact of tourism on residents
of destinations is particularly worth mentioning, as it is not only much greater than the
well-known effects from previous years, but also on a larger scale. The contemporary
development of tourism that occurs mainly in cities has also yielded issues that were nearly
absent previously [3,9]. Those issues are frequently described in publications dealing with
the sharing economy, but they are not limited to the development of this phenomenon.
Numerous scientists [23,24,39,41] agree that the very fast development of sharing economy
platforms such as Airbnb seriously impacts urban real estate markets. The core of that
impact is connected to a significant growth in the demand for apartments and houses from
prospective operators of home-sharing services. This growth is the reason for numerous
consequences that appear in different places and on a different scale [3,41,42]. These are
mainly shortages in the real estate market and an increase in prices of long-term residential
rentals. Moreover, tourism sharing economy platforms blur the traditional boundaries
between residential and tourist areas [43]. Offering accommodation services in quarters
that have not been popular among tourists has become an attractive opportunity to earn
additional income for owners of houses and apartments, and it has lured many guests
attracted by Airbnb’s slogan “live like a local” [9]. As a consequence, city residents who
previously were able to sidestep tourist traffic by keeping away from the historic city
centers have difficulties doing this today, as they meet many tourists accommodated in
facilities located immediately next door [44]. Additionally, the behavior of home-sharing
users is often perceived as improper [40].

As overtourism came into being, it redefined the way the balance between the costs
and benefits of tourism development was understood. The most severe examples of the
symptoms of overtourism might be found in market destinations that are very successful
and where economic benefits should be impressive. However, those benefits are not
distributed equally, and the costs are so significant that the benefits play a minor role in
how they are perceived by the majority of residents. Finally, the overwhelming impression
of “too much” tourism lowers the satisfaction of tourists who try to avoid the most crowded
places in destinations. The tension between tourists and residents also has another source.
Tourists who previously often traveled to mass resorts used to be treated as customers
and precious clients by everyone in their destinations. Tourists pay for their holidays and
expect to obtain the perfect product, and they do not want to limit or adjust their behavior
to meet local requirements. In contrast, they expect that the local requirements would
rather be changed or adjusted for tourists’ satisfaction. Finally, tourists are “blamed” by
locals for using public space and infrastructure for free, while the residents are responsible
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for maintaining the facilities with the local budget. Goodwin [9] referred to overtourism as
a classic case of the Tragedy of the Commons.

Negative perceptions of the effects of overtourism released rapid and violent anti-
tourism movements, mainly in large cities. This attitude started to be labeled in the
literature as tourism-phobia [45]. The pace and the scale of the emerging phenomenon
made overtourism one of the most prominent subjects of scientific research in tourism.
Several conceptual [8,9,13,46] and empirical [15,40,47–49] studies described the nature
and genesis of overtourism. However, several questions remain without answers. While
overtourism and tourism-phobia are often associated with cities [10,12,50], Peeters et al. [5]
also present numerous examples of nature-based destinations and resorts as infected with
overtourism. Nevertheless, to date, the differences between the nature of overtourism in
different destinations have not been widely analyzed. Additionally, a large proportion of
residents of destinations seem to be heterogenous, and it is necessary to discover which
parts of the local population are particularly affected by the effects of overtourism and
which are particularly resistant to further tourism development.

Due to the relatively short time since there has been a wide perception of overtourism
as an important problem brought by tourism development, there are not many solutions
being proposed in the scientific literature or implemented in practice. What is more,
the radical change in conditions established by the COVID-19 pandemic and restrictions
means that it is very difficult to evaluate the efficiency of those solutions that were already
implemented. Typical reactions of local authorities of destinations exercising overtourism
were connected with implementations of restrictions of different kinds [9]. Especially in
places with very high nature value and vulnerability, it was decided to limit the number
of daily visitors or even to close the attraction for tourists for some time [51]. This can be
illustrated by the spectacular example of the famous beach Maya in Thailand [52].

However, such simple and radical measures are not possible to implement in urban
areas, which are the most common examples of overtourism’s “victims” [40]. In that
case, to manage the number of visitors, cities’ authorities imposed limitations on the
development of tourism infrastructure. The establishment of new accommodation facilities
was temporarily banned in many places in Spain, including in Barcelona [42,53]. In other
cities, including Berlin [42] and Paris [53,54], the transformation of residential buildings
and flats into short-term tourism rentals was impeded or even banned, which additionally
aimed to protect the local real estate market [42,55]. Finally, in Venice and Dubrovnik,
limits were implemented on the number of cruise ships [19,46,49,50,56].

Other solutions dealing with means of transport are those that are aimed at promoting
more eco-friendly ones, including the establishment of zones accessible only for bicycles,
electric scooters, electric cars, or where access of tourist coaches is limited [51,57,58]. Finally,
active police regarding parking places, their availability, and prices can be implemented.
However, the problem of overtourism is much more than just the number of tourists. In
many places, including Amsterdam [12] or Palma de Mallorca [59], strict local laws were
implemented to protect local people from improper tourists’ behavior, including high fees
for raptures.

Apart from strict regulations, local stakeholders were also trying to make use of soft
tools, including educational campaigns directed to both citizens and visitors [60–62], and
incentives promoting particular actions. One very tempting effect of such a tourism policy
is the more equal distribution of tourism traffic in time and space [46,62–64]. The success of
such a campaign may bring visible relief for citizens living in or close to the most crowded
districts without the minimization of the economic output of tourism. However, the task is
very challenging, and convincing tourists to visit the destination outside the typical tourism
season and/or to visit less-visited attractions instead of those being perceived as landmarks
is extremely difficult. What is more, the equal tourism distribution strategy cannot be
realized purely by public authorities and private tourism entrepreneurs must play an active
role in it, for example, when deciding about their pricing policy and the localization of



J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2021, 7, 202 5 of 20

their new investments. There are also doubts about the effects of the spatial redistribution
of tourism traffic, and many negative results are also mentioned in the literature [3,9].

Extremely dynamic changes experienced by tourism in the last few years and the
journey to overtourism are to be replaced by the COVID-19 merry-go-round of restrictions
and loosening calls for an innovative approach to this changing reality. According to
Hall [2], the whole tourism policy should be re-established as overtourism needs completely
new approaches. Uncertainty brought by global pandemics shows even stronger the
need for new, innovative thinking and tools. However, so far very few publications
have presented overtourism in the context of innovative thinking. Seraphin, Sheeran,
and Pilato [19] presented the idea of an “ambidextrous management” approach to the
management of tourist destinations. According to these authors, such an innovative
management approach implies putting together two opposites. The first is exploitation,
which means focusing on existing customers and/or markets and exploiting and improving
the existing products, services, competencies, and operating strategies [19]. The second is an
exploration that is creative and innovative, with a focus on the future such as experimenting
with new products, services, competencies, and operating strategies.

Quite a different approach to innovations in times of overtourism is presented by
Perles-Ribes, Ramón-Rodríguez, Moreno-Izquierdo, and Such-Devesa [65]. They search for
particular innovative tools that may enhance tourism management and suggest the use
of machine learning techniques as a tool for predicting overtourism. Another example of
information technology-based innovations suggested for tackling overtourism is the use of
destination management companies’ websites to mediate social tension [66]. Additionally,
the idea of smart cities is often recalled as a destination innovation [67].

Undoubtedly, overtourism, as an acute problem for residents of tourist areas, can also
be a catalyst for innovative solutions used in tourism management. As the problem of
the excess of tourists is an almost universal phenomenon, especially in the group of the
most popular tourist destinations, effective solutions used in one of such places are gaining
instant popularity in others. Thus, these solutions become open innovations.

The concept of open innovation initiated by H. Chesbrough [68,69] has been devel-
oping for two decades [70–76] and finds many interesting applications, including solving
current global problems. One of them concerns, for example, innovations related to coun-
teracting the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic [4,77].

Pichlak [78] points out that the essence of this paradigm is to break the limitations
resulting from competition for interaction with the environment in order to supplement
the possessed resources of technical knowledge, thus gaining additional opportunities to
increase the efficiency of the innovative process. However, the basis of this approach is
the dichotomous innovation transfer, i.e., the possibility of acquiring technology outside
the organization (from outside to inside) [79] or to offer other organizations their own
technologies (from inside to outside) [80]. This concept therefore takes two opposite
directions of the transfer of knowledge and technology. Pichlak [78] points out that in the
first case, the process of the deliberate inflow of new knowledge refers to five categories of
elements:

• Absorption of the knowledge of suppliers, consumers, partners, or competitors, which
may take the form of conducting market research (in order to learn about consumer
preferences) [81];

• External networking [82];
• Outsourcing in the context of research and development activities [83], and;
• The acquisition of intellectual property rights [84].

However, in the case of the opposite direction of knowledge transfer, such activity
usually refers to the commercialization of one’s own solutions and technologies or to
enabling the initiation of new ventures based on one’s own intellectual achievements.

The development of open innovation results in many approaches to this concept and
attempts to combine it with complementary concepts, e.g., with the concept of business
models [85]. However, in the context of the subject matter, the open transfer of knowledge
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with a positive impact on the natural environment becomes important. The issue of open
innovations focused on this issue is taken up by Yun and colleagues [86,87]. In this context,
open access to innovations that improve the natural environment also becomes a social
value. As excessive tourism is a significant threat to the natural environment, the possibility
of using innovative solutions by all destinations endangered by this problem also becomes
extremely important.

3. Materials and Methods

To implement the goal of this work, empirical research was necessary, which was
conducted among the inhabitants of two popular tourist destinations in Poland where
overtourism has been noted in the scientific literature of recent years. The first destination
was Kraków [20,21,24,48,88], while the second was Białka Tatrzańska [89]. The destinations
where the research was conducted were selected to allow us to include the opinions of
both residents of a large city (Kraków) and a popular mountain resort that offers extensive
winter sports (Białka Tatrzańska). A small distance between the destinations and a similar
distance from large groups of potential tourists were additional considerations.

The comparison of two selected destinations presented in the article is a case study
that can expand the discussion on overtourism by referring to experiences observed in
other destinations. The example of these two places can supplement the knowledge about
the behavior of residents in relation to tourists in the area of Central and Eastern Europe,
where destinations do not attract as many tourists as well-known destinations in Western
Europe and America. Thus, overtourism becomes a unique phenomenon in terms of its
frequency and strength of impact.

A research questionnaire containing 50 questions grouped into several basic subject
categories was used. Based on the analysis of the latest scientific publications dealing with
the issues of overtourism, four subject areas (panels) were selected to describe the potential
effects of this phenomenon. These areas are as follows: (A) number of tourists [11,15,88];
(B) crowds [7,90,91]; (C) noise [12,25,88]; (D) safety [9,16,17,25]; and (E) development of the
city/town [9,15,50].

In addition, the next nine questions (F1–F9) concerned general issues neither closely
related to each other nor to other subject areas. Respondents were also additionally grouped
to determine the differences of opinions in individual social groups. Thus, additional
variables to group the respondents were:

• Destination (residents of Kraków, residents of Białka Tatrzańska);
• Type of destination area (outskirts, outskirts of a center, destination center);
• Sex (female, male);
• Education (primary, vocational, secondary, higher, postgraduate);
• Duration of residence in the destination (<2 years, 2–3 years, 4–10 years, 11–20 years,

and >20 years).

The basic part of the research questionnaire comprised questions to evaluate the influ-
ence of tourism on the everyday life of city residents and entrepreneurs. The respondents
were asked about possible conflict situations related to overtourism. The respondents
were also asked about their opinions on specific matters and the studied topics, as well
as to state if they find certain views true or false. The variants of answers were ranked by
assigning them subsequent positions. The scale of grades used was of a five-grade scale in
the integer interval from −2 to 2, i.e., it was calibrated in point 0, where values below zero
meant disagreement with the opinion formulated, and above zero meant agreement with
the opinion presented.

By averaging the results and performing a comparative analysis using nonparametric
statistical tests, inference was performed. The results are presented as the arithmetic mean,
supplemented by the standard deviation (xAv ± SD), and sometimes also as the median
value (Me) or percentage (%).

The research questionnaire was analyzed for reliability using Cronbach’s alpha coeffi-
cient, which in this case was 0.8916. With that, we can be convinced that the research tool is
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highly reliable. The research questionnaire was completed by interviewers in direct contact
with the residents of Kraków and Białka Tatrzańska. Reliable empirical data directly from
the respondents were obtained. The questionnaire was made available to respondents
directly (on city streets) and indirectly by publishing a link to the online version of the
questionnaire on the Internet on social networks of these cities.

A total of 523 randomly selected respondents took part in the research. With the size of
the research sample collected, the assumed credibility threshold of the random sample was
achieved. The study assumed a maximum statistical error level of ±5% and a confidence
level of p = 0.95. With that value, the research team needed to collect information from
at least 386 respondents. The research conducted significantly exceeds this threshold;
therefore, the error for the sample collected is at most ±4.3%.

The collected data were processed, i.e., a statistical analysis, both one-dimensional (in
the form of a descriptive analysis) and two-dimensional (in the form of an analysis of the
dependence of pairs of examined characteristics), was performed. In particular cases, the
significance level of differences between the obtained mean values was also examined. The
U (Mann–Whitney) test was used to compare two groups for variables with a distribution
other than normal (Shapiro–Wilk test), while in the case of two samples of dependent
variables, the Wilcoxon signed rank test was performed. The significance of differences
between the structural indices was tested with the chi-square test. Statistical hypotheses
were verified using statistical tests, taking into account significance at the level of α ≤ 0.05.
In some cases, statistical multivariate analyses were performed.

4. Results

Questionnaires obtained from 523 respondents, including 70.9% (371) representatives
of Kraków and 29.1% (152) from Białka Tatrzańska, were taken into consideration during
the statistical analysis. There were slightly fewer men (34.6%) than women (65.4%) among
the respondents. The majority of the respondents were people of middle age, i.e., aged
30–50 (45.7%), and young (34.8%). Mature people, i.e., aged 50–70, accounted for 16.6% of
the study population.

Most of the respondents had a degree (67.5%) and a high school education (24.5%).
The majority of the respondents are permanent residents of the towns analyzed (80.9%),
while the others (19.1%) are people who live outside the town, but they are involved in
various professional activities in these places.

The researchers collected data in various locations of the surveyed destinations, so
information from different places of each destination could be gathered. Thus, 38.4%
of the respondents lived in the center of the analyzed tourist destinations, 45.3% of the
respondents lived close to the center, i.e., in quarters adjacent to the center, and the others
(16.3%) lived on the outskirts.

As mentioned above, the respondents’ opinions were assessed based on a five-point
scale containing extreme assessments of agreement with the expressed opinions. Then,
these assessments were quantified by reducing them to a rating between −2 and 2 and
averaging the obtained scores. A result close to zero (0.0 ± 0.05) indicates that the respon-
dents did not have an explicit opinion. An average score higher than 0.05 means that
the vast majority of respondents indicated agreement with the expressed opinion, while
a score lower than −0.05 means that the majority of respondents did not agree with the
opinion. The ratings expressing consent or objection to the expressed opinions can be
graded using two subsequent intervals, where the rating in the interval |0.05 ÷ 1.00|
indicates moderate agreement or objection, while the rating in the interval |1.01 ÷ 2.00|
means explicit agreement or objection.

4.1. Number of Tourists (“A” Panel)

It was found that the majority of respondents moderately agree with the opinion
that the number of tourists visiting the surveyed tourist destination is definitely too high
(0.22 ± 1.33). This result is very similar in both analyzed destinations, and there is no
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statistically significant difference (p = 0.688). Additionally, gender, education, and length
of residence in the destination are not grounds on which to differentiate the respondents’
opinions. A completely different conclusion could be drawn from the comparison of the
assessments indicated from those who lived in different parts of the tourist destinations
(p < 0.001); people living on the outskirts of these places moderately disagreed with the
opinion expressed in this way (−0.18 ± 1.17), while people living in the center of a
destination clearly agreed with this opinion (0.48 ± 1.44).

However, most respondents disagree with the opinion that the large number of tourists
visiting the resort is the cause of their discomfort (−0.16 ± 1.47); this is an average result,
however, taking into account the extremes observed, especially in the case of people living
on the outskirts of these resorts who do not agree with this statement (−0.6 ± 1.14). In
contrast, residents of the city centers most often agree with this opinion (0.31 ± 1.54).
This means that the attitude toward tourists and their numbers depends on one’s place of
residence (p < 0.001).

4.2. Congestion (“B” Panel)

Taking into account the expressed opinions, the respondents moderately agreed with
the opinion that, due to too many tourists and general congestion, they tried to avoid
the places most frequently visited by tourists (0.16 ± 1.44). The residents of the center
expressed a clear agreement with this opinion (0.47 ± 1.37). It is worth noting that people
who had lived in a place for less time denied this statement more often, while people who
had been residents for medium and long periods more often confirmed that this is the case
(p < 0.001).

In the case of the view that the large number of tourists in the city causes congestion
in public transport, more respondents disagreed with this opinion (−0.2 ± 1.22).

The respondents agreed that the large number of tourists in the city is the cause
of traffic jams and parking problems (0.38 ± 1.43). However, this result varies between
the individual subgroups. A clear agreement with this opinion can be seen in Białka
Tatrzańska (1.57 ± 0.86), while in Kraków, more respondents disagreed with this opinion
(−0.11 ± 1.32). Clear agreement can also be seen among the inhabitants of the destina-
tion center (0.88 ± 1.33). Views on this situation depend on what the education of the
respondents is (p = 0.001) and on how long they have resided in the city (p = 0.001).

In the case of the opinion that the large number of tourists in the city causes traffic
jams and parking problems (E3) as well as communication problems, which sometimes
irritated the respondent (E5), a significant differentiation of average responses can be seen
in various categories of people depending on their length of residence, but no trend can be
seen here.

4.3. Noise (“C” Panel)

The respondents agree that too many tourists contribute to excessive noise in the city
(0.41 ± 1.34). This problem is more often seen in the destination center than in other places
(0.85 ± 1.3).

The statement that the noise caused by the presence of tourists was sometimes the
reason for limiting the quality of their lives was assessed by the respondents in a different
way, i.e., most of them do not agree with this statement (−0.25 ± 1.47). The only subgroup
agreeing with this is in the case of the inhabitants of the destination center (0.39 ± 1.5).

4.4. Security (“D” Panel)

In the case of opinions assessing the level of safety, the respondents generally disagreed
with the statements provided. The first statement said that the level of safety in their
location is lower due to the number and behavior of tourists (−0.24 ± 1.35). Even greater
disagreement was expressed regarding the opinion that the inhabitants do not feel safe in
their city because of tourists (−0.82 ± 1.32). Neither was there agreement with the opinion
that, without tourists, the city would be safer (−0.27 ± 1.32). It should be noted that the
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assessment of these opinions depended on the respondents’ education (p < 0.05). Clearly,
differentiated answers to the questions about safety in the destination were obtained from
people in various groups distinguished by the criterion of the period of residence in the
location. In this case, however, it is not possible to indicate any linear relationship that
would indicate how the perception of security varied as the period of residence increased.

4.5. Development of Destinations (“E” Panel)

The opinion about the development of the location was formulated in three statements.
The respondents were able to assess compliance with the opinion that thanks to tourist
investments (new hotels, new attractions for tourists), the city is prettier. Most of the
respondents agreed with this statement (0.43 ± 1.31). A much more assertive opinion was
found among the inhabitants of Białka Tatrzańska (0.73 ± 1.35) than among the inhabitants
of Kraków (0.31 ± 1.27). Referring to tourism investments and how individuals perceive
the quality of life, most of the respondents stated that tourism investments did not translate
into a higher quality of living (−0.31 ± 1.3). However, they agreed that due to investments
in tourism, an increasing number of parts of the city had become tourist enclaves rather
than residential areas (0.51 ± 1.3). Additionally, in the case of these two questions, the
residents of the resort were much more emphatic, as they noticed the impact of tourism
investments on their quality of life (0.16 ± 1.37) and definitively agreed that the process of
creating enclaves only for tourists had taken place (0.99 ± 1.19). The respondents’ opinions
on the questions related to the impact of tourism on the development of localities varied
depending on the length of residency, but they did not indicate clear relationships.

Taking into account the adopted methodology, a table of average scores for each
opinion was obtained (Table 1).

Table 1. Opinions that diagnose the respondents’ attitudes to tourists and average rank values.

No. Subject Opinion Total

A1 Number of
Tourists

The number of tourists visiting the city was far too high 0.22 ± 1.33

A2 The large number of tourists visiting the city was a cause of discomfort −0.16 ± 1.47

B1

C
on

ge
st

io
n

Due to too many tourists and the general congestion in these places, I try to avoid the
places most frequently visited by tourists in my town (e.g., the Old Town in Kraków) 0.16 ± 1.44

B2 The large number of tourists in the city causes congestion of public transport −0.2 ± 1.22

B3 The large number of tourists in the city causes traffic jams and parking problems 0.38 ± 1.43

B4 The lack of tourists let me finally have a rest 0.08 ± 1.47

B5 Communication problems caused by the large number of tourists were sometimes the
cause of my irritation −0.04 ± 1.5

C1

N
oi

se Too many tourists contribute to excessive noise in the city 0.41 ± 1.34

C2 The noise caused by the presence of tourists sometimes limited my quality of life −0.25 ± 1.47

D1

Se
cu

ri
ty The level of security in the town is lower due to tourists, both their number and behavior −0.24 ± 1.35

D2 I did not feel safe in my town because of tourists −0.82 ± 1.32

D3 Without tourists, the town is a safer place −0.27 ± 1.32

E1

D
ev

el
op

m
en

to
f

D
es

ti
na

ti
on

s Thanks to tourist investments (new hotels, new attractions for tourists), the city is prettier 0.43 ± 1.31

E2 Thanks to tourist investments (new hotels, new attractions for tourists), my quality of life
is better −0.31 ± 1.3

E3 Due to tourist investments (new hotels, new attractions for tourists), more parts of the city
have become enclaves for tourists, rather than residential areas 0.51 ± 1.3
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Table 1. Cont.

No. Subject Opinion Total

F1

O
ve

ra
ll

A
ss

es
sm

en
t

Foreign tourists are much more irritating than domestic tourists −0.63 ± 1.26

F2 I understand that tourist arrivals are important to our local economy and therefore I am
ready to limit my needs (tolerate congestion, noise, lack of privacy) 0.14 ± 1.29

F3 I had the impression that the city’s and entrepreneurs’ actions were focused mainly on
amenities for tourists rather than on the needs of residents 0.37 ± 1.31

F4 Because of too many tourists, I did not like spending my free time in the city −0.2 ± 1.42

F5 Without tourists, the city has lost part of its charm −0.01 ± 1.47

F6 The lack of tourists contributed to the improvement of the condition of the natural
environment 0.65 ± 1.32

F7 I miss seeing tourists −0.51 ± 1.38

F8 A city without tourists is a more friendly place to live 0.16 ± 1.37

F9 I hope that once the epidemiological threat is over, tourism in the city will change to be
more friendly to residents 0.86 ± 1.14

Source: Own study.

4.6. Results of the Analysis of the Opinions of Tourist Destination Residents (Panel F)

The respondents were also asked to express their opinion on topics related to their
attitude toward the discussed phenomenon. According to the majority of respondents,
foreign tourists are not more irritating than domestic tourists (−0.63 ± 1.26). These opinions
are consistent in all subgroups of the study, although in Białka Tatrzańska, this opinion is
more pronounced (0.8 ± 1.33). What is interesting is the lack of significant differences in
the respondents’ opinions from different parts of the city (p > 0.05).

The inhabitants of Białka Tatrzańska express their understanding that tourists’ arrivals
are important for their local economy and therefore they do not mind limiting their needs
(tolerate congestion, noise, lack of privacy) (0.68 ± 1.19). The inhabitants of Kraków do not
express this understanding (−0.08 ± 1.27).

Most of the respondents stated that they have the impression that the city’s and
entrepreneurs’ actions are focused mainly on amenities for tourists rather than on those of
residents (0.37 ± 1.31). The inhabitants of Białka Tatrzańska (0.87 ± 1.18) and of the central
part of the destination (0.73 ± 1.22) agree with this opinion more often. The inhabitants
of destinations with an average period of residence (4–10 years) are the only group that
rejects this view (−0.21 ± 1.03).

The respondents disagreed with the opinion that due to too many tourists, they do
not like spending their free time in the city (−0.2 ± 1.42). This view was particularly
opposed by the inhabitants of Kraków (−0.29 ± 1.41) and residents of the city outskirts
(−0.51 ± 1.32). The inhabitants of the city center more often agreed with this opinion
(0.17 ± 1.46). Additionally, residents with an average period of residence (4–10 years) are
the group that breaks the mold, expressing particularly strong opposition to this opinion
(−0.74 ± 1.17).

The respondents agree that the lack of tourists contributed to the improvement of the
natural environment (0.65 ± 1.32). This was the case in Kraków and in Białka Tatrzańska.
It was different from the division by type of area—the closer the respondent lived to the
center, the greater the agreement with this viewpoint.

However, the respondents did not agree that they missed seeing tourists (they were
not seen there because of the pandemic) (−0.51 ± 1.38). This phenomenon increases again
the closer one lives to the center of the tourist area; on the outskirts, this indicator reached
the level of −0.38 ± 1.27, while in the center, it reached −0.68 ± 1.4.

In general, the respondents moderately agreed with the statement that a city without
tourists is a more friendly place (0.16 ± 1.37). However, this result was mainly influenced
by Białka Tatrzańska because it was there that greater antagonisms (0.47 ± 1.41) were noted,
while the inhabitants of Kraków (0.04 ± 1.34) had no opinion. The breakdown by the type
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of city area shows a much greater variability of assessments (p = 0.001); the inhabitants
of the areas on the outskirts do not think that a city without tourists is more friendly as
a place to live (−0.33 ± 1.22), while the inhabitants of the city center consider it to be the
case (0.49 ± 1.37).

Most of the respondents expressed the hope that once the pandemic ends, tourism
in the city would change to a more inhabitant-friendly type of tourism (0.86 ± 1.14).
The inhabitants of Białka Tatrzańska (1.33 ± 0.96) expressed even greater hopes than the
inhabitants of Kraków (0.67 ± 1.16). Additionally, in this case, there is growing hope
for change as the respondent’s place of residence moves closer to the destination center.
Agreement with the presented thesis also becomes more intense as the period of residence
increases.

4.7. Determining the Importance of Belonging to Different Groups of Inhabitants on How the
Effects of Overtourism Are Perceived

Based on the presented research results, it is difficult to identify one group of inhab-
itants of a destination who, in particular, bear all the costs related to the development
of overtourism in their destination. However, it is clearly visible that the negative con-
sequences of overtourism are much more often experienced by the inhabitants of strict
destination centers than by the inhabitants of the outskirts or even districts around the
center. In every issue and in almost every question, they perceive the effects of overtourism
in significantly different ways than the inhabitants of other districts, and usually, it is a more
radical perception of the costs of overtourism. It is also characteristic that the inhabitants of
city centers do not perceive any greater benefits from the development of tourism in their
lives and surroundings compared to the inhabitants of other districts. Therefore, it is not
surprising that they are clearly irritated by the number of tourists where they live (A1, A2).

The inhabitants of the destination centers also observed other negative aspects on
the quality of their lives related to the presence of tourists in their immediate vicinity:
inappropriate behavior of tourists (A2), noise (C2), and insecurity (D1).

It is worth noting that the inhabitants of other districts do not experience these
phenomena in their lives at all. They also express the lowest tendency to understand and
limit their own needs for the sake of tourism development (F2). Additionally, only the
inhabitants of the centers dislike spending time in their place of living (F4) and disagree
with the statement that without tourists, a destination loses its charm (F5). It is worth
noting that such marked differences in the opinions of residents of destination centers are
mainly in the responses of the residents of Kraków (e.g., F2: Kraków: −0.08 ± 1.27 vs.
Białka: 0.68 ± 1.19; F4: Kraków: −0.29 ± 1.41 vs. Białka: 0.3 ± 1.43). In contrast, in the
case of Białka Tatrzańska, intensive tourism development is seen throughout the village,
and the center is even more intense and has greater tourist traffic. Kraków is a city with a
clearly separated tourist penetration zone. As is the case of, for example, Prague [92,93],
to this day in Kraków, a central district with attractive and valuable historical buildings
can be distinguished, where the vast majority of attractions and tourism development
facilities are located. It creates a place that can be described as a tourist ghetto [94,95]. Such
a significant concentration of tourist traffic in the city center is the reason why the tourist
traffic outside the central district is much smaller and the negative impact of tourism is also
much smaller, such that tourism is not perceived much by the inhabitants of these areas,
who do not often visit the historic center [88,91].

The effects of overtourism are perceived somewhat differently, and this is also reflected
in a comparison of the opinions of the inhabitants of a big city (Kraków) and a resort (Białka
Tatrzańska). The latter focuses primarily on too many tourists and the consequences related
to congestion (B2, B3), noise (C1), or the level of safety (D1). It can clearly be seen that the
ways the situation is perceived and assessed in the case of residents of a small destination
and in the case of a big city are different. This differentiation may result from the fact
that in the case of a small tourist resort, visitors mainly use special facilities designed for
them, which has little impact on the inhabitants’ living conditions. Moreover, in a resort
such as this, the number of tourists per capita and per area unit is much higher than in
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cities [3]. However, in large tourist cities, the impact of Airbnb booking services on the local
real estate market is a significant problem, which makes residential premises for residents
increasingly expensive and less accessible, as real estate is shifted from the housing market
to the more profitable short-term rental market [20,96–99].

It has been noticed that the length of residence does not have a linear impact on how
the effects of overtourism are perceived by the inhabitants. However, several elements
characteristic of individual segments can be indicated. One is the particular way that
overtourism is perceived by residents who have lived for an extended period in a given
locality, especially by those who have lived there for over 20 years but also, albeit to a lesser
extent, by those who have been living there for 11–20 years. The answers typical for these
two groups refer not so much to how the consequences of overtourism are perceived but to
the way they described their reaction to too many tourists and to the way tourists behave.
People with the longest period of residence in the destination (more than 20 years) are the
only group among the respondents who declare that they definitely avoid contact with
tourists (B1). On the other hand, people with an 11–20-year period of residence remain
undecided on this issue. As a result, neither group of residents unequivocally rejected the
statement that they did not like spending time in their location (F4), which was much more
definitely denied by the remaining groups of respondents.

On the other hand, it seems that the people who experience the least effects of over-
tourism are people with an average period of residence (4–10 years). People with this
period of residence did not share the opinion with the other groups of respondents that
the large number of tourists in the city causes traffic jams and parking problems (B3), that
communication problems caused by a large number of tourists sometimes made them
irritated (B5), that the level of safety in the location is lower due to tourists, their number,
and behavior (D1), and that the city’s and entrepreneurs’ actions are focused mainly on
amenities for tourists rather than on the residents’ needs (F3).

Additionally, this group of respondents agreed (as did the group of people with a
2–3-year period of residence) that due to tourist investments, an increasing number of parts
of the city are becoming enclaves for tourists rather than for residents, which was relatively
weak (E3).

Based on the conducted research, it can be observed that the respondents’ answers are
relatively little differentiated by typical demographic variables. No statistically significant
differences were found between women’s and men’s responses (p > 0.05).

On the other hand, there were some differences between the respondents based on
education. People with higher education clearly stood out from the other respondents.
What is distinctive is that people in this group most often provided more balanced, less
extreme answers than the other respondents (B3, E1, E3, F3).

Significant differences between the answers given by people with higher and sec-
ondary education and people with vocational and primary education can also be seen. First,
respondents with higher and secondary education, in a fairly moderate manner, affirm
the positive effects of tourist arrivals (E3), no such effects (F8), or hope for a better, more
friendly development of tourism in the future (F9). In each of these cases, the respondents
with vocational and primary education gave much more affirmative answers.

5. Discussion

The results from our research allowed us to significantly expand current knowledge
about the phenomenon of overtourism by analyzing the scale and nature of the impact of
overtourism experienced by various groups of inhabitants of two different destinations
that have experienced a rapid increase in the scale of tourist traffic in recent years. This
makes it possible to supplement the knowledge of the implementation of innovations
counteracting overtourism, which should depend on the analyzed features of tourism des-
tinations. It is also extremely important as the implemented innovations are burdensome
for residents. In previous publications that analyzed the impact of overtourism on the
inhabitants of destinations [5,15,56,100,101], residents were most often treated as a homoge-
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neous group. The results of the research carried out suggest that this is quite a far-reaching
simplification that does not allow us to capture many relevant facts. Without a proper
understanding of these differences, it is difficult to fully understand how various groups of
inhabitants are involved in anti-tourism movements [19,102,103], their resistance toward
further development of tourism [13,14,47,100], or the widely understood phenomenon of
tourism-phobia [45,104–106].

First, the results of the conducted research allow us to outline significant differences
in how the impact of rapid and excessive tourism development is perceived by the in-
habitants of large cities and peripheral tourist resorts. This is a significant contribution
to our understanding of whether overtourism is a phenomenon that should be treated as
typical only for metropolitan areas [3,7,10,12,15,50] or whether it occurs in many different
destinations [5,6,107].

It is interesting that the results support arguments by the adherents of both perspec-
tives. On the one hand, the inhabitants of the tourist resort, i.e., Białka Tatrzańska, observed
several negative impacts in their area caused by excessive tourism development, such as
congestion, noise, lack of parking spaces, and the feeling of being second-class citizens
in their own place of residence. On the other hand, it was in a big city, i.e., Kraków, that
the most typical elements of contemporary overtourism were observed, i.e., an aversion
toward tourists and further development of tourism. It can certainly be indicated that in
the case of cities and resorts, overtourism is a phenomenon that might manifest itself in
a different way, and the characteristic feature in distinguishing the perceptions of these
inhabitants is that no benefits result from the development of tourism for city residents.

A comparison of how the impact of tourism on the inhabitants of different districts of
locations is perceived is a topic that has not been widely discussed in the scientific literature
thus far; our research results can shed some light on this matter. The presented research
successfully showed that respondents who live in the central part of the destination much
more clearly perceive their exposure to the effects of overtourism than the inhabitants of
other areas, and this phenomenon can be seen more clearly in a large city than in a tourist
resort. The inhabitants of the center, in particular the city center, clearly perceive nearly all
the negative effects of overtourism, which is why they definitely do not like their place of
residence, where they dislike spending their free time. By strongly emphasizing how the
inhabitants of city centers are exposed to the effects of overtourism, this article is part of
the stream of extensive research on the development of tourism in city centers, particularly
in historical city centers [108–111].

The significant discrepancy between the responses of residents of city centers and
other districts is also an important managerial implication. One of the important dilemmas
faced by people who manage the development of tourism in cities is the issue of the
redistribution of tourist traffic [112], the goal being to distribute it in space more evenly
to relieve the most crowded city centers. This strategy finds followers in Prague, Venice,
Amsterdam [107], Dubrovnik [46], and Copenhagen [9]. On the other hand, it is strongly
criticized by, e.g., Goodwin [9] and Żemła [3], as contributing to negative attitudes toward
tourists intensifying in other parts of the city where the negative impact of tourism has
not yet been experienced. In the case of cities such as Kraków, Prague, Dubrovnik, or
Venice, where the city centers have practically been turned into tourist ghettos [92,113],
the dilemma is whether these historic districts should be completely managed by tourism,
but thus protect other parts of the city against excessive tourism, or, on the contrary, by
relatively evenly distributing tourism throughout space, distributing the negative impact of
tourism in many places, but making it non-excessive in any particular place. The responses
of Kraków’s inhabitants in the analyzed studies show that both solutions are very difficult
to achieve and carry the risk of a further uncontrolled increase in tourist traffic and an
increase in the negative impact of tourism on the inhabitants.

To date, no studies have been conducted that analyzed how the impact of overtourism
on inhabitants was perceived depending on the period of their residence. The presented
research results suggest that this may be an important factor that differentiates how the
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impact of tourism is perceived, while mainly residents with the longest period of residence
are the group that is worth conducting further detailed research on in the future.

The results of the conducted research on the influence of the level of education on
how the impact of overtourism is perceived are also worth noting. To date, numerous
studies [31,32,114,115] have most often indicated that the attitude of residents with a higher
level of education in tourist destinations is most positive with respect to the development
of tourism and tourists. For example, Vareiro et al. [115] indicated that more educated
residents had more expectations of the positive impact of tourism and were less worried
about the possible negative impacts, while in the present research, although the best
educated respondents in many cases expressed more moderate opinions about the negative
impact of tourism, they were also more skeptical about its positive impact. It is significant
that they assessed the direct impact of tourism on the quality of their lives as particularly
low, which may suggest that this group is least professionally involved in tourism and that
living in typically residential districts allows them to avoid at least some of the negative
effects of overtourism.

Summing up the deliberations above, it is possible to make suggestions on how effec-
tive particular innovative solutions towards overtourism might be in the eyes of citizens
belonging to different groups (Table 2). Respondents do not complain too much about the
number of tourists and limiting their number is not an expected solution. Additionally,
this solution is rather not applicable in the cases of a city and of a resort. Other solutions
might be effective in particular situations. Limits imposed on the accommodation facilities
and road traffic might be effective mainly in the case of centers of big cities. Inhabitants
living outside of a city center do not complain about those factors, and in the case of
tourist resorts, such a solution may bring more negative economic outcomes than benefits
in residents’ quality of life. The seasonal redistribution strategy is probably the most
welcomed tool by the inhabitants belonging to all groups, but achieving this goal remains
a huge challenge. The spatial redistribution of tourism traffic is much more controversial.
Benefits exercised in the city centers might be jeopardized by the costs for inhabitants of
other districts. However, a different situation might be observed in tourism resorts where
spreading tourism traffic to the next quarters is rather warmly welcomed. Another solution
that might be accepted by all groups of destination inhabitants is an educational campaign
addressed to visitors. However, this will not solve the most important problem, as in their
eyes tourists’ behavior is rarely pointed to as a reason for lower quality of life. For the
same reason, legal restrictions on tourists’ behavior can be effective in the eyes of most
residents, but can only solve the problem of moderate importance. Residents belonging to
almost all groups rather properly estimate not only the costs but also benefits of tourism
development, and educating them would not bring positive effects. The creation of a more
aware attitude towards tourism among residents with a shorter period of residence in a
destination can be an exception here.

Table 2. Potential innovative solutions of overtourism and their usefulness according to particular groups of inhabitants.

Innovative Solutions of Overtourism
District Type of Destination Period of Inhabitants’ Residence

Centers Outskirt City Resort Long Short

Limits on road traffic + − + − +/− +/−
Limits on number of visitors − − − − − −

Limits on number of beds + − + − +/− +/−
Spatial redistribution of tourism traffic + − + + +/− +/−

Seasonal redistribution of tourism traffic + + + + + +
Educational campaigns directed to residents +/− +/− +/− + +/− +
Educational campaigns directed to tourists + + + + + +
Legal restrictions on tourists’ misbehavior + − + + + +

Source: Own study. Explanations: “+”—recommendation of using the solution; “−”—recommendation of abandoning the application of
the solution.
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6. Conclusions

Overtourism has thus far been detected and researched in numerous destinations.
These were often single case studies of popular cities such as Barcelona [8,106,116], Bu-
dapest [25,47], Munich [15], Dubrovnik [46], Venice [19], and many others. The results of
the presented research conducted in two different destinations in Poland complement the
studies previously published and expand the knowledge on overtourism by combining the
responses of residents of a city and of a resort. We found that residents are not unambigu-
ous either in how the impact of individual elements of the phenomenon of overtourism
is perceived or in what they consider their responsibility for facing the problems result-
ing from tourism. This study identifies the basic features that differentiate the residents’
perception of the burden caused by tourism, in particular the place of residence (type of
destination) and the location in the center or outside the center of a tourist destination.
These differences are generally not in regard to how intense the burdens are but rather how
they are perceived.

First, the results of the conducted research require confirmation through analyses
conducted in other destinations, in other countries, and in other cultural circles. Compared
to many other large-city tourist destinations, Kraków is a relatively specific place mainly
because tourist attractions, tourist bases, and tourist traffic are concentrated in a clearly
separated historical center [48,117]. Although there are examples of other cities with similar
features (Prague, Vienna) [92,93], in many other cities, such as Paris or London, tourism is
more dispersed over a larger area of the city, and the streams of tourists are more mixed
with the streams of residents [104,118,119]. This may have a significant impact on the
respondents’ responses and, in particular, on the opinions of a clearly distinguished group
of residents—those of city centers.

The analysis of attitudes of residents of other types of destinations, as well as of
destinations from other parts of the world, is also a desired area of future research. This
kind of research could supplement the presented results by removing the limitations of
the analysis of only two tourist destinations. However, the authors hope that these studies
will initiate many other analyses by applying the adopted methodology of the scope and
measurement of the overtourism phenomenon.

It should also be kept in mind that the research material was collected during the
first wave of the COVID-19 pandemic and just after it. Certainly, the next waves that
affected almost all countries of the world, including the vast majority of tourist destinations
in the second half of 2020, may have significantly changed the way the lack of tourists
was perceived, while the responses collected in the same destinations and from the same
respondents in December 2020 may have differed from those collected for this research.
However, further development of the pandemic and its impact on tourism remain un-
known. It will certainly also define new, future areas of research on the social and cultural
impact of tourism and overtourism on destinations’ inhabitants. However, the results
of this research study carry important hints about the shape of future tourism, namely,
residents’ attitudes toward tourists returning to popular destinations after the restrictions
are raised. It is evident that the inhabitants of Białka Tatrzańska, and probably of many
other resorts, anticipate a very strong link between the volume of tourism in their location
and their economic conditions. Undoubtedly, they will be hit especially severely by the
next pandemic waves and will continue restrictions. In contrast, for most residents of
Kraków, tourism is not a factor influencing their income, and prolonging no tourism is
perceived as a positive phenomenon. Additionally, some of those who were economically
dependent on tourism might be forced to change their profession. That is why the return
of a high volume of tourism might not be desired in Kraków or in other popular cities as
much as it is in resorts.

Summarizing the discussed issue, the undertaken analysis of the characteristics of
various tourist areas indicates the need to adapt solutions limiting the impact of tourist
traffic to the specificity of a tourist destination. Tourist innovations of an open nature,
thanks to their impact on the natural environment, in addition to their practical value,
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also have a social value. However, their applicability should be made dependent on the
specificity of the area, which includes, inter alia, residents’ perception of the problem of
overtourism.

It is also worth calling for non-economic innovative ways to reduce the effects of
overtourism, and the developed practices and solutions should remain open innovations
with a social value dimension.

An important limitation of the research discussed here is its narrowing down to four
thematic areas relating to non-economic issues. Therefore, the discussed topic should be
treated as the first part of the research. The authors’ further intention is to also investigate
economic issues that influence the perception of the phenomenon of overtourism. These
will be factors such as tourist (customer) behavior, prices and availability of goods and
services, including housing, economy, and income.
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acquisition, M.Ż. and A.R.S. Both authors have read and agreed to the published version of the
manuscript.

Funding: This paper was published as part of the research project “A business model for health resort
enterprises” No. 2017/25/B/HS4/00301, supervised and financed by the National Science Center
in Poland and as part of statutory research ROZ 1: 13/010/BK_21/0057 at the Silesian University
of Technology, Faculty of Organization and Management, and as part of grant 13/010/RGJ21/0054
from the Rector of the Silesian University of Technology.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design
of the study; in the collection, analysis, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript; or
in the decision to publish the results.

References
1. Hall, C.M. Tourism and Politics: Policy, Power and Place; John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 1994.
2. Hall, C.M. Policy learning and policy failure in sustainable tourism governance: From first-and second-order to third-order

change? J. Sustain. Tour. 2011, 19, 649–671. [CrossRef]
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90. Perkumienė, D.; Pranskūnienė, R. Overtourism: Between the right to travel and residents’ rights. Sustainability 2019, 11, 2138.
[CrossRef]

91. Szromek, A.R.; Hysa, B.; Karasek, A. The perception of overtourism from the perspective of different generations. Sustainability
2019, 11, 7151. [CrossRef]

92. Dumbrovská, V.; Fialová, D. Tourist intensity in capital cities in Central Europe: Comparative analysis of tourism in Prague,
Vienna and Budapest. Czech J. Tour. 2014, 3, 5–26. [CrossRef]

93. Pixová, M.; Sládek, J. Touristification and awakening civil society in post-socialist Prague. In Protest and Resistance in the Tourist
City; Colomb, C., Novy, J., Eds.; Routledge: London, UK, 2017; pp. 73–89.
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