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Excecutive summary 

Previous research has convincingly described the general need to address social and ecological 

challenges related to urban tourism. This paper explores the impact of urban tourism in six 

European destinations: Amsterdam (The Netherlands), Belgrade (Serbia), Darmstadt (Germany), 

Gothenburg (Sweden), Stavanger (Norway) and Valencia (Spain). We explore the sustainability of 

tourism in these destinations by means of qualitative interviews with key stakeholders. The aim is 

to describe what the current state of urban tourism with an eye on long-term sustainable 

development of the city as a whole. 

The level to which current urban tourism is sustainable is gaged using the “Smart City Hospitality” 

framework.  This framework contains the people, planet and profit values that are commonly used 

to determine the sustainability of tourism. From a social perspective, it looks at the extent to which 

tourism impacts on the equity and equality both for residents within the destination, as well as for 

tourists visiting the destination. The natural perspective focuses on the viability of the natural 

environment not only on the local level but also explicitly with regards to greater environmental 

issues such as climate change. The economic perspective is not merely looking at on the tourism 

sector, but instead focuses on the extent to which the city as a whole benefits from tourism and 

the negative economic impacts tourism has on the city as a whole. It is very difficult to find a 

positive balance between all values. 

Indeed findings suggests that there currently often is an imbalance between different elements 

and this creates tensions. Most visibly, it is proving increasingly difficult to balance tensions 

between the liveability and the experience quality, particularly when tourism numbers are high, 

or rising rapidly. However, it is important to recognise that this is not the only tension. In particular, 

the development of tourism also has significant impact on the natural viability, both in a city, but 

also on a global scale due to climate gas emissions stemming from planes and other modes of 

transport to enter the city.  

It is therefore key if tourism is to develop in a way that benefits the sustainable development of 

the city as a whole, to take a broad perspective when determining the current state of tourism. It 

would appear that a more sustainable urban tourism is a form of tourism where all elements 

involved are balanced not just within tourism, but also with the wider locality, and that this balance 

is constantly monitored so that adjustments can be made. To allow this to happen and ensure 

successful governance, it is necessary for different stakeholders to engage with each other.   



 

4 

 The difficulty of measuring the impact of 

tourism 

Leisure, business and MICE tourism form an important revenue stream for many cities. Cities 

compete with other (urban) tourist destinations to attract guests, and successful destination 

marketing and management appears to be successful in growing this source of revenue of the 

years (UNWTO). While this economic effect of urban tourism may be an attractive prospect, a 

pressing question is whether this development is sustainable, from economic as well as social and 

environmental perspectives. 

Previous research has convincingly described the general need to address social and ecological 

challenges related to urban tourism and several case studies of urban challenges regarding urban 

tourism have been published (Aall et al., 2015; Wise, 2016; Koens & Postma, 2017; Russo & van der 

Borg, 2002). Furthermore, the question how to shape and implementing solutions to meet these 

challenges is a problem in its own right: There is a need for more insight into the decision-making 

and strategy-shaping processes surrounding sustainable urban tourism. Finally, a better insight 

into indicators of sustainable urban tourism, particularly related to social challenges, may help 

such policy making in the transition towards more responsible, environmentally and socially 

desirable forms or urban tourism. 

This paper explores the impact of urban tourism in six European destinations: Amsterdam (The 

Netherlands), Belgrade (Serbia), Darmstadt (Germany), Gothenburg (Sweden), Stavanger (Norway) 

and Valencia (Spain). We explore the sustainability of tourism in these destinations by means of 

qualitative interviews with key stakeholders. The aim is to describe what the current state of urban 

tourism with an eye on long-term sustainable development of the city as a whole. This is done not 

by quantifying or pinpointing the impacts, but by uncovering perspectives on the sustainable 

development of urban tourism in these six cities. In addition, a list of components has been 

developed (Appendix 3) to help gauge the level of sustainable urban tourism, and to track 

(sustainable) development at a destination over time. 

The level to which current urban tourism is sustainable is gaged using the “Smart City Hospitality” 

framework (Figure 1). This framework contains the people, planet and profit values that are 

commonly used to determine the sustainability of tourism. From a social perspective, it looks at 

the extent to which tourism impacts on the equity and equality both for residents within the 
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destination, as well as for tourists visiting the destination. The natural perspective focuses on the 

viability of the natural environment not only on the local level but also explicitly with regards to 

greater environmental issues such as climate change. The economic perspective is not merely 

looking at on the tourism sector, but instead focuses on the extent to which the city as a whole 

benefits from tourism and the negative economic impacts tourism has on the city as a whole. 

 

Figure 1-1: Smart City Hospitality Framework 

While the triple-p perspective provides good insights on the sustainability of city tourism, it has 

been criticized for focusing predominantly on conservation. For a long-term sustainable 

development, it is also necessary to take into account the way in which community members and 

visitors think about the future of a locality as a place to live and a tourism destination, as well as 

ways to achieve their desired vision (Lew et al., 2016). These elements are encapsulated more in 

resilience thinking and, based on such thinking, the “Smart City Hospitality” framework adds three 

additional values. To start with the liveability of the city as perceived by residents and other local 
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stakeholders is examined. At the same time the experience quality of the city for visitors and local 

community members is investigated. Finally, the value of smart citizenship is used to see the 

extent to which and ways in which citizens are able to engage with the future development of the 

city.  

Combining these six elements leads to a hexagonal model in which six values influence the 

sustainable and resilient development of city tourism. At the same the values also influence each 

other in positive or negative ways. It is very difficult to find a positive balance between all values. 

As such a variety of tensions exists between the values. For example, raising taxes on flights will 

benefit the natural viability, but is likely to be detrimental for the experience quality of the city (the 

value-for-money for certain visitors will be less), the equity among tourist as richer as economically 

poorer groups may no longer be able to visit, the economic development of the city due to less 

visitors coming (business and leisure) and possibly even the liveabilty as residents need to pay 

more too to travel. Close scrutiny of the tensions between these six elements, the framework is 

highly useful as a starting point for investigating the long-term sustainable development of 

tourism in the cities under investigation in this report.   

 Methodology: Investigating perspectives on 

urban tourism 

Perspectives on sustainable development of tourist destinations, and the role that tourism can 

play in that development, is investigated using a qualitative investigation based on semi-structured 

interviews that incorporated narratives and critical incidents (Gremler, 2004; Beeka & Rimmington, 

2011), as well as associative and metaphorical projection techniques (Brotherton, 2005). The goal 

of the work was to uncover differences as well as commonalities between perspectives on the 

(sustainable) development of tourism in each destination, and across destinations. These 

perspectives included, among others, destination marketing, policy making, residents, tourism 

businesses, and the cultural sector. 

All six destinations - Amsterdam, Belgrade, Darmstadt, Gothenburg, Stavanger, and Valencia - 

were visited, and in each of the destinations we interviewed between 7 and 10 stakeholders. 

Among the interviewees were stakeholders with the following backgrounds: destination Marketing 

(city marketing), policy / decision makers (e.g., officials, politicians, strategists, urban planning), 

residents (e.g., resident organisations), tourism business (e.g., hotels, tour organisations, tour 
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guides guides), and the culture and events sectors (e.g., museums, conventions, festivals). 

Participants were selected on the basis of their role as stakeholders in city development and urban 

tourism. They were chose in consultation with a local contact person in the city. An overview the 

interviewees can be found in appendix 1. 

Interviewers used an interview guide to ensure all elements of SCITHOS would be dealt with and 

used a specific interview protocol aimed at invoking narratives from the interviewees. This 

interview protocol addressed the overall development of a destination, including positive and 

negative developments. It was then explored whether and how these developments may be 

connected to tourism, followed by a reflection on whether these developments would be 

sustainable, in the economic, ecologic, and social sense. Where possible, narratives were elicited 

from the interviewees, with the goal of getting more insight into the specific situations and (critical) 

incidents in each destination. Interviews were conducted in the native tongue of the interviewee, 

to enable interviewees to respond in their native tongue to allow them to more easily share stories, 

with the exception of Belgrade and Stavanger, where the interviews were held in English. The 

interviews took place between November 2016 and February 2017.  Interviews lasted around 

forty-five to sixty minutes, and were held in each respective city, on location (with the exception of 

two interviews which were held via Skype  

Interviews were recorded and transcribed (in ‘clean verbatim’ format, closely following the exact 

words of the interviewees). All transcripts were written down in English, even when the interviews 

were administered in another language. The transcripts were coded using a combination of 

deductive and inductive coding, taking the conceptual model as a starting point to define broad 

categories in the data, followed by identification of emerging patterns within each category by 

means of thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 

Based on findings in the literature, as well as on the empirical work conducted at the six 

destinations, insights were gained on the impact of tourism on destinations using the six elements 

of the Smart City Hospitality framework. In addition, tensions between these six elements were 

identified. The emphasis in the results is on key issues that arose in practically all destinations – 

the difficulty of balancing local livelihood and quality of life for residents and the role of tourism 

within the wider city development. After a discussion of these tensions a brief discussion is 

provided for the individual cities, while the report ends with a number of concluding observations. 
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 Findings regarding sustainable urban tourism 

Looking at the cities, the major source of tensions in all destinations relates to balancing living and 

visiting in the same place. Where space is shared between these two functions, for two different 

types of ‘users’ of a city or destination. While these potential problems definitely differ per 

destination, residents sometimes perceive what they termed ‘overtourism’ and overcrowdedness 

in what they consider to be their living space. New platform tourism services (i.e., the so-called 

sharing economy, most prominently represented by Airbnb) also fuels this debate. Whatever the 

source of discontent and perceived competition between living and visiting, a more sustainable 

tourism development seems to call for close monitoring of the balance between these two (city) 

functions, and the needs of different stakeholders (not shareholders, but stakeholders) are ought 

the be balanced carefully. 

A second overarching theme that emerged from the interview analysis, concerns what is viewed as successful 

tourism. Two broad perspectives can be observed  here. On the one hand, there is the ‘classic’ economic view 

of visitability, where success is defined nearly exclusively in terms of economic terms. In contrast a second 

perspective on visibility and sustainability takes a more multifaceted view of what is successful. It  

considers not only the economic impact of tourism, but also its potential impacts on social and 

environmental structures and the city as a whole. Taking care of the city is thought to allow tourism 

to exist and thrive in a city successfully for a long time. While on the whole the majority of 

interviewees relate predominantly to the latter view, there are still strong indications that certain 

stakeholders predominantly focus on economic profit.   

Additionally, a brief discussion of the most important findings and tensions will be given for each 

of the six studied destinations: Amsterdam, Belgrade, Darmstadt, Gothenburg, Stavanger, and 

Valencia. 

3.1. Tensions between liveability and experience quality 

The interviewees agree on the positive impacts that tourism can have on the residents of their city, 

such as the jobs and income it provides, and the liveliness that for exampling hosting events can 

bring to a city. In addition, some interviewees mentioned taking pride from having people visiting 

their city. When it comes to negative impacts of tourism on their living environment, a more 

multifaceted picture comes to light. In the following, we discuss some aspects of this multifaceted 

picture: the perception that residents and tourists sometimes ‘compete’ within a destination, 



 

9 

perceptions of crowdedness and over-tourism, and the ever ongoing quest for balancing the 

needs of different stakeholders in a tourism context. 

3.1.1. Overtourism? Perceived competition between residents and tourists 

An emerging perspective on the interplay between being a resident in a city and hosting visitors in 

that same city, is that where living and visiting happen in the same place, both groups of ‘users’ of 

the city tend to use the same places for different functionalities. Where, for example, a central 

area is a main attraction for tourists, it is an important artery for commuting for residents. Another 

notable example is a typical central shopping street, which in the perspective of some interviewees 

rapidly changed from a place to do groceries and shopping to a place for fast food, ice cream, and 

chocolate waffles. Some interviewees from Amsterdam described how one street has changed: 

“[T]ake for example the Damstraat. That was a really nice and varied street. And now the, say, 

independent clothes shops, boutiques, are taken over by either where the business opportunity lies, like 

the candy and ice cream waffle shops where the stoned tourists from the Wallen go; or just for the fast 

food businesses or the tourist shops. There are so many people walking through that street that you can 

always sell beer, keychains, and flags” (Interview A3). 

“It [screws up] the atmosphere in the neighborhood. All the shops that were valuable for the locals left. 

There is no one that spends money at the bakery anymore. No one that goes to the butcherer” (Interview 

A2). 

It appears to be this difference in interest that can become the source of tensions between 

residents and visitors in the different cities. For example, A central part of a city that contains the 

main attractions for many visitors, this is where they spend their leisure time, by visiting 

attractions, restaurants and cafes, taking pictures, etcetera. Often, hotels are located in these 

same places as well, and visitors stay in other accommodations via new platform tourism services 

such as Airbnb. 

In contrast, however, for residents the city center may be the place where they want to do their 

shopping, or where they have to travel through when going from one part of the city to another. 

Other residents may live in a central part of the city, and call this place their home. This leads to a 

sense of competition between residents and tourists: 

“You are giving the city away. You cannot even with a buggy… I heard yesterday at a meeting, you 

cannot walk with a bag of groceries at some spots” (Interview A5). 
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And for some, this competition is about more than just space to move and live, as illustrated by 

this interviewee from Stavanger: 

“[There are] irritations from the locals, they feel their culture is being taken away, that it doesn’t exist. 

And then there is a conflict between the tourists and the residents” (Interview S2). 

This perception is often conflated with a perception of places being (too) crowded. While that 

perception of crowdedness is often embedded in a perception of growing numbers of tourists, 

one interviewee noted that this perception may not always be accurate, as new residents arrive in 

a city as well: 

“Everyone always blames it on the tourists, but they forget that every year 30.000 to 50.000 new people 

arrive that come to live here. There are not enough homes for those people. Homes are not the only thing, 

it requires a whole infrastructure” (Interview A4). 

When a city’s tourism prospers, this brings more people to the city, which can lead to overcrowding 

at certain places in the city, at certain times of the day or year. Especially residents of Amsterdam 

express their feeling that the city has reached its capacity and therefore cannot take more tourists 

than it is currently having. In contrast however, some interviewees in Amsterdam also mentioned 

that this overcrowding problem is very local, and is limited to a number of streets in the city center, 

around major attractions and in the main shopping street (Kalverstraat). One interviewee made a 

comparison to other cities he has visited, pointing out that Amsterdam is not “Tokyo-busy”, and: 

“Crowdedness is more about how you deal with each other, than about the amount of people that are 

there” (Interview A3). 

He also pointed out the crowdedness is mostly concentrated at specific locations in the city: 

There has been a heath map made [..] about the crowdedness in the city. And then you just see, people 

arrive at the central station, walk along the Damrak, go to the Dam Square, and walk through the 

Leidsestraat, and arrive at the Museum Square. That is where it is ‘crisis crowded’. And yes I hate it too 

ton cycle on the Dam on Saturday afternoon, because you cannot get through you know” (Interview A3). 

The perception of competition between residents and tourists is most notable in Amsterdam. This 

may be related to the fact that Amsterdam is the most popular destinations in this project. 

Although relatively few people live in Amsterdam’s center, the people of the city still say they 

experience that their living space is ‘taken over’ by tourism, and one resident of Amsterdam even 

suggested that she at times felt that she was living in a ‘theme park’. Such problems lead to 

perceived overcrowding and noise nuisance. In addition, some residents suggested that they felt 

that the city was not or no longer putting their interests first, and indicate that they want to feel 
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more involved in city planning and decision making. While, in the six destinations studied, this is 

(by far) the most obvious in Amsterdam, subtle signals of similar problems were detected in other 

places too. A less extreme, but similar story came up in Stavanger, where residents of old 

characteristic houses sometimes find tourist peeking through their windows. And in Belgrade, 

traditional cavana restaurants are sometimes seen to be replaced by other types of restaurants 

and pubs, presumably aimed at attracting non-Serbian audiences.  

The discussion on crowdedness, over-tourism, and strategies how to deal with these problems is 

well-known and ongoing in Amsterdam for a number of years, and some strategies have been 

suggested in the interviews and in the literature. The small scale of a city center (illustrated in 

Amsterdam, but this holds true for other destinations as well) may add up to perceptions of 

crowdedness: 

“Amsterdam is struggling with the popularity, every year the growth-numbers of visitors double. 

However, at the same time, the city doesn’t expand in land. The city centre, which is the most attractive, 

the old classic canals, it doesn’t expand. But all those visitors, not only the internationals, but also the 

Dutch day-visitors. Half of the visitors in Amsterdam are Dutch. They really would like to visit this small 

area, these 2-3 km2. Take a boat tour, and visit the museums and institutions that are located there” 

(Interview A1). 

A particularly interesting finding in our interviews is that interviewees often mentioned a second 

factor while discussing crowdedness: Different types of visitors. This is illustrated by, among 

others, the following two interviewees: 

“Mass tourism are the people who come to Amsterdam for one weekend, visit a museum in the 

morning, coffee shop in the afternoon and the Wallen, drink and stay in bed with a hangover the next 

day. They go to the Rembrandt Square and the Leidse square. It is not wrong; it is a type of tourist” 

(Interview A7). 

“People act like a festival. I wish it was a festival, because there would be security then. They will kick 

you out when you’re drunk. People go there during the weekends to party, bachelor parties. The average 

level of people at the Wallen are hooligans. Exceptional. The normal tourists doesn’t like this either” 

(Interview A2). 

The crowdedness and nuisance associated with tourism in Amsterdam is often connected to the 

types of visitors that appear to cause it. One distinction that is being made by the interviewees is 

that between the (stag) party visitors who visits Amsterdam for an infamous, hedonistic experience 

in a city where people feel that ‘everything is possible’ on the one hand, and visitors who come to 

Amsterdam for its history, culture, and museums on the other hand. Annoyances and 

crowdedness are associated with the former group. 
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Another description of the same distinction came from Valencia, where one interviewee described 

the unwanted types of tourists as “the hooligan type”, and the other as “cosmopolitan” (Interview 

V4), where there was a clear preference for the cosmopolitan type of tourist: 

“[T]he tourists normally, who are coming to Valencia, they are really 'typo hooligan', no. More or less. 

So it’s not [really] cosmopolitan. But of course it would be interesting if it will be more cosmopolitan” 

(Interview V4). 

A particularly salient type of visitors in some destinations is the cruise ship traveler. Especially the 

interviews in Stavanger yielded some interesting insights into the effects of cruise tourism on the 

area. These guests typically have dinner and spend the night on the cruise ship as well, and as a 

result often spends less money in the city than other tourists. In addition, if a cruise ship arrives, 

a city faces a very sudden increase in number of people, leading to for example capacity problems 

in public transport. 

In sum, the interviews strongly suggest that some types of tourists are perceived to be less of a 

burden to city life than other tourists. In one interview however, types of tourists were linked to 

their economic value. Instead of profiling different types of visitors in terms of nuisance, noise, or 

crowding,there are differences in how much they may spend in the city. As one civil servant in the 

Belgrade tourism organization in Belgrade put it: 

“They are the best tourists. Middle aged. Men and wife. Especially if they have children. Owww they 

have to spend spend spend. So me I prefer middle aged tourists [...] And they don’t sleep everywhere. They 

have to eat in good places. They have to sleep in good places” (Interview B2). 

3.1.2. The impact of new platform tourism services (e.g. AirBnB) 

The impact of new platform tourism services was mentioned in practically all cities. While these 

services are being developed for multiple types of tourism activities like transport (Uber) and 

activities (tours and excursions), participants related them practically exclusively to the 

accommodation sector. In most cities, the emphasis was on AirBnB, the largest of the online 

accommodation platforms, albeit that some participants also mentioned other options like 

HomeAway or Wimdu. As such, we take the points raised as applicable to other new platform 

tourism services, often operating under the flag of a sharing economy. 

The new platform tourism services are now seen as an important major platform for lodging in all 

destinations. While the number of ‘beds’ varies between destinations, its perceived impact is 

significant. In Stavanger, for example, one interviewee estimated the number of Airbnb beds is 

about 600, so that is a major hotel, he said: 
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“I know there are more than 600 Airbnb beds here, so that is a big hotel” (Interview S11). 

In Belgrade, it was noted that although Airbnb is relatively new, the practice of designating (and 

sometimes upgrading) apartments in the city center for short-term rent has been around for much 

longer. 

The interviews uncovered two broad categories of views on Airbnb. On the one hand, there is an 

‘ideal’ picture of Airbnb, as it is designed and currently promoted. In this picture, Airbnb connects 

hosts and guests, by enabling hosts to rent out (part of) their own home, make a little profit, and 

build a personal relation with their guest. The guest received an authentic experience with a 

personal host. At the same time, these hosts can be guests elsewhere. 

On the other hand, however, there is the picture of Airbnb as how it is perceived by residents of 

cities, and by those working in the hospitality industry. That is a picture of, as some interviewees 

said, illegal and/or unregistered hotels, where real estate owners use the Airbnb platform to create 

a new (and lucrative) revenue stream. This has a number of consequences that relate to visitability, 

liveability, and equity in a city. 

Airbnb as it is used by real estate owners who rent out designated homes for Airbnb (as opposed 

to residents hosting guests at their own homes), has a negative consequence for visitability in that 

the promised authentic and personal experience is not being realized. While visitors still have a 

relatively personal accommodation, they miss out on meeting a host, getting personalized 

information and an authentic experience to stay in a place ‘as the locals do’. This practice is 

specifically viewed as potentially illegal competitions for hotels, and no tourist tax or revenue tax 

is paid. This was put forward by some interviewees associated with the hotel industry in various 

cities. 

The negative consequences of Airbnb for liveability are however more serious. Interviewees in 

Amsterdam especially mentioned the nuisances experienced when living close to Airbnbs, but 

similar signals were also picked up on other cities. Residents find that they are no longer living 

next door to people they know, but have different (groups) of visitors in their hallways every week: 

“All illegal hotels in my neighborhood, is 1 of the 5 houses is structurally rented out to tourists. It is all 

drugs tourism. They all want to be able to smoke. They are screaming [...] Every weekend [there are] 

different drunk English visitors. 6 screaming girls that have a bachelorette party. The whole Airbnb 

principle [screws up] the whole neighborhood” (Interview A2). 

For this interviewee however, strong(er) enforcement may alleviate some of the problems: 
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“One of the things, the procedures, with the illegal hotels, was a hotline via the internet. The hotline, 

the counselor came to work at Monday, there were 100 warnings. So Tuesday and Wednesday they visited 

all those houses to check for tourists. That is symmetrical. The tourists are going to wait for Wednesday 

for the controlling, they go home. Now, they have a hotline 24 hours, where they go to the building within 

15 minutes. It is very successful” (Interview A2). 

As a result, they feel that the living quality in their apartment building, street, or neighborhood is 

declining, as they have negative encounters and other experiences on a regular basis. At the time 

of the interviews, Amsterdam introduced legislation that limits the number of nights per annum 

that a place can be used for Airbnb. However, this was thought to be ineffective by most 

interviewees, due to a lack of control and regulation. 

Besides the noise and other discomfort caused by living in the vicinity of AirBnB and other shared 

lodging, negative financial consequences were also revealed. As a result of a neighborhood or 

street being popular on shared lodging platforms, housing prices and rents may rise as well. Some 

stories of apartments being sold with a price that included projected Airbnb revenue were heard. 

A particularly concerning development is that Airbnb and similar platforms enable (wealthy) real 

estate owners to capitalize on another, more lucrative, business model than long-term rent for 

living. Instead, some residents of Amsterdam feel that their opportunity to live in the city center is 

overridden by Airbnb interests. Comparable stories were heard in Valencia: 

“Neighbours, some of them they are moving out and they rent the apartment, so I have a friend living 

there and she says, I’m not going to do this, it is contributing to make this neighbourhood less good living 

for the rest of the people. But you can do this, now you can rent your apartment, you can win a lot of 

money, and your neighbours, they are making it more difficult to live there” (Interview V2). 

3.1.3. Balancing different needs for a more sustainable development 

The problematic relation between balancing local needs and a high quality experience is most 

particularly evident in major tourism cities like Amsterdam, Barcelona, Dubrovnik or Venice. 

However, results indicated that one should be careful to conclude that the tensions and issues 

which can causes these imbalances are not at play at other destinations. In fact, perceived ‘trade 

offs’ between liveability and visitability are visible in all cities studied. For example, in Darmstadt, 

where a possible destination as the Mathildenhöhe as World Heritage site is expected to increase 

tourism numbers in the city, such trade-offs may be perceived in the near future.  

“And believe it or not, suddenly an international jury said, ‘Yes, the Mathildenhöhe is unique in the 

world, very important and this should be on the tentative list to become World Heritage’. And then 

suddenly people said ‘Wow, we are, you know, very important’ And since then it has completely changed, 

there is a lot of energy” (Interview D1). 
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In Belgrade, where tourism numbers are reported to have been rising steeply over the past five 

years, in combination with ample construction work in the city center, may lead to certain groups 

of people benefitting more from changes to the city, while the living and working quarters of others 

had to be torn down. Similarly, in Valencia recent changes and construction projects have led 

participants to comment on trade-offs that were made between liveability and visitability in the 

city, the idea being that the liveabilty in the city was under threat from such developments. In both 

Belgrade and Valencia these developments were not exclusively, or even at all, aimed at tourism. 

However, they were perceived and related to wider tourism developments by certain participants.  

In one interview in Gothenburg, a slightly more complex picture of this trade-off emerged. As the 

city center, and in particular the main shopping street Östra Hamngatan, flourishes as a result of 

high profile shops and the visitors that those shops attract, other areas in the city may miss out 

and stay behind. If the most (salient) investments are done into making the city center (even) more 

attractive, residents of suburban areas may at least perceive that their interests are not listened 

to. Such potential developments may directly affect equity in a city, adding further segregation 

between groups of different social and economical status. One interviewee from Gothenburg 

illustrated this phenomenon as follows: 

“We have the central part of the city. 20 years ago you had small shops because rent was down and it 

was not so expensive to have a shop. And then [...] you kick out the small ones and in come international 

brands in the end, like you know, the real fancy ones. And suddenly the whole cityscape is changed, and 

poor people have no place. [...[ The city center is always - and it’s not only Gothenburg, it’s in every city - 

that public space that you cannot avoid. If you want to transfer yourself within the city, you pass normally 

the city center. So it’s all the most central living room for all the people. That’s what’s happening there. 

And you can see if you have beggars, poor people, then everything is very expensive and you don’t feel at 

home there. Then the city is not for everyone anymore. And tourism is used in this argumentation, to force 

this to happen” (Interview G3). 

Which is further connected to international competition between (European) destinations, to 

attract (more) visitors: 

“[I]n every city, you say that ‘we have to be successful compared to Amsterdam, compared to 

Amsterdam, compared to Valencia’. Therefore, we must do this because otherwise we cannot attract the 

tourists, and the tourists are not the poor people, they are the people with money and they like this. And 

therefore we must sort of construct, design the central city of Gothenburg, so that it fits their needs and 

demands. [...] That means that you have transferred democratic power away from the people towards 

plutocratic money interests” (Interview G3). 

In view of this potential inequity, exacerbated by unequal profits via sharing platforms such as 

Airbnb, and the aforementioned trade-offs between residents and tourists, a convincing urge to 
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closely manage the balance between residents’ and tourists’ needs is imperative. Our findings 

have shown a number of particularly prominent connections and tensions between liveability and 

visitability in the cities, and these connections may be instrumental in managing the balance. 

Figure 3-1below visualizes these connections, and show how they may link to equity. 

 

 

Figure 3-1 Tensions and connections between visitability and liveability 
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can ‘take over (parts of) their city’, where crowdedness and noise is attributed to tourists, and 

where the shopping landscape changes at the cost of residents’ needs. 

This balance is further affected via the costs of living, as housing prices may be affected by Airbnb 

and other ways in which residential real estate’s value is influenced by tourism. This increases the 

costs of living in a city This negative economic effect for residents is (partially) compensated by the 

economic growth that tourism brings to a city. While policy makers and destination marketing 

organisations underline the economic benefits of tourism, a striking observation in our interviews 

is that this benefit is not always visible and/or found interesting for residents. This creates 

tensions, as one major player in the tourism business in Amsterdam points out: 

“Mostly those jobs [in the tourism industry] are quite low-skilled, and those type of jobs are short in our 

country. Via this way we can contribute to the eventual welfare of the city. However, I do not want to 

bother the locals. It should remain fun and liveable. It is a difficult situation” (Interview A1). 

A positive contribution of tourism/visitability to residents/livability that was mentioned in the 

interviews was that tourism and the attraction of (international) events brings life to the city, from 

which residents benefit. Some even described this in terms of a ‘full loop’: Tourism can make 

residents happy to a certain extent, and one interviewee sees benefits of resident happiness for 

tourism: 

“[If the residents are happy], then the overall of the city is good. And that will generate people coming 

here” (Interview G2). 

Additionally, it was pointed out that tourism also raises interest in maintaining and restoring 

historic and iconic buildings: 

“I think one of the important things it contributes to, is to maintain the buildings, some buildings, some 

iconic buildings. For this probably it will be good to have more tourists” (Interview V4). 

And, tourism can show unseen beauty of a city to its residents: 

“They show us some good things in Belgrade which we didn’t realize they are good. Like the graffitis are 

treasures. I didn’t realize that. [...] [People] show you that you have something good which you didn’t know 

you have. Maybe I don’t agree with them but if they like it, it must be good” (Interview B2). 

3.2. The role of tourism within city development 

The impact of tourism in a destination historically has been measured in financial and numerical 

terms, such as the number of visitors that are attracted, turnovers in the tourism business, hotel 
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bed nights. To ensure tourists will keep coming, much attention is paid to visitor satisfaction, which 

is monitored through surveys, social media and review websites. Multiple interviewees highlighted 

the different economic benefits that tourism can bring and the economic importance of tourism 

for the city. At the same time, they stressed that certain types of tourism or certain types of visitors 

also can have a negative impact on the city. As such they highlight that cities need to be careful to 

ensure that the net economic impact of tourism remains positive.  

The conceptualization of tourism in primarily economic terms and visitors’ needs can be 

challenged on the basis that a tourism destination also needs to facilitate the way in which a city 

can be - and remain - a good host for all people at that place. After all, residents also make use of 

any attractions and places that visitors use. If the experience quality of a city increases, this can 

also increase the city’s attractiveness to residents. While this may not provide direct economic 

benefits, but it does make the city a more pleasant place to live, and contributes to social and 

environmental gain. Interviewees confirmed that the economic, and visitor-centered perspective 

on tourism should be expanded in order to be able to assess the sustainability of tourism at a 

destination. That means that it should be discussed in relation to sustainable city development 

and the liveability of a city for its residents. As a result, other impacts than the purely economic 

ones of visiting a destination come to the surface, such as ways in which tourism impacts on the 

social and ecological context in which visiting takes place. 

Below, we first discuss the way in which ‘successful tourism’ is defined predominantly from an 

economic perspective. Second, we look at the broader picture, where the success of tourism in 

urban destinations is also related to its wider impacts on the city.. 

3.2.1. Generating economic benefits from tourism 

Among the interviewees, there is little disagreement on the ‘basic’ requirements for a tourist 

destination. A successful tourism city is one that is easy to reach, with affordable and quality 

accommodation, high quality tourist information in English as well as other languages and a 

diverse range of high quality attractions.  Coming from this perspective, the extent to which a city 

is a visitable city, is predominantly measured in economic terms, for example by focusing on 

income and job creation: 

“I think there are opportunities now for people to change industries because there’s a lot of 

unemployment. The rate is higher than it’s ever been in the area here now. And for people to realize that 

tourism is an area that’s increasing and that’s going in the right direction and to understand that and to 

see the value of the knowledge in tourism” (Interview S2). 
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“[Tourism] also creates jobs. Amsterdam has approximately 60.000 to 65.000 jobs in tourism, including 

jobs in hotels and restaurants. Mostly those jobs are quite low-skilled, and those type of jobs are short in 

our country. Via this way we can contribute to the eventual welfare of the city” (Interview A1). 

“[..] I think that it is predominantly a thing that Belgradians hope that it is going to be a very strong 

source of income in the years to come. In December of 2013 we had 67 hotels, [..] at the moment, in 

January 2017, we have 94. So regarding investments we will be strong [..] I suppose that we are going to 

have three or four major franchise hotels, chain hotels in Belgrade that will open this year. The other 

thing is that Belgrade is slowly learning the fact that we are living out of the hospitality industry, and at  

the moment we have maybe one in ten of employed in Belgrade is directly or indirectly earning or getting 

paid through the hospitality or services that are connected with hospitality. Those are the strong points 

at the moment” (Interview B1). 

A somewhat different picture was sketched in Darmstadt, where the economic value of tourism 

does not appear to be on the agenda of policy makers: 

“How much money there is to be made can only be shown through studies and demonstrating the 

results to the city council: the role that tourism plays in retail, how many people are employed in the 

sector, how many suppliers are involved. It is not only important how much turnover we generate, but 

also our suppliers. The craftsmen that we engage, energy suppliers, that is all connected and creates work 

places” (Interview D7). 

In relation to this common perspective on tourism, some interviewees reflected on the possibilities 

that destinations and destination marketing organisations have to position themselves in the 

international tourism market and to compete with other cities. While some basic elements are 

hard to influence (such as whether a destination is easily accessible by air travel), destinations 

have opportunities to target and attract specific types of tourists. This is not always easy however, 

as tourism is also affected by the reputation of a city that goes beyond tourism. In Darmstadt, for 

example, the focus is often on emphasising the scientific heritage of the city, which poses 

challenges when it comes to attracting other types of tourists: 

“When we’re speaking of tourism if you’re portraying yourself as a city or place of science, that’s not 

always what a tourist who wants to take a weekend break would connect with. That’s the sort of challenge 

we have” (Interview D3). 

One interviewee from Gothenburg emphasised the focus on certain growth markets for European 

tourist destinations: 

“Markets from like China for example is a big market, not only for all of us but we can say that there 

are a lot of big market there to gain, Asia as a whole” (Interview G5). 
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The perspective on what tourist types spend more than others described in the previous chapter, 

also very much applies here: Some tourist types are expected to spend more money than others. 

This is illustrated by some of the interviewees as follows: 

“Make sure you will attract the right tourists. The people that come for 3-4 days. They will not go 3 days 

to the Dam Square. Not every day to the Anne Frank house. They will go to museums, they spread 

naturally. The staying visitors are very important. We need to make sure that this stays” (Interview A2). 

With regard to spending by different types tourists, the cruise tourists comprise a group of specific 

interest. Visitors who travel to and from a destination by cruise ship are found to spend less time 

and less money in the city, because they eat and sleep on the cruise ship. Also, since the cruises 

are often expensive, one interviewee pointed out that cruise tourists are less willing to spend 

money once they are off board: 

“[T]hey sleep on the boat, they eat on the boat - they reach downtown or centre of the city but they 

don’t spend much because they are not rich people. Those cruises are expensive” (Interview B2). 

This also has repercussions for the (tourist) tax incomes from these types of tourists. In our 

interviews, the financial risks of relying too heavily on cruise tourism are often made fully explicit. 

For example, at the Stavanger chamber of commerce, one interviewee pointed out the importance 

on not only targeting one channel for incoming visitors: 

“[F]rom the business perspective, it is really important that we attract tourism on a different level - not 

only by coming in via a cruise line” (Interview S1). 

In addition to the economic risks of relying (too much) on cruise ship visitors, other risks and 

dangers that can influence the profitability of tourism were mentioned too. The potential threat 

of a terror attack happening at a destination was often mentioned by our interviewees, and it was 

explained how such an attack can have consequences for visitor numbers on the short- and 

medium long term. Other dangers for the economic development of tourism that were mentioned 

were the power of budget airlines, and corruption. One interviewee also pointed out that the 

European refugee crisis can have negative impacts on tourism development, because negative 

reports on this crisis may make a destination less attractive to travel to. 

Having attractive facilities for visitors, which includes lodging and attractions - and to promote and 

position those facilities in the most effective way - is of course an important driver of visitability in 

all destinations. This is best illustrated by the pride that our interviewees take when talking about 

what ‘their’ city and/or region has to offer. Each destination has it’s own unique mix of museums, 
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cultural and natural heritage, parks, and other attractions that on the one hand express the 

identity of the destination, and on the other hand are targeted at specific groups of visitors. Events 

also play a role here: City marketing efforts are often aimed at attracting international events, such 

as sports events (which were especially notable in Gothenburg and Belgrade at the time of the 

interviews), and cultural events (such as Amsterdam Dance Event, as Interview A3 points out). 

A notable downside of attracting large, often expensive events to boost visitor numbers, is the 

economic risks that such an investment can bring. While this risk is definitely not limited to 

Valencia, it was in this city where most interviewees reflected on these risks. For example, the 

Formula 1 Grand Prix, which was held in Valencia between 2008 and 2012, had positive effects on 

for example occupation rates in hotels but also required a substantial investment in the city, and 

some interviewees thought that the city was still in debt because of this and other events. 

“In the last ten years I think that we had a lot of great events in the city, but I don’t think they had a 

good contribution to  the development of the city as a whole [...]. The benefits for the city were doubtful 

because we incremented our debts to a very high level. Now we have great problems with all these things” 

(Interview V3). 

In addition to hosting attractive events and having attractive other offerings for visitors, our 

interviewees pointed out how important accessibility and infrastructure is for the level of 

visitability of a destination. A well-working infrastructure not only allows visitors to reach the 

destination, but it also allow them to move around at the destination efficiently, and nicely, by 

considering inner-city transport such as metro systems and busses, but also by making sure 

people can walk around in attractive neighborhoods and shopping areas. 

This may be more complex than solely installing pedestrian zones in the inner cities, as one 

interviewee from Valencia points out: 

“Mobility is one of them, then you know that in our city the acoustics are very bad there is too much 

noise, and touristic apartments must be regulated, museums must have more flexible timetables. 

Pedestrianization of some streets, but consulting the residents because they may have private vehicles 

that need to get in, as well as regulating the use of public spaces by bars and cafeterias that put tables 

and chairs occupying a space that should be for pedestrians. For the puzzle to fit in you need to include 

all parts involved” (Interview V6). 

Figure 3-2 provides a schematic overview of the most prominent relations between visitability and 

economic wealth. 
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Figure 3-2: Connections between visitability and economic wealth 

 

3.2.2. Using tourism to support wider social and environmental city development  
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and the importance of having beneficial social and environmental impacts besides economic gain, 

the way these concepts were described, remained fuzzy. To get more clarity in the discussion , the 

Smart City Hospitality Framework is used in this section. For example,  the social impacts of 

tourism can be related to preserving the wellbeing and joy of living in a city for residents 

(liveability), but also to reducing social injustice and inequality (equity). Ecological impacts may be 

related to the use of unsustainable energy resources, but also to reduction of emissions such as 

carbon dioxide, but they can also be related to reduction of air pollution, also impact on the 

liveability and experience quality.  

Different types of visitors have different impacts on livability for residents in a destination. This 

also means that certain initiatives may be taken to target specific tourists that have little impact, 

or otherwise less undesirable impacts on the local community. In Amsterdam residents actively 

seem to ask for targeting different tourists, or that some things may need more explanation for 

tourists: 

“[The city] should be able to educate our tourists a bit, about how we think that they should behave in 

public” (Interview A3). 

However, there is no clear picture of what all the undesirable social impacts of tourism are, as the 

perceived impacts differ per city as well as per participant. In Amsterdam, tourism is seen to cause 

nuisance, noise, and crowdedness in different ways an different areas in the city, whereas in 

Belgrade negative social impacts of tourism were less prominent. In Darmstadt, the expected 

social impact if the Mathildenhöhe becomes a world heritage site is limited, but if investments in 

infrastructure are needed (e.g., for improving a ring road), residents may face negative 

consequences. In Stavanger, crowdedness as a result of cruise ships can lead to nuisance. In 

Valencia, residents see part of their city change as a result of investments in attracting visitors to 

the city. In Gothenburg, one interviewee pointed out that social inequality can grow if tourism 

targets investments in the already richer, central parts of the city. These different perspectives 

highlight that in looking at the social impact of tourism, a locally contextualised perspective is key, 

given that tourism develops within the social context of the city. As such, one should be weary of 

implementing one-size-fits-all solutions. This includes so-called ‘Smart’ solutions, such as apps 

and/or technological advancements. While these may be useful, it is necessary to see if and how 

they fit the context of the city at hand.  

Moving from the social to the environmental impact of tourism, the participants suggest that while 

this impact is evident, stakeholders feel that there is not a lot that they can do to change it as it 
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largely is caused by developments beyond the scope of tourism in city or even beyond the scope 

of the city as a whole: 

“So I completely understand that they are trying to decrease the air emission, and that there is only 

one way for this; less mobility. So I understand the ambition, but what is next?” (Interview A1). 

“It is very important just to have in mind that yes, we have environmental problems but the point is 

how to implement all these necessary procedures connected with sustainability to everyday businesses in 

the city or hotels, tour operators and so on and so on” (Interview B1). 

As the biggest source of emissions in tourism is air travel, interviewees feel that this is not 

something that they can easily change. Moreover, some destinations, such as Stavanger and 

Gothenburg, feel that they are more dependent on air travel because of their geographical 

situation: 

“[F]lying in and away [...] I would say is a really hard issue because we are dependent accessibility, and 

as it is today, if we are going to have international visitors, flying is the main option” (Interview G2). 

And while cruise ships are also harmful for the environment, they are still viewed as having 

significant economic impact by certain stakeholders, which makes it difficult to instigate change to 

limit this kind of tourism, even when plans are announced to do so (as is the case in Amsterdam 

where the plan is to move the cruise terminal). However, some smaller-scale solutions are visible 

in each of the cities, such as transitioning to electric public transport, for example in Darmstadt 

(but in all other cities as well): 

“And the buses definitely should be electric, [the busses] that then drive around the Mathildenhöhe. The 

shuttle buses should be electric” (Interview D1). 

Electric transport solutions provide some promising prospects. For example: 

“We have [a project that] is called ElectriCity which is our public transport project to actually set up a 

new bus line in the city. It is pro-electric, and one big thing that the researchers and engineers are still 

working on is the possibility to integrate them into our bus stops and sort of find the new possibilities of 

having a fully electric public transport system on rubber wheels. This gives a new flexibility and 

possibilities to actually bring public transport closer to where people live, because it is more quiet than 

everything. And this project is like an experimental platform. So, on top of the bus researchers and 

engineers can test other things around traffic safety and so on” (Interview G3). 

Furthermore, promoting other means of transport such as biking is also mentioned as a way to 

mitigate or reduce climate impact of local transport: 
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“For example, for mobility we, three years ago, we made this plan. [We are] trying to promote ecologic 

means of transport: Bicycle, walking, improving accessibility. Reduction in energy consumption, obviously. 

And improving the network for bicycles. The new government is strongly [in favor] of bicycles” (Interview 

V1). 

Solutions like these are a logical response to the observation that (within-city) transport is a 

significant source of pollution and emissions: 

“Traffic is quite an issue. And that is something I think… I am not a city planner, but for this ring road, 

that gets, like at 4 PM or something, people leave from work, then they drive to Frankfürt the other way 

around and this is really a difficult area. I think something… yeah, we maybe have to encourage more 

people to take public transportation, make it more affordable” (Interview D1). 

It should be noted too that while mobility is an important problem when it comes to natural 

viability, energy also is seen as import: 

“Mobility is one of the most important things in terms of climate change. The other area is energy. We 

for instance have made [..] an audit of the municipal buildings in terms of energy, and we want to improve 

and develop actions in order to improve efficiency. We want also to promote policy on efficiency and 

renewable energy in the city” (Interview V3). 

And while solutions that reduce, mitigate, or negate environmental impacts of tourism remain 

elusive, there is concern about the impacts of climate change on the cities and their direct 

environment. FOr example: 

“The climate changes, which is a very important issue at this time. Climate changes have been detected 

in the city and we have several pieces of proof for it. The secretary is concerned about 44 natural protected 

heritage areas. [...] One of the changes is that a forest and parks within the city started to deteriorate 

seriously, not just parks, also forests, and also areas around Belgrade, within the city limits. [...] We have 

something that we are all aware of, that certain climate changes happened in Belgrade, and in Serbia. 

Tropical heat in the summer and freezing winter, and it’s not our [normal] climate, so these are changes. 

And the pollution of the air” (Interview B1). 

“Well that means that in the end, we have sucked out all of the resources of the globe. You can read 

any paper, watch any news program today, and you know that yes, it’s a fact. We are using all the 

resources, very fast” (Interview G1). 

“And if we only think about the profit and what is best right now, that is going to affect our 

grandchildren and great grandchildren in the future. [I]t’s going to ruin a lot of what we save” (Interview 

S2). 



 

26 

And when asked to compare the current state of a destination to a particular time of year, an 

illustrative quote shows that while economically a city may be in bloom, environmentally it is close 

to hitting a low point: 

“We are really doing well economy-wise, better than ever. So from that perspective, I would say, in 

Sweden, you always say that summer is the best because we have so little of it. From an environmental 

perspective, it is more like November. Okay? It is bad, and very soon it will be cold if we do not stop” 

(Interview G1). 

This negative view of the ecological prospects related to ‘fast’ economic growth is also illustrated 

by the following observation by environmentalists in Valencia: 

“I mean this kind of development, developing tries to look for the fast money of the construction and 

big equipment, and doesn’t look to the, like, middle or long term development” (Interview V2). 

And: 

“The pollution over the last years, what I can say is that we have been on very dark years for the city of 

Valencia. Like in the last 20 years, there has been a transformation of the city. And it has been, in my view, 

a very bad [transformation]. And it was very related to tourism” (Interview V2). 

In Stavanger, the untouched nature in the direct vicinity of the destination is an important ‘tourism 

product’. This introduces an interesting connection between economic benefit and natural 

viability, since a healthy environment is not only contributing to the ecological welfare of the area, 

but also to its economics. This poses new challenges, as one interviewee puts it: 

“There is pressure on several sides. Especially you know Preikestolen [a large cliff and a major tourist 

attraction]. How can we do that to keep it attractive and as nice and still offer it to the world? It’s difficult” 

(Interview S3). 

A further complicating matter is that it appears to be hard to determine a balance between a focus 

on reducing negative impacts on social welfare and equity on the one hand, and a focus on 

reducing environmental impacts on the other: 

“[T]he environmental issues, you can’t do enough really. One thing that worries me sometimes is that 

the social issues are taking too much of the area of focus. Yeah, so you many people tend to forget that 

also at the same time we have to handle the climate and environmental issues” (Interview G2). 

This is also illustrative of an overall observation based on the interviews. The interviewees were 

not always able to give an (unambiguous) definition of sustainable tourism. Often, when asked 

whether tourism development in their city/region was sustainable, interviewees responded by 
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reflecting on recently proposed reductions of city operations on environmental impact, such as 

transitioning to electrical busses (as illustrated above), or installing solar panels. 

Figure 3-3 presents a schematic overview of the most prominent relations between economic 

wealth, natural viability, and equity. 

 

 

Figure 3-3 Connections between visitability, liveability, equity, economic wealth, and natural viability 
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air pollution (Peeters & Eijgelaar, 2014). Some cities, like Stavanger, Amsterdam, Belgrade, and 

Valencia, host cruise ships as well. These types of travel-to-the-city negatively contribute to the 

natural viability of tourism in the cities, which also affects the air quality for both visitors and 

residents. One anecdote from Stavanger illustrates the perceived impact of cruise ships entering 

the city: 

“We couldn’t open the windows because it was like heavy diesel smoke, and somebody reacted 

negatively to this. [..] [P]eople working in the city have to go home because the cruise ships come, this is 

not good” (Interview S7). 

Living in proximity to cruise terminals and airports obviously engraves these problems, and also 

leads to noise pollution. However, the consequences for the region, country, and planet are more 

severe, obviously. 

It proved difficult for most interviews to provide such a more encompassing bigger picture, where 

sustainable (urban) tourism was linked to balancing impacts of tourism on economic, social, and 

environmental contexts, and to the question whether these impacts were developed in a way that 

fits with the wider livelihood of residents in the city. While this is understandable, given the fact 

that people often need to focus most on their own work and their own organisation, it does make 

it more difficult for stakeholders to engage with each other on establishing a joint perspective on 

what is sustainable urban tourism in a city.  

3.3. Overview of findings 

The previous sections presented findings in regarding sustainable urban tourism in Amsterdam, 

Belgrade, Darmstadt, Gothenburg, Stavanger, and Valencia. While it is impossible to provide a 

complete overview of all impacts of tourism and the way it influences the city, a number of 

components and the way they impact on the different values of the Smart City Hospitality 

framework are provided in appendix 2. In addition, Figure 3-4 provides a condensed schematic of 

sustainable (urban) tourism.  It provides an overview of some of the most important influences 

and effects that exist between the six core elements liveability, visitability, (smart) governance, 

economic wealth, equity, and natural viability. As such it may function as an anchoring point for 

further discussion of sustainable urban tourism, and for the development of suitable interventions 

designed to make tourism more sustainable, both in general and for the participating cities. 

Further
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Figure 3-4: Combined model of (the most important) influences on sustainable tourism

Liveability 

Housing price / 

costs of living 

Ratio 

resident/visitor 

tailored shops 

Equity 

(non-clean) 

transport 

(non-clean) 
energy 

Air quality 

Crowdedness, 

traffic, noise 

Inability to afford facilities 

Expensive events 

leading to debt 

Accessibility 

(transport, 

Events, liveliness in 

the city 

Natural 

viability

Visitability 

Economic 

wealth 

Smartness 
(smart governance) 

Stakeholder 

involvement 

Strong 

government 
Shared 

strategy 

Technology Election cycle 

(short) 

Airbnb 
(illegal hotels) 

Different types of 

visitors 

Tourism ‘taking over’ 

the city 

Packages and other 

steering 

Facilities for visitors 

Job security  

Natural 

‘undamaged’ 



 

30 

 Brief discussion of tensions for different 

destinations per destination 

This chapter provides short overviews of the most important observations in each of the 

destinations in this project. The destinations are discussed in in alphabetical order: Amsterdam 

(5.1), Belgrade (5.2), Darmstadt (5.3), Gothenburg (5.4), Stavanger (5.5), and Valencia (5.6). 

4.1.1. Amsterdam (The Netherlands) 

Capital of the Netherlands 

Inhabitants: 853.312 (30 april 2017, source CBS) 

Area 219,3 km² 

± 4.000 inhabitants / km² 

Yearly visitors: 7.269.000 (2016) 

Average length of stay: 1.9 days 

 

Amsterdam is one of the few capital cities in the world that does not also acts as the basis of the 

national government. This is said to create a less formal atmosphere than in other capital cities. 

The city is compact with quite small thoroughfares. Most of the citizens of Amsterdam are biking, 

so bike lanes are very crowded during moments of the day. Housing prices are very high, so some 

citizens rent together with housemates, or they are staying with friends during the weekend to 

rent out their apartment. While Amsterdam has much to offer in terms of culture, art, and history, 

Amsterdam is also a very popular destination for party tourism.. 

Popular attractions in Amsterdam are the Rijksmuseum (Dutch art and history from the middle 

ages to the present day), van Gogh museum (Dedicated to the works of Vincent van Gogh), Dam 

square (Town square in the middle of the city), Central station (Major train hub with 1889 design), 

Anne Frank house (Dedicated to Jewish wartime diarist Anne Frank), De Wallen (red light district), 

and the Heineken Experience (Interactive tour through a giant’s history in former brewery). 

The most salient tensions in Amsterdam exist in the area of balancing liveability, visitability, and 

equity. Figure 4-1highlights the most important focus points for sustainable urban tourism in 

Amsterdam:
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Figure 4-1: Condensed Smart City Hospitality model with main tensions Amsterdam 
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4.1.2. Belgrade (Serbia) 

Capital of Serbia 

Inhabitants: 1.659.440 

Area:  360 km² 

± 4.500 inhabitants / km² 

Yearly visitors: 808.000 (2015)  

 

Belgrade is one of the oldest cities in Europe and the only one built on the confluence of two rivers. Belgrade’s 

tourism is booming, and the number of visitors has been growing vastly over the past few years. City is attracting 

visitors from neighbouring countries, from Turkey, as well as from western Europe. It offers a combination of 

history and nightlife. The city is buzzing to keep up with these developments, as having more and more people in 

the city lead to new demands such as infrastructure - and many would say that a metro system is long overdue. 

In Serbia it is allowed to smoke inside the buildings, in contrast to many other European destinations, which opens 

opportunities for some tourists, but which can also lead to irritations among others. 

The most popular attractions in Belgrade are the Nikola Tesla Museum, the Fortress and Kalemgdan (Oldest place 

in urban Belgrade), Church of Saint Sava (the largest Orthodox Church in the Balkans) and Belgrade underground 

(Tens of caves and caverns which people carved in limestone rocks). 

The most salient tensions in Belgrade exist in the area of balancing economic wealth with visitability, equity, and 

smart governance. Figure 4-2 highlights the most important focus points for sustainable urban tourism in 

Belgrade:
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Figure 4-2: Condensed Smart City Hospitality model with main tensions Belgrade 
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4.1.3. Darmstadt (Germany) 

Darmstadt is a city in the state of Hesse in Germany, located in the southern part of 

the Rhine-Main- Area (Frankfurt Metropolitan Region) 

Inhabitants: 155.353 

Area: 122.23 km² 

± 1.275 inhabitants / km² 

 

Yearly visitors:  349.017 (2016) 

Average length of stay:  2 days 

 

Darmstadt holds the official title "City of Science’’, as it is a major centre of scientific institutions, 

universities, and high-technology companies. The city is also well known of the Mathildenhöhe, 

which may be labeled a UNESCO world heritage site soon. Darmstadt is planning to host the 

Landesgartenschau (a Gardening exhibition), and the paths are going to have new landscaping, 

and the Mathildenhöhe will be part of this. 

The most popular attractions in Darmstadt are then the Mathildenhöhe, the Russian orthodox 

chapel (Mathildehöhe’s western slope is graced by the three golden onion domes of the Russian 

chapel), Hessisches Landesmuseum (natural collections and fossils) and the Jonathan-Heimes 

Stadion am Bollenfalltor (a multi-use stadium). 

The most salient tensions in Darmstadt exist in the area of balancing economic wealth and 

liveability with an expected growth in tourism. Figure 4-3 highlights the most important focus 

points for sustainable urban tourism in Darmstadt:
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Figure 4-3: Condensed Smart City Hospitality model with main tensions Darmstadt 
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4.1.4. Gothenburg (Sweden) 

Second-largest city in Sweden 

Inhabitants: 580.000 

Area: 447.8 km² 

± 1300 inhabitants / km² 

 

The port of Gothenburg is now the largest port in the Nordic countries. The region is at the 

epicentre of Scandinavia and the Baltic States, and is considered the gateway to a market of 190 

million people. A vast majority (70%) of Scandinavia’s total industrial capacity is located within a 

500 km radius of the Gothenburg region, and 30% of Swedish foreign trade passes through the 

Port of Gothenburg. Small companies in this region are going global but are said to often stay in 

Gothenburg. The industry sector is doing very well with two big Volvo companies located in 

Gothenburg. The city is planning to build around the 20-30 thousand apartments in the near 

future. In the past, large construction projects aimed at increasing the availability of affordable 

housing has lead to some neighborhoods becoming isolated from the more central parts of 

Swedish cities. 

The most popular attractions in Gothenburg are the Liseberg park (an amusement park near the 

city center), Feskekörka (a Fish Market), the Haga neighboorhood (One of the oldest 

neighborhoods), Älvsbor (Best-preserved fortress in Sweden), and the ample shopping 

opportunities in the city center. 

The most salient tensions in Gothenburg exist in the area of balancing natural viability with 

visitability, and equity. Figure 4-4 highlights the most important focus points for sustainable urban 

tourism in Gothenburg:



 

37 

 
Figure 4-4: Condensed Smart City Hospitality model with main tensions Gothenburg 
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4.1.5. Stavanger (Norway) 

City in the middle of the Rogaland region 

Inhabitants: 472.000 (Rogaland) 

Area: 8378 km² (Rogaland) 

± 50  inhabitants / km² (Rogaland) 

 

The first traces of settlement in the Stavanger region date to the Ice Age and the time of the Vikings. 

The Preikestolen (Preacher’s Pulpit) is the most striking feature and most popular tourist attraction 

in Stavanger fjord. This rock creates also the biggest discussion between visitors and residents 

since the rock is hard to reach during some seasons, which tourists do not always seem to be 

aware of. Stavanger is also a popular stopover for fjord cruise ships. In recent history, Stavanger’s 

economy ran on oil trade, but recent developments in the oil business forced the development of 

other economic ventures - with tourism being an important one. 

The most popular attractions in the Stavanger region are the Preikestolen, Stavanger Cathedral 

(built in the 12th century), Lysefjord (cleft in the mountains 23 miles long) and the Norwegian 

petroleum museum.  

The most salient tensions in Stavanger exist in the area of balancing economic wealth with natural 

viability. Figure 4-5 highlights the most important focus points for sustainable urban tourism in 

Stavanger:
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Figure 4-5: Condensed Smart City Hospitality model with main tensions Stavanger 
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4.1.6. Valencia (Spain) 

Third-largest city in Spain 

Inhabitants: 809.000 

Area: 134 km² 

± 6000 inhabitants / km² 

Yearly visitors: 1.907.846 (2016) 

Average length of stay: 2.5 days 

 

Valencia is the city that is famous for its Paella, and once it was the capital of Spain during the 

period of Joseph Bonaparte’s rule and the Spanish Civil War. The old town of the city is divided in 

different neighbourhoods, each with its typical function (leisure, commerce, public). One of the 

most striking buildings in the city is the Arts & Science complex, which contains the largest 

aquarium in Europe. Beside modern architecture, rehabilitation of the old buildings is ubiquitous 

in Valencia. 

The most popular attractions in Valencia are the Ciudad de las Artes y las Ciencias (futuristic 

complex on the outskirts of Valencia), La loja de Seda (the marketplace of the famous Valencian 

silk), Catedral de Valencia (gothic church), and the Turia gardens (in the former river Turia). 

The most salient tensions in Valencia exist in the area of balancing economic wealth with natural 

viability. Figure 4-6 highlights the most important focus points for sustainable urban tourism in 

Valencia:
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Figure 4-6: Condensed Smart City Hospitality model with main tensions Valencia 
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 Concluding observations 

The aim of this paper was to investigate the impact of urban tourism with an eye on the a long-

term sustainable development of the city as a whole. The report deliberately does not aim to 

provide only a quantitative list of indicators to identify the impacts and use these to prescribe how 

tourism should be developed in order to be sustainable. Based on the interviews, it has become 

clear that there is no such thing as a clear list of indicators. If tourism is to develop in a sustainable 

way, it needs be in tune with the wider context of the city and the developments that are taking 

place in a specific locality. As such one size-fits-all solutions will not suffice an may even be harmful 

for a sustainable development of tourism, for example if they are odd with other developments 

or because stakeholders act in conflicting ways. Because of this, the report focused on identifying 

different perspectives of tourism. Although a list of components impacting on different elements 

of sustainable city development is provided (Appendix 3), this should be seen as a starting point 

for a discussion among stakeholders to find common solutions that fit the wider city development. 

In order to guide the findings of the report, the ‘Smart City Hospitality’ Framework was used. This 

framework is unique in that it goes beyond the triple-p approach. In addition to ascertaining the 

natural viability, economic development and the equity and equality in a city, it also looks at the 

liveability (quality of life for those staying in the city), experience quality (city as a place of leisure 

for visitors and residents) and smart citizenship (extent to which stakeholders can engage with 

future developments of tourism). Within this report the emphasis is on the liveability and 

experience quality, while smart citizenship is dealt with more in detail in a separate report that 

deals with current urban governance practices. By applying the Smart City Hospitality Framework, 

it was possible to get a clearer view of the different perspectives of stakeholders on urban tourism.  

Although it is impossible to give a crystal clear depiction of the impact tourism on a locality, the 

research suggests that there currently often is an imbalance between different elements and that 

this hinders a sustainable development of urban tourism. This creates tensions between different 

values as identified in the Smart City Hospitality framework. Most visibly, it is proving increasingly 

difficult to balance tensions between the liveability and the experience quality, particularly when 

tourism numbers are high, or rising rapidly. This tension is increasingly recognised in media, given 

the extensive debate on overtourism in urban locations. However, it is important to recognise that 

this is not the only tension. In particular, the development of tourism also has significant impact 
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on the natural viability, both in a city, but also on a global scale due to climate gas emissions 

stemming from planes and other modes of transport to enter the city. This may not be as visible, 

but could prove devastating in the long-term, particularly given that many tourist cities are located 

near the coast and sea-levels are expected to rise. 

It is therefore key if tourism is to develop in a way that benefits the sustainable development of 

the city as a whole, to take a broad perspective when determining the current state of tourism. It 

would appear that a more sustainable urban tourism is a form of tourism where all elements 

involved are balanced not just within tourism, but also with the wider locality, and that this balance 

is constantly monitored so that adjustments can be made. To allow this to happen and ensure 

successful governance, it is necessary for different stakeholders to engage with each other.  
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Appendix 1: Interview partners 

City Name Function/affiliation 

Amsterdam Axel Rüger Director Van Gogh Museum / Member museumpleinoverleg 

Amsterdam Ger Baron Chief Technology Officer Amsterdam 

Amsterdam Hester Schölvinck Major player in the cultural sector 

Amsterdam Isabelle Blekxtoon Chairperson resident organisation WIJ Amsterdam 

Amsterdam Joyce van den Berg & Marijke 

Godschalk 

Urban Planning Amsterdam 

Amsterdam Marcel Berendsen Hotel Manager 

Amsterdam Mirik Milan Night Mayor of Amsterdam 

Amsterdam Sergio Segers Tours & Tickets 

Amsterdam Walther Ploos van Amstel Acacemic, resident, entrepeneur 

Belgrade [unknown] Belgrade Fortress 

Belgrade [unknown] Nikola Tesla Museum 

Belgrade Georgi Genov Director of HORES (Business association of hotel and restaurant 

industry - Serbia) 

Belgrade Group interview with city 

officials 

Multiple city officials and stakeholders 

Belgrade Interview with two journalists TV & Newspaper journalist 

Belgrade Milica Marković General manager Saint Ten Hotel 

Belgrade Stevan Milutinović Sales manager Hotel Moskva 

Darmstadt [unknown] Retailer at copy shop / photographer in the city center 

Darmstadt Agnes Allig & Anja Herdel Marketing Director of Darmstadt Tourism 

Darmstadt Andre Schulz Director of the Welcome Hotel Darmstadt 

Darmstadt Christoph Rawe Director Maritim Konferenzhotel 

Darmstadt Florian Holzbrecher Leitung Marketing & Sales SV Darmstadt 

Darmstadt Gerhard Gerl Tour Guide and Citizen 

Darmstadt John Lewis Member of Darmstadt's Marketing Advisory Board, former CEO of 

Telespacio VEGA 

Darmstadt Martin Knöll TU Darmstadt junior professor health games 

Darmstadt Philipp Gutbrod Director of the Institut Mathildenhöhe Darmstadt 

Darmstadt Uwe Vetterlein CEO from IHK Darmstadt Rhein Main Neckar 

Gothenburg Birgitta Bergelind & Filip 

Eklund 

Christmas Göteborg & Culture festival Göteborg 

Gothenburg Helen Stiernstrand Long-time resident, member of environmental party (Miljöpartiet), 

board member of harbour 

Gothenburg Henrik Jutbring Director of Development G&C and Phd researcher social marketing for 

destinations 

Gothenburg Katarina Thorstensson Sustainability Strategist at Go:teborg & co 

Gothenburg Lennart Johansson Director Gothenborg Convention Buro, Goteborg & Co 

Gothenburg Niklas Wahlberg CEO Lindholmen Science Park 

Gothenburg Ossian Stiernstrand Researcher and strategist at Go:teborg & co 

Gothenburg Peter Berggren Director of the Enterprise and Industry Portfolio at Göteborgs Stadshus 

AB 

Gothenburg Petra Lofas Sustainability manager Svenska Massan & Gothia Towers 

Stavanger Åsa Grahn Resident interests (uni of Stavanger) 

Stavanger Cornelius Middelthon Business/entrepreneur – independent accommodation 

Stavanger Elin Ravndal Bell Business/entrepreneur – culture  

Stavanger Ellen Frisvold Visitor interests (manager leisure marketing) 

Stavanger Frode Fjeldsbø Policy/decision maker in Gjesdal municipality - politician 

Stavanger Inger Tone Ødegård Business/entrepreneur - chamber of commerce 

Stavanger Johannes Apon Business/entrepreneur – nature (guide) 

Stavanger John Petter Hernes Policy/decision maker Stavanger municipality - politician 

Stavanger Knut Espen Misje Business/entrepreneur – food and restaurant 
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Stavanger Laila Neverdahl Business/entrepreneur – large chain accommodation 

Stavanger Per Morten Haarr Visitor interests (business tourism, congress manager) 

Stavanger Sindre Bøe Resident interests (uni of Stavanger/journalist) 

Stavanger Tone Grindland Policy/decision maker/implementer in Stavanger municipality - 

administration 

Stavanger Wenche Hansen Visitor interests (group organizer/guide) 

Valencia Bosco Dies Jambrino Fundacio Assut 

Valencia Celsa Monrós Climate-KIC Spain 

Valencia Ernesto Faybel and others Two urban planners at DG Urbanismo Ayto 

Valencia Gregorio Garcia Mesanat Director master direccion y planificacion del turismo 

Valencia Joachim (Ximo) Sola Martinez President of the 'Unión Hotelera Valencia' 

Valencia Jordi Peris Blanes Concejal de participacion, derechos e innovacion democratica 

Valencia Maria José Broseta Serrano Presidenta Federacion asociaciones de vecinos 

Valencia Matias & Lucia Environmentalists at L'Albufera Lake 

Valencia Prof. Dr. Amparo Sancho 

Pérez 

Professor at Instituto de Economia 

Valencia Rafael Company Peris R&D Project Manager at Valencia Port 

Valencia Rafael Mossi Camera de Comercio 

Valencia Sandra Gomez Vice mayor Valencia / Concejat Turismo 

Table A-1: Interview partners 
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Appendix 2: Interview protocol 

Introduction 

This protocol describes the set-up and procedure for interviews to be conducted in all six SCITHOS 

cities within the context of the information gathering stage of WP2. All interviews are semi-

structured and combine direct questions with associative and metaphorical projection techniques 

as well as the critical incident technique. All interviews will be recorded and transcribed. The 

transcriptions will be analysed using a qualitative, phenomenological approach. 

Overall, the approach to the interviews is to invoke narratives from the respondents with respect 

to their perspective on urban tourism and sustainable development within the context of their 

“own” city. More precisely: These interviews are conducted with the goal of obtaining as diverse 

perspectives as possible on the topic of city development, the role of tourism in that development, 

stakeholders and decision makers in that development, and their relations and attitudes towards 

each other. 

Within each of the participating cities (Amsterdam, Belgrade, Darmstadt, Gothenburg, Stavanger, 

and Valencia), we aim to obtain diverse perspectives on the topics at hand. To that approach, we 

conduct interviews with the following general ‘types of stakeholders’ or groups within the cities: 

1. Policy makers / decision makers / policy implementers: as diverse a range as possible of 

actors within the city that directly or indirectly influence policies with respect to urban 

tourism. 

2. Interview partners that know/speak for the residents in the city (e.g. members of 

representative organisations, local journalists): as diverse a range as possible of actors that 

know “the voice” of residents within the city. Note that journalists may not ‘be’ the residents 

of the city, they ought to know their stories and experiences. 

3.  Business owners / entrepreneurs (in and outside of tourism): as diverse a range as 

possible of actors that speak “the voice” of businesses within the city. 

4. A fourth stakeholder group, speaking from the perspective of the visitors may be harder 

to interview. To that end, we interview people working for (regional) destination marketing 

organizations – which are also our project partners and main contacts in the cities. 

Note that the term ‘city’ may be a flexible one in the above, especially in the case of Stavanger we 

need to be careful, because our project partner is not the city of Stavanger, but the region of 

Stavanger. 
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The interviews consist of an introduction, three stages (which all include a component of 

associative and metaphorical project), and a(n) closure/end. 

●  Introduction: About the project, the topics of the interview, consent, and recording. 

○ Stage 1 – SWOT-like analysis of the city 

■ 1a - Direct questions + critical incidents: Past and present strengths and 

weaknesses of the city, future threats and opportunities, sustainable 

development of the city. 

■ 1b - Using analogies to characterize the city’s development. 

○ Stage 2 – The role of tourism in the city development  

■  2a - Direct questions + critical incidents: Reflection on the role of tourism 

in <CITY>. 

■ 2b - Using analogies to characterize the city’s tourism, now and in the past 

and future. 

○ Stage 3 – Stakeholders and decision makers (Duration: approx. 30 min.) 

■ 3a – Drawing the stakeholder map + critical incidents: Mapping the 

stakeholders and their relations related to tourism in <CITY>.  

■ 3b - Using analogies to characterize some stakeholders and their relations.  

● End of the interview, including request for other interesting interview partners, and 

interesting places to visit in the city. 

It may not always be possible or desirable to use the analogies/metaphors or to draw a 

stakeholder map. As long as the issues they relate to (stakeholders, their relations and critical 

incidents) are dealt with, this is sufficient. 
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Appendix 3: Components impacting on different 

values of sustainable urban tourism 

 
Liveability 

Experience 

Quality 
Smart 

citizenship 
Equity & 

Equality  

Economic 

develop-

ment 

Natural 

viability 

Attractiveness of the city       

(Mayor) companies willing to settle in the city     x  

Popularity of a destination  x   x  

Dynamic, innovative atmosphere  x x    

Climate for entrepreneurship     x  

Freedom that entrepreneurs get to develop their 

business (eg pavement cafes)     x  

Dynamic, innovative atmosphere x x x  x  

Competition with other destinations       

(Successful) competition with other tourist 

destinations  x   x  

(Successful) competition with other places where 

companies can settle     x  

Destination marketing       

Positive media attention for the destination  x  x x x 

Government investments in city marketing     x  

Enforcement and regulations       

Enforcement, police taking care of nuisance, drunk 

people, noise, unwanted behaviour. 
x      

Regulation/prohibition of 'illegal hotels' x   x x  

Awareness among visitors of "what is 

unacceptable" 
x x     

Facilities       

Light in the city at night x x  x  x 

Variety in shops    x   

Activities/events (number and quality) x x x x x  

Accessible sports facilities x   x   

Accessible park/leisure facilities x x  x   

Availability/accessibility of parks and other 

greenspace 
x x    x 

Quality/innovation/cultural diversity in the night 

life  x x    

Broad opening times of shops tailored to tourists  x   x  

Attractions (general), including city tours, 

museums, neighbourhoods, etc.  x   x  

Quality/cultural diversity in the night life x x     
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Cultural heritage x x     

Restaurants / cafes x x   x  

Shops tailored to the highest spending target 

group 
x x  x x  

Availability/affordability of local products in 

retail/shops 
x x   x x 

Hotels/Airbnb       

Private investments in hotels (general)     x  

Hotel nights (bed nights per annum)  x   x  

Hotels / hotel beds (number)  x   x  

Hotels (ratings of quality)  x   x  

Ability to open new hotels (or a hotel stop)  x   x  

Availability of AirBnB x x   x  

Availability of suitable hotels (for different 

segments)  x   x  

Infrastructure       

Use of public transport x x  x x x 

Ease of cycling / walking in the city (are the 

distances coverable and does the infrastructure 

support cycling and walking) 
x x    x 

(Heavy) traffic in the central areas of the city x x    x 

Level of accessibility of the city for foreign tourists 

other than by airplane  x    x 

Transport facilities for incoming visitors  x   x  

Reachability, effort needed to enter the city  x     

Mobility (transport within the city) x x    x 

Number of cars in a street per day x     x 

Traffic congestions x x    x 

Pedestrian zones x x     

Investments       

Investments in natural viability, 'greenness' x    x x 

Government investments in energy     x x 

More sustainable usage of natural resources       

Saving energy costs (eg on street lighting)     x x 

More energy efficient (street) lighting (e.g., LED)     x x 

Having environmental zones for certain types of 

traffic     x x 

Use of renewable energy, for public transport     x x 

Use of renewable energy, for powering events (e.g., 

instead of generators)     x x 

Efficiency of energy use     x x 
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Strength of connection between waste 

management and generating energy (is waste used 

to generate clean[er] energy?) 
    x x 

Re-use of water      x 

Presence of environmental issues on policy 

agendas   x   x 

Clean transportation x x    x 

Car sharing x x   x x 

Level of recycling      x 

Use of water      x 

Nuisances and conflicts       

Crowdedness (on the sidewalks and in the streets) x x  x   

Noise, nuisance x x  x   

Unsocial behaviour (e.g. partying in the streets) x x     

Revolts, protests x x x x   

Perception of crowdedness, complaints (in some 

spaces) 
x x     

Social nuisance (e.g., partying ,drunk/noisy people) x      

Conflicts between residents and tourists x x  x   

Pollution and climate change       

Pollution in the air x x    x 

Pollution in the water x x    x 

Water levels      x 

Extremities in climate (hot summers, cold winters) x x    x 

Preservation and education       

Preservation of nature (at destination and in its 

vicinity)      x 

Education / knowledge about ecology and the 

impact of their actions      x 

Green labels for business (e.g., green key for 

hotels)  x    x 

Real estate economics       

Private investments in real estate (general)     x  

Construction of new houses/apartments x    x  

Reconstruction/refurbishment of older real estate 

(gentrification) 
x   x x  

(Successful) speculations in real estate    x x  

Affordability of living space (buying or renting living 

space) 
x   x x  

Real estate values x   x x  

Gentrification x x   x  

Residents behaviour       

Being friendly/royal to attract foreign employees x    x  
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Social cohesion x  x x   

Resident 'satisfaction' or 'happiness' x x  x   

Safety and security       

Enforcement and security (the sense of security 

and being protected) 
x x  x   

Threat of terrorism attacks x x  x x  

Stakeholder involvement (for smart 

governance)       

Involvement of citizens in decision making x  x x   

Level to which locals are involved in industry and 

events 
x  x x   

Involvement of different stakeholders in decision 

making and policy 
x  x x   

Active citizen groups x   x   

Collaboration between different stakeholders x  x x   

(Financial) incentives for taking responsible action x x   x x 

Subsidies and financial support       

Subsidies and other financial support for cultural 

initiatives 
x    x  

Taxes and incomes       

Tourist tax incomes x    x  

Airbnb (or comparable platform) incomes (for 

residents / real estate owners and companies) 
x x  x x  

Use of private properties for holiday rentals    x x  

Technology       

Apps that help visitors ahead of and during their 

visit  x x    

Tourism economics       

Spending by tourists (revenues in the tourism 

industry), lodging     x  

Spending by tourists (revenues in the tourism 

industry), food     x  

Spending by tourists (revenues in the tourism 

industry), retail and entertainment     x  

(Un)employment       

Jobs in tourism industry -- also social/people    x x  

Unemployment rate x   x x  

Job availability for residents (general)    x x  

Job availability for those who typically find it harder 

to get a job    x x  

Visitors       

Number of incoming tourists  x   x  

Willingness to visit again  x   x  

Having something to offer for the returning visitor  x   x  
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Number of tourists per year x x   x  

Type of visitors that you attract x x   x x 

Number of visitors x x   x  

Extent to which a city attracts tourists who don't 

cause nuisance) 
x x     

Type of visitors that you attract x x   x x 
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