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1. INTRODUCTION
The first research objective of the SMARTDEST project (RO1) is ‘to examine, understand and
translate into both theoretical frameworks and practical conversations, the processes through
which tourism mobilities and mobile dwelling in all its diverse forms, contribute to urban
transformation and social exclusion’. This is tackled by the following two sub-objectives.
1.1. To identify and track the emerging global drivers and dynamics related to the increased
mobility of people, capital and knowledge which are most likely to feed new mechanisms of
social exclusion throughout urban Europe, their structure of agency and spatial effects in relation
to different classes of cities and regions.
1.2. To propose a general interpretation of how tourism mobilities are (re)producing social
imbalances, and how different governance structures, regulatory frameworks, and contextual
factors may produce substantial variations on these effects, eliciting variegated place-based
responses at multiple policy scales.
This document, the first research Deliverable (D2.1) of the project, presents the conceptual,
methodological and empirical framework which allows tackling the first of these two
subobjectives, and advancing towards the second. Its structure is typical of a wide literature
review, ordering and connecting the different approaches and results of many strands of research
into cities and space, tourism and other forms of mobility, and social exclusion that are esteemed
relevant for this project, under the overarching epistemological entry point of the mobilities
paradigm. However, it also proposes how from these starting points the project moves forward
to attain its research objectives, identifying research gaps in the existing literature and proposing
new research questions (RQs) and empirical developments.
Although this document –and the research tasks to which it is supposed to provide some
grounding– is situated in Work Package 2 (ie the research phase that looks at the broad context
of the mobilities / social exclusion nexus at pan-EU (European Union) level), its insights inform
the whole project and its ambitions. Nevertheless, we made an effort to present and justify in a
certain detail the analytical operations that will allow us to tackle the subobjective 1.1 in the
immediate next stages (corresponding to Tasks 2.2-2.5).
To conclude this introduction, it is appropriate to mention that in the moment of writing this
document (March-April 2020) our consortium, as the rest of the world, has been confronted
with the COVID-19 (Coronavirus Disease) emergency. This event –that is currently
‘immobilising’ societies and cities all over the world and casting great concerns over the future
of tourism as we know it– was obviously unpredictable at the time of writing the proposal and
setting up the workplan. However, it is a game-changer for SMARTDEST: both a fundamental
intellectual challenge in terms of sustainability transitions –is the ‘slower’ and more regulated
world of mobilities we now seem to be heading to, a more inclusive place? Or a more democratic
one?– and an extraordinary opportunity for this consortium to engage hands-on with ‘the’
societal debate that is now open. Our ambition in this sense is to be, as researchers, in the
frontline of the definition of new models of resilient cities that are ‘freed’ from the existing lockins and prepare themselves to face a different future. Although the value of our research would
mostly be measured by our capacity to interpret in depth how in the past decades an
hypermobile society has affected vulnerable sectors of the local community at tourist places,
2
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and to contribute to design ‘antidotes’ that make communities more resilient, the current
situation prompts us to deploy the conceptual and analytical toolboxes introduced in this
document, engaging with ‘immobilisation’, mobility regime changes, the future of tourism and
travel, and their implication for cities and citizens.
This document has the following structure: Ch. 2 presents the epistemological entry points of
the project in relation to mobilities, space and place, and social exclusion. It is concluded by our
proposal of an analytical framework, an advance over the original proposal, connecting these
three domains of research in term of research domains to be tackled in the next stages of the
project. Ch. 3 is organised in five parts, each including one or more subsections, which illustrate
how such domains have been engaged by the literature in specific research streams and the
methodological approaches. Ch. 4 presents our specific research objectives in the light of the
results and gaps identified in this literature.

2. ENTRY POINTS: EPISTEMOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK AND
RESEARCH APPROACH
2.1.

The mobilities turn

The conceptual approach of this project subscribes to the ‘mobilities turn’ or paradigm. This
“set of questions, theories and methodologies” (Sheller & Urry, 2006: 210) emerged in the early
2000 to denote a conceptual shift in the social sciences from society as sedentary towards one
in which it is conceived as inherently mobile. As a result of the time-space compression derived
from the advent of globalization and the spread of digital technologies, society is considered on
the move (Cresswell, 2006); and mobility as a fundamental analytical dimension of social,
economic and cultural systems. Such theoretical and empirical reframing implies that the
understanding of any social phenomena is inextricably linked to the analysis of the movement of
people, objects, information. It this invites to analyse the way in which such mobilities become
enmeshed at different scales, and ‘enact’ (in) space, negotiating and redefining constantly places
in their physical, social and semantic dimensions; and to recognise that there are different
embodied capacities to ‘be mobile’, defining a geometry of power forces and agencies at multiple
scales that produce – and on its turn are relationally shaped by – mobilities.
Against this broad backdrop, which challenges established notions of ‘home’ and ‘away’, work
and leisure, local and global, authors from different disciplines analyse space as co-determined,
materially and semantically, by the intervention and negotiation of multiple and heterogeneous
mobilities around fixed elements (Cresswell, 2012). Such fixed elements, or moorings, attract
flows (Hannam, Sheller & Urry, 2006) – enabling their anchoring in space and liberating potential
for processes of capital accumulation – and, on their turn, justify the construction, operation
and modernization of new fixed infrastructure or “protheses of the territory” (Santos, 2008).
The mobilities turn clarifies that no place can be analysed, let alone managed, as a discreet and
objective entity separated from the mobility flows that define it, destabilise it, and ultimately
transform it continuously (Smith & Hetherington, 2013). It thus invites to engage in the analysis
of mobilities to get a grip on place genealogies: what place is and means at any given moment in
time, how it looks like and how it is represented, how it changes, depends critically on the
mobilities that operate in it; at which scale mobilities operate; how they connect, shield off or
feed one another and with fixed elements; which power relations are played out in the
3
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negotiation for moorings; how human mobilities, objects, technology, capital and knowledge are
dynamically related in such process. In their compendium of some of the most common
embodied mobile practices, Cresswell & Merriman (2011) consider, for instance, that the new
emphasis on mobilities requires to re-center social sciences on the interplay between mobile
practices (e.g., walking, running, dancing, driving, flying, etc.), spaces that enact mobility (e.g.,
roads, bridges, airports, cities, etc.), and the subjects’ social and spatial positions.
The mobilities turn has had a huge impact in many fields of the social sciences and across them,
opening a relevant debate about ‘lives on the move’, the contested nature of fixed place elements
and of the production of space, and the future of the planet. However, its reaches are only
beginning to translate into the field of politics, and place politics specifically. That people and
things should ‘move less’ (or differently) in order to diminish the pressure on the environment
and mitigate climate change trends, is today quite an established claim in the academia and has
received increasing attention by the public opinion. Yet the world still desperately needs policies
that enforce sustainability transitions, and the social footprints of the hypermobile society on
places (the focus of this project) are only beginning to be taken seriously by some decisionmakers.
Inherent to the mobilities debate, there is indeed an important issue of social justice, which
several authors highlight when they posit that mobility also evokes immobilities of very different
nature – physical, political and ideological, economic, cultural. A political dimension of mobility
is then defined ontologically (different forms, motivations, and uneven degrees of being mobile),
as in Cresswell (2010), or in relation to immobilities, as in Adey (2006) and Ohnmacht et al
(2009), opening the way for a further framing of the mobilities toolbox in the current policy
debate at very different scales, from the planetary climate crisis and energy transitions (Urry,
2013) to local action as in Nikolaeva et al (2019). This is not trivial, since the same Adey (2006:
82) considers that mobility has to be understood “in terms of difference”, meaning that
mobilities are not static, but embedded in social structures and power relations. Flows and
mobilities ultimately depends upon individuals’ social and spatial positions. Accordingly, the
analysis of mobilities inevitably requires an investigation of the underlying power dynamics of
our society. In this light the relational nature of mobilities and immobilities unfolds social
vulnerability us linked to an enduring condition of stillness as opposed to highly mobile
populations (e.g. tourists, elite and super-rich, etc.) (Adey, 2006). The focus on mobilities –
including but not limited to tourism mobilities – is thus key to analyse current trends of social
exclusion, as well as to define solutions that have potential to mitigate them. In this regard, Cass
et al (2005) or Mandershied (2009: 11) suggest that the study of the (re)production and
contestation of urban inequalities cannot escape the mobilities dialogue: “conceptualizing
inequalities as emerging from power relations shaped in multiple social spaces opens the
appreciation of their contingent (but not arbitrary) as well as political character”.
What is more, the social effects of mobilities relate closely climate change and pollution, to the
point that scholars have coined the notion of ‘carbon inequality’ (Kenner, 2019) to depict one
of the challenges that humankind is supposed to face over the near future. Broadly speaking,
carbon inequality refers to the “unequal ability to pollute” (p. 1) and the role of super-rich as a
polluter elite. Therefore, the desirable transition to a low-carbon society, sanctioned by the
Paris Agreements in 2016, implicitly endorses a political statement in favour of de-growth and
social sustainability. Urry (2013) showed how this might be possible, assuming that society is
prepared to ‘powering down’ and adopting lifestyles more inclined to low-carbon practices. Yet,
4
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the question also arises if such a transition might entail new inequalities and immobilizations.
Curran & Tyfield (2019) show for instance how the production of hi-tech (and less polluting)
commodities is penalizing the emerging Chinese middle-class that cannot afford them. According
to the authors, “potentially environmentally productive innovations […] may also be intimately
interlinked with inequality-generating cycles of misrecognition” (p. 19).
In line with the above, a focus on mobilities is deemed crucial to understand the production of
social inequalities in the present-day, beyond income-related differences. The social phenomena
encompassed within the so-called mobility paradigm range from the hindrances occasioned by
tourism to the tense and complex relationship between the movements of some and the
immobility/stillness of others. However, besides the different nature of mobility-related issues,
the most prominent legacy of the literature on mobilities turn for our project is that of having
placed mobile practices of dwelling at the core of the analysis of social stratification in cities.
The impacts of COVID-19 for large- and small-scale mobility and the future of tourism also offer
an extraordinary area of engagement for the mobilities scholarship. The entanglements and
implications of ‘immobilised’ populations for urban regimes are wide-spanning, and resonate with
the debate that mobilities authors already launched when discussing the societal challenges
nested in a radical transition to sustainability facing the climate crisis: the disruptions this could
bring to in places that have grown dependent on tourism, a emergence of new social order
based on the legitimacy of travel, the new embodied practices of movement and the economic
innovations they will foster.

2.2.

Cities as sites of engagement of mobilities

2.2.1.

Spaces of flows, spaces of places

Over the past decades, scholars have made a remarkable effort in examining and framing
conceptually the structural changes that affect space and geographies as the consequence of the
advent of the so-called network or informational society. In parallel, the omnipresence of the
‘urban’ (cultures, societies, economies), contributing to the urbanization of lifestyles facilitated
by the connection of metropoles within and between nation states (Amin & Thrift, 2002), has
emphasised the relevance of cities as sites in an almost constant state of transformation.
In his pioneering work, Manuel Castells proposed that the diffusion of information and
communication technologies has led to a radical transformation of space ontology, and identified
in the tension between ‘flows’ and ‘places’ one of the features of contemporary cities (Castells,
1999). In the information age, cities are no longer conceptualised as fixed places, but rather as
enmeshed in dynamic processes of reproduction Castells (1996). This confrontation fosters a
‘dualization’ of the urban space, that is, the social and spatial separation between a core group
of well-off areas occupied/crossed by socio-economic elites and marginalized areas inhabited by
low-skilled workers and ethnic minorities (Castells, 2004). Amin & Thrift (2002) reinforce this
idea of dualization, understanding cities as spatially open and crosscut by many different kinds of
mobilities which contribute to constitute a new urban life, where face-to-face contact
increasingly involves a vast penumbra of distanced interactions. Using Latour´s understanding of
urban life based on a myriad of provisional ordering networks, new urbanism is transhuman,
displaced and intransitive. In a similar vein, MacKenzie (2002) refers to ‘transduction’ to
summarize such a process of redefinition of the urban landscape, which he interprets as the
5
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result of the technologically mediated relationship between residents and the surrounding
environment. Other attempts aiming at replacing the idea of the city as bounded space in favour
of “a transcendental space beyond a morphological materialization” (Kaufmann et al, 2004: 746)
can be ascribed to Ascher (1995), and Remy & Voyé (1992).
This new urban theory, which assumes space as fleetingly disrupted and reassembled by
mobilities, is believed to have profound implications for the way in which social and economic
processes are played out in cities. Amin and Thrift (2002), who coined the notion of everyday
urbanism, suggest that cities are characterised by a sort of transitiveness, which marks the spatial
and temporal openness of the city; by being places of manifold rhythms, forged through daily
encounters and multiple experiences of time and space; and by the footprints of the past, of
daily tracks of movement and links beyond the city. The work on ‘splitering urbanism’ (Graham
& Marvin, 2001) clarifies the conception of cities as ‘spaces of flows’ and ‘spaces of places’
considering cities and regions as staging posts of perpetual flux of mediated infrastructural flow,
movement and exchange. Therefore, the interest of cities to expand their networked character
is seen as a dominant characteristic of modern urbanism. In this technologically-mediated
context, urbanism emerges as an extraordinary and complex sociotechnical process, connecting
systems of production with systems of consumption. The networked infrastructures are
involved in structuring and delineating the experience of urban culture. These authors also
remark the unevenness of this development system, and proceed to define its social, material
and spatial dynamics. The construction of spaces of mobility and flow, for some, always involves
the construction of barriers for others. This fragmentation was also described by Castells (1996;
1999), as in an increasingly ‘hybrid’ nature of contemporary cities, where the articulation of
every aspect of urban life through digital connections is supporting the emergence of an
internationally integrated and increasingly urbanized, and yet highly fragmented, ‘network
society’ (Graham & Marvin, 2001). In this context, highly polarized urban landscapes appear,
where premium infrastructures networks selectively connect the most favoured users and
places, both within and between cities. Similarly, Amin and Thift (2002) suggest that city life is
about the machine-like circulation of bodies, talk and objects, as well as the presence and
regulation of trans-human and inorganic life; new urbanism needs to recognize the engineering
of certainty through varied technologies of regulation.
Urban ecosystems change rapidly, and again authors such as Graham (2016); Graham & Hewitt
(2012) have described some emerging trends that might be relevant for future generations of
urban dwellers. As long as spaces turn more and more congested and horizontal expansion
encounters physical boundaries, cities progressively ‘go vertical’. Therefore, verticalities
proliferate (from satellites to bunkers), “a highly mobile and uneven world of often disorientating
vertical views, mobilities and structures which can only be understood in volumetric rather than
two-dimensional, planar ways” (Graham, 2016, 19). In some cases, this transition is abrupt and
engenders a widespread malaise among incumbent residents, such as in contexts affected by
overcrowding, crime, pollution and economic marginalisation.
In fact, these trends are expanded by a continuum dynamic of global-local or glocalised
interactions (Amin & Thrift, 2002), which tend to leak the power of nation-states and cities to
continuous and largely invisible circuits of fast or instantaneous financial and infrastructurally
mediated flow (Graham & Marvin, 2001). These processes tend to support the construction of
highly valuable spaces, like tourism/recreational urban spaces and the housing market for
temporal dwellers. This scenario of circulation and distanced economies has wide implications
6

SMARTDEST – D 2.1 Scientific Report “Initial presentation of the Research Context”

for the democracy of cities. Graham & Marvin (2001) stress the idea of socio-spatial exclusion
mediated by mobility access (Cass et al, 2005), characterised by growing separation between
“hot” zones where the majority of (affluent) consumers are located and whose custom is desired
and sought, and cold spaces where the opposite logic applies. In Graham & Marvin (2001), these
authors argue that exclusion processes occur where those hyped-up spaces are better
connected by public transport and smart environments. By contrast, less affluent and timedependent travellers may have no such choices and meet restrictions to access ‘premium’ places.
Nourished with the implementation of infrastructural and nodal mega projects, design of public
space and landscape improvement initiatives, organization of global events, building of new
specific architectural icons, the creation of a global imaginary reinforces the attractiveness of
cities for investment capitals and the location of regional or global corporations’ headquarters.
As a result, corporations create new transnational, multidirectional, global, cosmopolitan, and
virtual urban trajectories feeding the attraction of new residents. Global trends such as the lowcost traveling, the generalization social networks and the global spreading of new speculative
housing capitals increase the urban change in cities reinforcing its attractiveness (Anton Clavé,
2019).
Mobilities in cities are mediated by transportation technologies and informational system. The
advent and increasingly pervasiveness of digital technologies are re-shaping cities, enabling new
sociabilities (Urry, 2000) and forms of (im)mobilitiy (Sheller & Urry, 2006), and challenging new
ways urban governance and policing. The role in facilitating mobilities and new ways of
socialization and interaction with urban spaces is also creating new forms or urban space, social
control and exclusion of those unconnected. The relation of contemporary cities with
technology and mobility can explained through socio-technical systems of communications and
technologies. Mimi Sheller (2014: 795) explains that “as mobile connectivity begins to occur in
new ways across a wide range of mobile devices and ‘smart’ environments, there is a new
convergence between physical movement of people, vehicles, and things; information
production, storage, and retrieval; wireless distributed computing and ‘smart cities’; and
surveillance and tracking technologies”. The access to them is inequal in favour of lifestyles of
global elites, who roam the planet with multiple careers and homes, overseeing vast capital
investments, transnational operations and organisational restructurings (Urry, 2000). This
uneven access to mobility systems materializes to the development of premium services and
infrastructures to preferred “customers”, breaking down with the ideals and infrastructures of
universal access (Graham & Marvin, 2001).
Regarding the notions of cities as hybrid spaces and places of circulation, Sheller and Urry (2006)
propose an epistemological framework based on the notion of technospaces, or socio-technical
assemblage of transportation and information technologies, that enrol people, space, and the
elements connecting people and spaces. People, data, pictures, sounds, move through these
technospaces, associated with a range of equipment that enables the production and
consumption of spaces (vehicles, mobile phones, cameras, etc.). Consequently, they produce
subjectivities (‘the driver’, ‘the tourists’, etc.), and emphasize the visualization of cities through
images of one sort or another. Through these conglomerations of communication,
representation and naming, places enrol, arrange and include or exclude people, while people
perform places through imaginaries. Therefore, these technospaces and mediaspaces work
together to produce urban forms, urban imaginaries and urban subjects of particular kinds.

7
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The interweaving of mobile technologies in producing and consuming urban space becomes
increasingly more pervasive with the emergence of locative-media services while in the move.
Souza e de Silva & Sheller (2015) argues that location is increasingly becoming a mediator of
social life and networked interactions, a new organization logic, and currency of networked.
They consider three new conditions operating: in the first instance, we no longer enter the
internet – we carry it with us. We access and appropriate its diverse affordances while moving
through physical spaces. Second, our physical location determines the types of information with
which we interact, the way we move through physical spaces, and the people and things we find
around us. Third, the engagement with mobile and location-aware technologies has important
implications for identity construction, our sense of privacy, our notions of place and space, civic
and political participation, policy making, as well as forms of work, cultural production and
consumption in everyday life. These condition changes how we understand both the internet
and the physical space around us.
The shift from a two-dimensional and horizontal city to a three-dimensional, technologicallypowered city and, more broadly, the interpretation of the urban space as socio-spatial context
‘in the making’ directly fits with one of the most pressing challenge for contemporary cities,
which was already described in the SMARTDEST project proposal. Namely, present-day urban
areas face the transition from being sites of residence and work for stable and delimited
communities, to being dwelling places for mobile and connected populations.

2.2.2. Tourism in cities and urban change
For Colomb & Novy (2017), the development of cities as tourism spaces is inherent to
globalization and the (neo)liberalisation of cities as entrepreneurial global agents competing
among them, and urban planning increasingly focusing on place marketing and image-making. In
this process, tourism becomes a central neoliberal economy experiment, easy to promote and
develop, that spreads out over most countries and cities. In processes of urban regeneration,
tourism gained positions into the ‘functional city’, as key urban activity of contemporary cities,
and more recently has spread geographically across urban space to new areas which lacked
conventional tourist attractions. Occasionally described as ‘touristification’ (Bianchi, 2003;
Stock, 2007; Novy, 2018), such processes of symbolic and physical appropriation and
commodification of urban assets have consequences for the spaces and people concerned.
Novy (2017) attributes this process of touristification to different practices of mobility and place
consumption, although this term misses a through conceptualisation. Related to processes of
urban change derived by the spatialization on tourism/leisure activities, and intimately related
with gentrification. Such connected processes imply, for instance, dramatic changes in the
commercial landscape and the transformation of rental housing into boarding houses and holiday
flats. In this scenario, this author proposes to shift the epistemological approach to the study of
(urban) tourism towards a more dynamic and mixed sociokinetic understanding of
contemporary patterns of mobilities and place consumption in cities. He identifies five
dimensions: (urban) tourism; (temporary) ‘lifestyle’ migration; (temporary) migration for
work/education; ‘as if tourism’ and; leisure and place consumption as a practice of everyday life.
This approach might be useful to understand how diverse flows and place consumption practices
induce urban change. City spaces become tuned (in terms of services, design, regulation,
communication) to the practices of powerful and digitally-empowered mobilities, but these same
qualities or amenities might not be needed, desirable, or even affordable by other citizens who
8
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live permanently there. The urban transformations oriented to ‘temporal’ dwellers also be
incompatible with more permanent dwelling, and as a consequence, the social structure of cities
and neighbourhoods is transformed by mobilities. The concept of (post)tourists as temporary
city users o dwellers, focuses for instance on the role of mobile populations or ‘transnational
elites’ (Bauman, 1998; Rofe, 2003), middle-class lifestyles and consumption practices or at least
groups who are voluntarily on the move as agents of tourismification. Some of these city users
may hence – particularly when a permanent change of residence is not pursued – speak of a
form of mobility that falls in between the categories of migration and tourism.
It is nowadays widely recognised that cities are increasingly concerned with respect to their
capacity to accommodate tourism flows in their tight urban fabrics, which has acquired rank of
paradigm as ‘overtourism’ (Milano et al, 2018; Russo & Scarnato, 2017). This can be restrictively
defined as the situation in which the impact of tourism, at certain times and in certain locations,
exceeds physical, ecological, social, economic, psychological, and/or political capacity thresholds
(Peeters et al, 2018). While overtourism is observed in a wide range of places (whole countries,
like Iceland; small islands, like Santorini or Formentera; heritage towns like Venice or Mont St.
Michel; rural areas, like the Chianti wine region; natural areas like natural parks, mountain slopes
and beaches; etc.), it is in cities – and especially their historical cores – that its effects are more
widely analysed and have become an object of widespread societal contestation (Colomb &
Novy, 2017). The mobilities turn also provides a conceptual toolbox to unpack the issue of
overtourism and to understand its political, social and cultural underpinnings. Overtourism
(Goodwin, 2017) is arguably not just simply too many tourists visiting places and negative
externalities overcoming the benefits for local communities – a concern that had driven research
on destination development for a long time in tourism studies, and was founded on the
observation of a short list of ‘exceptional cases’. As noted by Dredge (2017): “the crisis that
many cities now face is not simply a tourism crisis. Nor can it be understood or addressed from a
tourism-centred lens. Focusing on overtourism as a new and urgent concern downplays important
knowledge we already have about the issues driving overcrowding, congestion, resource and community
exploitation and so on. It is narrow in focus and is resetting the clock on well-established concerns in
urban tourism. It is old wine in new bottles, and we need to think twice about how we engage in the
overtourism debate”.
Dredge’s argument also hints at the fact that the nested nature of tourism as a dimension of
places and cities in particular – a development driver, a representational device, a ‘form of
dwelling’ and consuming in the city, a cognitive dimension, and a forcefield of flows – is not
coped with in the field of traditional urban management models, that for a long time have been
content to deal with it as a discrete entity to be regulated essentially as economic activity.
Likewise, cities need to be able to accommodate in their urban fabric many other mobilities,
human and non-human, which emerge from increasing interconnectedness and economic
buoyancy. Yet urban space and resources are limited, and frequently emerging mobilities crowd
out or affect critically the position of incumbent resident populations, and especially the weakest
groups that are more ‘sedentary’ and have little negotiation power.
Despite its faculty to impact on cities cohesion and wellbeing, overtourism is still in the first
policy-cycle stage of agenda-setting in European cities (Peeters et al, 2018). The way overtourism
or sustainability issues of tourism enters in the policy agenda reflects in the political strategies
and forms of copy to limit the negative impacts. However, the way policy makers approach
tourism, from a growth paradigm or alternatives perspectives, will determine how cities will
9
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tackle overtourism impacts. Urban policies tackling overtourism in the EU are a very recent
issue, and usually oriented on mobility strategies, like accommodating higher volumes by
spreading visitors outside the most overwhelmed places and changing inadvertent behaviours of
tourists. However, tourism volume and growth management persist out of the agenda (Peeters
et al, 2018).
In the revision of literature concerning overtourism, we miss a stronger emphasis on the politics
of mobility, which is arguably necessary to understand the power and the social relations that
explain the rise of overtourism globally and particularly in cities. In particular, the mobility
regimes perspective could be a useful approach to analyse and power structures that facilitates
the mobility of some and the immobility of others. In this regard, Kesselring (2014) define
mobility regimes as “specific sets of principles, norms, and rules that regulate, in a fundamental
way, the movement of individuals, artefacts, capital, data, etc. in a given context of action”. By
using this perspective, overtourism can be analysed as mobility regime, framing it through the
social norms, policies, regulations, governing mechanisms have been set up to facilitate a massive
mobility of people to cities, or certain practices of tourism dwelling and mobility, or spatial and
surveillance strategies that channel flows of people and artefacts into cities.

2.2.3. Temporal dwelling and the transformative agency of tourism mobilities
The different populations ‘on the move’ land in specific places, which we will call destinations,
and inhabits or dwells in them (Meier & Frank, 2016), temporarily – again, allowing for very
different lapses of time, from the short transits of traditional tourists (from a few hours to a
few days or weeks), to the longer or repeated permanencies of workers and lifestyle migrants
or second-home owners. For Sheller (2004: 20), “places to play are always also places to work.
Places to travel to are always also places of habitation. And both play and travel generate
patterns of labour migration and transnational dwelling that must be understood together with
tourism mobilities”. Human mobilities are thus conceived as nested in dense networks of
movement of objects, such as goods (serving the consumption of mobile populations) and
vehicles (transporting populations and goods), as well as intangibles such as capital (foreign direct
investment, the savings of mobile populations) and cultures (of consumption, of spatial
behaviour, place imageries and representations) (Cresswell, 2006). Hannam et al (2014) present
a research agenda on the materialities, automobilities and technologies involved in making
tourism happen. All such mobilities feed, enable, constrain, signify one another and come to
determine what place is and how it is transformed along with their evolution (Urry, 2007). Thus,
tourist mobilities are conceived as a full agency of place construction, beyond mere
consumption.
Meier & Frank (2016: 3) shift the focus of their analysis on models of dwelling and the enmeshed
relation between mobilities and immobilities: “to dwell means also to dwell in a place that is
open to an outer world and that is under influence by mobility practices of mobile persons, for
example, who are not only crossing a place but are also leaving an impact”. This co-inhabitation
could be defined as an establishment of heterogonous relationships between flows and places
played out as negotiations. Different populations negotiate their forms of anchoring to place out
of their power, purchasing capacity, bodily practices, velocity and rhythms of use, cognitive skills.
Global tourism mobilities are enacted in distinct social spaces or ‘moorings’ that orchestrate
new forms of social and cultural life, for example, stations, hotels, motorways, resorts, airports,
leisure complexes, beaches, galleries, roadside parks and so on (Hannam, Butler & Paris, 2014).
10
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Mobilities need such ‘moorings’ to tap into places, and, inevitably, prevent access to such
moorings – when they have a fixed, excludable nature –, to other less mobile or less ‘capable’
groups; which may lead to social exclusion along different lines, such as spatial segregation, loss
of power of representation, stress and health risk, stigmatisation. In a frame of constant dispute
over urban resources, it is necessary to take into account not only the strength of the presences,
the tourists, but also the reason of the absences: thus we can interpret, for instance, that the
power of negotiation of tourists for urban rents has pushed a part of the resident population
out of certain areas, producing socio-spatial polarization, but also a stratification beyond
economic variables (rent gaps), insofar as certain groups are more or less resilient to the
increasing ‘liquidity’ of the real estate market (Quaglieri-Domínguez & Scarnato, 2017).
As an example of how tourism mobilities produce social exclusion and stratifications, we could
recall (with Arias, 2018) that most urban resources are subject to multiple uses. Tourism is not
enacted in own and specific spaces, and this is all the more evident in city tourism, where tourist
spaces are not neatly bounded. The embodied practices of tourism could then be understood
as a form of hegemony over urban space, which is articulated through occupation of space
(determined by sheer numbers in specific sites and times: see Brandajs and Russo, 2019) and
willingness to pay ‘in a state of mobility’). Such (heterogeneous forms of) ‘mobile dwelling’
involve practices of consumption, navigation and signification of the urban space and its
resources, that temporary visitors and other non-resident populations seek in the process of
anchoring to places – which, increasingly, is seen as a fundamental element of value in travel, and
has been greatly facilitated by technological development e.g. in the ‘platform economy’ (Dredge
& Gymothy, 2015). ‘Faster’ flows negotiate place with ‘stickier’ populations, and in general the
result is unfavourable to incumbent populations (Cohen, Duncan & Thulemark, 2015).
One key postulate of this line of research is that the mobility of visitors triggers but also fences
off, constrains or alters/displaces other mobilities (for instance the quotidian mobility of
residents in public space and transit, the access to housing, etc.), ultimately resituating almost
any other social agent and affecting their affordabilities. Problematising tourism in this respect
means understanding fully how tourism mobilities challenge places in specific social and spatial
contexts.

2.3.

Urban social exclusion: mobilities and immobilities

2.3.1.

Conceptual framework of the study of social exclusion and poverty

Capturing the concept of social exclusion is a challenging task and a sizeable body of literature
has discussed it. Although the term gained currency in the scientific discourse in the 1990s, its
roots go back much further, building on the notions of social inequality and poverty. These
antecedents of social exclusion were the object of the ground-breaking research undertaken by
Rowntree (1902), who assessed poverty by constructing a basket of goods considered to be
covering basic needs. Much later, Townsend (1979) provided a significant contribution to
poverty research, by linking material deprivation to social inequality, shedding light on the
importance of relationality. In other words, the status of poverty is constructed and related to
a common standard of living. This relational character of poverty was further described by
Paugam (2008), who identified three main types of poverty:
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• Integrated poverty: it indicates a high rate of poverty, but the presence of good social networks
and low stigmatization;
• Marginal poverty: it refers to a low rate of poverty in contexts characterised by the existence
of good social security system and high stigmatization;
• Disqualified poverty: it identifies contexts affected by rising unemployment and precarious
contracts; these lead to a widespread sense of insecurity and thus, fear of losing status and
being socially excluded, weak social networks and dependence on benefits; a larger and more
heterogenous share of the population is affected by this, therefore generalising
categorisations like underclass are no longer applicable.
Paugam´s (2008) types of poverty indicate a new tradition in research on social exclusion,
relaying on a more relational approach. Building on it, constructivist approaches portrait a more
complex, multi-dimensional picture and bring in the notion of social exclusion as a dynamic
societal process, going beyond an understanding of poverty as an economic, material condition
emerging from distributional issues (Madanipour et al, 2015). Moreover, constructivists argue
for a more sophisticated analysis that goes beyond basic material needs and overcome the
dichotomy of excluded and included groups. According to Murie (2005, p. 161), there are more
resources that are subject to exclusion, like “jobs, welfare services, education, housing, territory,
political legitimacy and citizenship […]”. Furthermore, those resources might stand in relation
to each other creating synergies (e.g. exclusion from housing might affect the access to good
education, which again relates to chances on the labour market). In a critical exchange with
Townsend (1979, 1985), Amartya Sen (1983) questions approaches that look at material
resources and not at the functions they fulfil. Sen argues that a person´s capabilities are necessary
to harness a resource´s characteristics and functions. For example, owning a car does not mean
to be mobile if you are not able to drive or if there are no roads. According to Sen, having some
resources and being capable to use them properly grants freedom to choose a way of living,
which poor individuals do not have. Sen’s understanding of poverty as strongly linked to
individual abilities allows for a more complex view of the mechanisms and drivers leading to
social exclusion and deprivation and incorporates different lifestyles (not only the consumptiondriven way of life in Western societies). Moreover, it provides a multifaceted notion of exclusion,
discerning the active or passive deprivation of capabilities for some social groups. As a result,
participation in decision-making processes is essential to maintain capabilities (Nambiar, 2010).
Sen´s approach was intensively discussed in the scientific community and proved to be more
precise in measuring poverty than approaches that only focus on income, or material resources.
Looking at capabilities and functions allows incorporate cultural particularities and goes beyond
the Western ideal of financial prosperity. Yet, it did not establish itself as a standard, which might
be due to its philosophical foundations, typical for economic sciences or to the fact that there
is no standardised methodology to apply Sen´s approach and measure capabilities (Kuklys &
Robeyns, 2005).
Many studies have also highlighted the importance of studying poverty and social vulnerability
with a gender perspective (Tortosa, 2001; 2002; De la Cal, 2009). Two approaches stand out:
1) The first approach addresses the feminization of poverty and confirms that women are poorer
than men. The concept of feminization is used to indicate that poverty has a higher incidence in
women than in men, or that women's poverty is more severe than that of men (López Larrea,
1989; Andersen & Larsen, 1998). These studies maintain the term “feminization” although,
12
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according to the data, the proportion of poor women is only slightly higher than the proportion
of poor men (Belzunegui et al, 2011; 2012). According to these authors, with the data from
Spain ECV 2009, it is found that there are more poor women but the severity of their poverty
(measured by the distance that separates them from the threshold) is less than that of men. This
can be explained by the impact of transfers but also by the use that women make of family and
support networks and social services to alleviate situations of need.
2) The second perspective points at the relationship between the impoverishment process and
gender (Espinar & Mateo, 2007; Tortosa, 2002). It is shown that poverty has not always been
analysed from a gender perspective, which implies biases in the information on poverty, hiding
realities that remain unexplained, such as different situations of the vulnerability of women
compared to men. These studies have verified that a part of the poverty of women is conditioned
by gender. This means that the life trajectories of men and women would present distinctive
features and certain risks that end up affecting women more than men. The social positions of
women and men would then mark differences in the risk of suffering situations of greater or less
vulnerability, as shown by Álvarez et al (2013) and Permanyer & Treviño (2013). Consequently,
there is a need to know and analyse the different social positions and the resources that they
have, not only material resources (income) but also symbolic (status) and relational (networks).
This knowledge can only be done by disaggregating the information for women and men and
comparing the situations in which both find themselves.
Silver (1994, p. 540) summarises the debate on social exclusion highlighting the importance of
national and economic contexts and identifies three theoretical paradigms of social exclusion:
•

The solidarity paradigm, whose prime example is the French Republic, builds on the concept
of solidarity, conceived as a social bond between society and individuals like Rousseau
proposes. The state´s duties is to include the ‘excluded’ citizens, that is those who are
poor, unemployed and/or ethnic minorities;

•

The specialised paradigm, hinging on United States (US) liberalism, conceptualises exclusion
as part of economic specialisation and division of labour. Individuals follow their own
interests and accordingly create bonds that result in pluralism. Therefore, social groups
compete with each other for resources;

•

The monopoly paradigm, proper of social-democratic regimes, revolves around the notion
of social order. Therefore, exclusion develops out of the interplay of groups and tends to
strengthen the position of the included (e.g. the social security system protects the middle
and working class);
In addition to the three paradigms, Silver (1995) identifies organic approaches, which may be
considered as a fourth paradigm. Similar to the others, they characterise social reality empirically
and create norms for a good society. Moreover, organic approaches are politically conservative
and construct social order based on groups. All individuals located outside those groups are
prone to social exclusion (Silver, 1995).
In a later contribution, Daly and Silver (2008) compare the concepts of social exclusion and
social capital to explain social inequalities in society. The first refers to social problems, solidarity
(or lack thereof) and inequality that arises from societal hierarchies; the second describes the
individual connections within networks that may have an economic value. Both notions seek to
capture how marginalisation goes beyond economic and material conditions. Indeed,
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marginalised citizens are affected by a “condition of multi-dimensional cumulative disadvantage”.
Cass et al (2005) have a similar focus on social inequality, but they do not distinguish between
those two concepts. For them social exclusion is the inability to take part in networks and
practices that frame individual desires (e.g. family and work). Adding on to the discussion on
social hierarchies and networks, it is important to consider the institutional background when
talking about social exclusion. Primarily, the national welfare models regulate how societal
inequalities are tackled, setting out the scope and competencies of the actors involved in the
delivery of social goods and services - i.e. state, market or family (Esping-Andersen, 1989; Arts
& Gelissen, 2002). Moreover, networks and institutions are constantly changing, shaping the
societal context and dynamics of exclusion. Castel (1998) describes those shifts as the outcome
of changes of the mode of production and organisation of labour occurred over time. This
suggests that in order to gain an in-depth understanding of social exclusion it is pivotal to analyse
its underlying dynamics as well as the institutional, economic and political contexts.
Following a general policy trend in the EU (Ágh 2010), the viewpoint shifted from national to a
regional and local scale with a focus on resource and services provision (Madanipour et al, 2015).
Kazepov (2010) and colleagues provide a representation of how responsibilities and power
changed or “rescaled” over time and between different levels. Once cities were the centre of
authority. Later, from the Treaty of Westphalia (1648) nation-states took over, but at a low
pace. It is only in the second half of the 20th century, that nation-states reached the apex of
power, permeating every single aspect of life, from the cradle to the grave. However, following
decentralisation reforms occurred in many European countries in the 1980s-1990s, the political
and institutional primacy of the nation-state has been progressively eroded. While the nationstate still retains a predominant position, its powers and competencies have been significantly
reduced to the advantage of sub-national and supranational, governmental and nongovernmental actors (Moreno & McEwen, 2005).
Economic theories discuss the reasons and drivers behind social exclusion and poverty
intensively. More broadly, two main positions can be distinguished: on the one hand, inequality
is considered as a failure of the economic system, which threatens social peace and overall
prosperity. According to Keynes, strong inequality would have negative economic consequences.
Therefore, public investment should target poor groups of the population to improve their
situation, as their low financial resources do not provide sufficient stimulation through
consumption on the market. Rising economic inequality, implies that wealthy groups increase
their capital, which they save rather than spend; again, low consumption and no stimulus for the
market. The counter thesis, on the other hand, sees inequality as a necessary condition in society
to motivates the poor to work and the rich to invest (Hayek 1931). Full economic potential can
only be reached when the state does no longer interfere in the free play of forces (Eißel, 2012).
According to the arguments above, poverty is to be part of the economy in one way or the
other; yet how poverty is produced has been the object of a wealth of research. For instance,
Paugam (2008) identifies three drivers of poverty:
• Status of the economy and labour market: The type of economy determines the
distribution of wealth. Therefore, poverty is not only determined by market mechanisms that
(re-)distribute resources and regulate work conditions, but also by its relation to the
population. For example, a shift towards free-market policies may alter the meaning of
poverty and increasing the number of people defined as poor.
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• Density of social networks: Strong networks like family or union membership create
solidarity, which can help to overcome poverty or social exclusion. Solidarity originating from
citizenship (same as from family or union membership) develops through a sense of
community and is partially formalized in social right. Those networks, however, are declining
in recent years – a development which leads to additional vulnerability.
• Social security system: The public social security system supports the population in
different ways. Still, some people fall through the social net and are are at risk of poverty.
Overall, it is a political decision to in- and exclude certain groups and thus regulate inequality.
The spatial separation of certain groups of society - a process known as “Segregation” - is often
considered to be an element of social exclusion. However, Arbaci (2019) has shown that the
relation is far from linear. For example, in some South European cities non-Western groups are
increasingly affected by social inequality although segregation is generally decreasing. However,
an exception might be urban areas with mass tourism as the housing market there is under
particular pressure. For instance, Cócola-Gant (2016) observes that in Barcelona increasing
touristic use of living space and the financialization of the real estate market have led to
gentrification (Mendes, 2017, did a similar study in Lisbon). The average local resident can no
longer afford to live in the centre and is crowded-out. As a consequence, those neighbourhoods
sustaining intense touristic flows cease to be places of social reproduction.
Social exclusion is also intertwined with the concept of social cohesion, which consists of social
links between individuals which are shaped in social and cultural arenas (Vranken, 2005). The
spatial dimension thus plays an inherently crucial role in social exclusion and cohesion. While a
great deal of studies examines social exclusion at national level, the urban dimension (urban level
and neighbourhood level) is where social exclusion plays out (Kazepov, 2005; Murie & Musterd,
2004). At the urban and suburban level, social exclusion becomes crucially linked with
segregation and in turn, homes and neighbourhoods are understood as spaces for accessing
social interactions, cultural participation and developing a sense of belonging (Musterd &
Ostendorf, 1998). In Europe, segregation as well as housing conditions are worst amongst
migrants (Van Kempen, 2005). Similarly, unemployed residents, EU and non-EU migrants are
more likely to be socially excluded (Lelkes & Zólyo-mi, 2011). Among these collectives, migrants
from outside the EU tend to be more exposed to poverty than autochthonous population
(Lelkes & Zólyomi, 2011). Segregation and social exclusion are reinforced by the spatial
clustering of excluded people (Musterd & Ostendorf, 2005). In particular, it has been argued
that social exclusion mostly affects deprived inner cities or peripheral urban areas (Madanipour,
2012). Thus, induced conditions of inequality have a connotative spatial dimension and should
be further investigated.
2.3.2.

Mobilities and social exclusion

Social exclusionary processes also affect and are related to mobility (including tourism) and
access to activities, values and goods. Both are dynamic and vary over space and time. Indeed,
mobility is linked to a financial, physical, organizational and temporal dimension (Ohnmacht et
al, 2016). This perspective adds another layer of complexity to social exclusion, as mobility is an
increasingly relevant part of our societal life. Kaufmann et al (2004) even argue that mobility is a
form of capital itself, which enables to participate in society and access economic and cultural
capital. For example, Minnaert (2012) identifies positive effects of tourism activities for the social
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capital of disadvantaged families. A complex construction of space and the social world is given
by Manderscheid (2009). She highlights the importance of mobility and how it connects to the
notion of space, which again relates to infrastructure. In essence, mobility is seen a necessary
factor to access resources and services or to participate in activities in certain spaces.
Infrastructure provides this mobility, but is not distributed equally, thus creating and reproducing
inequality in spaces that lag behind.
Behrens et al (2016) take a critical view on inclusion and mobility in urban spaces. They argue
that the definition of mobility was and still is controversially debated. It has a negative
connotation in the context of migration, while it has a positive one when it comes to a multispatial lifestyle (e.g. studying abroad, leisure trips and secondary residences). According to Cudak
and Bukow (2016), urban societies potentially benefit from mobility and the (ethical and cultural)
diversity that comes with it. Cities can be a hub of inclusion, integration and social development.
However, scholars like Espino (2015) or Whitzman et al (2013) highlight that exclusion and
inequality are currently the norm in urban spaces, which are in dire need of improvement. The
World Bank1, for example, promotes the ´Inclusive Cities´ concept, which fosters a positive
development in urban areas understood as spatial, social and economic inclusion. Those three
key factors refer to infrastructural needs, basic civic right and possibilities to get a decent
income.
Mandershied (2009) suggests that the study of the (re)production and contestation of urban
inequalities cannot escape the mobilities dialogue: “mobilities (…) constitute a significant
stratifying force through which unequal life chances are being continuously reproduced” (p.7);
and “conceptualizing inequalities as emerging from power relations shaped in multiple social
spaces opens the appreciation of their contingent (but not arbitrary) as well as political
character” (p. 11). Thus vulnerable groups are understood as relatively ‘immobile’ population
groups: dependent on given sets of resources and social networks, unable to adjust life and
consumption patterns to the new landscapes nuanced by a progressive tuning of urban space to
transient and mobile consumers, stuck to working lives that are at odds with the prevailing
rhythms of consumption of the city in certain areas, physiologically unable to cope with the
progressive crowding out of services of general interest for a resident population or with the
requirements of the job market.
The notion of access to activities, values and goods has been the main way in which mobilities
have entered the debate of social stratification and inequality. Urry (2007: 187) argues that the
focus of the analysis should be the social consequences of such mobilities, namely, to be able to
engender and sustain social relations with those people (and to visit specific places) who are
mostly not physically proximate. While there is an observable increase in socioeconomic
polarisations within most (western) countries, and most notably within the EU, traditional
accounts of such trends are frequently framed by a national perspective, which understands
societies to be territorially bounded (Manderscheid, 2009). A focus on urban inequalities needs
to take in the spatial as well as the social interconnectedness between the analytic entities. In
other words, if social relations, capitals or resources nuance specific spatialities, access to - or
appropriation of - such capital rests on mobilities; which, in turn, require the disposition of
certain resources, such as economic capital, and the necessary knowledge, capacities and skills
(Cass et al, 2005). In order to understand the mechanism of reproducing inequalities by means
1

https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/inclusive-cities#1 (accessed 06. April 2020)
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of mobilities, or, as Urry (2007) phrases it, “how these multiple mobilities do in fact make a
difference to the contemporary nature of social stratification, to entering the gates of heaven
or hell” (p. 187), further empirical investigation is needed.
Drawing on Castells’ (1978; 1977) analysis of urbanism, social structure and power after the
advent of the informational society, Kaufmann, Bergman and Joye (2004) propose the notion of
‘motility’ as a way to operationalize the relationship between spatial and social mobilities.
“Motility can be defined as the capacity of entities (e.g. goods, information or persons) to be
mobile in social and geographic space” (p. 750), thus providing a conceptual framework for the
analysis of social stratification processes in physical spaces. As such, this notion implicitly refers
to three different but complementary aspects, namely: access, competence and appropriation.
First, access to mobility is the prerequisite for any form of mobile practice. Access is constrained
by options and conditions, the former referring to the availability and proximity of
infrastructures, while the latter is rather associated to material resources that people might
mobilize to actually move. Second, individuals need to develop and use their skills to engage in
mobility. These skills might be linked to physical competences (e.g., good health status), acquired
competences (e.g., holding authorizations, permits and documents to move), and organizational
competences (e.g., planning skills). Third, appropriation refers to how social actors ‘make sense’
of the social practice they are engaged in and the physical space they are moving in.
Appropriation combines actual and perceived habitus, and it holds a potentially transformative
capacity since it might be the forerunner of future social and/or spatial changes.
According to Kaufman et al (2004), motility should then be seen as an emerging form of capital
(Bourdieu, 1986) sharing complex relations with other forms of financial, cultural or social assets.
Moreover, the definition of motility as capital invites to a more comprehensive account of
contemporary societies by duly taking into account relevant moderating factors and socio-spatial
constraints at micro-level (e.g., differentiated socio-spatial patterns within households members
depending on their sphere of activity – school, work, leisure), meso-level (e.g., fruition transport
networks), and macro-level (e.g., structural changes linked with financial flows and supranational
entities).
Relatedly, one of the key features of present-day inequalities is immobility and stillness. In their
analysis of elite mobilities, for instance, Birtchnell and Caletrío (2014: 24) suggest that “one of
the central features of the new poverty […] concerns its embedding in complex systems of
immobility”. Immigrant detention centres are perhaps the harshest example of immobility
(Moran, Gill & Conlon, 2013). Yet, in some cases stillness in a mobile world might also turn in
an act of resistance (Bissell & Fuller, 2011), being the experience of residents who decide not to
move from gentrifying neighbourhoods a good example of this. At the very end, “mobility and
immobility are profoundly relational and experiential” (Adey, 2006: 82). There is no mobility or
immobility in absolute terms but only a dialectical relationship between the two. To begin with,
in line with Urry’s ‘mobility/moorings dialectic’ (Urry, 2003), stable and relatively fixed moorings
are the prerequisite for mobility. More generally, the ground-breaking analysis of Cresswell
(2001) revealed that the movements of some people inevitably imply the immobility of others.
This standpoint is key for the SMARTDEST project as well, which seeks to explore how
mobilities and immobilities interacts in selected case studies, and how global drivers of mobilityrelated exclusionary factors take place and affects in local environments.
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2.4.

SMARTDEST’s conceptual framework and research objectives

In the original research proposal, SMARTDEST’s approach to tackling the general and specific
objectives set above is based on engagement with three broad objects, which constitute the
backbone of its research and innovation methodology:
1.

Global drivers of social exclusion – especially those that the ‘mobilities turn’ in social
sciences, to which our project subscribes, has tackled as drivers of transformations of place
and communities.

2.

Local impacts and exclusionary processes – these are framed in the transformation
of sociocultural fabrics, housing and job markets, use and access to local resources, place
identities.

3.

The policy domain as multi-scale governance and policy frameworks that accompany,
boost (or hinder) the effectiveness of solutions and forms of coping and mitigating the
challenges presented by tourism mobilities.

Figure 1 - Analytical framework of SMARTDEST (from original project proposal)

Figure 1 illustrates how these domains of engagement are logically connected and tackled
through specific research tasks (bundled into Work Packages). Global drivers and local
anchorings determine social exclusion effects at local level, mediated by dynamization factors
(evolutions of the mobility technology which may boost social exclusion or enhance community
resilience), and mitigation factors as inclusion policies and socially constructed forms of coping.
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These mitigating factors may scale up to the policy and governance domains and be made more
effective; the SMARTDEST project will seek to make that happen.
After the review of our epistemological entry points in this section, we now want to present
how concretely we want to tackle the objective set with RO1 in the next research stages of the
project, across WP2 and WP3. The following research domains are therefore situated in out
analytical framework as in Figure 2:

Figure 2 - Analytical framework of SMARTDEST (revised in the light of epistemological entry points) and
research domains in WP2 and WP3



A first research ambition has to do with a better understanding of the nature,
dimension, evolution and destinations of the mobility flows that we consider
tourism mobilities, as well as of the other human and nonhuman mobilities (workforce,
lifestyle migrants, students, goods and objects, capital, information, policies, etc) enabling –
and enmeshed with– tourism mobilities.



Connected with the above, it is also necessary to track the development, expansion
and nature (as spaces enacted and signified by tourism mobilities) of the infrastructure
of anchoring or moorings that allow such mobilities to plug in, engage with and navigate
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the urban space: transport gateways, local transit systems, public spaces, hospitality and
leisure establishment, commercial spaces, cultural sites and events, etc.



A parallel research track will provide a broad outlook of trends of social exclusion
in the EU space, along different dimensions –poverty, exclusion from basic services,
housing, and dignified work, spatial segregation, etc.–, with a special focus on metropolitan
areas and other cities and regions that are important tourist destinations, examining their
evolution over the last decades and especially before and after the 2008 financial crisis, the
stage of recovery and during the COVID-19 crisis of 2020.



A last research ambition in this first stage it to scrutinise the policy frameworks (from the
EU to the national and local scale), institutional arrangements, degrees of technological
development and ‘fitness’, and other agencies, as well as local conditions (geopolitical, social,
cultural) which define ‘mobility regimes’ through which the penetration and impacts of
tourism mobilities may either be boosted or mitigated.

These first four research domains will be mostly carried out within the scope of WP2 and will
be pooled together to produce a European outlook map that illustrates how certain
mobility-drivers, social exclusion trends and mobility regimes interconnect to various degrees,
allowing to identify regional patterns, ‘hotspots’ and outliers, as well as future scenarios in these
associations, which will be subject to further scrutiny in the next stages of the project also in
the way of establishing causal mechanisms and taking in due account the variety of situations,
processes and responses they elicit.
Other fundamental RQs in our project, descending from the sub-objective 1.2 “To propose a
general interpretation of how tourism mobilities are (re)producing social imbalances, and how
different governance structures, regulatory frameworks, and contextual factors may produce
substantial variations on these effects, eliciting variegated place-based responses at multiple
policy scales” need downscaling at case study level and the deployment of different methods and
data. They can be so summarised:
5

Explore spatial practices and performance “on the move” and how they challenge resident
communities and the most vulnerable sectors therein;

6

Analyse the processes of production of space through the engagement of mobile and
immobile communities leading to the exclusion, marginalisation and segregation of certain
groups and individuals

7

Track the spatial dimensions of social exclusion at the fine scale of municipalities,
neighbourhoods or census zones metropolitan areas

8

Examine the ‘coping tactics’ of affected communities and the nature and reach of organised
bottom-up initiatives that challenge social exclusion

9

Use the frameworks of Evolutionary Economic Geography (EEG) and Agent-Based
Modelling (ABM) to explore how innovations, shocks and shifts in the destination
ecosystem resituate social actors in the destination ecosystem

10 Analyse how emerging technospaces of citizen collaboration, gender and difference
awareness, collaborative and circular economy, and participatory e-governance may lead to
mitigations of the disruptive power of tourism mobilities and to a more inclusive visitor
economy
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11 Examine the effects of policy transitions and innovative governance models for greater
community resilience in the face of tourist mobilities
In the next section, these analytical dimensions are further scrutinised in the light of the existing
literature (conceptual, empirical and methodological), with the goal of identifying useful entry
points and gaps, and introducing a number of concrete research tasks that will be developed in
the next stages of the project.

3. ANALYTICAL DIMENSIONS AND METHODOLOGICAL
APPROACHES
Beyond the significant debate on contemporary lives ‘on the move’ (Urry, 2000; Cresswell, 2006;
Elliot & Urry, 2010; Adey, 2017), the mobilities turn has contributed to revamp the field of
place politics. Not only mobilities are per se a highly politicised matter, but they subsume a
geometry of power-forces which are clearly stratified along class, gender, ethnic, physical
condition etc. lines, as clarified among others by Cresswell (2010) and Adey (2017). For instance,
the bargaining power of white skilled migrants, western (male) tourists or the elites of corporate
travellers for the use of urban resources (housing, services, public space) can be much superior
to that of resident populations, that are often shielded off from their use (Ryan & Mulholland,
2014; Conlon, 2011).
Infrastructures and technologies mould the spatial effects of mobilities, facilitating or limiting
their anchoring to places (Hannam et al, 2006; Adey, 2009). These include infrastructures of
access (airports, railways, ports, etc.) determining the multimodal external accessibility of places,
infrastructures of internal accessibility (transit systems, walkability) affecting the spatial
behaviour of mobilities at places, infrastructures of dwelling, as formal (hotels, licensed rental
apartments) and informal (‘shared’ apartments in p2p platforms, friends’ places) systems that
‘accommodate’ mobilities at places, technologies of navigability like information systems for
visitors, social media, etc that allow a cognitive familiarisation of transient populations with
places, and finally social capital as peer communities that also intervene in the process of
integrating mobilities flows in local processes of social production (Williams et al, 2008) as well
as the entrepreneurial capital or know-how which facilitates the anchoring of technological
knowledge into places.
The way in which mobilities operate in place is also strongly framed by political agency and
ideologies, and the interplay between global interests and local institutional capability. The
classical literature on power coalitions in place politics, boosterism, and planning as a
‘legitimising’ device (Jonas & Wilson, 1999) received new impetus under the mobilities turn,
hinting for instance at the ‘mobile’ character of place policies (McCann & Ward, 2011), at the
cosmopolisation of the ‘risk society’ (Beck, 1992) and at the financialisation of (urban) property
(Urry, 2014; Yrigoy, 2014; Rolnik, 2013). Eventually, as Hannam et al (2014) suggest, by mapping
the larger-scale movements of people, objects, capital, and information across the world, a
mobilities perspective allows us to analyse the connections between tourism and geopolitics
critically.
Finally (and of special interest for this project), mobilities are tightly knit with digital
technologies: not only as enabling infrastructure for large-scale human mobilities, but also as
agency and structuring device of the connections (physical, mental, social, financial) which drive
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them (Williams et al, 2008). As many urban areas and metropolitan regions become hubs of
large-scale investments in the ‘digitization’ of supply and service systems within ‘smart city’
programs, the digital realm is also strongly framed as political project; one that facilitates the
anchoring of mobilities to places and heighten the value of moorings, for instance abating the
cognitive barrier between travellers and unfamiliar spaces (Line et al, 2011) or assisting the
establishment of social relations at destinations (Kwan, 2007).
In this chapter we present the objects, approaches and key findings of a certain number of
research streams which can be related with the mobilities debate, have relevant implications for
the production of inequalities in cities, and will therefore drive further research activities in this
project as indicated above in 2.4. This section is organised in four parts, each including one or
more subsections, which illustrates how the literature has i) measured and dimensioned tourism
mobilities globally; ii) analysed selected processes of tourism-related place transformation; iii)
engaged with the production of social exclusion, with a special focus on tourist places and the
tourist workforce; iv) posited ‘regimes of mobility’ and examined the normative approaches and
agencies they underlie.

3.1.

Dimensioning Tourism-Related Mobilities

3.1.1.

Tourism mobilities: key drivers and trends

Our world is becoming more and more mobile, and transport systems and infrastructure are
evolving globally. Individuals move more and faster than ever between cities, via air, port, and
rail mobility, and within regions and cities (European Environmental Agency, 2012). Gossling et
al (2018) report that in 2012 humanity collectively travelled 38 trillion passenger kilometres and
this figure could grow to 104–150 trillion by 2050.
In Western countries, there is also an attempt to shift towards modes that are more sustainable
and supportive of health, such as walking and cycling and new forms of shared mobility. Such a
shift towards sustainable transport has been translated into policies such as Mobility-as-a-Service
(MaaS) – a shift away from personally-owned modes of transportation and towards mobility
provided as a service, and Sustainable Travel Plans and Strategies, developed by governments,
local authorities, and private businesses. While in Western countries individuals are less
dependent on cars (Buheler et al, 2016), the interest on aeromobilities has increased in the past
decades, partially due to increased availability of income and leisure opportunities.
This shift towards active and shared mobility is also facilitated by the information and
communication technologies (ICT) revolution of the past decades, which offers opportunities
to collect information about different public transport modes, to plan and pay for trips, to rent
bicycles or cars, or to hail transport services (see later discussion on Smart Cities).
Despite these advances, there remains important issues of social and environmental justice at
both global and local level. Focusing on the local scale, which is the focus of the SMARTDEST
project, several authors have highlighted the negative effects of car congestion and pollution on
communities. In addition, it is clear that it is only a small portion of the world population which
makes the great majority of (air) travels and has access to transport systems (public, private, and
shared systems). There is also evidence that the distribution of burdens and risks in the
transportation system is unevenly distributed (e.g. Lucas, 2012, Parra et al, 2018).
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As argued by Sheller (2008), mobility is related to technological innovation, which is in turn
affected by gender. The early adopters of technologies have been mainly wealthy men. This is
evident in different times and cultures, where women have been prohibited from using some of
these technologies. In western societies, these were not initially designed for women and, even
today, women are still prohibited from driving cars in countries such as Saudi Arabia. On the
other side, the division of public/private spaces continues to be based on patriarchal beliefs about
the inadequacy of women's spatial mobility outside the private domain. This still influences
research and planning in the field of mobility, so the gender mainstreaming in government
transport policy has not been easily translated into successful actions and concrete strategies.
Next to people, goods are also moving more and more (Birtchnell et al, 2015). One billion
tonnes of goods were handled in the main EU ports in the 4th quarter of 2018 (Eurostat, 2020).
These trends are related to the increased mobility of people and to the growing popularity of
e-commerce. Amazon delivers more than 10 billion items a year. In the US, in 2017 e-commerce
accounted for US $2.3 trillion, that is around 10% of the US global retail market (Saner, 2020).
The environmental impacts of e-commerce are stunning. In 2018, the carbon dioxide emitted
by Amazon (44.4 million metric tons) comes close to pollution rates of Switzerland or Denmark.
In addition, the growth of goods mobility also increases the movement of the logistics-related
workforce, producing issues of precarity (as discussed in the section on Workforce). Cities are
also being transformed by such mobility of goods, with a 20–35% congestion increase since 2010
and a predicted 36% increase of delivery vehicles by 2030 (World Economic Forum, 2020).
The following sections discuss in more details these trends of transport and infrastructure.
Air, port, and rail transport
Air travel has increased exponentially since the 1950s. In 2014, 6 trillion global revenue
passenger kilometres were reached, and around 3 billion passengers travel every year (Bongaerts
et al, 2016). Currently, the total international aviation fleet counts 23,480 aircrafts, which could
double by 2036 (Gossling et al, 2018). The rise of the number of EU passengers can be observed
in Figure 3. Not only a strong rise in the total number of air passengers carried in the Central
Eastern European (CEE) area can be observed, but in Europe as well. The total number of air
passengers carried have been increasing over the past 17 years. The total number of passengers
has risen from 680 million up to 1.6 billion passengers carried each year.
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Figure 3 - Total number of air passengers carried (Source: EUROSTAT)

Tourism trips account for 51% of arrivals globally. Related to this, aviation was found to
contribute 40% of all global tourism CO2 emissions in 2005, and it is estimated to grow over
50% by 2035 (Bongaerts et al, 2016). These issues are exacerbated by the positive perceptions
of travellers, as distance of destination contribute to happiness (Ram, Nawijn, & Peeters, 2013),
and social status/capital (Cohen & Gossling, 2015). Compared to twenty years ago, more and
more people engage in air travel.
The liberalisation policies of the European market and the insurgence of low-cost carriers (LCC)
had an important role in these passenger growth trends. The first package for the liberalization
of the European airline market was implemented in 1987, whilst the third and last was
implemented between 1993 and 1997. The idea behind the liberalization of the European airline
market was to increase competition. Button (2010) shows that the competition has increased,
but only a few routes have a high number of competitors. A larger increase in competition might
have been expected, however the demand of each route is limited. The analysis of Button shows
that the LCC have benefited the most of the “Open European Skies”, whilst the major European
airlines not directly have benefited.
The LCC have also been the main driving force regarding the opening of the CEE market. Lowcost carriers concentrated in regional airport and set low prices, which contributed to a loss of
market share of national carriers. However, the CCE market is still not as large as the markets
in West-Europe, since the aviation market in the CCE-countries only accounted for 4.8% of all
air transport in Europe in 2013 (Jankiewicz & Huderek-Glapska, 2016).
With regards to the effects of airports on regional economies, the literature generally confirms
the relationship between infrastructure and regional development. For example, North
American research (Appold & Kasarda, 2012) assessed the rise of the “airport city” finding that
the areas immediately surrounding the sampled airports increased in employment at over twice
the rate of their corresponding areas and significantly faster than suburban rings. McNeill (2014)
illustrates how the development of Hong Kong airport has been a tool in governments’ attempts
to facilitate integration of its elites in extra-territorial economic activities. Researchers have also
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suggested new ways to think about global spatial patterns in terms of ‘world city networks’ to
reflect the importance of connectivity.
More recently, flight shaming has emerged as a popular trend towards making air travel socially
unacceptable due to its high carbon footprint (Flaherty & Holmes, 2019). The International Air
Transport Association stated that the rise in the number of passengers might be slowing down
or even decreasing due to this phenomenon. The trend of flight shaming only focusses one
negative externality of air transport, namely global atmospheric pollution, however there are
more negative externalities which can be identified (CE Delft, 2003):
•

Global atmospheric pollution

•

Local environmental pollution: such as soil pollution, local atmospheric pollution, noise
annoyance and odour nuisance

•

Safety risks

•

Congestion of runway slots & airspace

•

Impacts of airport infrastructure, such as land use, impacts on nature, wildlife and heritage.

•

Impacts on nature conservation

Despite air travel having become much more accessible, it still tends to be an elitist practice.
For example, in 2017 almost 70 percent of plane trips were taken by the 12% of American
adults, who fly six or more times a year (Ipsos, 2017).
Turning to maritime transport, the number of passengers in the cruise industry has been steadily
increasing. Figure 4 shows the number of cruise passengers has double over the last 13 years.
The growth of the total number of cruise passengers is driven by three factors (CBI, 2020): a
strong economic recovery, an increasing in the repositioning of cruises and the growth in ship
capacity.

Figure 4 - Total number of cruise passengers (Source: CLIA & ECC)

The increasing in ship capacity is an ongoing trend of the last 30 year (Papathanassis, 2019). Since
the 1990’s major cruise lines began building larger and more efficient ships; accordingly, an
increase in ship size from 77,000 to 137,000 tons was observed. In the early 2000’s vessels were
surpassing the 175,000 tons, however in 2022 the largest vessel will be more than 205,000 tons.
These bigger ships had an extra advantage of more on-board features, which the customer
wanted (Sloan, 2019). However, it remains questionable if this trend will continue in the long
term, since there are also technological and infrastructural restrictions (Papathanassis, 2019).
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In regard to rail, after the 1974 petrol crisis, high speed rail took off as Europe’s energy
dependency exposed the vulnerable position of the internal mobility. There is currently nosingle European high-speed rail network, however each country has its own model. In 1990
there was 1000 kilometres of high-speed rail infrastructure, whilst at the end of 2017 this was
9067 km of high-speed rail lines and 1671 was still under construction (European Court of
Auditors, 2018). Besides the increase in infrastructure, the number of passenger-kilometres
grew from 15 billion to 124 in 2016.
Urban mobility trends
Modal split data in a selection of European cities shows that in 2014 walking represented
between 24% and 44% of transport share (Hall et al, 2017). Walking is possibly the preferred
travel mode of tourists at destination (Hall & Ram, 2019). However, residents walk less
compared to past four decades in the US and Western Europe. The modal share of walking fell
by roughly one-half in France and the United Kingdom (UK), by one-third in Germany, and by
one-fourth in Denmark (Buehler & Pucher, 2012). However, there is a growing awareness of
the health, social, environmental, and economic benefits of walking (Sinnett et al, 2011); since it
is an inexpensive, relatively low-skilled mode of travelling that can be incorporated into daily
routines, governments are investing in setting out walking strategies and creating walkable urban
environments (Sinnett et al, 2011).
A way to measure how walking-friendly an area is, is to assess Walkability its index. This normally
depends on the so-called ‘D variables’ (Ewing & Cervero, 2010): Density and Diversity of land
use, Design of the street network including pedestrian-oriented designs, Destination accessibility
and Distance to transit bus stops. Extensive research found that walking levels are positively
associated with dense and diverse areas (Sinnett et al, 2011; Ewing & Cervero, 2010), accessibility
to desired destinations (Sinnett et al, 2011; Ewing & Cervero, 2010), and presence of green
spaces (Giles-Corti et al, 2005). However, there exist numerous walkability indexes, and it is
challenging to compare walkability of different cities due to the differences in built environment
characteristics.
Cycling also entails important health and environmental benefits, and it is becoming more and
more popular (Hall et al, 2017). The share of daily trips by cycling varies greatly from country
to country (Buehler & Pucher, 2012). In Europe, it ranges from 2% (Ireland, 2006 data) to 26%
(Netherlands, 2008 data), with cities such as Amsterdam or Copenhagen having a cycling modal
split of more than a third (Hall et al, 2017). Cycling is also increasing its popularity among tourists
(Hall et al, 2017). Since 1965, bike sharing has grown across Europe, the Americas, and
Australasia. In 2010, there were approximately 100 bike sharing programs operating in an
estimated 125 cities around the world with over 139,300 bicycles (Shaheen et al, 2010). Evidence
shows that if all bike sharing trips replaced car trips, 73.25 deaths could be avoided each year in
the twelve cities (Otero et al, 2018). In Shanghai, bike sharing is estimated to have saved 8,358
tonnes of petrol and decreased CO2 emissions by 25,240 tonnes in 2016 (Zhang & Mi, 2018).
Public transport is an important mode in Europe, with 182 million daily trips conducted during
the working week in the EU (2012 data, UITP, 2014). Public transport is also a common travel
mode among urban tourists. Little research has been conducted on tourist use of public
transport; a study from Munich reported that 82% of visitors used public transport during their
visit (Le Klahn et al, 2014). There are also some instances where local public transport is a
tourist attraction in itself, such as in the case of the Lisbon trams.
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Despite bus travel being perceived as uncomfortable and tends to have a negative image, 56% of
public transport trips are made by buses. Out of the remaining trips, 28% are made by tram and
suburban railway and 16% by metros. The number of trips has been increasing since 2000, and
it is estimated to grow. Increasing the safety, convenience, and feasibility of public transport has
been part of sustainable mobility policies in European cities (Buheler et al, 2016); in addition, a
well-planned transit system can counterbalance economic inequalities, by providing to lower
socio-economic classes opportunities to move and access jobs and resources (Maksim &
Bergman, 2009, p 14). As a consequence, cities such as London, Paris, Copenhagen, and
Stockholm have seen an increase in the mode share of walking, bicycling, and public transport
over the past two decades. However, in cities from developed countries, the combined share
of walking, cycling, and public transport tends to be higher in city centres and lower in
peripheries (DG MOVE, 2019). In addition, in European cities public transport running costs
increase yearly, and ticket revenues tend to cover less than 60% of running costs (European
Court of Auditors, 2020). One relevant trend in public transport is related to electronic
payment systems and integration of ticketing systems. Within the CIVITAS II programme, on
integrated sustainable, clean and energy efficient transport policy, several European cities
implemented measures dealing with introducing new ticketing systems (Civitas, 2010).
Whilst global trends of car ownership, use, and driver licensing are upwards, recent studies
suggest a stagnation or even decline in rates in highest-income countries (Buheler et al, 2016) –
a trend known as peak car. Research also showed that Millennials own fewer cars than previous
generations (Klein & Smart, 2017). Despite this, congestion remains an important issue in cities
worldwide, including in Europe; according to European data, between 2013 and 2018 congestion
worsened in 25 out of 37 urban nodes (European Court of Auditors, 2020). The countries with
the highest congestion levels are Malta, the UK, Belgium, Italy and Luxembourg, with more than
35 hours spent in congestion per vehicle each year. One of the issues related to congestion is
that according to the European Court of Auditors (2020), in seven out of eight cities, it generally
remains more time-efficient to use a private vehicle than public transport. Despite EU funds
were allocated to sustainable urban mobility in 2014-2020, there is no evidence of a clear trend
towards more sustainable modes of transport and reduction of car use (European Court of
Auditors, 2020).
Another trend in car mobility is the shift to alternative fuels vehicles, especially electric vehicles.
This varies substantially across EU countries, although there is a general positive trend. Sales of
electric vehicles increase exponentially every year. Their average share was 2% in 2018 (DG
MOVE, 2019). Sweden is leading with more than 5% of the new registrations of passenger
vehicles being electric (2017 data). Electric mobility could significantly reduce air pollution
caused by transport, due to less fossil fuel use, especially if the electricity is produced from
renewable sources. However, there are still some environmental issues related to electric
vehicles (Niestadt & Bjørnåvold 2019).
Connected and autonomous vehicles (CAVs) refer to a system of driverless cars that
communicate with each other and the infrastructure. These are being designed to improve road
safety, enhancing quality-of-life, and improving the efficiency of transportation systems (Elliot et
al, 2019). According to scholars, these have the potential to dramatically change cities and the
way people navigate them (Bissell et al, 2020). These changes will also affect tourism (Cohen &
Hopkins, 2019), as CAVs have the potential of re-shaping tourism mobilities. All types of vehicle
transport involved in urban tourism will be affected by the potential transition to automation
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(airport shuttles, city taxis, car hire and vehicle-based guided urban sightseeing). Already now,
they are being proposed as autonomous shuttles for travellers to aircrafts at European airports
and other tourism contexts.
Social issues related to private car use are well-known, and include environmental and health
issues and land use in cities. The main negative externality related to congestion is air pollution;
urban mobility accounts for 40% of all CO2 emissions of road transport and up to 70 % of other
pollutants from transport (European Commission, 2020), and between 2014 and 2017, road
transport CO2 emissions increased by 5% (European Court of Auditors, 2020). Air pollution has
been referred to as ‘the new tobacco’ by the World Health Organisation, as it now kills more
people (7 million people a year) than smoking does. 91% of the world's population live in areas
with air pollution above World Health Organisation (WHO) limits; it is also worth noting that
it is usually most of the burden of air pollution is on vulnerable groups, including low-income
groups, ethnic minorities, active travellers, and children. As a response to the issue of air
pollution, several cities in Europe have started to issue restrictions to car movements, such as
congestion zones or charging, car-free days, and vehicle restrictions (see Milan, London, Madrid).
Turning to land use in cities, cars and related infrastructure require substantial space. A relevant
part of the problem is related to parking, since a car is parked for 96% of the time.
There are also new forms of mobility that are emerging in cities. First, new forms of taxi mobility
based on ridesharing and app-use, such as Uber and Lyft in cities or Blablacar for inter-city
mobility. For example, Uber was used in more than 600 cities as of 2019, with 4 million Uber
trips completed daily and over 10 billion trips been completed worldwide, and this trend is
projected to grow more and more (Business of Apps, 2020). These companies have
revolutionized the taxi industry, as they offer a competitive substitute to traditional taxis, and
they are appealing to younger, more (technology) educated audiences, including tourists, and
can represent a substitute to private cars.
Another new form of mobility is that of shared micromobility (e.g. e-scooters). Rental escooters were first introduced in 2017 and can now be found in cities worldwide. They are
cheap, convenient, sustainable, and flexible alternative to cars. In addition, they can be more
appealing to tourists than bike sharing systems as they are more flexible (no docking station, no
registration required). German data shows that 5% of trips are up to 1 km, 25% between 1 and
3 km, 33% between 4 and 6 km, and another third of trips are above 6 km.

3.2.

Investigating tourism-related place transformations

3.2.1.

Analysing tourism destinations dynamics: An Evolutionary Economic Geography
approach

One of the derivates of the mobilities turn in the social sciences is to have repositioned the role
and interest for the study of tourism, not anymore a separate and marginal domain of social and
economic analysis, but a fundamental dimension of all places and especially cities in the XXI
century (Coles & Hall, 2006). Tourism (or leisure mobility) is proposed as a powerful ‘analytics’
of society and space (Minca & Oakes, 2014), clarifying how the way in which contemporary space
is organised, signified and policied is moulded on voluntary practices of mobility of the world
population.
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The analysis of tourism- or mobilities induced transformations of spaces and places requires
conceptual and analytical models that are complex, non-linear and non-deterministic, and thus
fit to represent a dynamic reality where the objects as well as agents of change are ‘on the move’
and play out across different scales and networks. One such fertile approaches is provided by
EEG. The emergence of EEG was heralded in 1999 by Boschma & Lambooy (1999) and The
Handbook of Evolutionary Economic Geography was published in 2010 (Boschma & Martin, 2010a).
In 2011, EEG approach was defined as the focus on the historical processes that produce
patterns of uneven distribution of economic activity across space (Boschma & Frenken, 2011:
286). Empirical research has mainly studied industrial clusters and regions with historical legacies
in manufacturing (Klepper, 2007) clearly focusing on the regional level (Neffke, Henning &
Boschma, 2011).
EEG has three theoretical pillars on which it has developed: path dependence, complexity
theory, and generalized Darwinism (Boschma & Martin, 2010b). Firstly, path dependence
(Arthur, 1994; David, 1997) implies that history matters, and that regional economic evolution
tends towards regional ‘lock-in’ whereby, behind success, is a hidden change in the exposure of
the regional economy followed by collapse. Much of the EEG research has been inspired by the
‘industrial ruination’ (Mah, 2012) which has affected formerly prosperous regions. On the second
pillar, complex theory, Martin and Sunley (2015: 10) argue that because social, cultural,
technological, institutional, industrial complexity, to fully understand the development of
regional economies it is required to analyse their multi-scalar, not self-contained industry and
interdependent character. In this context, as stated by Brouder et al (2017), “the concept of coevolution is utilized in EEG studies and shows that new paths may emerge endogenously and
grow independently of the dominant path (or paths) while still interacting with those paths due
to the complex environment at the regional level.” Thirdly, generalized Darwinism includes the
concepts of novelty and continuity, variety, selection, and retention (Hodgson & Knudsen, 2010).
An important focus is the desire for variety, as opposed to diversification per se, as a driver of
regional innovation and growth. This refers to the idea of related variety (complementary
without being in direct competition), which is easily applicable in tourism as the sector is made
up of a number of related industries.
Parallel to general advances in EEG, during the 2000s, several contributions attempted to
understand factors driving the transformation of destinations beyond the inspired TALC analysis
on evolution of tourism in destinations (Butler, 1980; 2006a; 2006b). In this sense, Agarwal
(2002) framed the analysis of destination evolution processes within the concept of
restructuring, and Gill (2000) examined social and political dynamics. Yet, building a
comprehensive general theory on tourism development, the Equipe MIT (2002; 2005; 2011)
argued that tourism has the capacity to allow places to emerge with new systems of actors and
new social and urban practices (see also: Stock, 2003). More recently, other approaches stress
that the evolution of destinations is highly dependent on enacting human agency. In this vein,
Clivaz et al (2014) used the concept of tourist capital of resorts to discuss how collective agency
could generate a metamorphic dynamic able to facilitate the conversion of resorts into urban
places. Pavlovich (2013) adopted the Deleuzian concept of networks as rhizome, to argue that
change can occur in an unexpected manner in any direction. Also, during the late decade,
Agarwal (2012) went back to the restructuring approach utilizing Healey´s (2004)
conceptualizations of space and place to explore the role of relational spatiality in destination
restructuring.
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The cited papers on destination evolution were produced within general evolutionary
approaches even though not under a regular EEG approach. Yet, they indicate the existence of
certain key issues other than the evolution of tourist demand, facilities and services that should
be discussed when analysing destination evolution. Obviously, these approaches could also be
linked to other perspectives, such as resilience (Tyrell & Johnston, 2008; Calgaroa, Lloyd &
Dominey-Howes, 2014; Lew, 2014), the well-established research on sustainability development
(Bramwell & Lane, 2012) or tourism geography relational analysis (Pastras & Bramwell, 2013).
Under such evolutionary approaches it is understood that tourism destinations, like other
places, evolve by means of dynamic processes including the necessary mobility of people (not
only tourists), of capital, of goods, and of information (Jackson & Murphy, 2002, Anton Clavé &
Wilson, 2017). In this context, some researchers tried to apply the EEG concepts to this stream
of analysis. For them EEG had the chance to create a new framework to aid of course to
understand how destinations evolve over time but also to interpret the role of tourism as a way
of accumulating capital and of creating potential dynamics and/or conflicts of economic variety,
environmental (in)equity and social justice.
As a result, this stream of research acknowledges that it is not possible to study the evolution
of destinations without including social, cultural, economic, and environmental changes and
challenges (Amin, 2002) and, accordingly, analyses of destination evolution need further
conceptual development including the local and global contextual forces inducing change (Butler,
2004; Agarwal, 2005; Dodds, 2007). According to Verbole (2003: 152), tourism destination
evolution should be ‘”seen as a dynamic, on-going socially constructed and negotiated process
that involves many social actors (individuals, groups and institutions) who continuously reshape
and transform it to fit it to their perceptions, needs, values and agendas”. In so doing, EEG
related contributions to the analysis of tourism destination evolution tend to avoid the implicit
determinism outlined by many initial demand oriented evolution models and point out the strong
need to explore and discuss how the analysis should contribute to deeper understand ‘how’ and
‘why’ destination evolve (Brouder, 2014; Ioannides et al, 2014). Yet, destinations are understood
as complex places with residential, productive, and social functions and extending beyond
tourism with co-evolving trajectories (Equipe MIT, 2002).
3.2.2.

Tourism and place transformations. The mobilities approach

Most foundational works on mobilities are highly conceptual, although they depart from the
observation that in the contemporary real world, the functioning of society cannot be explained
just by ‘local’ conditions but need to consider the operation of hybrid agencies at different scales,
themselves in a state of flow; and that the relationship between society and place is also
consequently ‘mobilised’ (Urry, 2000). These works thus establish a new epistemology of society
and ‘things’ in movement or determining movement as analytical object, and a methodological
toolbox that is fit to examine the complexities of a world ‘on the move’, where everything –
including the researcher’s view – has to be understood as framed by movement and relationship
between different spatial scales. They still use plenty of examples of this new way of
understanding the real world, and they do suggest what is the magnitude of the flows that
underpin the reorganisation of society in flow spaces, but they seldom engage systematically
with ‘measuring’ such flows, let alone their local landings and articulations. The more applied
works do translate this epistemological concern to the observation and empirical analysis of
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specific phenomena. Specifically, we will now restrict this enquiry to tourism mobilities and their
‘negotiations’ as set out in the previous section.
A revelatory kaleidoscope of themes is presented in the various contributions to Sheller and
Urry’s (2004) Tourism mobilities: places to play, places in play book, possibly the first work to
analyse systematically the role of tourism mobilities in place restructuring and ‘world forming’.
Tourism and other associated mobilities are hardly systematically measured, if not quoting
secondary sources, and their effects on place are mostly ‘made sense of’ recurring to
frameworks of interpretations which reflect the concerns of this literature for the enmeshments
of heterogeneous flows. For instance, of the outwards mobility of migrants and their cultures,
and the inward mobility of visitors, international investment, and dirty money, as in Mimi
Sheller’s account of how the contemporary Caribbean is both a place of mobility and a place ‘on
the move’, formed and transformed - as any other tourist places - by changing infrastructures of
physical and informational mobility, by cultural practices of travel and migration, and by the evershifting mobilities of people, markets, cultures, consumption, crime, risk, and disease. She
presents the many ways in which Caribbean culture is de-territorialised through flows of
migration and re-territorialised as “a dreamscape constituted by global movements of migrants,
tourists, workers, entrepreneurs, and criminals; transnational flows of capital investment,
monetary instruments, financial services, and laundered money; mediated flows of print and
digital information, radio and electronic communication, intellectual property, and pirated
products; and the unpredictable travels of global risks and threats to security (such as drugs,
diseases, guns, and hurricanes)” (p. 15).
In the same book, Sharpley (2004) addresses the waning visitor numbers in Cyprus (and its
unfocused future as a destination) in the light of a struggle between different orientations of the
official product development and promotion policy of the country, and the harsh reality of
agent/governance reconfigurations at national and international level, which, in an example he
makes, first puts the resort of Ayia Napa in the international map of ‘fun places’ and then, when
its party scene moves on, is not consistently able to aligning it with the national ambitions of
becoming a ‘family destination’ adhering to high environmental standards.
Accounts of the strident restructuring of places triggered by the intensification of tourism
mobilities extend to heritage towns such as Harrogate, UK (Cutthill) and historical sites like
Machu Picchu (Arellano) or the Taj Mahal (Edensor): in these cases and others included in Sheller
and Urry’s book, heritage ‘plays out’ like a magnet for international mobilities, getting to produce
a physical or cultural landscape in which bodily performances of the ‘mobile self’ as well as the
commercial strategies developed by a variety of networked agents, come to obfuscate and
contest its original meaning.
Lai (2004) introduces the topic of international travelling exhibitions as ‘mobile attractions’, their
resonance to tourist and local audiences, and their entanglements with the places that host such
exhibitions, suggesting the emergence of ‘worldscapes’ of museums and heritages (p. 102). The
effects of the SARS epidemics in Hong Kong and the dual character of this city as ‘place of EastWest playful encounter’ (reflecting the historical and cultural development of Hong Kong’s place
in the world and the changing nature of the hegemonic world order) and ‘place of fear’ is
examined by Sun and So (2004); the ‘mobile’ character of the epidemics and its global
mediatization offers a stark contrast with the development of Hong Kong as a tourist centre
and global-gateway city integrated into complex mobility systems and power frames.
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The making of Barcelona as a world city through the 1992 Olympics is the topic excavated by
Degen (2004). Her work reviews its historical and ideological underpinnings as well as the
powerful governance machinery that has been set up to develop this megaproject, which then
was to become the hegemonic urban regime sustaining both an internal improvement of the city
for its residents, and an external reappraisal of its urban imagery, and which resulted in the
affirmation of Barcelona as a top world tourist destination. Yet she also identifies the stridencies,
the low points and the emerging social contestations of this course, of which the casualisation
of work, the increasing gentrification of touristed neighbourhoods, and the reification of dissent
are increasingly visible dimensions.
In his concluding chapter (significantly called ‘Death in Venice’), Urry (2004) develop a transversal
reading of these (and other) chapters of the book, using the metaphor of ‘places that die’ as
transformed in playscapes for global mobilities. Death and suffering are an important part of all
these places’ historical origin and symbolic construction, and at the same time, is paradoxically
re-evoked by visitors in search of thrills or caused by the mobilities enmeshed with tourism.
Many other more recent works have built on the inquisitive effort of Sheller and Urry’s book
identifying new relevant topics, objects and frames of analysis. In some cases, these works also
use statistical data or collect other information through mobile technology and other methods
of qualitative research which allow them to draw some consultations on the specific effects of
tourism mobilities on processes of production of space.
In a short commentary Hall (2015) notes that the big figures on international tourism trends
provided by the literature often “draw attention away from some of the broader trends and
patterns in tourism mobility that will provide some of the greatest challenges for tourism
research, as well as ensuring the sustainability of tourism, in coming years”, as the enormous
amount of domestic tourism activity that exists and is not accounted for with equal clarity by
statistics and research (p. 7). Intents to compare these figures are tricky because domestic
tourism is difficult to delimit (same-day visitors, tourists from the same region, etc.), however
he talks about figures on domestic stays at hotels provided by UNWTO (United Nations World
Tourism Organisation) more than quadrupling that on foreigners in 2005 and estimated to
become 8 times larger by 2030. He notes that according to estimates, by 2017 the total number
of visitor arrivals by international and domestic overnight visitors will have exceeded the world’s
population for the first time, and he invites to further excavate on the environmental, social and
economic repercussions of such large-scale voluntary human movement as well as the
consequence of immobility: “tourism is (…) part of a ‘mobility gap’ in which the ‘hypermobile’
or ‘kinetic elite’ travel ever more frequently, while many do not travel far for leisure or business
at all”. He concludes, “there is relatively little attention to the less mobile in contemporary
society” (p. 8).
Dredge & Jamal (2013) examine how tourism mobilities have implications for destination
governance, looking at three key processes: the spatial restructuring of destinations, the
pluralisation of destination management, and the re-envisioning of community, responding
namely to shifts in demand for public services and infrastructure (for example, the growth in
demand for aged care and hospital services in destination communities attracting retirement
migration), fluctuations in economic conditions that reduce competitiveness (e.g. industry
stimulus packages), and the impacts on the social and cultural fabric of locales and community
cohesion, memory, place attachment and social capital. In their case study of the Australian Gold
Coast.
32

SMARTDEST – D 2.1 Scientific Report “Initial presentation of the Research Context”

Several works analyse the enmeshments that different forms of mobility defined by carriers,
both to and at destinations, define with place and society. There is a suggestion that ‘slow
mobilities’ (exemplified by a wide range of practices, as home-staying, backpacking, pilgrimage,
walking, etc.), are likely to produce virtuous encounters with the host community as they
present a lower level of challenge to the pace of everyday life in communities and a lower
pressure to develop systems and infrastructure of anchoring while they leave time and room for
a greater degree of intercultural change (Clancy, 2014; Fullagar, Markwell & Wilson, 2012). This
would contrast with the faster mobilities – more intermittent, more rapid, more contaminating,
more dependent on specialised moorings which insulate them from the quotidian of localities
and at the same time challenge it. For instance, same-day visitors, cruise tourists, elite business
travel, stag tourism, etc. This claim should be scrutinised further and analysed in ever-shifting
contexts of development (see, for instance, the changed point of view on home stays and the
‘treason’ of the promise of slowness that has been brought in by the corporatisation of p2p
accommodation, e.g., Martin, 2016; Dredge & Gymothy, 2015; or the emergence of
‘flashpacking’ as hypermobile and hyperconnected subculture of travel, in Paris 2012), yet, it
invites us to scrutinise further the specific local effects of travel modalities and mobility practices.
Duignan & Pappalepore (2019) write on something closer to the object of analysis of
SMARTDEST, investigating how a typical ‘mobile’ manifestation – the 2012 London Olympics –
has produced a range of processes of invisibilisation and exclusion, namely of small business in
the Greenwich area, but more broadly of the suburban resident community. Their research
“takes an exploratory, inductive approach – vital for amplifying local narratives, explicitly
contrasting the dominant positivist and quantitative approach often taken in impact analysis” (p.
163), and use policy documents – underlining their rhetoric of inclusion that is seen to ‘sell’
major projects of type, as well the urgency of ‘securing space’ that they purport – as secondary
sources. The case of this study supports the claim that certain (tourist) mobilities, and the
corporate-government efforts to attract them and territorialise it, end up producing
immobilities which define pathways of exclusion for the rooted communities.
Drawing attention to another contested dimension of the tourist city, public space, Brandajs &
Russo (2019) analyse the transits in two squares of the historical centre of Barcelona, to
understand how different mobilities entre in contact or fence off one another. Their study,
which use computerised video-processing methods, concludes that the large groups as those of
cruise passengers, visiting these squares in certain days and periods, have a fencing-off and
crowding-out effect on other mobilities, tourist and non-tourist, while smaller groups of visitors
and residents are more likely to mingle spatially and enter in some kind of contact. Qualitative
interviews, that complement this analysis, clarify that these uneven ‘encounters’ have very
different effects on the reproduction of a sense of place and the everyday routines. The heavily
patterned, regimented rhythm of use of cruise excursions, rather than ‘tourism’ taken as a
monolithic entity, is responsible for some of the most controversial processes of disruption of
neighbourhood life. Noting that the key gateway of cruise tourism is the port, this could be
understood both as ‘mooring’ (in the sense proposed by Hannam et al, 2006) and agency of
socio-spatial transformation across different scales.
To conclude, the research approach of the small sample of works cited here, referring or
drawing to different degrees from the mobilities turn’s conceptual apparatus, departs from the
assemblage of data, mostly from a plurality of secondary sources, which define the magnitude,
modalities, scales and practices of different tourism-related mobilities in relation to specific
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places or classes of places. This contextualisation is then used to focus on qualitative analyses of
their mutual enmeshments, their entanglements with place and societies, and only in a few cases
evaluate their global repercussions for instance as environmental pressures, or their local
impacts in terms of frictions with ‘the authentic’ or the affordabilities of less mobile
communities. As noted by Dredge and Jamal (2013), rather than systematically producing new
data, this literature seems to draw from “the myriad of data sources and reports available (…)
that offer the potential for creative analytical thinking, crystallisation and the creation of new
insights”.
3.2.3.

Urban mobility and effects on place: congestion, public space, and social exclusion

The mobility of tourists at destination may have important negative consequences at local level
for local residents. These effects are caused both directly, as a result of the movement of people
in cities, and indirectly, as a result of the development of infrastructure and mobility services
that sustain touristic movements. Focusing on the direct effects, at local level the flows create
congestion and limit residents’ mobility – active mobility but also public transport mobility.
Turning to the indirect effects, notably the development of gateway nodes such as stations and
ports generate processes of social exclusion. These effects are illustrated below.
Walking
Walking is the main transport mode of tourists in cities. There is an increasing interest on
encouraging tourists to walk as a mode of sustainable transport (Hall et al, 2017; Ram & Hall,
2018), even though relatively little has been written on the contribution that walkability might
make to tourism (Hall & Ram, 2019). The most important walkability elements for visitors are
accessibility, connectivity, comfort, safety, legibility, attractiveness and pleasantness (Hall & Ram,
2019; Gorrini & Bertini, 2018; Arslan et al, 2018). Generally, it seems that needs and behaviours
of tourists and locals differ substantially (Mansouri & Ujang, 2017). Both residents and tourists
may share the dimensions of comfort, safety, connectivity, reasonable effort and visual interest.
However, tourists may look for additional dimensions such as walking route signage, activities,
authenticity heritage (Ujang & Muslim 2014), or even something as seemingly mundane as toilets,
Wi-Fi and charging plugs. Similarly, local residents may avoid places perceived as excessively
‘touristy’.
Urban walkability is commonly defined as the extent to which a built environment enables
walking through providing pedestrians a network of walkable connections to different
destinations, within a reasonable cost of time and effort and in a secure, pleasant and attractive
context (Southworth, 2005). Even though proximity and accessibility have been usually
considered as the critical factors to define a walkable built environment (Lo, 2009), studies
include significant other measures in order to explore whether and how places are walkable.
Additionally, online maps and datasets availability such as WalkScore (but also Walk Shed, Ped
Shed, Walkonomics, PERS - Pedestrian Environment Review System- or WalkYourPlace, among
others) have made possible the development of complex evaluation methods and tools.
Nevertheless, most of the last are conceived as commercial ratings and audit tools to provide
walkability geolocated scores according with specific measurements and calculation criteria. This
might be the reason why some research indicates that this kind of measurements do not always
show correlations with visitors at tourism attractions (Hall & Ram, 2019) as far as they have not
been calculated as a universal metrics of walkability but according to some commercial purposes.
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In this sense, for instance, Blečić et al (2015) applied the own created “Walkability Explorer”
spatial multi-criteria evaluation software tool in the city of Alghero, Sardinia, taking into account
different attitudinal variables and different urban populations, In so doing, rather than evaluating
how a place is walkable in itself, using the “Walkability Explorer” tool the resulting walkability
score was endowed with combining three components: (1) the number of available destinations
(urban “opportunities”) reachable by foot; (2) their distances; and (3) the quality of pedestrian
routes towards those destinations. Interestingly, Blečić et al (2015) produced different
walkability evaluations distinguishing different walkability profiles for tourists, parents and users
of cultural and educational services (Anton Clavé, 2019).
Despite promoting walking among tourists can have sustainability benefits, high numbers of
tourism walking around a city can also pose issues to local populations (Quinn, 2016, Brandajs
& Russo, 2019). Issues might be related, for example, to crowding around tourism hotspots,
crowding related to events, and the number of large group tours in cities – including the
emerging trend of free walking tours. Focusing on the peculiar case of Venice, Quinn found that
crowding can affect the mobility of residents. First, because public transport becomes busy and
unreliable. Second, residents might feel displaced and tend to avoid public spaces. As a
consequence, mobility is limited, delayed, and unpredictable, with some groups such as older
residents suffering the most, to the point of limiting their movements. Another case-study from
Uruguay (Sanchez-Ferandez et al, 2018) highlighted that difficulties for the enjoyment of public
spaces for residents can be explained by perceptions of cultural loss, environmental
deterioration and saturation. Finally, Brandajs & Russo (2019) discuss disruptions to residents’
mobility related to cruise passengers. When overloading specific urban spaces, there is a
momentary impedance to other mobilities and this could, in the long run, generate exclusion
from such spaces of the populations whose mobility is impeded. In fact, the reinforcement of
the capacity to move around on foot which in itself is obviously “sustainable”, “can become non
sustainable if the context in which it is carried out does not meet the conditions for an adequate
quality of life either for local residents and visitors”. In this same vein, debates about who is
winning and who is losing because mass produced walkable urban designs and about the
walkability condition of places as indicators of the socio economic status of individuals might
allow to understand designed walkable urbanism as a new spatial form of postliberal capitalism
(Anton Clavé, 2019).
Cycling
As illustrated in previous sections, cycling is more and more popular, including among tourists.
However, despite the benefits of cycling and of bike sharing, an increasing body of literature
highlights the major inequalities related to cycling and bike sharing systems in most countries, as
cyclists are most likely to be white, male, well-educated and middle class and live in wealthier
areas (Ogilvie & Goodman, 2012; Goodman & Cheshire, 2014). This implies that disadvantaged
groups might not have access to bike sharing systems, either for reasons of finance, physical
access and availability of infrastructure. For example, Goodman & Cheshire showed that in
London women still make <20% of registered-use trips (2014). In addition, research from South
America (Parra et al, 2018) indicates that bike sharing systems and cycling infrastructure tend to
serve the wealthier areas of cities and neglect disadvantaged neighbourhoods. These inequalities
can also be exacerbated by the recent housing trends that might be pushing certain local groups
to more peripheral/poorer areas, where the availability of bike sharing is very limited.
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Other issues related to the increased use of bike sharing systems by locals and tourists relate
to congestion and use of public space and safety. There is reason to believe that e-scooters can
cause disruption among local residents. This is related to potential reduced safety for other
traffic participants (including pedestrians, users with reduced mobility, cyclists, drivers). In
addition, there are claims that, based on life cycle assessments, they might not be as sustainable
as they seem, with Hollingsworth et al (2019, page 1) reporting that “when e-scooter usage
replaces average personal automobile travel, we nearly universally realize a net reduction in
environmental impacts”. Generally, these concerns are triggering negative reactions from the
public, and e-scooters now face bans in some cities (The Guardian, 2019, CNN, 2020).
Public transport, motorised transport and new forms of mobility
Public transport is also a common travel mode among urban tourists. There are also some
instances where local public transport is a tourist attraction in itself, such as in the case of the
Lisbon trams. On one hand, tourism can contribute to local public transport systems, as income
from tourism can provide funding for public transport development (Albalate & Bel, 2010). On
the other hand, visitor use of public transport can create congestion and inefficiency (see Venice
vaporetti, or Lisbon trams), and in times of austerity it is challenging to allocate public resources
to improvement of public transport. In addition, urban sprawl potentially caused by tourism can
also negatively affect the efficiency of public transport for local populations, as housing of local
residents is spread more towards the peripheries as a consequence of gentrification.
Scholars have also examined how transport systems can produce or perpetrate urban
inequalities (Soja, 2013; Lucas, 2012). This refers, for example, to reduced access to public
transport systems, shared mobility systems, and private systems. In this regard, Soja (2009, 2013)
has elaborated on the concept of spatial injustice, defined as “the fair and equitable distribution
in space of socially valued resources and opportunities to use them” (Soja 2009). Hence, the
space where individuals live in has consequences in terms of social justice, as it grants access to
healthcare, transport systems, education, etc.
Transport systems can counterbalance economic inequalities, by providing to lower socioeconomic classes opportunities to move and access jobs and resources (Ohnmacht et al, 2009).
According to Criden (2008), public transport can increase the mobility and employment
possibilities of low income and low educated groups. However, this is often not the case.
Transport disadvantage – i.e. a situation where people experience a shortage of transport
options which in turn restricts their access to goods, services and relationships (Stopher &
Stanley, 2014) – is considered a source of social exclusion through barriers to employment,
education, health and other services (Delbosc & Currie, 2011; Hine & Mitchell, 2003).
Vulnerable groups are the ones that tend to suffer from transport social exclusion, including
women (Clark & Curl, 2016), disabled children (Kett & Deluca, 2016) and wheel-chair users
(Velho et al, 2016). Such reduced mobility and access to services can reduce social capital, life
chances and overall well-being (Lucas, 2012).
While car use by tourists is not an issue in cities, there are other types of motorised transport
that can produce issues of congestion and social exclusion. In fact, common transport modes
among tourist are the sightseeing coaches (e.g. hop on hop off bus) and the touring cars that
are part of private tours. These modes allow tourists to visit cities whilst on buses and to visit
the main tourism attractions in limited time. Despite the potential time efficiency advantages for
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tourist groups, these modes can create local congestion, including local pollution, crowding, and
can limit resident mobility around tourism attractions.
In addition, ridesharing services are also potentially producing issues of social exclusion. While
research indicates that there might be positive outcomes in terms of reduced congestion, it is
also true that these tools have also partially replaced public transport, walking and cycling.
Hence, there is some evidence that ridesharing can also increase vehicle kilometres travelled
(Tirachini and Gomez-Lobo, 2018), and therefore congestion and pollution (Transport &
Environment, 2019). In addition, some issues have been raised in relation to adverse effects on
the labour market, including potentially unfair competition with licensed taxi drivers, precarious
forms of labour of drivers, and lack of appropriate legal status. Other issues related to safety
and privacy have been raised in some cities. As a consequence, in some countries Uber is
currently banned.
In relation to AVs, scholars have highlighted that AVs might contribute to produce new – or
perpetuate existing – forms of social inequality (Cohen & Hopkins, 2019; Bissell et al, 2020):
issues relate to increased opportunities for mobility, accessibility, suitability for different sociodemographic and cultural groups, and consequences for urban spaces and its users.
Gateway nodes and social exclusion
It is generally accepted that land use and transportation are closely related to each other
(Chorus & Bertolini, 2011). This relationship is quite complex and often one refers to it as the
chicken and egg problem: land use patters partly shape the location of housing, jobs, shops and
educational activities but transport infrastructure might contribute to the choice where these
activities are located. In the literature it is often referred to as the “land use transport feedback
cycle” (Wegener & Fuerst, 1999) or the node-place model of Bertolini (1999). The basic idea is
that an improvement in transport might have a positive influence on the general development
of a location. Yet Banister and Berechman (2001) suggest that the link between investment in
transport infrastructure and the generation of economic development is conditional to the
presence of other factors, e.g. good labour force, capital, a reliable juridical and political system,
etc. In addition, the economic benefits do not always affect the local populations which reside
and work in proximity of gateways and infrastructure, and several authors have highlighted the
negative externalities produced by mobility systems on the local scale. Importantly, part of the
issue is that an acute polarisation is produced, with some elite groups benefitting from the
economic development, and other groups, normally including local populations, being affected
by important negative externalities. These phenomena are summarised below in relation to
airports, ports, high speed rail (HSR) and urban transit systems.
With regards to the effects of airports on regional economies, most studies generally confirm
the relationship between infrastructure and regional development. For example, North
American research (Appold & Kasarda, 2013) assessed the rise of the “airport city” finding that
the areas immediately surrounding the sampled airports increased in employment at over twice
the rate of their corresponding city and significantly faster than suburban rings. Along the same
lines, McNeill (2014) illustrated how the development of Hong Kong airport has been a tool in
governments’ attempts to facilitate integration of its elites in extra-territorial economic
activities.
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However, as noted by Kasioumi (2015), such economic development is counterbalanced by
negative externalities, and the areas that suffer negative consequences do not always benefit
from economic development. According to Kesserling (2009) the evidence on the social
consequences of airports is limited, as the social sciences have only recently started to enquire
into the social consequences of increasing air travel (Kesselring, 2009). Lassen & Galland quote
Urry (2007) that “the social motives as well as the socio-spatial and environmental consequences
of air travel have more or less remained a ‘black box’” (page 4), and few studies have investigated
the role of airports the context of their social, physical, architectural, geographical and
environmental factors. The topic has been addressed in a recent collection of essays edited by
Cwerner et al (2009). This explores the topic of aeromobilities and how these are produced,
reproduced, performed and regulated in relation to various spaces, networks, systems and
environments, as a way of ‘opening’ the ‘black box’ of flying. This attempts to bridge multiple
scales connecting international air systems to particular local, urban transformation processes
and their consequences (Jensen & Lassen, 2011).
In line with this view, Kesselring (2009) illustrates airports as not only interfaces of globalisation,
but as local actors that are highly territorial and bound to social, cultural, economic and political
norms of their location. The airport materializes the conflicts between various scales, including
the local, regional, national and global. It this sense, Kesselring (2009) and colleagues also
acknowledge that airports produce a number of socio-spatial consequences for the local scale,
especially affecting local populations that live around airports.
Lassen & Galland (2014) list a number of such local socio-spatial and environmental
consequences for airport communities, and these include land-use conflicts, noise and health
problems, air pollution and reduced urban quality. In line with this, studies found that living in
proximities of airports has detrimental health impacts, including on quality of life and child
development (Schreckenberg et al, 2010; Hygge et al, 2002). In addition, the development of
infrastructure and new terminals has “winners and losers” (Lassen & Galland, 2014, page 5).
These can disrupt local regions and “break” districts, like in the case of Mexico City (Lassen &
Galland, 2014). These developments disrupt pedestrian mobility and motorised mobility, thus
negatively affecting quality of life of residents and workers. In the case of Mexico City
International Airport, effects also included property depreciation, damage to local businesses,
expropriation of land or properties, visual pollution related to advertising billboards placed on
residential buildings. Lassen & Galland (2004) note how the new airport infrastructure was
clearly designed to favour the mobility of the ‘elite’ at the expense of local resident liveability.
Turning to the role of cruise ports, with the exponential growth of cruise tourism, the growth
of ports and development of new ones has been phenomenal. Klein (2011) reports that cruise
passenger arrivals in US cities have increased more than 1,000% between 1999 and 2009, with
Caribbean ports seeing increases of up to 2,000%. The same article illustrates the main
environmental, economic, and social concerns of cruise tourism. The environmental concerns
have received extensive and growing attention, and include issues of wastewater treatment, air
emissions, and solid waste – which all have both global and local effects (Brida & Zapata-Aguirre,
2009; Carić & Mackelworth, 2014). The economic issues are related to inequity, as the economic
benefits are not always distributed equitably between the cruise ship and the port, with ports
feeling pressure to construct new cruise terminals and often compete with neighbours for
business (Klein, 2011). As noted by MacNeill and Wozniak (2018), local populations often do
not benefit from large cruise tourism, as financial benefits only affect elites and foreign investors,
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while for general residents these gains can be offset by diminished capacity to provide for
necessities of life and by increased environmental costs.
Klein (2011) also discussed social costs of cruise tourism, including the so-called people pollution
– i.e. flows that exceed capacity of ports; this can affect quality of life of residents and use of
public space, as also explored by Brandajs and Russo (2019).
The introduction of HSR had a major impact on air travel; extra competition has caused a
decrease in flights particularly on short- and medium-haul routes linking major cities (Fu et al,
2012; Jiménez and Betancor, 2012; Clewlow et al, 2014; Dobruszkes et al, 2014). In relation to
HSR, there general idea is that HSR generates local economic development. However, Blanquart
& Koning (2017) show that academic studies have reported mixed results. Outside the
“construction effects”, the short and long-term impacts of HSR are unclear and there exists
great variability, which depends on factors such as city size, industry structures, amenities, and
distance from the urban core. Development of HSR stations can lead to increase in house price,
cost of office rents and a lower vacancy rate for commercial property. However, the overall the
effects seem to be distributive (i.e. leading to a different intra-regional distribution of economic
activities) rather than generative (i.e. stimulating the total regional or national level of economic
activities) (Kamel & Matthewman, 2008).
According to Bharule et al (2019) the investment in the new transport infrastructure can do
very little to reduce the regional inequalities. Puga (2002) argues that HSR leads to a
concentration of businesses in a few large cities. However, Monzon et al (2013) note that there
may be equity issues, as it is the areas around HSR stations that benefit from this, and ultimately
HSR might contribute to enhance spatial imbalance and lead to more polarized patterns of spatial
development. In their case study on Spanish cities, they found that HSR stations caused the
existence of “islands” with enhanced levels of accessibility, and shadow areas in isolated
locations, thus increasing global inequity.
Finally, also urban transit systems such as light rail have been examined as producers of economic
development and spatial injustice. The evidence on urban effects of light rail and other urban
transit systems is mixed. According to Tehrani et al (2019), despite transit-oriented
development has the general aim of promoting healthy and equitable cities, it might reinforce
residential segregation, gentrification, and displacement of low-income residents and minorities.
This is because the positive benefits of transit-oriented development are not equally distributed
– a phenomenon related to the concept of transit-induced gentrification, whereby the provision
of transit service, such as light rail, and associated area of development change in the direction
of neighbourhood “upscaling”. Externalities of this gentrification include rising property values
and loss of affordable housing, displacement, segregation, polarization, and social loss – effects
that take place particularly around transit station neighbourhoods thus displacing local
populations (Bardaka et al, 2018; Hess, 2020; Chava et al, 2018; Walks & Maaranen, 2008). For
example, a US study by Pollack et al (2010) showed that in 42 neighbourhoods within 12
metropolitan areas that were first served by rail transit between 1990 and 2000, rapid rises in
rent and owner-occupied units were found, which resulted in more expensive housing stock,
wealthier residents, and increased vehicular ownership.
However, the evidence seems to be limited and results mixed (Tehrani et al, 2019). A recent
systematic review on the topic concluded that the evidence on the effects of transit-related
gentrification is partial and inconclusive (Padeiro et al, 2019). Generally, careful consideration
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should be given to zoning, neighbourhood design, and affordability to mitigating the impacts of
transit-induced gentrification.

3.2.4.

‘Mobile dwelling’ as a driver of housing exclusion: short-term rentals and
neighbourhood change

In the 21st century tourism in cities has grown in an unprecedented way, particularly in the last
decade, due to different factors such as the rise of low-cost travel and the fact that several places
embraced tourism as a strategy for economic growth after the 2008 financial crisis. This also
went together with the increasing mobility of transnational populations which add to tourists as
consumers of urban landscapes. Such trends have spurred an expansion of research concerning
the socio-spatial impacts of such growth. It is interesting to note that this strand of research
usually comes from the area of urban and housing studies rather than tourism studies. In
particular, scholars concerned with issues of neighbourhood change, gentrification and housing
have recently paid attention to the effects of tourism. A central ingredient of this is found in the
rise of short-term rental digital platforms such as Airbnb. These platforms has reduced the cost
of traveling and, at the same time, have allowed cities that were not on the map of global tourism
-and so lacked the sufficient infrastructure required to host visitors-, to provide tourist
accommodation in residential buildings, thus triggering an abrupt touristification of places and
especially of an intimate space like ‘home’ (Molz & Gibson, 2016; Bialski, 2012). Digital platforms
like Airbnb claims to be part of the sharing or collaborative economy (Guttentag, 2015), where
digital platforms allow the exchange of underused goods and services, therefore potentially
implying a more sustainable form of consumption. In this case, residents (hosts) would
occasionally share their homes with visitors. However, such claims are widely contested (e.g.
Dredge & Gyimóthy, 2015; Schor, 2016) and possibly the main bone of contention revolves
around the exclusionary character of Airbnb and its effects on housing affordability and urban
cohesion.
Authors in this field have suggested that tourism drives gentrification (Cocola-Gant 2018;
Gotham 2005); that tourism and short-term rentals open rent gaps (Wachsmuth & Weisler,
2018; Yrigoy, 2019); and that it also drives the displacement of residents (Cocola-Gant 2016).
In regard to the effects of transnational mobile populations in tourist areas authors have also
explored the links of tourism and lifestyle migration through the lens of gentrification theory,
coining the term transnational gentrification (Hayes, 2020; Cocola-Gant & Lopez-Gay, 2020). At
the same time, the effects of Airbnb have received significant attention. Authors have measured
whether short-term rentals impact housing prices (Barron et al 2017; Garcia-López, et. al. 2019;
Lee, 2016). The rise of tourism and Airbnb has been also examined as a topic of contention,
looking at how social movements and communities has been resisting the process (Colomb &
Novy 2016). Finally, urban planners have analysed the challenges that Airbnb pose to cities and
have depicted how different places have tackled the rise of short-term rentals (Aguilera, Artioli
& Colomb 2019; Ferreri & Sanyal 2018).
At least in an initial stage, most research on networked hospitality and its effects has used spatial
analytic techniques to describe the spatial imprint of the process. Results generally show that
short-term rentals are more likely to locate in city centres and tourist hotspots, contributing to
the touristification of areas already impacted by tourism and gentrification (Arias-Sans &
Quaglieri-Domínguez, 2016; Gurran & Phibbs, 2017; Quattrone, et al 2016). These studies
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contradict the Airbnb assumption that the platform spatially redistributes tourism and so
potentially helps to revitalise peripheral areas. Furthermore, authors have found that a large
proportion of Airbnb listings are entire apartments rented to tourists permanently rather than
occasional home-sharing as Airbnb claims (Arias-Sans & Quaglieri-Domınguez, 2016; Kadi et al,
2019; Schafer & Braun, 2016; Wachsmuth & Weisler, 2018; Yrigoy, 2019). These studies also
conclude that multi-listing hosts are growing and so that the tendency is towards increased
commercialisation and the rise of a new business model that has little to do with the sharing
economy. The professionalisation of the sector is evident in the rise of commercial
intermediaries that manage properties for third parties. For instance, the Hostmaker company
(https://hostmaker.com) manages more than 550 properties in London and more than 2,000
across Europe. This suggests that, beyond some kind of sharing, in places with strong tourism
demand Airbnb allows the development of new opportunities for professional actors to extract
profits from real estate.
In such a context, a central topic of research has been to decipher how short-term rentals have
impacted housing markets. Considering that a large part of the supply of short-term rentals are
entire apartments that are rented on a permanent basis it makes sense to assume that the rise
of Airbnb has severely reduced the supply of apartments available for long-term occupation,
potentially driving the increase of rental prices. This has been confirmed by several authors by
applying econometric techniques. Barron et al (2018) explored the impact of Airbnb on rents
and house prices in 100 American cities and found that an overall 1% increase in Airbnb listings
increases rents by 0.018% and housing prices by 0.026%. This figure could seem insignificant, but
the truth is that the exponential rise of short-term rentals has meant, for instance, that in a city
such as Vienna Airbnb listings increased by 560% between 2014 and 2018 (Kadi et al, 2019).
Furthermore, we need to take into account that the geography of short-term rentals is uneven
and in tourist hotspots the impact of the process will be much more noticeable. In Barcelona,
Garcia-López et al (2019) found that in the most touristic parts of the city the presence of
Airbnb increases rents by 7% and transaction and posted prices by 19% and 14%, respectively.
It is interesting to note that Koster et al (2018) found that banning Airbnb in some areas of Los
Angeles has decreased housing prices by about 5%.
In relation to this, other authors have estimated how much housing stock has been lost to
Airbnb. In Canadian cities, Wachsmuth et al (2017) found that there are several neighbourhoods
where Airbnb has removed more than 3% percent of all housing off the primary residential
market. Although this number appears small, it should be compared to rental vacancy rates. The
vacancy rate represents the percentage of rental homes available in a particular city or
neighbourhood and it is considered that a 3% vacancy rate is the minimum threshold for a
healthy market (Wieditz, 2017). In Toronto, the vacancy rate is 1.3%, meaning that there are
significantly more full-time short-term rentals than flats available in the long-term rental market
(Wieditz, 2017). Nevertheless, the neighbourhoods examined by Wachsmuth et al (2017) are
entire administrative units. Other studies have measured the issue at a finer spatial scale in areas
highly impacted by tourism and found that the supply of short-term rentals represent 25% of
the housing stock (Cocola-Gant & Gago, 2019).
Importantly, the loss of rental housing to short-term tourism accommodation has profound
consequences that need to be added to the exclusion originated due to the rise of rental prices.
First, it has been noted that the conversion of housing into tourism accommodation has led to
the reduction of households in some areas. In Barcelona, this has been demonstrated by Sales
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(2019) and by Garcia-López et al (2019). Garcia-López et al (2019) found that 100 Airbnb listings
decrease the number of households by 2.8%. Similarly, in Boston Horn and Merante (2017)
found that every 75.8 Airbnb listings equated with 4.5 fewer long-term rental units. In other
words, the proliferation of short-term rentals in some areas is leading to population loss and a
tacit conversion of residential areas into tourist districts. Second, and in relation to household
losses, the displacement of residents by landlords that then listed their flats on Airbnb has been
documented in several places (Cocola-Gant, 2016; Cocola-Gant & Gago, 2019; Yrigoy, 2019).
By displacement we mean the involuntary out migration from a place of residence. Third, the
reduction of long-term rentals means that finding affordable rental housing has become
extremely difficult. Indeed, in some areas of Berlin, Schäfer and Braun (2016) found that all of
the available flats are let out to tourists, something that has also been noted in some tourist
hotspots in Lisbon (Cocola-Gant & Gago, 2019).
In conclusion, the growth of short-term rentals increasingly reduces housing alternatives for
residents due to both price increase and lack of stock available in the long-term rental market
while at the same time causes displacement and household loss. Although these consequences
may be particularly intense in central areas to the extent that they become tacit tourist districts
and lose its residential base, the proliferation of short-term rentals put pressures on the rest of
the city as well. For instance, as it has been noted in Los Angeles (Lee, 2016), the externalities
of short-term rentals create a gentrifying domino effect because middle-income residents
displaced from, or unable to find accommodation in, central areas tend to move to more
affordable neighbourhoods, adding market pressures in other geographies of the city as well.
Therefore, it is not surprising that the rise of short-term rentals has been seen as a gentrifying
force (Cocola-Gant 2016; Wachsmuth & Weisler, 2018; Yrigoy, 2019). However, the potential
of tourism in driving gentrification and displacement of residents has been noted before the
expansion of short-term rentals digital platforms (Gotham, 2005) and is also related to the arrival
of transnational mobile populations to tourist destinations. It is worth noting that tourism and
leisure-related mobilities encompass weekend visitors but also lifestyle migrants, international
students that choose where to study based on the image and ‘funscape’ of cities (Malet-Calvo,
2018), young people that as part of their transition to adulthood wish to have the experience
of living in a vibrant city (King, 2018), as well as young professionals and digital nomads
encouraged by the possibilities of working from home and that move to places with exciting
consumption opportunities (as will be argued further in section 3.3.). Importantly, there is a
significant relationship between the production and reception of tourism images and the
locational choices of these transnational mobile populations. This entails that the spatial
practices of tourists and transnational mobile population overlap as they consume similar urban
landscapes.
So far, we have explored a literature that focuses on how tourism mobilities and Airbnb affect
the right to housing and can be the cause of the displacement of residents. However, closer
attention must be paid to changes at the neighbourhood scale and how the mutation of
residential areas into spaces for visitors and mobile populations affects the daily lives of residents.
This tacit change in land use causes daily disruption to resident populations, particularly due to
noise, lack of stores that residents use, overcrowding of public spaces and resources as well as
loss of community life and social bonds (Cocola-Gant 2015; Colomb & Novy, 2016; Koens,
Postma, & Papp, 2018; Pinkster & Boterman, 2017). In addition, qualitative research on the
impacts of short-term rentals found that the sharing of apartment buildings with tourists is a
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daily disruption for residents (Cocola-Gant, 2016; Gurran & Phibbs, 2017). The most frequent
issue is noise and difficulties in terms of resting and sleeping at night. Furthermore, the loss of
neighbours and their substitution for unknown transient visitors is the cause of fears and
concerns that affect the lives of several residents, especially the elderly. Importantly, in cities
such as Amsterdam and Barcelona, authors found that residents are moving from tourist areas
not only because of the lack of housing alternatives, but because of the daily disruptions that
tourism and short-term rentals produce (Cocola-Gant 2015; Pinkster & Boterman, 2017). It
seems that residents avoid the encounter with visitors and this process also feed the progressive
population and household decline as mentioned above.

3.2.5.

Gentrification drivers in the cosmopolitan city

The tourism-migration nexus and transnational gentrification
In cities, tourism is tightly enmeshed and transversal to many other constituting elements of
their physical, economic, social, and cultural landscape. It stands out as one form of mobility
among (and nesting) many others, human and nonhuman, constituting a constellation of forcefields continuously shaping, negotiating and transforming what any city is and means; for instance,
in relation to its population and social capital, when different forms and capacities of ‘dwelling’
are taken into consideration (McFarlane, 2011).
Indeed, there are very different forms of ‘being a tourist’ or organising one’s ‘life in mobility’
(Sheller & Urry, 2004) and different motivations for travelling, which may determine fundamental
variations in their capacity to negotiate place and speeds of adaptation. While differences in
tourism profiles, motivations and practices and their local or community effects are already
picked up by the classical tourism literature (e.g., Smith, 1989) and the origin, length or pattern
of displacements has been frequently used as an explanatory variable of uneven effects (e.g.,
Russo, 2002), it is the emerging field of research on the tourism-migration nexus (Hall &
Williams, 2002) which offered an opportunity to see different human mobilities as enmeshed,
mutually determining, and shaping places (for instance the built environment and the local job
market). Thus, tourism mobilities are analysed in conjunction with:
•

Migration related to the availability of jobs in the travel and tourism-related sectors, which
can be defined as a production-led migration as opposed to consumption-/leisure-led
migration undertaken by tourists. Jobs in the tourist sector are generally described as
typically temporal, seasonal, and precarious, and the workers as the ‘lower tiers’ of the job
marked (unskilled, excluded from other sectors). However seasonal employment in
tourism-related sectors is very attractive for an unskilled and highly mobile workforce (e.g.
migrants from developing countries, early career or in-between careers young workers),
and it is also noted by a recent analyses of tourism-driven urbanisation models that such
cohorts tend to ‘sediment’ around tourism areas and become a ‘stable’ population
undergoing social escalator dynamics (Olano et al, 2018; Ioannides & Zampoukos, 2019);

•

The growing mobility of collectives who are on the move for generally shorter laps of time
driven by opportunity (for quality of life, career paths or social engagement), such as senior
age or retired migrants, second-home owners, international students and early career
researchers, corporate expats, etc. (Servillo, Atkinson & Russo, 2012). Opportunity- or
leisure-driven, varyingly temporary, mobility is found to match significantly the mobility
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choices of ‘traditional’ tourists; unlike migrant workers, they don’t ‘follow the tourists’ but
find themselves at ease in places that offer similar amenities to those that attract tourists,
like climate, ‘authenticity’, strong social and cultural capital, accessibility, tolerance and
diversity, etc. (Osbaldiston, 2011).
The mobilities literature carries forward this line of enquiry and brings to the fore the ‘structural’
nature of tourist places as assembled by different mobilities operating at different scales, bringing
in the movement of objects and intangibles (like cultures, skills, capital, power), but also
uncovering the stridencies and paradoxes that are involved in these enmeshments. In earlier
works, Urry (1990) explored the complex framing of tourism as agency of place transformation,
which he later approached from a ‘mobile social science’ perspective. A key advance involved in
this research is to broaden the epistemology of ‘being a tourist’ from the pure domain of
economic agency as involved by the traditional literature, to the wide range of bodily, cognitive
and spatial practices (noted by the early works in the anthropology of tourism), and the richer
canvas of ‘effects’ produced relationally by tourists (Obrador, 2003).
In this framework, many authors have tackled the issue of transnational ‘lifestyle mobility’ as a
key driver of gentrification in urban cores, and its entanglements both with tourism and with
the reconfigurations of the real estate market and property regimes brought by the advent of
digital hospitality platforms mediating short-term rentals. This cannot be isolated to the effects
on population displacements of the location decisions of transnational corporations seeking for
the most appealing places to locate their global or regional headquarters.
In this regard, there is a growing literature that explores how transnational gentrification
particularly occurs at tourist destinations (Hayes, 2020; Cocola-Gant & Lopez-Gay, 2020).
Recent demographic research in Barcelona (Sales, 2019) shows that the areas highly impacted
by tourism and Airbnb are also the areas that have experienced the highest levels of transnational
gentrification, that is, the displacement of low-income residents (mainly Spanish residents) by
younger European individuals with university degrees and employed in white-collar occupations.
These mobile populations tend to be middle class members from advanced economies, with
purchasing powers that are generally higher than those of local residents, and therefore putting
further pressure on an already competitive housing market impacted by short-term rentals. In
addition, this process of tourism driven gentrification is also related to what can be called the
willingness to pay ‘in a state of mobility’, that is, the short-term nature of visitors, international
students, lifestyle migrants and other transient users encourage people to pay higher rents than
what they would do on a permanent basis. This results in a process in which housing prices
uncouple from the local purchasing capacity, meaning that local communities are displaced.
However it is not only economic factors (as class membership) which could define transnational
migrants as gentrifiers, but also by their motility capitals intended here as a greater capacity to
adapt dwelling practices to the opportunities offered by the fluid real estate market as opposed
to more immobile segments of the (resident) population. As noted by Quaglieri et al (2020),
individuals with a mobile biography, out-of-town youngsters attending university and young
adults living in metropolitan areas are in need of flat shares and are more used to deal with
frequent household rotations. For them, hosting tourists is not fundamentally different from flat
shares, but rather an interesting and more profitable alternative. Furthermore, membership to
the so-called creative class (Florida, 2002) might be closely related to the compatibility of work
routines and environments with hospitality services. In this sense, the condition of freelance
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contractors that often characterizes jobs in creative industries allows for a high degree of
flexibility both in spatial and temporal terms. Working at home is, in fact, a situation highlighted
by several hosts to suggest availability for catering to guests’ needs and interacting with them
during their stay. Beyond practical issues, socio-cultural reasons may explain a certain propensity
of these profiles to seize labour opportunities rising in the frame of the so-called sharing
economy. In this sense, several authors (Lloyd, 2002; Hesmondhalgh & Baker, 2009; Rauning et
al, 2011; Zukin & Braslow, 2011) highlight how in certain milieus the lack of work stability is
promoted and accepted, or even celebrated, as a form of autonomy and freedom. In other
words, for these host profiles the involvement in hospitality practices could respond to the
desire of a “‘do-it-yourself’, laid-back, leisured lifestyle” (Binkley, 2007, cited in Zukin & Braslow,
2011, 132) more compatible with other activities, remunerated or not, closer to their
‘professional identity’.
Household composition can also play a critical role in the capacity or propensity to short term
rentals practices. Besides ‘community’, Airbnb’s rhetoric often alludes to another term with a
high symbolic charge such as 'family'. In Quaglieri’s et al (2020) analysis of home-sharing practices
in the El Raval neighbourhood of Barcelona, it is highlighted that aside from differing substantially
in terms of ethnic or national membership, the host community of that neighbourhood is also
characterised by a scarce presence of children in their household nucleus as compared to the
profile of resident families. The presence of children can imply a greater difficulty in managing a
tourist hospitality service, but also perhaps a greater reticence in sharing their home privacy
with strangers. At the same time, it can be a deterrent for tourists seeking to experience this
kind of unformal milieu.
Summing up, the migration-tourism nexus invited us to conceive mostly urban spaces as coconstructed and performed by a myriad of mobilities, enmeshed in one another, which to some
extent reproduce class patterns but are also playing out in many other dimensions, such as
gender, life-courses and physical prowess, and use ‘home’ as a key mooring of their temporary
dwelling practices. In this frame, tourism is both a driver and a consequence of area
transformations, however we could better describe it as a hybrid dimension of place that orders
and selects the uses, practices, and affordabilities of many other collectives. cities and certain
neighbourhoods therein are used, to an exceptional level, by ‘faster’ mobilities which embody a
superior capacity of negotiation and adaptation over, in this case, dwellings. It represents a
mooring for ‘arriving’ populations which provides ideal conditions to plug-in, and, at the same
time, it negotiates and reconfigures the spaces and networks that incumbent, slower populations
typically use as support systems. Ultimately, this negotiation could lead to some sort of
assemblage of uses/users, but mostly it produces an ordering of mobilities based on power
relations. Space is thus transformed in its essential characteristics (morphology, rhythms of use,
rights of access, symbolic charge), tuning into the practices of those mobilities that result
hegemonic in this negotiation.
Food as a mobility driver: gentrification by ‘foodification’
Even if urban regeneration processes brought about by the conversion of entire neighbourhoods
into consumption spaces and tourist destinations are not a new phenomenon per se, during the
last years an original trend has emerged in many European and US cities. Spaces of food
consumption have been turned into a peculiar form of cultural amenities offered by cities
(Cohen, 2018), becoming in all respects part of variegated urban cultural economies (Du Gay &
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Pryke, 2002). In urban studies and geography research, the investigation of the urban dimension
of food as part of a broader understanding of cities as consumption sites is not new. Indeed, on
the one hand, food contributes to the emergence of an urban landscape for food consumption
made of marketplaces, restaurants, cafés, supermarkets, fast foods, etc., while, on the other,
urban living is entangled with a complex geography of food consumption choices that allow for
performing various identities (Bell & Valentine, 1997).
Recent contributions in critical urban studies have stressed how food-driven urban
transformations usually combine with processes of social exclusion and gentrification. Notably,
studies have flourished that show how food consumption has become a key component of what
goes under the name of ‘commercial’ or ‘retail gentrification’, namely, ‘the process whereby the
commerce that serves (amongst others) a population of low income is transformed/replaced
into/by a type of retail targeted at wealthier people’ (Gonzalez & Dawson, 2016, p. 19). Sharon
Zukin firstly elaborated the concept during the 1990s, drawing attention to an aspect of
gentrification processes until then poorly studied by scholars of gentrification, mainly interested
by the residential aspect of the phenomenon. According to Zukin, transformations in retail could
act as a potential driver of gentrification, heavily modifying the socioeconomic identity and
composition of a neighbourhood by fostering forms of consumption that result in the alienation
of former residents (Zukin, 1991; 1995).
Recently, various authors have focused on how many post-industrial cities in search for a new
path to economic growth strongly pivoting on culture and creativity have identified food
consumption as innovative sector to take advantage of, and trace the existing connection
between food and consumption-based tourism. Mermet (2017) analyses the highly touristified
Parisian neighbourhood of Marais, showing how the commercial offer of the area has undergone
significant transformations that have included also the creation of gourmet food district. Ethnic
food has become vehicle of retail gentrification too, pairing with ideas of authenticity (PottieSherman & Hiebert, 2015; Stock & Schmiz, 2019) and sterile version of Otherness (Hackworth
& Rekers, 2005). Recently, many authors have explored the rising trend of gentrified traditional
markets, offered to tourists as new authentic consumption destinations. Sara Gonzalez and
colleagues (Gonzalez, 2019; Gonzalez & Dawson, 2016; Gonzalez & Waley, 2013) highlight how,
in the UK, markets have been deprived by their main social and economic functions, being
instead used in urban regeneration strategies and branding policies. Research conducted in other
European cities such as Lisbon (Guimaraes, 2018) and Barcelona (Cordero, 2014; Dimitrovski &
Crespi Vallbona, 2018) evidences a similar pattern, in which private investors intervene in
refurbishing old traditional markets previously affected by years of disinvestment, contributing
to the touristification of different areas of the city. Sometimes enmeshed with refurbished
markets, food halls constitute the last frontier of food-driven urban regeneration strategies
launched by policymakers of post-industrial cities that aim at attracting consuming tourists. Food
halls combine the possibility to do grocery shopping, purchasing niche foodstuff directly from
the producer, with the offer of fancy eateries where eating in a street-food fashion (Colombino,
2018). Here, shopping for food has been replaced by the mere ‘wallowing in the generally feelgood atmosphere, revelling in an opportunity to display [one’s own] cultural capital to others’
(Hubbard, 2017: 186).
As what discussed so far suggests, spaces of food consumption have become part of a changing
urban retailscape that targets affluent consumers. Among the latter, there are certainly local
residents who belong to affluent fractions of the population but also ‘affluent mobile populations’
46

SMARTDEST – D 2.1 Scientific Report “Initial presentation of the Research Context”

(Rabbiosi, 2015). These mobile city users do not boil down to tourists but encompass a
heterogeneous plethora of subjects, whose exhibition of an urban lifestyle passes also through
cultural-oriented relation to food. Drawing on a ‘mobility approach’, it could be possible to
evidence how the mobile spatialities of food tourists reflect only one aspect of the complex
mobility pattern that food-driven urban transformations entail.
Students, young professionals belonging to the creative class, and – in particular – tourists have
become the main targets of urban policy makers interested in implementing urban regeneration
strategies that resonate with the effort of these ‘mobile dwellers’ in searching for occasions to
display their cultural capital. As previously discussed, this policy strategy interlocks with the
increasing transformation of large portions of European city centres into consumption
destinations catered to a variety of consumers. For example, the linkage between food and
studentification emerges through the spreading of fast foods, takeaways, minimarkets (see for
example Gu & Smith, 2019; He, 2014; Sage et al, 2013).
In relation to emerging landscapes of food consumption, most empirical research on food as a
driver of local transformation that variously crosses the theme of mobility draws on data
gathered through the study of local case studies, mainly investigated using qualitative methods.
Regarding the relationship between urban transformation and food consumption spaces targeted
to affluent consumers, the majority of the works mentioned draws on a common qualitative
pattern of investigation. Key objects of analysis have been identified in: changes in food retail
and relationship to gentrification; food as a cultural aspect in urban redevelopment strategies;
and, the intersection of food consumption patterns with other urban transformations holding
mobility as a key component (e.g. studentification).
Authors conducted participant and non-participant observations, supported by semi-structured
interviews to stakeholders whose actions either affect the transformation of an area (i.e. local
policy makers, entrepreneurs, visitors) or are affected by them (i.e. residents, citizens’
associations, owners of local businesses). The whole process is backed also by the continuous
monitoring of online blogs and press. Interviews and observations are used to address various
topics, such as: how cultural values are negotiated through food consumption (Pottie-Sherman
& Hiebert, 2015); impact of these transformations on former residents and low-income city
users (Anguelovski, 2015; 2016; Gonzalez & Waley, 2013); role of business owners in either
triggering or riding on cultural values attached to food consumption (Guimaraes, 2018;
Hackworth & Rekers, 2005; Stock & Schmiz, 2019).
The investigation of food as a cultural form of consumption that allows for performing distinction
is variously explored in the literature. Some authors focus on consumers as active producers of
spaces of consumption through their heterogeneous practices, investigating the production of
online reviews of restaurants and eateries as one of these practices (Zukin et al, 2017). Others
pay attention to the aesthetic component of these transformation, introducing visual methods
in a mixed-method approach (Colombino, 2018; Rabbiosi, 2016; Zukin et al, 2009).
An interesting tool usually deployed by this body of research consists in paying attention to
broader changes in stores and shops occurring in the area of the food consumption site on
which the analysis is concentrated. This enquiry is conducted either relying on qualitative
methods such as direct observation or drawing on quantitative data (i.e. statistical data and
cartographic sources) gathered through local institutions, such as Chambers of Commerce and
other inventories (Mermet, 2017; Zukin et al, 2009). A vantage point for some of the authors is
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their commitment as activists opposing the social exclusion effects of those transformations (for
example, the works of Anguelovski and Gonzalez).
Researchers more interested in the consumption side of the phenomenon focus on the values
and attributes that are attached to specific forms of food consumption and valorized by
consumers. Dimitrovsky (2016) conducted a survey at an urban food festival in order to
understand the triggers of satisfaction and the motivations behind the decision to attend the
festival. The same methodological approach was adopted in testing the level of satisfaction
among tourists visiting a market in Barcelona (Dimitrovsky & Crespi Vallbona, 2018). Unlike the
majority of the works reviewed, these studies adopted a quantitative approach to the
phenomenon. Walker & Fox Miller (2019) too employ quantitative methods to investigate the
relationship between changes in the retail sector (e.g. increase in craft breweries) and residential
gentrification.
Only few works explicitly identify the relationship of urban food-driven transformation to
tourism as the main focus of analysis. Usually, tourism is considered as a key factor in triggering
these transformations, the focus being on these transformations as outcome of this process,
though (e.g. conflicts, gentrification). The investigation of how the relationship with tourism
unfolds is explicitly taken into account only by few works. Besides the already mentioned
analyses made by Dimitrovky (2016) and Dimitrovsky & Crespi Vallbona (2018), both Hoffman
(2003) and Shaw el al (2004) look at how the search for authentic food is entangled with
revitalization strategies that aim at transforming multicultural districts into touristic destinations.
While the former builds on a regulation theory approach, the second work looks at how
ethnicity is repositioned as a cultural value in the discourse on place marketing.
The studentification of cities: young mobilities and the emerging geographies of urban student life
In the wide context of mobility studies a branch of research focus on student mobilities which
identifies university students as one of the high skilled population characterized by growing
mobility behaviours (Sa et al, 2004; Findlay et al, 2012; Dotti, 2013; Raghuram, 2013; Van Mol &
Timmerman, 2014; Burmann & Delius, 2017; Impicciatore & Tosi, 2019). The affirmation of
higher education as a mass phenomenon (Are, 2002) and the wide spreading youth mobility are
within the main causes of the increasing numbers of student mobility worldwide. Meanwhile,
university student mobility is also supported by institutions and became a major policy priority
in the EU’s agenda. In 2018 the higher education students involved in the Erasmus+ program
was 340.100 (while in 2014 they were 272.497). Moreover, 1.7 million students from abroad
were undertaking tertiary level studies across the EU-28 in 2017. More than one third move
within Europe (37,8%), one third move from Asia (30,1%) and 13% from Africa. Student mobility
is a growing phenomenon at different scales, including sub-national and international mobilities,
short-term and longer-term moves as well as it includes a diversity of motivations and aspirations
for moving (Smith et al, 2014).
Increasing inward and outward university student’s migration flows in cities have been seen as
causes of socio demographic, cultural, economic and physical radical changes. On the one hand,
studies on university student mobilities revealed a certain selectivity in their socio economical
dimension. Particularly, international mobility can be also viewed as a means of social mobility
and class differentiation (Findlay et al 2012; King, Raghuram 2013). Family support, economic
background and local labour market conditions (both in origin and destination), are observed as
fundamental factors in youth migration choices. The relevance of such factors emerges especially
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in context of lacking student welfare measures, causing forms of prejudice between who can
and cannot move (Sa et al 2004; Insch & Sun 2013; Dotti et al 2013; Van Mol, Timmerman 2014;
Impicciatore & Tosi 2019; Magni et al, 2019).
On the other hand, the works of Chatterton (1999) and Smith (2005) opened the floor to a
growing number of investigations about student agency in the urban space. For this group of
authors, a certain transformative power is attributed to students, due to their specific features.
Such process of urban changes due to student impact on cities was defined as ‘studentification’
(Smith, 2005), a key concept in the growing literature of the last fifteen years. Studentification
is characterized by a multifaceted nature of engender transformation of social (replacement and
displacement of local residence, concentration and ghettoization of students), cultural (new
cultures and lifestyles), economic (increase/decrease of property prices, increase in renting and
decrease in homeownership) and physical dimension (upgrading and downgrading of
neighbourhoods) (Smith, 2005). In fact, studentification describes a process whereby high
numbers of university students move into established residential neighbourhoods. It involves the
replacement of ‘settled’ resident groups with ‘temporary’ student groups, a reconfiguration of
local population structures from increases in the production of unrelated living together in
shared housing, and, with young, cohabiting students changing local class and household
structures (Kinton et al, 2016). New spaces for leisure time also emerge as a consequence of
student presence. The adaptation of night life entertainment economy, and more generally of
shop and facilities, to student consumption behaviours (Chatterton, 1999; Hollands &
Chatterton, 2003; Allinson, 2006; Malet Calvo, 2017, 2018). The student population was
observed to follow a pattern of concentration specifically close to city centres (Russo & Capel
Tatjer, 2007), these are places where - more commonly - studentification processes unfold;
within inner cities, as well as in neighbourhoods well connected with university and city centre
(Smith, 2005).
Since early manifestation of studentification processes were observed, several critiques were
moved to its dramatic consequences and some control measures were undertaken, in order to
reduce studentification impacts. As the entire debate around studentification processes and its
consequences, British authors are the main and most fruitful contributors to the debate.
Hubbard analysed licensing and planning policies applied by local authorities and universities,
with the aim to reduce the conversion of existing properties to student House in Multiple
Occupation (HMO) and encouraging Purpose-Built Student Accommodation (PBSA) on and off
campus (Hubbard, 2009). Successful policy implementation has obtained the decrease in
concentration of student population in studentified neighbourhood, together with an overall
decline in the ‘social (for example, population loss), cultural (for example, closure of retail and
other services), economic (for example, decrease of property prices) and physical (for example,
abandonment of housing)’ dimensions (Kinton et al, 2016). At the same time, such processes of
backward studentification or de-studentification (Kinton et al, 2016) shed new lights on a shift
in supply demand dynamics and unfold the business model of commodification of student
housing.
In the entire debate on spreading studentification processes, a fundamental aspect seems to
remain in the background. The student’s settlement process involves not just students
themselves, but wider networks of non-student population, institutional actors and local
government: they contribute to influencing student location choices through their different
types of (inter)action with them. As Collins (2010) highlights, “student impact” is not simply the
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result of their presence and practices on urban environments but it is also determined by other
urban actors' agencies as local authorities, universities, local residents, developers, landlords.
High skilled migration attraction is included in urban development strategies underpinned by
policymakers in cities worldwide (Tan et al, 2007; Föbker, 2014), in the context of radical
changes in urban development paradigms, increasingly focused on services and knowledge
economies (Tan et al, 2007; Moos et al, 2019). International students and high skilled migrants
more generally are warmly welcome in knowledge cities and cities aspiring to become knowledge
cities. Attracting and retaining a high skilled young population became a way to successfully face
and overcome urban crisis (Tan et al, 2007). However, for some authors harnessing knowledge
for profit and competitive advantage in emerging global hierarchies may also be exacerbating
regional social inequalities and increasing social exclusion (Benneworth, 2010; May & Perry,
2011).
In the literature tackling the relation between university students and cities that has been
analysed, the student population is represented through peculiar characteristics that inform the
space in which they temporarily move to study and live. Despite not every student moves to
study abroad, tertiary education students are widely recognized as a population with common
peculiar characteristics, which broadly remain stable as each cohort replaces its predecessor
(Munro et al, 2009): they are young, middle class, well educated, transient, with no dependents,
mobile. Such characteristics are crucial in building up the dominant and dichotomic narrative
describing university student population and agency. On one side, the student population is
viewed in the shadows of policies of high skilled human capital attraction. Students are associated
with that creative class (Russo & Sans, 2009; Wesselmann, 2019) in which high expectations of
economic and social redevelopment of urban contexts are often placed, they are the knowledge
workers of tomorrow. On the opposite side, the student population is claimed to have deeply
negative impacts on socio economic urban landscapes. Students are undoubtedly more widely
recognized as producers and consumers of exclusive geographies in the residential and
entertainment sphere (Chatterton, 1999). Higher education student population is thus seen as
a group of gentrifiers (Hollands & Chatterton, 2003) with disruptive and transient lifestyles and
behaviours spreading throughout public spaces and traditional local day and nightlife of
neighbourhoods. Furthermore, their rapid and unchallenged hegemony (Allinson, 2006) raises
conflicts with local populations and leads to social exclusion of more fragile social groups.
What is generally missed is the consideration of the internal diversification and variety
characterizing the student population. In fact, these conflictive narratives originate from the
same mainstream definition of student population, which misses the socio-cultural diversity that
students as a new population and it polarizes the interpretation of the multifaceted impacts that
students can have on cities. Student geographies can simultaneously overlap with, or evolve into,
different urban landscapes of youthified or gentrified areas, as much as studentscapes are not
necessarily geographies of exclusion (Russo & Sans, 2009). Furthermore, not all students or
young adults are gentrifiers, as well as nor are all gentrifiers young (Moos et al, 2019). As Collins
(2010) suggests, considering students characteristics as transformative agents per se returns an
incomplete interpretation of a phenomena in which a number of different actors are involved.
It is the relation occurring between them and the students that produces urban changes, and
the nature of such relation determines the urban transformation outcomes, both in terms of
(positive or negative) impacts and capacity to generate inclusive or exclusive social processes.
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As part of a deeper understanding of the impacts of students on/in cities, it is necessary to
understand both the socio-cultural geographies they are part of and the institutional and political
dynamics that generate them. If Russo and Capel Tatjer (2007) define studentscape the spatial
configuration that comes out of an interaction between students and their living and working
environment, it appears crucial to introduce a socio-political institutional dimension of such
environment.
As much a mobility turn can be identified in global youth behaviours, tertiary education students'
mobilities are very much related to specific policies. Authors generally recognize mobility as one
of the origins of student impact on cities, but such effects are rarely attributed to student
mobility policies and policy makers. From EU policy to universities competitive strategies for
student attraction, a small debate - quite non-existent – points at key stakeholders’ responsibility
in student impact in cities. As an example, when it comes to recognizing universities as actors
in reproducing social exclusive geographies, rarely higher education institutions seem to be
aware of this (Russo et al, 2007). While it is evident their role in being active agents in the urban
strategic economies, they do not really demonstrate awareness or strategic vision in the impacts
they have in the related urban area (Wiewel et al, 2000; Goddard et al, 2009).
Another result of a minor part of literature on students and the city puts the mobile student
population in a new light, unfolding the complexity than characterizing their agency. In this
perspective student populations are proposed to be looked in the light of their contribution to
build sustainable communities.
The festivalization of cities
Festivals and events (FE) are increasingly promoted at national, regional and city level for their
economic, social and cultural impacts and benefits (Getz, 2010; 2012). FE are characterised by
diversity in terms of their focus, the scale, location and, above all, by their capacity to include or
exclude members of the local and visiting community. There are FE that engage and embrace all
stakeholders, while others are niche and exclusive. In this review, we address two crucial
dimensions of FE, their role at the heart of multiple mobilities and their capacity to be both
inclusive and exclusive. Much of the research narrative about FE has been underpinned by a
strong economic focus; here, our interest widens to recognise complex socio-cultural
dimensions as well (Baum et al, 2009).
FE in cities frequently represent multiple dimensions of mobilities, although many such FE have
their origins in traditions (cultural and sporting) that are more local and community based. These
dimensions include many of those elements identified by Sheller & Urry (2004) in their
classification of tourism mobilities. Mobilities relating to FE in this context, are movements that
are socially constructed (Carter, 2017) as opposed to the physical movement of individual
people or objects. Thus, FE-induced mobilities include, inter alia,
• The mobilities of ideas and information that underpin FE and their sharing by all stakeholders
within hosting cities.
• The physical mobilities of FE themselves, some of which are static by definition (the
Edinburgh Festival or the Monte Carlo Grand Prix) but others which move from city to city
on a cyclical basis, notably the Olympic Games, and giving a city (and, potentially, its
population) identity and profile on an international scale.
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• The mobilities of visitors to FE cities, both tourists arriving in the city with the specific intent
to attend the event or festival and those travelling within the destination or proximate to it
for a short period of time.
• The mobilities of visitors between FE cities where such FE have multiple locations, such as
the 2020 UEFA European Football Championships which has 12 host cities between which
visitors, players, bureaucrats and the media will travel.
• The mobilities of non-FE tourists whose visit to a city may be displaced by a festival or event
and the costs and crowds associated with the occasion
• The mobilities of precarious performance labour (creative, sporting) that provide the
attraction of FE (Baum, 2018) – can also perhaps be described as participants in the creative
economy
• The mobilities of creative capital and ideas that underpin FE
• The mobilities of bureaucracy and bureaucrats that backcloth, in particular, mobile mega
events such as the Olympic Games, represented by regulations, processes and protocols on
the one hand and officials (sometimes corrupt) on the other (Lauermann, 2017).
• The mobilities of support labour, local and migrant, that deliver services at FE such as
security, catering etc. as well as within the wider city environment – accommodation,
transport etc. This includes workers in the gig or sharing economy.
• The mobilities of volunteer labour, frequently intersecting with the mobilities of lifestyle
(Cohen et al, 2013), which is characteristic of many FE
• The mobilities of transport, local, national and international that enables all aspects of human
mobilities above
• The mobilities of FE-induced displacement which see communities and individuals uprooted
on a temporary or permanent basis in order to accommodate both physical and sociocultural
manifestations of FE
• The mobilities of the capital that underpins many major FE
• The mobilities of sponsorship capital on which most FE depend and the tyrannies that this
can impose on local stakeholders.
• The mobilities of communications and technology that deliver real time images, reaction and
quality assessment of FE worldwide.
As Cuthill (2004) notes, FE bring together people to participate temporarily in an enhanced
place experience. We would argue that this coming together extends beyond the human to
incorporate the final three dimensions of capital, communications and technology. It is the
temporariness of FE mobilities that distinguishes them from broader conceptions of tourism
mobilities.
FE or what Harvey (1989) called the ‘urban spectacle’, have become a major pillar in the tourism
offering of major cities and towns, worldwide (Quinn, 2010, 2019; Johansson & Kociatkiewicz,
2011; Lundberg et al, 2017) as well as well as playing a significant role in the framing of community
culture and development (Stevens & Shin, 2012; Olsen, 2018). As Quinn (2019: s8) notes, FE
“remain a mainstay of urban landscapes, and feature strongly in urban development, urban
regeneration and urban tourism policies”. High profile FE are generally seen in positive terms by
the general public (Salazar, 2017) although there is increasing awareness and concern about the
cost burden to communities associated with hosting mega-events. However, Quinn also notes
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wider critical voices to counter predominantly neo-liberal narratives that support the
‘festivalisation’ of cities (Finkel, 2010; Stevenson, 2016; McLean, 2018) or what Carter (2017:
16), in discussing mega events, depicts as “these bloated, orgiastic celebrations of global
capitalism”. Underpinning much of this discourse are explicit and implicit references to ‘chicken
and egg’ reciprocity in the relationship between the growth and changing faces of urban FE on
the one hand and increasing gentrification of many cityscapes. In other words, there are two
arguments: cities gentrify by design or happenstance and the nature of their cultural
environment, which includes FE, changes as a consequence or, alternatively, cities promote FE
that, by their very nature, promote changes that gentrify the wider economy and culture of host
communities in cities. Gravari-Barbas and Guinand (2017) clearly locate within the latter camp
in endorsing Gotham’s (2005) argument that tourism (within which FE are located in this
context) acts as an agent of gentrification in urban spaces while also highlighting wider neoliberal
processes of capital accumulation and real estate speculation that act in consort with tourism
within gentrification. At a policy level, highlighting a portfolio of FE is a major strategic objective
for cities in supporting urban redevelopment and has long been a key motivator in a city’s
aspirations to be the European City of Culture (Richards, 2000; Liu, 2014). Mega-events, such
as those in the sports area, frequently act as the anchor for major urban regeneration,
transforming the physical place (Hillier, 2017) but also challenging existing cultural behaviours
(Oliver, 2016).
One of the consequences of gentrification in cities is the further marginalisation or social
exclusion of some sections of the community, frequently those forced out by physical and
economic change within urban spaces. The excluded, in this context, frequently include those
at the intersection of disadvantage by virtue of socio-economic status, undocumented legal
status, age, gender, religion, ethnicity, sexuality and disability (Walters & Jepson, 2019). Walters
and Jepson (2019) and their contributors provide an extended analysis of the relationship
between marginalisation in its broadest sense and FE. They rightly point out that FE can assist
in overcoming aspects of marginalisation or social cohesion by providing a sense of common
identity at the city and community level. They can also give expression and pride to marginalised
or peripheral groups in sharing aspects of their culture with their city and with visitors (Coetzee
& Liu, 2019; Walters, 2019). However, such positives need also to be balanced by counter
experiences where factors such as alienating cultural focus, pricing policies and a failure to engage
with marginalised communities can have the unintended consequence of increasing social
exclusion (Baum, 2018).
Creativity and culture are manifest, through FE, in both mainstream (high culture) and
marginalised (fringe). The entry thresholds and barriers to entry into such contexts is
scrutinised. While public representations of culture, frequently subsidised by the state through
grants and ready access to public broadcasting, reflect the inequalities of social class in many
societies, such representations are frequently socially excluding. This is not a new revelation
(see, for example, Dimaggio & Useem, 1978; Bennett et al, 2009). What is significant are
questions of access to culture in contemporary cities where neo-liberal trends lead to exclusion
through pricing, making some manifestations of culture inaccessible to traditional consumers
(for example, top-flight football in England and other countries) and geography where urban
‘renewal’ makes physical access to some forms of culture difficult for marginalised communities.
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3.3.

Detecting forms of social exclusion in the tourist city

3.3.1. Social exclusion in tourism cities
As discussed in Ch. 2.3, there are many different approaches to and definitions of social
exclusion. For this, this section looks at how this concept has been operationalised in the field
of tourism research.
Traditionally, tourism development has been considered a driver of social inclusion, as it
provides jobs for the lesser skilled and can function as a source of valorisation of embedded
knowledge and legitimation of local identities. However, more critical approaches to the study
of tourism have un-earthed the disruptive power of tourism, analysing the links between social
exclusion and tourism. These include: the place-based impact of the social exclusion/tourism
nexus (Agarwal & Brunt, 2006; Agarwal et al, 2018; Mordue, 2005), or its upshots, primarily
gentrification (Zukin, 2008; Wachsmuth & Weisler, 2018), gender relations (Aitchison, 2001),
impacts on the local population (Novy & Colomb, 2017) and marginalisation of vulnerable
sections of the population - such as people with disabilities (Kastenholz et al, 2015; Small &
Darcy, 2010; Zajadacz, 2015) or low-income families (Hazel, 2005; Minnaert, 2012), – as well as
potential solutions to break such link, for example through social tourism (Cole & Morgan, 2010;
McCabe, 2009; McCabe et al, 2011).
Exclusionary processes may refer to socio-spatial segregation, whereby such collectives are
displaced out of areas of high tourism pressure, and therefore lose touch with their social
support system and are affected by increasing costs of commuting to workplaces. This is noted
by authors such as Cocola-Gant (2016) as a consequence of tourism-related gentrification and
the financialisation of real estate property (especially since the p2p platforms of ‘networked
hospitality’ have revolutionised the hospitality marketplace). Employment transitions driven by
the ‘smartisation’ of tourism are also analysed as reproducing and exacerbating avenues of
marginalisation, on account of the increasingly precarious and casual employment of workers in
the globalised service sector (Cañada, 2018; Baum, 2018), also highly stratified in terms of
gender, ethnic membership or age.
Several scholars use the term “social impact” to describe all issues related to society (including
social exclusion). This focus includes a great number of studies on very different dimensions.
Among them, only few are relevant to tourism and related mobilities. The concept of social
impacts appears to be Pandora´s box. It is worth opening, yet we need to be careful and precise
in what we use. First of all, Pizam & Milman (1986) summarized early research efforts and listed
five types of impact: demographic, occupational, cultural, norms, consumption patterns and
impact on environment. Moreover, they stressed the impacts that are related to characteristics
of tourism, such as tourist activities, distance between hosts and tourists, capacity of destination
and intensity. Similarly, Deery et al (2012), who reviewed research on social impact of tourism
published in the first decade of the 2000s, pinned down the analytical dimensions employed by
extant research. Figure 5 reports the key variables listed by Deery et al (2012). What stands out
is that social impacts are the last element in a complex chain of characteristics.

54

SMARTDEST – D 2.1 Scientific Report “Initial presentation of the Research Context”

Figure 5 - A summary of key variables found in social impacts of tourism research (Deery et al, 2012, p.
70).

Among the types of social impact yielded by tourism, the rise of social movements has received
some academic attention. For instance, Novy & Colomb (2019) examine social movements in
tourist cities2, who often do not campaign against the touristic use itself; rather, their contention
is against the trend of neoliberal urban development. Political responses to those claims range
from ignoring and delegitimizing to symbolic gestures and real actions. According to the scholars,
four dimensions are believed to have an effect and become the source of conflict: economical,
physical, socio-cultural/social and psychological (Novy & Colomb 2019, 364).
Research on social exclusion through tourism is diverse in its methods, theoretical background
and analytical design. The following paragraphs discuss the latest key findings and structures
them according to six subject areas.
Historical developments
Some scholars adopted a historical perspective in their research, analysing the social impacts of
the trajectory of the tourism industry over time. For instance, Domínguez-Mujica et al (2011)
examine the impact of the shift from a Fordist to a post-Fordist system in the tourism sector in
the Spanish archipelagos. The guests diversified and so the supply side system had to diversify

2

Actually, the emergence of social movements themselves can be seen as local effect of tourism.
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too, causing segregation and a transformation on the labour market, with a significant share of
higher educated foreign workers, who were brought in to take the most-qualified jobs. Agarwal
and Brunt (2006) and also Agarwal et al (2018) investigated the effects of a declining tourism
sector in some English seaside resorts, which create economic and social exclusion of whole
regions over time. They point out the risk of having a tourism-centred economy and argue for
individually forged approaches for affected areas. In general, there appears to be an agreement
that the emerging neo-liberal trend in tourism economy and policy worsened the situation of
people in vulnerable positions. This groups is especially prone to a rising segregation and
precarious work conditions.
Place characteristics
As mentioned in Ch. 2.3, location is a crucial contextual factor. Agarwal and Brunt (2006) show
that social exclusion takes different forms across scales (local/regional) and locations
(rural/urban). For example, deprived groups are concentrated in urban areas (deprived
neighbourhoods), while they tend to be scattered in the countryside. The rural locational
pattern of social exclusion makes inequalities harder to spot, as rich and poor life door to door.
Similarly, the urban/rural divide is evident in the labour market dynamics, with urban dwellers
more affected by unemployment, while rural residents more by low wage and seasonality.
Nevertheless, social policies, while varying across locations, often do not account for urban/rural
variations (Moreno & McEwen, 2005).
Drivers
According to Mendes (2017), neoliberal policies are a driver of spatial segregation and thus social
fragmentation. The poor, immigrants and elderly are excluded from certain urban areas and their
former social networks are torn apart. Focusing on the City of Lisbon, the author shows that
an investment-friendly governance (promoting for instance, tax reliefs and free citizenshipbonus3), in combination with a growing tourism sector, has created a dynamic development in
the city centre, crowding out less-wealthy locals and engendering “tourist gentrification”
(Mendes, 2017, p. 489). The expansion of tourism is usually attributed to online platforms, lowcost airlines, and lack of regular accommodations, like hotels, advertising campaigns and higher
profits for short-term renting. However, these factors do not explain the structural patterns
underneath. Tourism-led gentrification is promoted to stimulate Lisbon´s and Portugal´s
economy (Mendes, 2017). Yet, there are attempts to counteract the growth logic and global
market competition. For instance, some destinations have been trying to stop mass tourism and
developing a more sustainable tourist sector (Peeters et al, 2018, p. 28).
Platform economy
More recently, a crucial change in the tourism sector took place through the emergence of the
platform economy. According to Peeters et al (2018), it fuelled mass tourism and made it even
harder to control. However, such platforms promise authentic experiences to their customers
and tourism-related profits to locals. Kadi et al (2019) investigated the potential of sharing
platforms (in particular Airbnb) in the City of Vienna as tools for inclusive tourism development
(Scheyvens & Biddulph, 2018). Their results show that 2/3 of the lettings are whole flats
permanently available and mostly located in the centre. Therefore, the largest share of profits
3

Portugal offers free citizenship to all foreign investors, if they invest in local housing stock.
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goes to big companies investing in large-scale touristic accommodations, which questions the
inclusive effect. To curb the negative impacts engendered by sharing platform, European cities
have begun to organize against expansion of Airbnb4.
Group-specific implications
Subjective perceptions and group-specific implications are the focus of micro-level and
mostly ethnographic studies. For example, Mordue (2005) investigated the social effects of
tourism in York, giving a voice to all actor groups – tourists, locals and brokers. He concluded
that the city centre is a contested space with certain strategic regulations, which encourage
some groups to consume there and excludes others. This, in turn, fuels a power struggle about
monopoly rents and consumer rights. Stone and Stone (2013) looked at the relation between
locals and the tourism sector in developing countries. They argue that community-based tourism
is necessary for a sustainable development as the local population usually tends to be involved
as employees rather than tourism entrepreneurs. Nonetheless, empowerment of locals alone is
not the only solutions, since specific skills are required to successfully run a tourism business.
Kastenholz et al (2015) researched the potential of tourism consumption for the social inclusion
of people with disability. They conducted a small-scale survey in Portugal to explore desires,
motives and backgrounds of this specific guest group. Their research shows that people with
disability face physical, social and cultural barriers during vacation and leisure activities.
Moreover, tourism proves to have a high value for the group and potentially creates the feeling
of social inclusion. Another group of interest are families. Some scholars, e.g. Hazel (2005),
Minnaert (2012) or Thomas (2018), investigated the benefit of social tourism; an initiative by
some European government that enables publicly funded tourism offers for people in vulnerable
situations (mainly understood as low-income groups). According to the researchers, holiday
trips potentially improve family capital (e.g. solidarity) and foster societal integration through
social networks and inclusion.
3.3.2.

‘Immobile’ communities and mobile dwellers

The place effects of mobilities could lead to the exclusion of specific vulnerable collectives who
have weak capacity to negotiate the city’s assets, services and marketplaces with ‘competing’
mobile populations and other mobile things and intangibles. There is an established tradition in
urban sociology to study exclusion as the marginalisation of individuals from the labour market,
democratic and legal systems, welfare provisions as well as from family and community systems
(Atkinson & Davoudi, 2000: 440), and to analyse it relationally, that is as participation in
“economic, political and cultural arenas” (Madanipour et al, 1998, 189) or, “inadequate social
participation, lack of social integration and lack of power” (Murie, 2005, 151). In that sense,
social exclusion “includes but goes beyond income levels or access to services such as health,
education, and housing” (Madanipour et al, 2015, 725). As such, welfare system regulations,
community, social network relations and the housing market are important mechanisms to
prevent exclusion (Van Kempen, 2005). However, these mechanisms have become weaker in
Europe, particularly due to increasing austerity, which yielded dramatic effects especially in those
countries heavily affected by the recent economic crisis and resorting to cutbacks in public
welfare spending (Madanipour & Weck, 2015, 716).
4

https://www.theguardian.com/cities/2019/jun/20/ten-cities-ask-eu-for-help-to-fight-airbnb-expansion
(accessed on February 24th 2020)
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The literature engages with ‘immobile’ elements of place and the ‘less mobile’ social groups
which are involved relationally in the process of production of space, and subsequent exclusion
and ‘immobilisation’ (as a result of such process) taking many forms, from sociospatial
segregation to marginalisation and invisibilisation and reification of dissent. In the mobilities
literature, Cass et al, 2005) discusses the concept of ‘access’ in relation to social norms, family
networks, work and transport. Hannam (2011) building on previous conceptualisations of
immobilities tackles the issue of mobility-disempowered collective (making a point with children
mobilities) as excluded through the design of the sociotechnical machinery of tourism. However,
social exclusion as a result of uneven capacity to compete in a negotiation ‘on the move’ over
urban resources receives little empirical attention in the literature except among authors who
subscribe to the ‘performativity turn’ and therefore examine the bodily engagements with space
and technology. This approach, according to (Uteng, 2009; 1155) “has been able to make a dent
in the traditional focus on economic exclusion (vis-à-vis poverty) by bringing exclusion from
social, symbolic, and capability-building opportunities to the forefront”. Among these, this latter
author analyses social exclusion related with the design of public transport routes and its overlap
with gender, ethnicity, and economic exclusion and integration. A broader approach to
examining mobilities as performance and ‘negotiation on the move’ is provided by Jensen (2013).
There is however little material that ties dwelling practices and performances to negotiations
leading to the exclusion of the immobile. The gentrification literature for instance, even when it
posits tourism as a new dimension of gentrification that works on a different logic than classical
gentrification (e.g. Cocola Gant, 2018) hardly looks at embodied manifestations of conflicts in
access (in this case, to house), with the exception of very recent contributions such as Roelofsen
& Minca (2018) and Arias Sans (2018), who propose a performativity / relational approach to
‘mobile dwelling’ mediated by hospitality platforms, the power of the host and the weakness of
the ‘resident’. In a paper under review, López-Gay et al, (2020), conclude their analysis of
sociodemographic changes in tourist neighbourhoods of Barcelona noting that “a local and
‘sedentary’ resident population is replaced by transient dwellers, a floating transnational middleclass population that is extremely adaptive, especially what regards practices of habitation
(changing home frequently, renting with short-term contracts, subrenting rooms so as to allow
more expensive locations in city centres, sharing home among fellow students or single expats,
etc.)”.
While another stream of research focuses bring in an interesting feminist perspective in affect,
intimacy and ‘performance of home’ in networked hospitality (e.g. Roelofsen, 2018; Farmaki,
2019), the negotiation in motion for dwelling spaces is not only played out at home but also
outside home, in shops and commercial centres (see Section 3.5 in this document), public space
(Brandajs & Russo, 2019), and residential areas (Novy, 2018; Rouleau, 2017; Stergiou & Farmaki,
2019). These works variously interpret ‘dwelling’ as performance played out in urban spaces and
shaping them as ‘tourist’ while relationally unsettling incumbent users who can’t play along the
rules of that game being anchored to different life routines, capabilities, or affordabilities. A key
challenge for urban resilience hence is the capacity of urban societies to absorb the pressures
derived from uncontrolled and deregulated forms of mobile dwelling.
Thus, the production and consumption of tourist spaces is estimated to exert a particular impact
on urban social cohesion, exacerbating social exclusion through the displacement of the less
well-off and the disruption of residents’ everyday lives and social interactions. Even if ‘transient’
populations stay in a place for a very short time, typically a stable (and generally growing) part
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of the ‘inhabitants’ of that place has these characteristics: they are a ‘temporary population’ that
has nevertheless a transformative capacity, relationally understood as the adaptations that
places, out of different agencies, undergo to accommodate such mobile populations.

3.3.3. Precarious employment, workforce mobilities and social exclusion
General scope
Tourism employment is fragmented and dispersed. It embeds a number of different services,
ranging from accommodation to transportation and from entertainment to food services. It
comprises both functional flexibility and wages flexibility in its labour force due to its structural
and seasonal nature. This unconventional structure also leads to high numbers of micro, small
and medium sized enterprises, embedding the industry in a significant informal sector with
businesses ranging from street vendors, locals who sell arts and crafts or people using their
household premises as business and providing tourism services to informal employment in
various segments of the tourism industry. Excessive reliance on the tourism industry intensifies
the impact of seasonal operation on tourism employment (Jolliffe & Farnsworth 2003). In such
destinations, as tourism develops around locally available natural or cultural resources, the
industry needs to operate its premises in one specific locale. This spatial reservation (Aykac,
2010) means that diverse set of tourism services needs to be readily available for the tourist
gaze (Urry, 2002). These lead to direct, indirect and induced employment patterns in the
industry. Direct employment refers to that in hotels and other core tourism sectors; indirect
employment supports the core tourism services in secondary ways (e.g. transportation, food
production or banking), and induced employment is the extension of the local economy with
the locals’ incomes from direct and indirect tourism employment (Vanhove, 1981). These three
forms of employment coexist in all tourism settings and are horizontally integrated in the labour
market. The spatial reservation of the tourism industry also makes the locally available labour
force the primary candidates for tourism employment despite these workers not having the
required education, skills or social background. Tourism also employs a significant number of
informal and migrant workers, which is representative of global dynamics on labour and in line
with the particular mode of production in tourism. Consequently, various types of employment
and dynamics should be accounted for in understanding employment patterns in tourism. Each
tourism destination is unique due to the resources it employs, the demographic structure, the
preceding economic activity and the type of tourism it focuses on. In this review, we are
concerned with all three types of tourism employment.
Tourism work is precarious and, both in high profile resorts and micro-businesses, is challenging
in both workplace and wider life terms (Knox, 2016; Dreier & Flaming, 2018). It is generally low
paid (Lacher & Oh, 2012; Marcouiller et al, 2004), low skilled (Riley et al, 2002) and unattractive
even to those who graduated in tourism (O’Leary & Deegan, 2005). The industry employs a
‘contingent’ workforce, under a part time and on a seasonal basis (Davidson et al, 2011) and
becomes a refuge when job opportunities in other sectors are scarce (Szivas & Riley, 1999).
Studies indicate that jobs in tourism are not the first career choice even among those who had
been trained specifically for this industry (Purcell & Quinn, 1996; Dagslund et al, 2015) and that
employees often regarded the tourism segments of the service sector as the first stepping stone
to a career elsewhere leading to the youngest workforce in the labour market and high inter59
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industry mobility. It is an industry that draws on individuals with varying educational backgrounds
with no industry specific expertise or training (Ladkin, 2000) leading to a decline in the
importance of vocational and technical skills for the industry (Zhang & Wu, 2004; Ladkin &
Juwaheer, 2000) and a preference for on-the-job training. Tourism work is also highly gendersegregated (Davidson et al, 2006; Baum, 2013; Pritchard & Morgan, 2017) reflecting a segmented
labour market strategy where women occupy jobs with limited progression opportunities,
experience gender pay gaps (Ferreira Freire Guimarães & Silva, 2015; Fairclough, 2018), have
limited opportunity to work in management positions, are pushed into low skilled back of house
jobs (Woods & Viehland, 2000; Adib & Guerrier, 2003), are victims of sexual harassment
(Woods & Kavanaugh, 1994; Hoel & Einarsen, 2003) and experience increased sexualisation of
their appearance and work. Ridzik et al, (2012) found that employment within the hospitality
industry encouraged and facilitated spatial and occupational mobility for women from central
and eastern Europe while often immobilizing them through gendered and stereotypical
occupations and restricted promotion opportunities.
However, this conception changed in various studies. For example, the industry has been
conceptualised as “lifestyle mobilities” (Duncan, Scott, and Baum, 2013) due to its attractiveness
for young people looking for a combination of work, leisure activities, and travel (Ladkin, 2011).
Lifestyle mobility emphasises the attractiveness of places for certain groups of people with a
combination of work-related and leisure highly influenced by mobility (Cohen, Duncan, and
Thulemark, 2013). Similarly, Baum (2015) noted that the status of tourism work may have shifted
in response to changing economic conditions so that potential entrants to the industry are now
better qualified. However, this could lead to higher expectations of work, especially among
young people.
The changing nature of work in tourism
The past several years has also seen a number of new and different business models emerge
within tourism industries. They operate in ‘sharing economies’ of collaborative consumption
(Botsman & Rogers, 2010). This has led to not only new ways of sharing underutilised resources
but also real-time location-based ridesharing, for example Uber. These models resulted from a
rise in frugal spending post-recession of 2008, growing environmental consciousness combined
with the ubiquity of Internet and associated information and communication technologies
(Lovins & Cohen, 2011; Stead & Stead, 2013). The hospitality industry has witnessed a significant
expansion of informality due to the advent of the “sharing economy” (Heo, 2016; ZekanovićKorona et al, 2014). The sharing or ‘gig’ economy as it is called presents both opportunities and
threats within tourism and hospitality employment. The accommodation sector has been mostly
affected by these platforms (Guttentag, 2015; Vaughan & Daverio, 2016) with customers wishing
to rent a portion of a primary residence, the whole primary residence, or a secondary residence.
(e.g. a holiday home). While this creates microentrepreneurs to service the industry and hence
can reverse economic inequality and enhance workers social mobility but at the same time it
can lead to rising precarity (Kalleberg, 2013), casualization of work (Ravenelle, 2016) and
disempowered workers. Firms like Uber view the shared economy as an opportunity to increase
labour control while externalizing risks onto contractors and customers. Nearly all platforms
used designate workers as independent contractors, who lack benefits and the rights and
protections guaranteed to standard employees. As the shared economy and its platforms
continue to populate tourism industries, an increasing concern is the impact these have on local
residents and other communities who may not necessarily be part of this shared nexus. An
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increase in rent gaps and the gentrification of tourist areas can exacerbate inequalities between
various groups of individuals.
This review addresses work and employment in the context of a mobile world, with specific
reference to the precarious nature of such work within tourism in a city context. Much but by
no means all such work is widely classified as ‘low skills’, although skills classifications in this
regard are by no means universally adopted (Steedman & McIntosh, 2001). They note that “skills
are normally proxied by one of two measures, years of education completed or levels of
education based on stage/ qualification attained” (p565). Both of these proxies present
difficulties when we are referring to the mobile, frequently transient workforce that is
characteristic of much tourism-induced employment within both the conventional and platform
economies of modern European cities. Indeed, there is evidence of significant levels of
underemployment, in skills terms, among those employed in such work (Feldman, 1996; Baum,
2018), especially among the mobile and migrant workforce. This is further exacerbated in cities
with high levels of festivalisation where un- and underemployment are commonplace within the
creative sector (O’Connor & Shaw, 2014; Bridgstock & Cunningham, 2016).
The low skills work addressed in this review is overwhelmingly precarious, characterised by the
effects of stochastic demand (notably seasonality) combined with low pay, low entry barriers,
poor working conditions, little or no investment in training, loose regulation and mostly absent
union representation (Baum, 2015; Robinson et al, 2019). This work is substantially at the
frontline and includes employment in a range of sub-sectors that are by no means homogeneous
in operational focus, scale, demand or location, ranging across social care, facilities cleaning,
retail, transport, travel and tourism, leisure, and hospitality. However, all such employment is
vulnerable to the effects of social, economic, cultural and technological change in the modern
city and represent our field of interest. The spatial context in which this workforce’s daily
mobility takes place has impact on its access rights, financial resources and skills development.
Motility, defined as the capability of movement (Flamm & Kaufmann, 2006) is therefore strongly
contested for such workers. Economic resources are seen as the largest constraint on social
equality. Those possessing more economic resources are able to enhance their mobility in
society through access to new places and technologies while the immobility of others with less
access is deepened. In this case, the latter would be the tourism workforce.
Mobilities occur across the skills spectrum although the descriptors frequently employed
highlight the clear temporal, social and economic distinction between ‘migrant workers’ (low
skills) and ‘expatriates’ (high skills) (Hack-Polay, 2012; Andresen et al, 2014). Much of the
literature ascribes ‘expatriate’ to various forms of temporary mobility, often driven by
organisation/employer needs. A ‘migrant’, by contrast, is seen as someone with the potential
right to permanent residency or naturalisation in their adopted country (Baruch, Dickmann,
Altman & Bournois, 2013). However, in many countries with high inward migration, such as
Singapore and the United Arab Emirates (UAE), the distinction is much more clearly delineated
in terms of skills status, economic return, origin of the migrant and professional status (Vora,
2012). Tourism has a strong connection with labour migration, both temporary and permanent,
and both transnational and domestic. It is often affected by tourism labour demand that cannot
be covered locally (Lundmark, 2006; Williams & Hall, 2000) and by the seasonal characteristic
of the industry. Thus, migrant workers (Janta et al, 2011; Joppe, 2012; Baum, 2013), working
tourists (Uriely & Reichel, 2000), and backpackers (Duncan, 2008) become different solutions
to filling the labour gap. In the context of this review, much of the employee mobility to which
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we refer is low skills and temporary although this is by no means universal as we also include
long-term, low skills migrants and short-term creative migrants.
People migrate to other countries for better employment opportunities (Baum, 2013). Yet many
migrant workers have been employed by service firms for numerous years, they often remain at
low skilled levels compared to native workers (Janta et al, 2011). With the globalisation of the
service sector, social networks are widely believed to play a critical role in the lives of economic
migrants, particularly in terms of securing employment. Cultural theories emphasize how
migrants utilize ‘ethnic resources to get jobs in the country of destination’ (Portes & Bach 1985).
In this line, Batnitzky & McDowell (2012) characterised hospitality sectors as ‘ethnic economies’
employing high numbers of foreign-born employees. These transnational migrants perceive
hospitality employment as facilitating 'social relationships' with members of the host community
(Janta et al, 2011) as well as new spatial relationships with other recent migrants (Batnitzky &
McDowell, 2012). Distinction has to be made between the migrant who joins the industry as it
has low barriers to entry and those migrants who engage in periods of work within tourism
destinations as an integral part of the tourist experience where the ‘tourism-work nexus’ is a
mode of occupational mobility which embraces the domains of leisure, tourism and labour
migration, and which to some extent dissolves the boundaries between tourism and work itself.
Additional distinctions should also be made between migrants who engage in a transnational
mobility because they are seeking a job in the industry or related activities and those migrants
that just show up into an urban tourism destination trying to take advantage of a supposedly
conducive environment for a good level of quality if life and employability. The latter just perceive
that such kind of places (specialized in tourism) could provide opportunities no matter whether
they have to engage in formal or informal work, legally or illegally (or even in a clandestine
position).
Mobility of labour in the EU
Intra-EU mobilities: Workforce mobilities have been at the heart of the founding principles of the
EU. In 2018, the EU celebrated 60 years of social security coordination and 50 years of free
movement for workers, both seen as the pillars to allow for economic growth within the
European Economic Community (EEC) from a labour market economy perspective. The EU
reporting distinguishes between different dimensions of labour mobility, such as the regular
mobile worker, the cross-border worker, the posted worker, or the mobile self-employed.
Technically, these workers can be differentiated from other mobilities impacting on labour
markets, namely job seekers leaving their home to find work elsewhere, (international) students
working while at University, pensioners who though retired in their home country might work
when deciding to living abroad, and family members leaving home together (Barslund & Busse,
2016).
Global mobilities: At the very same time, we see non-EU citizens migrating to the EU although
access for such workers is highly regulated and restricted at an EU and, increasingly, a national
level. In many countries, refugee status does not allow people to access formal labour markets
until final status is determined but we can assume that informal labour markets will offer work,
often under exploitative, slave like conditions to those of refugee or undocumented status
(LeVoy et al, 2004; Triandafyllidou, 2013). A report from the Group Experts on Action against
Trafficking in Human Beings (GRETA, 2018) highlight an increase in trafficking human beings for
labour exploitation and underlines that migrant workers are particularly at risk of exploitation
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(Lewis et al, 2015) with recruitment via the internet and social media as a growing trend. Even
though most reporting tends to covert supply-chain related labour exploitation (i.e. the textile
industry in the UK, Hammer & Plugor, 2019), there is increasing evidence on exploitative
methods used by small businesses such as hand car wash (Clark & Colling, 2018), dark kitchens
(for the food industry in general see Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2012), slaughterhouses, or
nail bars (Garbers, 2018).
Enablers and drivers of workforce mobilities
To assess the scale and scope of workforce mobilities, we take into account different rationales
as constituting enablers and drivers of workforce mobilities.
Institutional level - EU enlargement: On the 1st of May 2004, the EU saw its largest expansion
terms of territory and population with 10 new member states (Czech Republic, Estonia,
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, , Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia, so called A8, plus Malta and Cyprus)
followed shortly after by Bulgaria and Romania (EU-2 2007), and Croatia in 2013. In terms of
workforce mobilities these countries, mostly part of what was for a long referred to as the so
called Eastern bloc states, were quickly contributing to inner EU mobilities, specifically with
regards to low paid pockets in the labour markets, often referred to as low skilled as well: care,
hospitality, retail, food and drink, agriculture. In this respect, they have also influenced tourism
induced workforce mobilities, especially but not exclusively for seasonal employment (Janta et
al, 2011; Rydzik et al, 2017). Research continues to confirm that EU migrants are often to be
found at the bottom end of the job market, experience lower payment, unpaid overtime as well
as intense and long working hours while facing precarious contracts since the years of EU
Enlargement (2004 for the EU-8 and 2006 for Bulgaria and Romania) (Alberti, 2018; Ciupijus,
2011; Cook et al, 2011).
For the UK, the proportion of migrants from the new member states in low-skill employment
increased after 2010 – but this is also the case of migration from the crisis hit older EU members
Italy and Spain, Greece, and Portugal (Migration Advisory Committee (MAC), 2014). However,
following the UK’s EU membership referendum in 2016, in-migration to the UK has been
balanced by return migration of A8 migrants to their country of origin or to other EU countries
(Lulle et al., 2018).
Technological level: Platformisation of service work. Starting in the early 2000s, the availability of socalled ‘cloud computing services’, and the availability of near-limitless computing potential
allowed for the emergence of new business models impacting on the workforce and mobilities
both directly and indirectly. With the rise of so-called peer- to peer business models ever more
services have been moved into the digital realm, facilitated by these platforms. Companies such
as Uber (2009), Helpling (2012) or Deliveroo (2013) opened new possibilities specifically for a
largely excluded workforce to enter the labour market. In many countries around the world,
Uber has offered an alternative to an often highly regulated taxi market in urban areas. Helpling
is a platform to offer cleaning and other domestic services; Deliveroo (alongside JustEat, Uber
Eats and others) operates as the professionalised intermediary between independent and chain
take-out food operators, delivery drivers and cyclists and customers.
The above circulations and systems encompass the movement of capital, objects,
transportations, images and many more. These systems are ‘spaces of anticipation’ (Urry, 2007)
that need to be examined in their ‘fluid interdependence’ (Sheller & Urry, 2006, 212). As they
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become more interdependent, the interaction between people and systems may also lead to
unequal chances to be mobile. The resulting rapid and unexpected movement of people, capital
and information around the world has implication for our understanding of the challenges facing
the tourism workforce. Research so far has shown that gauging the characteristics of the
workforce that is active within these platforms is almost impossible. Huws et al, (2019) propose
the analysis of three trends: a growing use of the Internet for a range of different aspects of
economic life; a general growth in casual, low-paid and precarious employment; and the spread
of digital means for organising and managing work, including an increasingly sophisticated use of
algorithms for matching supply and demand’. In their report covering 13 European countries the
authors show that the supply and demand for taxi and other delivery services and household
services varies greatly within countries but shows a general upward trend. In regard to the
income generated, most of the workforce use platformed work to supplement their wages, and
only a small proportion of people can live on their earnings. Given the trends though, it is
reasonable to assume that this figure is on the increase.
The aforementioned platformisation has an impact on workforce mobilities in three respects.
They allow hyper flexible and low-threshold access to the labour market. They widen the
opportunities for workers to offer skills online on a variety of platforms. The increase in food
delivery has increased the presence of so-called dark kitchens; the increase of AirBnB offers has
increased the use of maintenance services also managed via platforms (such as
housekeepers.com). Last but not least is the increase in rents in the inner cities as a consequence
of the rise in AirBnB and other shared housing platforms which has restricted opportunities for
low paid workers to live close to where traditional employment is available (mobility for work,
Cohen, 2010). Workforce mobilities are flexed both temporarily and spatially.
Casualisation, or the rise of the precariat. In the ILO Thesaurus, a casual worker is defined as
‘worker who works occasionally and intermittently. Such workers are employed for a specific
number of hours, days or weeks. They are not normally entitled to the same terms and
conditions of employment as ordinary workers (e.g. they would not usually get sick or holiday
leave)‘. As De Stefano (2016) has pointed out, while historically the short duration of work has
been the main defining characteristic, this has changed in the last decade in the EU with ‘forms
of employment spreading that affect the quantity and distribution of work rather than its mere
duration’. Increasingly, arrangements such as zero-hours contracts or gig work (work-ondemand and on-call work), worker may have a rather continuous work arrangements but the
amount of work that is going to be available is unpredictable from week to week or even from
day to day. EUROFUND (2015) in their report on ‘New forms of employment’ define nine new
types of work arrangement with casual work being one category on the rise. In their definition,
casualised work is a ‘type of work where the employment is not stable and continuous, and the
employer is not obliged to regularly provide the worker with work, but has the flexibility of
calling them in on demand’. This includes work for a ‘fixed-term period, which either involves
fulfilling a task or completing a specific number of days’ work’ and characterised by a ‘continuous
employment relationship maintained between an employer and an employee, but the employer
does not continuously provide work for the employee (Mandl et al, 2015). The report points
out that casual work is characterised by low income, job insecurity, poor social protection and
little or no access to human resources (HR) benefits. However, casual workers are excluded by
some, or even the entirety, of employment regulation but this depends on national regulations.
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This definition resonates with the defining feature of precarity as a working condition making
working times, effort, and place decreasingly predictable (Standing 2011), supported by recent
studies engaging with the gig economy. The precarity circles created by the workfare regime
(for the example of warehouse work in the UK see Briken & Taylor, 2018) as well as McBride,
2019, on multi jobs and Moore, 2019, on zero-hour contracts). The Eurofound report on ‘Wages
and working conditions in the crisis’ showed that younger, low-skilled and low-paid employees
already seem to be experiencing a greater decline in income and more job insecurity than other
groups. The results of the report confirm this pattern and, in particular, the ‘less choice’ impact
on employment conditions (Van Gyes & Szekér 2013).
Work mobilities and social exclusion
Understanding work mobilities and social exclusion requires an analysis of those who are in
unequal differential and hierarchical relations to mobility in the labour market and society in
general. It also requires mobility to be placed and understood within the wider geometries of
power in which it occurs. If mobility is experienced in different ways, it is related in different
ways, it means different things to different people and also varies by social context (Adey, 2010),
then it can be simultaneously representational and non-representational. In other words, while
some elements of mobility can be readily given meaning and represented, others escape meaning
by occurring through thoughts and hence become difficult to represent. Therefore, it becomes
important to consider both facets of mobility. Mobility becomes visible through spatial settings
reflecting different forms of power (Jensen, 2011) but the invisible dimensions relate to forms
of power that relate to the framing, imagining, practising and experiencing of mobility. Hence,
any identification of drivers and enablers should give adequate attention to both visible and
invisible facets of mobility.
From the aforementioned trends and developments, this review proposes that social exclusion
can be analysed based on the following perspectives which represent the intersection of multiple
inequalities (Mooney, 2018).
Citizenship: Workforce mobilities in tourism frequently result in social exclusion from specific
rights to access resources such as financial services and welfare support based on citizenship
status alongside irregular and/ or precarious working arrangements (Alberti 2018; Mooney, Ryan
& Harris, 2017).
Gender and wider intersections of diversity: With regard to gender, not surprisingly mobilities tend
to perpetuate what is know about gendered labour markets with women much more frequently
found in service and sales as well as in lower paid occupations (often also framed as ‘low skilled‘
work) than men. Or, as Alberti (2017) sums up in her literature review, ‘Many migrant women,
whether from the new European migrant communities or long-term ethnic minority groups,
tend to be segregated in low-wage, menial and feminised jobs at the bottom end of the service
industries’. Opposed to this, there is almost no gender gap in high-skilled occupations (Bradley
et al, 2018).
Migration background: Over the last decades, migration to the EU has seen many waves and a
variety of push and pull factors (refugees, ‘guest worker’ agreements, collapse of nation states).
Research has shown that migrants and their descendants tend to be socially disadvantaged with
respect to people without a migrant background, in some cases bordering on the exclusion from
mainstream economic and political systems (Fernández-Macías & Paniagua de la Iglesia, 2018) Or
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they might have access to in very specific sectors only, usually with low pay and specific physical
attribution such as asparagus pickers in Germany coming from Poland, or elderly care workers
in Italy from Ukraine. In the UK, wages of male migrants have gone down as compared to those
of UK-born men since 2013, and a higher amount of EU-8 migrants are located in low skilled
and low paid occupations with insecure contracts (e.g. in elementary process plants, cleaning,
housekeeping, and process operatives) (Rienzo, 2016, www.migrationobservatory.ox.ac.uk)

3.4.

Regimes of mobilities and agencies

3.4.1.

The urban dimension in supranational policies

The territorial approach of EU policy: swinging between cohesion and competitiveness
The crucial role of cities in tackling the most urgent challenges currently affecting the world has
become an unquestionable premise of almost any policy strategies at all the levels of governance.
In particular, supranational institutions such as the EU and the United Nations (UN) hold at the
core of their actions the conviction that urban contexts constitute both the main sources of the
great part of societal, environmental, and economic issues and the scale at which measures to
tackle these issues have to be taken.
The interest of the EU towards the spatial dimension of cohesion has grown steadily, as much
as the understanding of the cities as key spatial feature, which constitutes both the concentration
of problems and opportunities across the EU territory. The spatial dimension of the EU policies
and the necessity to consider the cities as key level in the multi-level governance processes had
got a cornerstone in the launch of the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP)
(Atkinson, 2001; Servillo et al, 2012). It is precisely through the ESDP of 1997 that the path
towards a ‘European urban policy’ was drawn, with the explicit acknowledgement that social
and economic issues must be dealt with by considering their spatial and territorial dimensions.
Contextually, the urban dimension and an overall ‘spatial approach’ were adopted by means of
the various Reports of the Commission on the European Cohesion Policy, whose long-term
goal is to reduce social, economic, and territorial disparities among the EU regions. Representing
the EU’s main investment policy, its aim consists in providing support to regions and cities in
order to boost economic growth, sustain job creation, improve citizens’ quality of life, enhance
sustainability, and guarantee business competitiveness.
In the history of the EU policy design toward cities, several initiatives addressed urban areas. In
particular, over the last decade of the previous century, a strong attention toward urban
deprived areas and a question about how to trigger local development dynamics gave birth to
an experimental phase of innovative EU-led initiatives (Atkinson, 2001; Janin Rivolin & Faludi,
2005). Among others, it is worth pointing at the Urban Pilot Project and URBAN programme,
mainly dedicated to urban areas; LEADER programme dedicated to rural and fishery areas; and
EQUAL programme, which did not have a spatial specification but had been mainly used in urban
contexts for integrated actions toward specific social groups. The common dimension of these
policy tools was the experimentation of new ways of tailoring strategies for economic and social
regeneration of specific places. At the core of their approach was a strong emphasis on bottomup dynamics for the definition of a shared approach with the engagement of the beneficiaries of
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EU funds and enterprises, together with public authorities, non-governmental organisations
(NGOs), social partners and citizens.
That historical period saw a stronger territorial specification of the quest for socio-economic
cohesion and spatial justice taking place under the debate on territorial cohesion (Faludi, 2006),
which became a flagship concept in describing the aim of the EU policy domain with an explicit
spatial attention, albeit diversified political agendas connected to it (Servillo, 2010). Despite being
a niche in the Structural funds expenditure, these experimental programmes constituted the
core of an EU policy domain explicitly dedicated to an integrated approach to spatial and
territorial development and the operative tools for territorial cohesion (Dühr et al, 2010).
However, as often in policy life cycles, some of these initiatives disappeared after they reached
a maturity phase. In particular URBAN and EQUAL programmes lasted until the first EU
programming period of the 2000’s (2000-2006), when they became mainstreamed (Atkinson &
Zimmermann, 2016), with the loss of their experimental underpinning. The official narrative
behind this choice stated the necessity to normalise the integrated territorial approach
according to each Member State’s necessity, and to simplify the procedures (McCann, 2015).
Hence, a Cohesion Policy structure with three Cohesion policy objectives embedded all the
experimental initiatives, which were left to the decision of the Member States. Only the LEADER
programme somehow survived (Dax et al, 2016), leaving this local development tool dedicated
to rural and maritime areas as the only explicit EU initiative inspired by a community-led
approach.
A decade later, the discussion that preceded the current programming period (2014-2020) took
on board a series of criticisms (Mendez, 2013), including those about the controversial outcome
of the pilot program mainstreaming, as highlighted in the 5th Cohesion report (European
Commission, 2010). This included a wider critique of the EU cohesion policy, concerning in
particular the lack of territorial sensitivity, well summarised by the Barca report (Barca, 2009).
It remarked the failure of the one-size-fits-all of the traditional regional development approach
and the importance of investments finalised to support local resources and social and territorial
capital.
The place-based approach advocated by the Barca Report became a fortunate buzzword that
carried a plea for a more local and endogenous development approach (Barca et al, 2012). A
higher recognition of a territorial dimension, a stronger role of local development, and a
normative support in endogenous initiatives were the elements that brought a new momentum
for initiatives based on community participation through bottom-up dynamics.
The current programming period contains a stronger territorial narrative with three new policy
tools: Community-Led Local Development (CLLD), Sustainable Urban Development (SUD) and
Integrated Territorial Investment (ITI) (art 32 – 35 and 36 in the Common Strategic Regulation).
They are tools of the cohesion policy later named the ‘Territorial Delivery Mechanism’, which
is an interesting term to make explicit their role in operationalizing the EU funds expenditure
through a more pronounced territory-oriented vocation (Servillo, 2019). However, only CLLD
has an explicit community-led approach among the three policy tools (De Bruijn, 2017), while
the other two tools have been used to drive investments in urban areas with the purposes of
boosting growth.
The combination of a renewed cognitive and political approach to local development in the
current EU programming period strengthens the institutional framework made of discourse,
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rules and resources (Knill & Lehmkuhl, 1999), which all together supports the diffusion of a new
territorialised and in particular urban attention in the EU policy.
Recent supranational Urban Agendas
Very recently, the attention toward urban areas has led to two important actions at international
level: the Urban Agenda of the EU, and the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
In 2016 the Pact of Amsterdam established the Urban Agenda of the EU, paving the way for a
multi-level form of governance to be implemented with regards of cities. The Urban Agenda
‘constitutes the common frame for urban policy initiatives launched by the Commission’ (EU
Commission, 2017: 6), thus ascribing a value per se to the urban dimension, which is now
considered as an autonomous domain of intervention. The Agenda identifies twelve priority
themes that need to be addressed through urban policy initiatives. These include: ‘Inclusion of
migrants and refugees; Urban poverty; Housing; Air quality; Circular economy; Jobs and skills in
the local economy; Climate adaptation (including green infrastructure solutions); Energy
transition; Sustainable use of land and Nature-Based solutions; Urban mobility; Digital transition;
and Innovative and responsible public procurement’ (EU Commission, 2017: 4). In short, the
Agenda sets four focuses with regards to urbanization and urban development: ‘promoting multilevel and inclusive governance, countering impacts of gentrification and including a focus on
culture’ (Watson, 2016: 437). Three drivers of changes related to urban planning are identified,
which consist in strengthening urban legislation, implementing national urban policies, and the
spatial dimension of urbanization by leveraging on urban and territorial planning (Watson, 2016:
439).
The European Urban Agenda contributed to the debate over the UN New Urban Agenda,
developed during the Third UN Conference on Housing and Sustainable Urban Development
(Habitat III). The purpose of Habitat III was ‘to take forward the UN commitment to sustainable
urbanisation, to consider how to frame and implement the new urban goal according to what is
being called the New Urban Agenda (NUA) and to consider sustainable urbanisation across the
other new SDGs.’ (Watson, 2016, 435). Indeed, the UN New Urban Agenda signed in that
occasion aligned with SDG 11, which calls for cities to be ‘inclusive, safe, resilient, and
sustainable’, thus laying the foundations for a new round of policy and funding strategies that
loosen the emphasis on economic growth and aim at combining urban development with
sustainability goals for the next 20 years. The commitment towards tackling the most urgent
sustainable development challenges at the urban scale does not limit to goal 11, informing instead
other SDGs. Notably, the relevance of cities for the UN strategy has inspired a dedicated and
stand-alone urban SDG. The aim is to localize the SDG agenda, in order to support cities and
regions in implementing the Agenda 2030 at the local level, acknowledging the relevance of local
governments in delivering the transformations advocated by the 17 SDGs. However, the urban
SDGs constitute more as a conceptual goal, rather than useful indicators and policy tools (Klopp
& Petretta, 2017).
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EU policy and smart urban destinations
The Smart City agenda
In line with the conviction that the urban level is the most appropriate one to tackle pressing
challenges affecting the world, for more than ten years the EU has committed to the idea of
smart city as the urban model able to guarantee a sustainable form of urbanization.
As anticipated in section 3.9, when it first appeared in the public debate, the idea of smart city
was highly influenced by the definition provided by the main corporate players in the ICT sector,
which identified the smartness of a city in its capacity to provide intelligent, technological
solutions to urgent issues such as environmental sustainability, governance efficiency, mobility,
and economic growth (Giffinger & Pichler-Milanović, 2007). The EU first adopted the idea of
smart city in relation to energy efficiency, through the initiative Smart Cities and Communities
within the Strategic Energy Technology plan (SET-Plan). The focus on the interrelation between
energy, ICT, and mobility remained in the 2012 initiative Smart Cities and Communities
European Innovation Partnership, deeply affecting the strategies of European cities in coping
with the aftermaths of the economic crisis (Lombardi & Vanolo, 2015).
More recently, EU policy documents, programmes and initiatives that foster the spreading of
smart cities in all European Regions have shifted the focus towards increasing participatory
instruments and large citizens’ engagement, in the attempt to go beyond both technological
solutionism and a market-centric understanding of smart cities (Kitchin, 2015). However, as
pointed out by the literature revised in section 3.9, urban agendas for smart cities and smart
destinations still fall short in addressing wider social issues, being instead mainly concerned with
the packing cities into a sort of ‘digital skin’ (Rabari & Storper, 2014) that enhance allegedly more
participatory forms of urban governance which however may bias political decisions and hide
more subtle forms of social exclusion under the provision of instruments of open governance.
For example, in analysing 61 Commitments in the European Innovation Partnership for Smart
Cities and Communities, Cardullo and Kitchin (2019) highlight how the role of citizens is actually
still marginal. According to the authors, the actual involvement of citizens is limited by various
factors: citizens are not involved in the initial phase of setting the goals; they are usually treated
as users/consumers of market services; and technology seems still to be the driving element of
any initiatives. In line with these criticisms and with specific critiques to smart destinations,
technological development in tourism has hardly been oriented to fill a social gap: mostly,
technological innovations fill market gaps that resonate in the hegemonic political debate on
tourism competitiveness.
Tourism policy
Tourism is not an area in which the EU has policy competence. However, the EU employs other
policy initiatives not strictly related to tourism to support and coordinate the action of the
Member States in this domain. In fact, ‘as tourism is related to many other policy areas (e.g.
agriculture, environment, transport, and the area of freedom, security and justice) in which the
EU has exclusive or shared competency with Member States, the EU does legislate on issues
which affect tourism’ (Juul, 2015, 15-16).
Notably, the European Structural and Cohesion Funds constitute an important instrument to
support tourism. Indeed, in the field of tourism too, it can be appreciated the relevance that the
EU ascribes to the goal of competitiveness, seeing the tourist industry as a crucial sector to
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boost economic growth and job creation in all the EU Regions. As in other policy areas, the
competitiveness goal is partially mitigated by the aim of supporting a sustainable and high-quality
form of tourism (Juul, 2015).
Despite the actual impossibility of the EU to legislate directly on tourism, during the years the
EU has launched some initiatives and projects that sustain tourism. Some of these initiatives
have a specific focus on cities, thus fostering the spreading of urban tourism as core element of
local economic development. Drawing on the pillar of economic growth and in line with the
concept of smart city, the initiative European Capital of Smart Tourism combines the
intensification of inter-urban competition with the reliance on smartness, understood as not
only as a synonym of sustainability, but also as pivoting on innovation, creativity, and
digitalisation. Diverging from the primacy attributed to economic growth, recently the URBACT
Action Planning Network Tourism Friendly Cities has tried to mitigate the negative effects of
mass tourism on local communities by enhancing the collaboration of different stakeholders
working together to promote more sustainable touristic experiences. The point of departure
of the initiative is the acknowledgement that tourism provokes also negative externalities on
city life, which urge to be tackled.
As highlighted by Bellini & Pasquinelli (2017, 15-16), despite the recent interest towards the
development of an EU tourism policy, the latter seems poorly focused on urban tourism, due
also to the fact that the EU does not have direct competence in urban planning per se. However,
it is possible to identify different EU programmes targeting cities from which a broader
framework of the EU understanding of urban tourism could descend. According to the Authors,
the main urban issues identified by the EU – i.e. Green, Resilient, Innovative, and Creative Cities
– indirectly provide specific representations of urban tourism. Notably, tourism development at
the urban level should: reduce its pressure on cities, especially regarding the mobility domain;
confront with the direct threat represented by climate change; integrate with the wider smart
city agenda in order to boost competitiveness through information technology; and leveraging
on culture as an asset of sustainable tourism (Bellini & Pasquinelli, 2017: 17-18).
The same Authors suggest that, given the prominence gained by tourism in cities, policymakers
should develop a policy approach that integrates tourism into urban agendas, in order for policy
initiatives supporting urban tourism to harmonise with urban development strategies, such as
smart city agenda, urban regeneration initiatives, local branding strategies, etc. (Bellini &
Pasquinelli, 2017: 335). However, in outlining which are the areas where urban policies and
tourism policies could entangle, it is necessary not to be driven exclusively by an understanding
of urban tourism as a driver of competitive advantage and economic growth. Rather, the search
for an integrated policy agenda on urban tourism should also provide policy instruments to deal
with the negative externalities caused by tourism mobilities in urban contexts. Indeed, ‘rather
than calling for better ‘tourism management’ strategies in urban settings, a democratic gaze
should be trained on how tourism development policy and practice sit with urban governance
more generally’ (Mordue, 2007: 460), implementing policy initiatives that do not consider
tourism as an external force, but rather as something that variously intertwines with other local
and global processes. As stressed by section 3.7 and more broadly by the SMARTDEST project,
tourism has to be seen also as a driver of social exclusion at the urban level; therefore, there is
a need both to acknowledge the role played by certain urban development policies in sustaining
forms of urban tourism that ultimately are detrimental to large portions of local residents and
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to design policy instruments that allow to tackle tourism-driven social exclusion where it actually
plays out, that is, at the urban and neighbourhood levels.
Towards an alternative conceptual framework for urban policy
Two main general observations could descend from the above-outlined overview of the
supranational policies that affect, on the one hand, urban governance more generally and, on the
other, tourism and smartness as specific drivers of urban transformations. The first one regards
the policy approach usually adopted in dealing with cities; the second corresponds to the
epistemological interpretation of ‘the urban’.
With regard to the first point, a de facto primacy is given to the goals of competitiveness and
economic growth in the EU urban policy. Along the last decades, some experimental
programmes/instruments that advocated the pursuing of socio-economic cohesion and of spatial
justice under the frame of territorial cohesion have been designed. At the same time, it became
more and more evident the importance of investments finalised to support local resources and
to address the urban specificities, in particular under the place-based approach advocated by the
Barca Report.
Despite the various transformations that the EU cohesion policy has experienced so far, while
the ultimate goal of the cohesion strategy corresponds to the reduction of regional disparities,
the means employed to obtain this result is usually identified with boosting regional economic
growth. Indeed, a common tread ties together the heterogeneous EU interventions that concern
cities, corresponding to the idea that cities are the main drivers of economic growth. Thus, the
relevance of the urban level is mainly understood in light of the objective of competitiveness
that constitutes one of the major pillars in the EU action.
Indeed, a specific institutional framework made of discourse, rules, and resources that supported
the diffusion of pro-growth models (Anselmi & Vicari, 2019) has become dominant. This
framework promotes forms of urban entrepreneurialism and local economic boosterism
fostered by pro-growth urban coalitions between public and private actors, elites keen on
mobilising the available resources to exacerbate the divide between metropolitan areas and rest
of the countries, and to create attracting economic, social, and cultural nodes of international
networks (Harvey, 1989; Molotch, 1976). The same vision is reflected in how the Reports of
the Commission depict the relationship between cities and mobility. Notably, ‘cities were
increasingly seen as ‘engines of regional development’, and attractiveness, and by extension
mobility, is understood partly in terms of accessibility but also, reflecting the influence of
Florida’s work (2002, 2003), in broader terms related to quality of life and the role of culture as
a ‘“soft” locational factor attracting knowledge workers’ (CEC, 2005: 12) (Servillo et al, 2012:
351). The dominant orientation towards economic development is mitigated only by occasional
references to sustainability and inclusiveness as balancing elements (see for example the report
“Cities of tomorrow”).
Secondly, supranational policies are built on an epistemology of the city which should be
questioned, since it fails to acknowledge the fact that cities have been historically shaped by
flows. While the interest towards the urban dimension at the EU level has been rising at a faster
pace, there is no corresponding attention to what the urban is. In other words, the
heterogeneous policy framework that targets European cities is not based on a common
definition of ‘urban’ and ‘city’ (EU, 2011). However, the urban epistemology that underpins these
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strategies seems to be built on a tacit understanding of cities as static and bounded entities, thus
overlooking not only the fact that we live in an era of ‘planetary urbanization’ (Brenner & Schmid,
2014) that defies any rigid categorization of what a city is, but also the acknowledgment of how
the urban context is instead an hub of heterogeneous mobilities – of people, information, capital,
and objects.
This comes to a policy/epistemological paradox. While the dominant policy agenda tends to
frame the urban areas as attracting poles of space-less territories, generating harsh forms of
human mobilities (from a very broad range that goes from short-term tourists to life-long
migrants to nomadic knowledge workers), the epistemological understanding of the urban
dimension appears as conservative as a static entity. The human mobility comes in always as an
external factor, that should be alternatively addressed in terms of reactive policy (as with
migration issues) or stimulated (as in policy initiatives aimed at attracting tourists, students, or
smart workers) Still, the understanding of the city – as appears from the main bulk of policies –
remains a socio-cultural monolith.
When it comes to the research object of SMARTDEST, drawing attention to the lack of
recognition of the impact that tourism and other forms of mobile dwelling have on urban life is
of primary importance. Indeed, temporary inhabitants of cities and the heterogeneous mobilities
connected to their ways of experiencing the city both play an important role in processes of
urbanization themselves and have to be taken into account when it comes to identify
instruments to tackle the negative externalities they brought about.

3.4.2.

Institutions and multi-level governance as agency

Governance and regimes
Over the past decades, the way cities are governed has undergone a profound shift towards, on
the one hand, the increasing involvement of a wider plethora of subjects and, on the other, the
tendency towards the distribution of policymaking and decision-making processes on multiscalar levels. Acknowledging the fact that, on the one hand, the last decades have witnessed a
decline in urban national policy and that, on the other, various actors have become involved in
the process of defining policy interventions in different domains, Pierre (2014) draws an
interpretative distinction between two main frameworks, both in practice and in literature:
urban regime theory and urban governance theory. Urban regime theory was developed at the
end of the ‘80s in the US context (Stone, 1989), and focuses on how partnerships between
politicians and corporate subjects establish and then endure, becoming stable coalitions that
assure the capacity to govern (Mossberger & Stoker, 2001). The institutional framework plays a
key role in determining the outcome of the action undertaken by governing coalitions, since ‘the
exact composition of regimes will vary because the institutional resources available and the
division of those resources will vary from one city (and one country) to the next’ (Mossberger
& Stoker, 2001, 829). The so-called urban regime theory should be distinguished by urban
governance theory, because of their different ways of explaining the relationship among the
actors involved in policymaking. The urban governance framework suits better the necessity to
investigate what is at stake in governing European urban contexts, where the main issues regard
‘institutional embeddedness in multilevel contexts of policy making and the subsequent rescaling
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of statehood, globalization, social exclusion, and the role of nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs) and civil society in the delivery of public services’ (Pierre, 2014, 865).
What equates the urban governance theory with the urban regime one is an understanding of
power that does not simply boils down to political authority; instead, it is fragmented across a
heterogeneous plethora of actors, which makes societal involvement fundamental to pursue
collective goals. However, the relationship among the actors involved in urban governance is
looser than that in coalitions typically portrayed by urban regime theory, tending instead
towards ‘ad hoc and contextually defined forms of collaborative arrangements’ (Pierre, 2014:
875; see also Bassett, 1996, who talks about policy networks, like Dredge, 2006, looking at tourism
governance structures). We could therefore understand ‘regimes’ as particular forms of urban
governance (Pierre, 2014), thus mobilising the term in a rather loose form, emphasising more
the heterogeneity of actors involved rather than the strength of the ties among them, which are
instead highly contingent and subject to change.

Figure 6 - Framework for analysing urban and regional governance cultures (Hohn & Neuer, 2006: 294).

The urban governance framework has been enriched in the last decades through an emphasis
on the multi-level model that characterises EU policymaking processes, especially with regards
to the implementation of the EU new regionalism (Dabrowski et al, 2014; Hooghe & Marks,
2004; Marks, 1993). Multi-level governance indicates a ‘pluralistic and highly dispersed policymaking activity, where multiple actors (individuals and institutions) participate, at various political
level, from the supranational to the sub-national or local. It implies spatial distinctions and
geographical separation but, at the same time, its most vital feature is the linkage that connects
levels’ (Stephenson, 2013: 817). Thus, multi-levelness is understood both horizontally, as
involvement of various actors different from the political ones, and vertically, as a multi-scalar
process (Figure 6). Looking at European urban contexts, the spatial limitation of urban regime
theory stands out, since the latter is excessively focussed on the local level, while a focus on
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governance processes allows to better account for the impact that the supranational level too
exerts on the urban policies and actions.
An institutional vision of MLG
Despite the relevance conferred to the role played by the actors involved and the relationships
among them, the institutional framework holds a great importance in both the practical aspects
of governance and its outcomes. Formal and informal rules, conventions, organizations and
shared behaviours, and, more generally, institutional structures influence in multiple ways the
dynamic of multi-level governance, thus leading to forms of institutional path dependency that
constraint policymaking (Stephenson, 2013).
The institutional framework could be unpacked into three different while entangled dimensions.
First, institutional technique, which corresponds to the legal and administrative structure that
frame the processes and practices of policymaking, thus describing the instruments employed,
such as policies, rules, and resources (Lascoumes & Le Gales, 2007). Second, the socio-economic
characteristic of the context, which does not only refer to the political regime in a specific area
(a conservative vs. progressive, or a nationalist vs. federalist political coalition in power), but also
to the socio-economic regime that characterises the place, which includes the welfare system,
its redistributive capacity, the health of its economy, the cohesiveness of its society, etc.
(Servillo, 2016). Third, the discursive dimension, which corresponds to the dominant narratives
circulating in the institutional context analysed (Phillips et al, 2004).
Looking at the institutional aspects of governance means considering: a) the importance of a
broader institutional framework that goes beyond mere technical elements (tools, instruments
and defining laws); and b) the role of social dynamics, and actor-driven processes, which make
the policymaking processes socially-embedded and non-neutral setting. The context-related and
context-bounded characteristics that frame how policy initiatives are undertaken can be seen as
a bundle of techniques, and allocative mechanisms and rules embedded in an institutional
framework and produced by groups of actors. These are hegemonic imaginaries of both the
functioning of governance system and its rationalities supported by coalitions of actors that
maintain them in and through practices.
Therefore, it becomes interesting to reflect on how the governance of tourism and mobilities
could be transformed by alternative cultural imaginaries that oppose the existing ones and are
comprised of different socio-institutional dimensions (Figure 7). To explain these issues, we can
refer to the strategic-relational approach (SRA) (Jessop, 2001; 2008), associated with the role
of imaginaries in a cultural political economy approach (Sum and Jessop, 2013). Jessop’s strategicrelational perspective points at how the interaction between institutions and actors is based on
two processes: ‘structurally inscribed strategic selectivities’ and ‘structurally oriented strategic
calculation’ (Jessop, 2001; 2008). SRA means that there is a reflexively—recursively dialectal
form of interaction between actors and institutions. Particular institutions may privilege (but
not determine) some actors, some actions, some techniques, etc. over others (‘structurally
inscribed strategic selectivities’). At the same time actors orient their actions in function of their
institutional frame (‘structurally oriented strategic calculation’).
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Figure 7 - Changes in planning systems through planning episodes (re-adaptation of the original scheme
in Servillo & van der Broeck, 2012).

SRA is a useful analytical lens because it indicates not only that actors involved in governance
processes ‘support’ the consolidated way of doing, but also that the governance system itself
steers the actors’ behaviour and selects implicitly who and what can be involved and the types
of practices that can be performed. Hence, the institutional construction matches a urban
regime through a strategical institutional interaction (Servillo & Van den Broeck, 2012), where
the sets of values/practices are an expression of the supportive coalition of actors, which at the
same time, selects and frames their course of action. This dynamic maintains together the
institutional setting and its strategic selectiveness and actors with their strategic orientation. At
the same time, it explains how, in the presence of structural change, some prominent actors
remain, but with different mainstreamed attitudes.
The coalition of actors in what we could call a urban regime (considering the unintentionality of
being part of it, and the actors’ temporary implicit alignment toward a more or less shared set
of values) shares a series of hegemonic cultural imaginaries. They support the formal institutional
setting (i.e. the technical dimension of governance) and its allocative and authoritative power,
being functional for its reproduction. ‘Agency has both material and discursive bases and,
although economic power is grounded in control over economic resources and state power is
grounded in coercion, struggles among competing forces and interests in these domains are
normally waged as much through the battle for ideas as through the mobilization of primarily
material resources and capacities’ (Sum, 2008, 1).
Actors, democratic legitimacy and issues of representativeness
Both an approach that pays more attention to governance processes, principles, and structures
and an alternative focus on institutions fall short in providing full acknowledgment of issues
regarding power imbalances and conflictual dimensions in political action.
According to some authors, it is due precisely to the public-private coalitions that stay behind
policy and decision making that, since the beginning of the ‘80s, we have been witnessing a shift
from a managerial form of governing the city to an entrepreneurial one (Hall & Hubbard, 1996;
Harvey, 1989). More critical authors have highlighted how this shift corresponds to an analogous
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movement of some issues from the realm of the political to the one of post-politics
(Swyngedouw, 2014), in which the conflicting dimension that is proper to politics is withdrawn.
At the same time, the increasing involvement of private actors belonging to the business sector
in policymaking has shifted the attention from issues of socioeconomic equality.
More generally, these loose arrangements of actors are composed by a plurality of subjects who
may lack democratic legitimacy (Da Cruz et al, 2019), such as not only politicians and corporate
actors, but also banks, media, citizen associations, philanthropic organizations, professional and
trade associations, etc. Moreover, despite urban governance theory envisages a larger plethora
of potential participants (Pierre, 2014), still the participation process is frequently limited to
some habitual subjects. Indeed, issues of democratic accountability and representativeness arise,
since ‘decision-making in a multi-level governance setting tends to lack transparency, be less
open for citizens and media scrutiny and marginalises the traditional representative institutions
such as national or sub-national parliaments in favour of networks of non-elected actors, all of
which implies blurring responsibilities for the policy outcomes’ (Dabrowski et al, 2014: 356).
MLG and tourism mobilities
Multi-level governance is also complexly entangled with tourism policy, the latter being affected
by the interplay between supranational, national, regional, and local levels (Hall & Jenkins, 2008).
Governance is usually deployed as a concept that, due to its implicit openness to a large plethora
of subjects, is sufficient to guarantee the quality of policymaking initiatives in the tourism realm.
However, authors have pointed to the fact that the idea of ‘governance’ is frequently used as a
means rather than a goal, and have urged to make sure that the openness implied by the term
would be established as a point of arrival too, by facilitating democracy through the engagement
of both tourists and residents in destination governance (Jamal & Camargo, 2018).
However, as SMARTEDEST stresses, tourism should not be understood as an outside
phenomenon, but rather ‘as integral to wider processes of economic and political development
processes and even constitutive of everyday life’ (Hannam et al, 2014: 172). When it comes to
tourism, the embeddedness of urban tourism-related mobilities within multi-level governance
systems may constitute both a challenge and a powerful instrument for intervention. Therefore,
how a city is governed with regard to either the positive impact that tourism may exerts or its
negative externalities demands policy interventions in a wider array of policy domains. Thus,
policy responses to tourism-related issues cannot be found in the strict domain of tourism policy
alone, rather they encompass interventions in sectors such as housing, work, transport,
infrastructures, public space, services of general interest, place identity and branding, etc.
For instance, as exemplified by Bellini & Pasquinelli (2017: 335), urban development policies may
intersect tourism policies in various issues: measures on local competitiveness, employment and
entrepreneurship could directly affect tourism industry; interventions on infrastructure and
traffic management may play a role in the city accessibility for tourists, which could be enhanced
by the introduction of smart technologies too; cultural economy policy and urban regeneration
strategies could work as tourism attractors; efforts towards increasing the city reputation at the
international level and working on urban branding strategies may work as forms of indirect
marketing of the city as a tourist destination; interventions on the provision of soft
infrastructure, such as hospitality, may increase the value conferred to a city by tourists.
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With regards to policy measures in the field of urban cultural economy, Degen and Garcia (2012)
highlight how Barcelona has mobilised a cultural strategy as an instrument of urban branding that
successfully positioned the city within the most attractive tourist destinations in Europe. In an
analogous way, whilst moving in a non-European context such as Harlem, Hoffman (2003)
discusses how major processes of economic restructuring could lead urban policy coalitions to
embrace alternative development strategy that have culture (and, therefore, tourism) at their
core, contributing to offering new economic opportunities to areas previously disconnected by
the urban fabric due to an uneven spatial development.
Urban policies in the domain of hospitality and the ones addressing smart technologies clearly
intersect when it comes to the highly debated issue of sharing economy platform such as Airbnb.
Ferreri & Sanyal (2018: 3355) ‘analyse policy shifts and practices of enforcement at local
government level and examine how emerging digitally mediated uses of space usher in both new
urban regulations and unexpected challenges to their enforcement, raising wider questions about
the role of information technology companies in transforming city governance across the globe’.
This type of analysis implicitly addresses the issue of how mobility-related policies affect urban
spaces. Similarly, Lambea Llop (2017) focuses on the highly critical context of Barcelona to show
how legislative measures adopted at the local level could help avoiding the negative impact of
short-term rental platforms on the housing sector.
The governance of tourism and place in the age of mobilities
Besides enlarging the scope of what governing tourism at the urban level means, a further step
towards a more nuanced understanding (and practice) of tourism-related policymaking
implicates abandoning some preconceived categories such as tourists and residents and, on the
contrary, focussing the policymaking process on the role of each actor in the complex process
of city-making. As suggested by Koens et al (2019), rather than focussing on how to manage
urban tourism and its impact through ad hoc measures, a ‘cause-oriented systemic perspective’
should be applied, addressing ‘the driving forces of urban development and the role of tourism
within that development’ (Koens et al, 2019: np). Such an approach will allow to become aware
of the wider structure of the system, of the rules and routines of the institutional framework,
and of the process of exclusion of some groups and narratives. The specific constellation of
actors that compose a particular urban regime or policy network plays a relevant role in bringing
into being a correspondent ‘mobility regime’, that is, in activating governance processes that
shape a specific framework for tourism. Public decision makers, together with trade associations,
sectorial stakeholders, cultural agencies, and NGOs may not coalesce in aligning their interest
explicitly as in the urban regime theory. Still, they constitute dynamic and fluid arrangements,
which mobilise specific assets in order to foster forms of urban mobility that are consonant with
their interests. Two elements are important in terms of this policy dimension: first, the role of
public authorities and the associated capacity of strategically instigating and directing the
mobilization processes; second, the differential capacities of stakeholders to mobilise assets in a
multilevel governance framework (Servillo et al, 2012).
With regards to tourism mobilities, people-centred, open mechanisms of governance that ‘audit’
local communities and bring to the fore their interests are still largely absent in tourism politics
or more broadly in urban management; in these conditions any chances of transitions to
sustainability are hindered. Moreover, this shift entails an understanding of the subjects usually
addressed by tourism-related policies alternative to the typical one that sees residents on one
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side of the spectrum and tourists on the other. Rather, the nature of all the stakeholders should
be viewed as ‘relational and constitutive’, moving along a continuum of more or less mobile
contingent relations to the city. This justifies an alternative policymaking approach to urban
tourism that ‘implies multi-actor processes with involvement and interaction of a wide variety
of stakeholders from within and outside the system’ (Koens et al, 2019: np).
Some of these – usually excluded – actors could correspond to civic movements opposing
touristification processes and the effects of overtourism. As highlighted by the study made by
Russo & Scarnato (2018) on the Barcelona example of how tourism could act as a factor of
urban regime change, reorganizations of the structure of policymaking could enable some
agencies usually excluded – such as civic movements that oppose the negative externalities
produced by unregulated tourism – to take part in deliberative processes otherwise based on
mechanisms that lead to select a group restricted and usual stakeholders.

Figure 8 - Conceptual framework for competing rationalities approach (Fazito et al, 2016: 6).

Moreover, besides the complex arrangements of actors involved in governance processes and
the variable outcomes that the latter could have according to the specific institutional
framework in which they operate, another crucial dimension to understand how different actors
pursue their political objectives is represented by discourse. Indeed, the urban implementation
policy is highly affected by narratives and ideologies that get to dominate the political arena in a
specific context. This is particularly evident in the tourism domain too, since ‘tourism policy
development and wider economic policy goals are critically dependent on specific social
constructions of development, underpinned by latent social conflicts’ (Fazito et al, 2016, 3).
Specific and usually hidden discourses and narratives frame the governance of tourism in
relatively specific ways, thus informing policies with different rationales, made of ‘personal values,
regional identity, environmental values and cultural norms’ (Fazito et al, 2016, 15 - see Figure 8).
One of the consequences of the transcendence of the mobilities turn in place politics is to have
questioned mainstream planning and management models, which proved unsuitable to cope with
emerging fields of (re)production of social exclusion (e.g. population loss, social polarisation,
spatial segregation, casualisation of employment, weakening of social capital). Thus it today
widely recognised that certain urban planning paradigms and development policies augment the
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chances of exclusion. For instance, the increasing trend towards the deregulation of economic
activity, housing and tenancy rights contributed to the increased vulnerability of resident
populations in the face of the increasingly negotiable nature of urban assets, thus
counterbalancing the socioeconomic benefits expected from liberalised markets and economic
buoyancy. In this sense, planning should take into account the inherent contradictions of any of
the processes that usually it boosts, especially those related to the placemaking. This is clear
when discussing city public spaces upgrading. For example, as previously stated, even though it
is generally accepted that walkability is positive, the attractiveness of walkable areas stimulates
the arrival of visitors and thus, because of the co-presence of different user groups, this may
result in a complex and sometimes conflictual situations (Popp, 2018). As a consequence, urban
regeneration strategies can entail the dismembering and re-assembling of the built environment
(Sepe, 2007), ending up in altering conventional notions and uses of public and private spaces
and in this way accentuating forms of domestication or domination (Macauley, 2000). So,
paradoxes emerge when discussing about planning and urban destinations.
Critics of the ‘sustainability fix’ (Jonas, 2015) point out that mitigation policies, for instance, with
respect to tourism externalities, are often subject to hegemonic expansion imperatives, resulting
in incoherent and piecemeal reaction tactics which have shown to fall short of providing
structural solutions. Also, local authorities often have relatively little room for manoeuvre. This
is demonstrated, for example, by the little voice they have in the face of the development of
infrastructure networks and their local effects (Russo & Scarnato, 2017), by the leeway provided
(until recently) by the EU technology and competitiveness agendas in the face of contentious
issues brought locally by the ‘platform economy’ (Dredge & Gymothy, 2015), and by the lack of
authority of many city governments (especially in the south of Europe) to mould tax systems to
compensate for the externalities generated by tourism mobilities. While ‘smart cities’ may be a
response towards more environmentally efficient development, the implementation of ‘smart
destinations’ has not met such societal concern (Ivars-Baidal et al, 2017; Söderström et al, 2014;
Vanolo, 2014).

3.4.3.

Smart cities and smart destinations: technology ‘mobilising’ cities

Smart City projects and the construction of Smart Destinations (SDs)
A key agency of urban transformations in the scope of this project is technology, and namely
ICT enhancements in systems of promotion, communication, prescription, regulation and
management of tourism. ICT investments in service, mobility and environmental management,
as well as in governance, have generally been a fundamental dimension of ‘smart city’
development agendas, and are expected to become more intensive and widely diffused in the
near future. It must be clarified at this point that when we propose technology as ‘agency’, we
refer not just to devices and systems which can be applied to any field of urban management,
but to a complex of (mostly global) industrial conglomerates, with many local ramifications,
which have vested interests in the deployment of local strategies and the capacity to influence
local development agendas.
In the light of the previously illustrated concepts, ICT are also conceived as mobilities: digital
technologies transport (knowledge, capital), connect, enable and anchor other (physical)
mobilities, they order social spaces (for instance, through age, skills or connectivity divides), and
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they travel themselves – as product, political project or system. For this reason, framing our
understanding of ‘smart city’ in the mobilities approach goes in the way of problematising the
agency of ICT in relation to social exclusion.
The emergence of the internet and the rapid development of ICTs progressively define a new
scenario in the relationship between digital technologies and the city. Graham & Marvin (1996)
identify up to 20 terms associated with the digital characterization of the city in the period 19641990, including the informational or the wired city. Willis & Aurigi (2018) highlight 22 terms that
try to synthesize the digital and smart characterization of the city, such as cybercities, digital
cities, network cities, or sentient city, to mention some of them. Among all these words, Smart
City is one of the most used terms since the mid-2000s until becoming a true buzzword,
omnipresent in the global urban agenda (Kitchin et al., 2017). In the same instance, the platform
or sharing economy is the term that is among the most commonly discussed when it comes to
the technology, tourism and smart cities nexus.
The ‘Smart City’ and ‘Smart Destination’ (SD) concepts are very ambitious and cover nearly all
aspects of city/destination planning and management: innovation, sustainability, social cohesion,
competitiveness, etc. Yet, in spite of the fact that smartness provides new possibilities to
improve sustainability (Perles & Ivars, 2018), it cannot be assumed that the development of a
smart city/destination strategy automatically transforms a city/destination into a sustainable
place (Ahvenniemi et al, 2017). On one hand, from a social point of view, smart city visions are
seen by some authors as largely disconnected from social needs and aspirations (Vanolo, 2016).
In this sense, the social indicators associated with smart cities are clearly insufficient as those
related to ‘smart people’ and ‘smart living domains’ (Giffinger et al 2007) or those corresponding
to Health, Housing, Population and Social conditions (ISO 37122:2019 - Sustainable Cities and
Communities: Indicators for Smart Cities).
On the other hand, the smart city concept with a citizen-centric perspective promotes a digitally
inclusive city that comprises expanding access to city services, reducing the digital divide among
citizens (including "digitally invisible" populations), protecting the digital rights of residents,
favouring digital access and skills, and improving public engagement (O´Dell et al 2019). This
approach can be found in different initiatives: IntelCities Cop (Deakin et al 2015) or the Smart
Communities initiative (Goldsmith & Crawford, 2014), however, as Townsend (2013) states,
access to technology is an important problem but the capacity to exploit it for good is
paramount.
Although the term Smart City is subject to multiple interpretations and definitions (Willis &
Aurigi, 2018), smarts cities are usually identified with knowledge centres that manage
information, technology and innovation, thus favouring a more efficient management, sustainable
development and a better quality of life for citizens (Giffinger et al, 2007; Caragliu, Del Bo &
Nijkamp, 2011). Moreover, Komninos (2015) considers smart cities as a new paradigm of city
planning and development.
The following potential benefits or ‘promises’ of smart cities have been identified by Kitchin et
al (2019):
-

More efficiency and services improvement.

-

Smart economy by fostering entrepreneurship, innovation and competitiveness.
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-

Smart government thanks to new modes of governance, making government more
transparent, participatory and accountable.

-

Smart mobility by creating intelligent transport systems.

-

Smart environments by promoting sustainability and resilience.

-

Smart living by improving quality of life.

-

Smart people by creating a more informed citizenry and fostering creativity, inclusivity, etc.

This perspective has generated a new wave of urban initiatives under the ‘smart’ umbrella, from
experimental projects to strategic plans for smart city development, which is not without
criticism, such as Hollands’ (2008) warning about the ‘self-congratulatory’ nature of many smart
city initiatives. Cardullo & Kitchin (2018) associate the smart cities with neoliberal ideals and
their dogmas (efficiency, sustainability and freedom of choice) to call for a model of smart city
that places the citizens at the centre, conventionally occupied by capital and the market. These
authors refer to the example of the necessary reform of the smart city model of Barcelona
initiated by the progressive government in 2015.
Hollands (2008) states ICTs itself cannot transform automatically cities and claims for a greater
role of human capital. Vanolo (2014) identify smart cities with an urban imaginary that offers a
techno-centric vision of the city: a new imaginary that benefits large technological companies
(Söderström et al, 2014) and could provoke several critical impacts, such as the underestimation
of the possible negative effects, the thoughtlessness of alternative ways of city management, the
overestimation of the role of technology in solving complex urban problems, the shift to
privatization of public services, technological dependency, privacy loss of citizens, or a
depoliticization of urban management (Greenfield, 2013; Hollands, 2008; Kitchin, 2014; Kitchin
et al 2017; March & Ribera-Fumaz, 2014; Townsend, 2013; Vanolo, 2014).
Besides, the ambiguous use of the term smart city and the different scope of smart city initiatives
make difficult the measurement of its real impact. As the report Mapping Smart Cities in Europe
(Manville et al 2014) highlights, smart cities refer more to processes than to outcomes, and
comprise a portfolio of initiatives with different goals and levels of maturity. The scope of smart
cities initiatives is diverse and comprise projects at an experimental stage or confined to "smart
districts" or city centres rather than benefit the entire urban area (Kitchin, 2019).
Human mobility and transport systems have been a key field of application of the smart city
concept, as the control over the externalities produced by (mainly motorized) movement in the
urban space, its cost-efficiency and flexibility to respond to different user needs, are major
concerns for competitive and sustainable cities, and may become hindrances to the further
development of an urban economy (Benevolo et al, 2016). Hence it is not surprising that most
such initiatives have concerned the tourism industry, or more broadly tourism as a key
dimension of contemporary cities. Since the end of the 1990s at least, diffusion and ubiquitous
availability of Internet has not only opened new avenues of restructuring of the operation along
the tourism value chain. Even more remarkable is the fact that the tremendous recent growth
of search engines, new distribution channels, virtual tourism communities and numerous social
media platforms (Xiang et al, 2015) have connected critically the digital with the physical
(Beckendorff et al, 2014; Gretzel at al., 2015), revolutionising the modalities by which tourists
are informed and empowered, and take their consumption decisions in cities accordingly. ‘Smart
destinations’ thus represent a key articulation of the implementation of smart city agendas in
the tourism field.
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Undoubtedly, the smart city is the origin of the ‘smart destination’ concept (Boes et al, 2015;
Buhalis & Amaranggana, 2015). However, the development of the smart city is not the only
driver that explains the emergence of smart destinations. The changes in the technological and
social macro environment cause changes in the functioning of the destinations and pose the
need to adapt to the new dynamics (Ivars et al, 2017; Jovicic, 2016). These interrelations
generate ‘smart tourism’ ecosystems, defined by Gretzel et al (2015a, p. 560), "as a tourism
system that takes advantage of smart technology in creating, managing and delivering intelligent
touristic services/experiences and is characterized by intensive information sharing and value cocreation". This definition links with the business digital ecosystem, however, rather than being a
tourism business-centric ecosystem it includes several components (Gretzel et al, 2015a):
tourists and residential consumers, tourism suppliers and intermediaries, support services,
platforms and media, regulatory bodies and NGOs, transportation carriers, travel technology
and data companies, consulting services, touristic and residential infrastructures and companies
of other industries linked with tourism.
The concept of smart ecosystem can be assimilated to that of smart destination at a local scale,
as a complex system whose main goal is to increase competitiveness and enhance quality of life
of all stakeholders, including residents and tourists (Buhalis & Amaranggana, 2015). Based on this
approach, public programs for the promotion of smart destinations have been proposed in
China, South Korea or Spain (Gretzel et al, 2015b).
Spain has been recognized by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) (2018) as one of the most advanced countries in developing initiatives to deal with the
digitalization of tourism. Smart destinations were included almost ten years ago as a strategic
priority in the National Tourism Plan for 2012-2015, coordinated by SEGITTUR (the public
agency devoted to tourism technologies and innovation associated with the Ministry of Industry,
Energy and Tourism). SEGITTUR defines a smart destination as a “an innovative space, accessible
to everyone, and consolidated on a cutting-edge technological infrastructure that guarantees the
sustainable development of territories, facilitates the integration and interaction of visitors with
the environment, and increases the quality of their experiences at the destination as well as
residents’ quality of life” (SEGITTUR, 2015, p.104). Spanish initiatives include the creation of
two standards relating to smart destinations: UNE 178501:2016 (Management Systems of Smart
Tourist Destinations. Requirements), revised in 2018, and UNE 178502:2018 (Indicators and
Tools of Smart Tourist Destinations), developed by AENOR (the National Standardization
Agency) in collaboration with SEGITTUR.
The application of smart destinations standards in Spain is too recent to draw conclusions.
However, the standardization of smart cities started in 2014 by the International Organization
of Standardization (ISO), trying to provide more leadership guides and management frameworks
than a technical specification (Merricks, 2019). A similar approach has been followed by the
Spanish destination program.
Critiques and potentials of Smart Tourism
Cities are bound to develop the SD toolbox when they face either or both the following
challenges: 1) maintaining or increasing their competitive share in the context of an increasingly
volatile and ‘mobile’ visitor market. 2) coping with the increasing pressures produced by tourism
on the resident population. In fact, it is possible to relate to many SD experiences where the
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first objective is clearly targeted, but cases and scientific evidence where SDs are focusing on
the social field are circumstantial.
In this sense a first critique can be moved to how the SD concept has been played out: While
effects on citizens quality of life are generally expected to derive from a better performing
tourist sector (as employer) and a better environmental efficiency, social resilience for the
incumbent population is not an imperative of SDs in practice, and the potential gains of SD for
citizens still need to be balanced out with the problems that a ‘smarter’ place for tourists (and
other mobile collectives) could engender.
The question is even more complex, and in fact extends to any contexts in which smart city is
developed (not just tourism places), if the relational, multi-scalar approach advocated by
Manderschied (2009) introduced before is taken seriously. Caragliu et al (2011) in their analysis
of the characteristics of smart cities that are commonly summoned by the literature, quote the
“strong focus on the aim of achieving the social inclusion of various urban residents in public
services” (p. 68), which should prompt researchers and policy makers to give attention to the
crucial issue of equitable urban growth. In other words, the conceptual literature calls to inquiry
to what extent any social class benefits from a technological integration of their urban fabric,
and notes that when social and relational issues are not properly taken into account by smart
city strategies, social polarization may arise as a result. This last issue is also linked to economic,
spatial, and cultural polarization. And they conclude: “The debate on the possible class inequality
effects of policies oriented towards creating smart cities is, however, still not resolved” (p. 64).
That is certainly a concern for SD, where ‘smart’ is basically conceived as a more intelligible,
efficient and exploitable space for the city’s customers, enhancing their cognitive capital and thus
their power of negotiation over the city spaces and moorings. To this respect, Bauman (2000:
120, cited by Manderscheid, 2009, 18) claims: “people who move and act faster, who come
nearest to the momentariness of movement, are now the people who rule. And it is the people
who cannot move as quickly, and more conspicuously yet the category of people who cannot at
will leave their place at all, who are ruled. Domination consists in one's own capacity co escape,
to disengage, to 'be elsewhere', and the right to decide the speed with which all that is done while simultaneously stripping the people on the dominated side of their ability to arrest or
constrain their moves or slow them down”.
As was seen in Section 2. of this document, the ‘capacity to be mobile’ or motility involves
access to different forms and degrees of mobility; competence to recognize and make use of
access; and appropriation of a particular choice' (Kaufmann et al, 2004: 750). Arguably, most SD
domains are oriented at augmenting the motility of visitors; they can access information and
services from digital platforms, reassemble them according to their needs, situate themselves in
‘unfamiliar’ spaces as consumers just like any other ‘permanent’ citizen, and on their turn diffuse
this information in 3.0 channels, influencing the choices of other city users. In short, the presence
and mobility of tourists in cities, once bounded by prescription and regulation, is today
substantially not discernible from that of citizens; however, their power of negotiation over the
city’s spaces and resources can be far superior. Empowered visitors resituate the ‘dominated’,
slow sectors of local urban societies, which, per se, represent a stratification which analyses of
social exclusion need to bring to light.
The analytic toolbox of mobilities can be deployed to further excavate the role of ICT-enhanced
or ‘smart’ tourism in the social ecology of contemporary cities, tackling in particular the
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relational nature of tourism with respect to the situation of all other economic agents operating
in the destination. A key critical issue that should be analysed in detail is the impact of smarter
tourism in gentrification processes. The literature depicts a more knowledgeable and connected
visitor as an urban explorer, who is likely to use residential and everyday spaces as moorings of
his/her urban experience. For instance, a clear trend to prefer accommodation in private homes
as an integral part of such urban experience has been observed by the burgeoning literature on
p2p hospitality (Forno & Garibaldi, 2014; Russo & Quaglieri Domínguez, 2016; Molz, 2012; Stors
& Kagermeier, 2015). It is also highlighted how the tourist activation of everyday spaces, such as
homes and commercial spaces, represents a key shift in the scale, reach and effects of traditional
processes of population change (Cocola Gant, 2016; Dayne, 2016; Füller & Michel, 2014; Novy,
2018), and may have notable ‘stratification’ effects (Barron et al, 2017; Inside Airbnb, 2017).
Another ‘black spot’ of smart tourism for urban inclusion has to do with the nature and
conditions of labour in the tourism industry and connected sectors. Especially in countries that
have been most severely struck by the crisis of the 2000s, and that at the same time are among
the EU’s largest recipients of tourism movement (Spain, Italy, Greece, Portugal, etc.), the
competitiveness of the tourism sector has been substantially maintained, and large cities have
done very well in their national and regional contexts. However, the conditions of employment
in the tourism sector have worsened substantially (Leschke & Jepsen, 2012; Aragón, 2012). In
part this can be attributed to the adoption of anti-crisis reforms (for instance, in Italy, France,
Spain, Greece), that have further deregulated, externalised and casualised employment, and had
a special incidence in the low-skilled sectors like tourism and in places with a large labour supply
reserve, especially of migrants (Ladkin, 2011). Yet this trend is reinforced by the parallel
disarticulation of traditional supply chains and the emergence of the sharing economy as a key
player in tourism, which also had important consequences in terms of labour relations, with the
growth of informal work (Schor & Attwood‐Charles, 2017; Dredge & Gyimóthy, 2015; De
Stefano, 2016). In ‘smarter’ destinations, the balance between a greater productivity of labour
which reverts positively on salary levels and contractual conditions and the transformation of
employment relations may be globally negative for workers. Possibly this has been a contingent
trend in the wake of the crisis, however there are little signs that the conditions of labour will
improve in the years to come (Codagnone et al, 2016). Considering that a large part of the
tourism workforce at urban destinations is made of citizens, this transformation hints at
widening breeches between capital and labour. Within the workers’ collectives, it is especially
migrant women in the mainstream hotel industry and young workers taking up temporary jobs
in the ‘sharing economy’ platforms (Airbnb, Uber, etc.) who suffer the most (Cañada, 2018;
Costa et al, 2011).
These critiques are easily extended to the specific domain of SDs. While SD strategies have the
potential to make visitors increasingly able to navigate unfamiliar environments and to establish
(mental, physical, social) connections in them, the spatial and consumer behaviour of mobile
collectives eschews traditional prescriptive systems subject to political scrutiny, and becomes
attuned to narratives which reflect the business interests of a large number of industry and
technology actors, well beyond the traditional boundaries of the tourism industry. As noted by
Ivars Baidal et al (2017), “innovation in tourism is fostered by external driving forces including
the external suppliers of technology, which, in the case of the smart cities and STDs, exhibit a
large capacity to influence urban and tourism management” (p. 11). The best that a local or
regional government can do in this sense is to be acknowledged of, influence, and possibly
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coordinate (within the limit of its competences) this ecosystem, so that collective interests can
be attained to some degree. However, this is not always achieved. According to Ivars Baidal et
al (2017), experts acknowledge that technological investments in SD have potential to establish
a better balance between the satisfaction of tourists and the quality of life of the residents;
however, they also stress the need to “analyse who controls the technology, its objective and
who benefits from the smart destination projects” (p. 10).
Assessments will depend on how the smart city concept is actually assembled, developed, filled
with meaning and implemented by policy makers (Vanolo, 2014: 884). Every place will be
different to that respect, framed by specific geographical, socioeconomic and cultural conditions,
such as the negotiation power of the local community and the subgroups within them; the
physical and social morphology of cities, which will define and delimit the power forces at play;
or the quality and degree of penetration of enabling technologies, which will also reflect the
extent of public leadership in governance regimes. Thus, policy responses will be very different
– no ‘one size fits all’ policy will be universally valid. Yet it is possible to envision a consistent
analytic approach which will yield diversified solutions form case to case.
SMARTDEST assumes that policy interventions and responses in this field should not only scale
up to the technical potential of Industry 4.0, but also resonate with the overall philosophy of
communities of interest as ‘stakeholders’ and cocreators that Industry 4.0 elicits. This approach
determines the way this project will search for innovative urban management solutions, analysing
in a collaborative format the social challenges produced by tourism mobilities in different case
study contexts and codesigning solutions ‘from below’ deploying the full potential of Industry
4.0 ecosystems, thus engaging citizens, institutions and potential business partners in an open
innovation exercise. According to Xiang et al (2015), smart products have disrupted value chains
in the tourism business, “forcing companies to rethink and re-tool nearly everything they did
internally” (p. 143).
In the scope of this project, innovations could be co-designed in relation to many processes
through which tourism mobilities intervene in the reconfiguration of city spaces and livelihoods,
with potential effects on urban inequalities. To this regard, Söderström et al (2014) note: “data
are trapped, ‘unsmartly’ organized in information silos, lost and not available when needed. They
are under-used, and their potential should therefore be unleashed”. The solutions to which
SMARTDEST looks for would liberate the full potential of Industry 4.0 to redress the social
balance of tourism mobilities. Lom et al (2016) suggests that “the transition towards smarter
cities (implies that) citizens are no longer considered only as users, but also as key stakeholders.
Technology should be no longer looked as a static asset, but as a dynamic enabler. Business is
no longer viewed as a provider, but as a partner” (p. 2). If, as was argued before, the SD agenda
may be moved especially by corporate interests, how can resident communities and
governments bring tourism and technology corporations to develop smart systems which make
a difference in terms of social inclusion?
For Hollands (2013), the primacy of corporate interests in smart urbanism above societal goals
could be overcome if “the real smart city (…) begins to think with its collective social and
political brain, rather than through its ‘technological tools’” (p. 13). This alternative smart city
exists. For Söderström et al (2014) “it is made up of myriads of initiatives where technology is
used to empower community networks, to monitor equal access to urban infrastructures or
scale up new forms of sustainable living. However, contrary to corporate storytelling, no
straightforward narrative about the smart city emerges from these initiatives as they can be
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driven by very different and politically variegated motives” (p. 318). A similar point is also raised
by Martin (2016; 159), who advocates the need for research exploring how the sharing economy
niche could be steered toward a pathway aligned with a transition to sustainability, to
disseminate success stories, and to scale them up.
Thus, an alternative storytelling about smart cities is necessary, and should not only be used for
critique but also as an instrument to suggest progressive avenues for urban development
(Sandercock, 2003: 26). In this regard, the concept of ‘Creating Shared Value’ (CSV), introduced
by Porter & Kramer (2011), might be seen as starting point to understand how such alliances
can be established in relation to withholding or relinquishing power. A key assumption is that
successful (from a societal point of view) smart destinations achieve a brand value which is
expected to revert positively on all the agents involved in its development. A key assumption is
that successful (from a societal point of view) smart destinations achieve a brand value which is
expected to revert positively on all the agents involved in its development.
The disruption of value chains in the tourism business provoked by the use of ICTs and big data
(Xiang et al 2015) requires an analysis of the smart tourism ecosystems configuration at a local
scale and its effects on social exclusion processes. To this end, the conceptual model of the
smart tourism ecosystem coined by Gretzel et al (2015) will be used incorporating a social
perspective from the value creation point of view. This approach focused on tourism will be
complemented by an ABM in order to generate broader scenarios of human mobility in the
cities selected as case studies.

3.4.4.

Coping with tourism-related inequalities

The crisis of traditional planning, mobility management and social policies have also given way to
new avenues of empowerment from the bottom-up. In short, the mobilities turn – and the
relational and performative turn with which is its highly intermeshed – clarify that instead than
focusing on tourism as economic sector which unsettles other forms of life and capital
accumulation, we should instead be looking at tourism mobilities as assemblage of objects,
embodied practices and representations which are enacted through space and constitute place,
more or less inclusive or exclusive.
Thus, place politics in the age of mobilities should be about challenging such order by reempowering ‘weaker’ actors which are materially and culturally excluded from such
construction. A review of the literature reveals that affected communities have developed a
wide range of tactics to cope with social exclusionary processes in the ‘smart’ tourist city.
Scheyvens & Biddulph (2018, p. 4) discuss the concept of inclusive tourism, which they define as
“transformative tourism in which marginalized groups are engaged in ethical production or
consumption of tourism and the sharing of its benefits.”
Here, the focus lies on marginalized people as tourism producers and consumers, as well as on
their general empowerment. This implies a broader involvement in decision-making about
development of tourism, like widening tourism maps, challenging power structures and access
to tourism. Scheyvens & Biddulph´s (2018) approach builds on former sustainable tourism
models summarized in Table 1, which shows what perspectives the scholars adopted and where
they differentiated. In comparison with other concepts, inclusive tourism appears to tackle
different issues more broadly, however these approaches are still relying on ‘planning models’
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whose implementation often clashes with the complexity of power coalitions, multilevel agencies
and vested interest.

Table 1 - Distinctions between inclusive tourism and other related forms of tourism (Scheyvens &
Biddulph, 2018, p. 7)

Society also responds to the challenges presented by ‘exclusionary’ tourism with a wide range
of ‘making do’ tactics: from adapting mobility, socialisation and work routines, to re-entering
education. Emerging ‘collaborative’ paradigms present an opportunity for emancipation: the
explosion of Airbnb-style accommodation in European cities is a demonstration of how middle
classes affected by the crisis have rescheduled their life becoming microentrepreneurs and
transforming their houses in sites of work. The reach and sustainability of these tactics is
questioned by advocates of the circular, pro-commons economy (Kostakis & Bauwens, 2014),
who point their finger at platforms like Uber, Airbnb etc., as extreme developments of the
neoliberal paradigm.
More significantly, however, affected communities do engage in innovative forms of solidarity
and micro-entrepreneurism, among others, new forms of digital cooperativism. In most cities,
however, these do not ‘scale up’ to policy (Celata & Coletti, 2018) and they hardly nuance a
consistent challenge to hegemonic regimes of accumulation and growth (Martin, 2016). The
works of Colomb & Novy (2017) and Sequera & Nofre (2018) are first attempts to conceptualize
how contestation and ‘resistance’ practices around tourism-related disruptions is currently
scaling up from specific locales and issues towards a global reconfiguration of the opposition to
neoliberal regimes. Drawing from a wide range of case studies, these authors nuance
overtourism and other pressures to socio-environmental justice of ‘resident’ populations as
trigger of political contestation and the alignment of (mostly urban) societies with sustainable
alternatives. In a more recent work (Novy & Colomb, 2019), these authors analyse the diversity
and ecology of tourism-related social mobilizations recently witnessed in cities, hinting at an
increasing ‘politicization from below’ of tourism, or of mobilities more broadly, which is starting
to influence the political agenda of certain cities.
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All in all, the current debate on social exclusion in urban settings points to the need of ‘creating
shared value’ (Porter & Kramer, 2011) that could benefit the whole urban community. In fact,
despite the seductive idea of tourism as an all-embracing solution to the economic downturn
post-financial crisis, the legitimate doubt crept among residents of most touristed cities: who
gets the most benefits from tourism?
In an attempt to provide empirical grounds to the aforementioned question, scholars have
devoted a huge effort in analysing the phenomenon of overtourism. This growing body of
research has converted overtourism into a new buzzword in the tourism literature (Milano et
al, 2019). As mass tourism has proliferated, protests and resistance to touristification also did.
At the time of this writing, several studies exist on citizens-driven forms of coping, with an
exhaustive geographic coverage. This extensive literature allows for a systematization of a very
heterogenous set of socio-political practices and a preliminary taxonomy of bottom-up forms
of coping at the international level, their strengths, successes and causes of failure.
Colomb & Novy’s (2017) monograph includes analyses focusing on protests and resistance
practices in several tourist cities all over the world. The editors of this volume explain that
“across the globe […] there is thus mounting evidence that points to an increasing politicization
of what hitherto had essentially been a non- or minor issue in urban political struggles in most
cities” (p. 4). Among the types of social impact yielded by tourism, the rise of social movements
has received some academic attention. For instance, Novy and Colomb (2019) examine social
movements in tourist cities5, who often do not campaign against the tourism itself; rather, their
contention is against the trend of neoliberal urban development. Political responses to those
claims reach from ignoring and delegitimizing to symbolic gestures and real actions. Four
dimensions are believed to have an effect and become the source of conflict: economical,
physical, socio-cultural/social and psychological (Fig. xxx).
Such a politicization materializes in different forms depending on the specificities of the context.
For instance, Gravari-Barbas & Jacquot (2017) show that in Paris, beside the absence of
institutionalized anti-tourism movements, residents have been increasingly seeking to avoid
tourist nuisances by developing everyday routines and covert practices ‘of resistance’ (i.e. micropolitics of resistance such as avoiding crossing tourist hotspots). In contrast with the Paris’ case,
protests against touristification in Berlin (Novy, 2017) and Barcelona (Arias-Sans & Russo, 2017)
are grounded on a more explicit recognition of tourism as harmful to residents and their quality
of life. In post-socialist Prague, Pixová & Sládek (2017) found that mobilizations against tourism
have served to reinvigorate civil society and its forms of social engagement after the transition
from communism to democracy. Interestingly, Bereskin (2017: 152) have shown how “Belfast’s
tourism debate differs from many cities in that faith in tourism’s curative properties remains
widespread, even among those it most negatively impacts.” In Venice, Vianello (2017) emphasizes
that, despite tourism studies being somewhat older compared to other realities, public and
political debates on planning and urban policies have been lacking until the 1990s. Finally, the
analysis of the process that has turned the (former working-class district) Gängeviertel
(Hamburg) “into something resembling a tourist attraction” (Fraeser, 2017, 335) provides an
example how multi-stakeholders “spaces of creative autonomy” might counter-balance the
negative effects of tourism pressure.

5

Actually, the emergence of social movements themselves can be seen as local effect of tourism.
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Over the past decades, movements against touristification have also flourished outside Europe,
and several analyses have been carried out in the US – Santa Monica (Peters, 2017) and San
Francisco (Opillard, 2017) –, China and the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (Garret,
2017), Shanghai (Arkaraprasertkul, 2017), Singapore (Luger, 2017), Buenos Aires (Lederman,
2017), or Rio de Janeiro (Broudehoux, 2017) and Belo Horizonte (Capanema-Alvarez et al,
2017).
Overall, all these experiences fit into the debate on ‘urban commons’ (Borch & Kornberger,
2015; De Angelis, 2017) revendicating a right to the city for all or, as Colomb & Novy (2017: 4)
say, that “contestations revolve less around tourism itself than around broader processes,
policies and forces of urban change perceived to threaten the right to ‘stay put’, the quality of
life or the identity of existing urban populations”.
Therefore, rephrasing the expression used by Moret (2018), one can easily advance the question
about whether mobility (tourism-oriented or not) is nowadays just a practice or, rather, it is
the product of an unequal allocation of resources among the population. Indeed, Kaufmann’s
concept of motility provides a first definition of mobility as capital, in terms of access to and
competence for mobile living. However, capital in its social form assumes here a particular
relevance as forerunner of social engagement and (ideally) social change, thus entailing a much
broader reflexivity on the implications of the mobilities turn and how it is restructuring
contemporary societies. Studies on social capital are widespread in sociology (see, among others:
Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1988; Granovetter, 1973; Putnam, 1995). In general terms, social
capital can be defined as the glue of community affiliation deriving from the sum of interpersonal
relationships, shared identity and norms leading to the ability/willingness to intervene to produce
an outcome, being this latter trait strictly connected to the notion of ‘collective efficacy’
(Sampson et al, 1997).
The review of the literature reveals that the application of the concept of social capital has
recently increased in tourism studies. On one hand, tourists’ social capital (e.g. friends and
relatives they visit at destination) contributes to tourism development. In a similar vein, migrants
may be attracted to places of higher social capital (David et al, 2010; Hotchkiss & Rupasingha
2018). On the other, residents’ social capital is key to mitigate the effects of tourism pressure.
The mobilities literature, indeed, may indicate that the more ‘mobile’ a (resident) population,
the more resilient it could be in coping with the effects of the intensifying negotiation over urban
resources and moorings, while less more sedentary populations, often characterised by lesser
endowment of human, social and cognitive capital, find it harder to adapt.
Quinn (2007) is a pioneering work about ‘coping in the face of tourism pressure’, focusing on
changing shopping practices and other everyday routines among Venice’s residents, who
ultimately flee the city in search of higher levels of quality of life in the non-tourist peripheral
areas. However, shifting social practices also hint at the emergence of lock-ins and new forms
of social exclusion, like longer and more expensive home to work commuting (for workers who
re-settled farther from tourism work locations) or downscaling the quality of living conditions
to remain closer to work. This is also an issue for situations of extreme dependence from social
networks of proximity that are being eroded by visitor pressure (as in various works of CocolaGant, 2019; 2016). More distributed forms of ‘commoning’ urban assets and organising life and
work in flexible networks of cooperation, aided by technology, could indeed represent a form
of coping which scales up from individual, reactive decisions towards an organised ‘smart society’
(Berlinguer, 2019).
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3.5.

Methodological ‘turns’ for the study of mobilities and their effects
on places

3.5.1.

Mobile methods and beyond

Following the consolidation of the mobilities turn as a recognized and institutionalized field of
research in the social sciences, many studies, especially those relating to everyday practices, have
engaged in an attempt to ‘mobilize’ the research process itself (Hein et al, 2008). Authors such
as Büscher & Urry (2009), or Fincham et al (2010), reflect exhaustively on the methodological
approaches that have been constructed and integrated into the mobile perspective of the social
sciences, listing concrete techniques and practical examples. The use of research methodologies
and techniques is necessary to overcome the difficulties of mobility. As Urry (2007) points out,
for social sciences, used to deal with 'societies' and other forms of permanent or semipermanent rootedness, it is complex to move towards thinking about processes and
methodologies that have to do with the constant movement and flow of information.
Sheller and Urry's proposal (2006) goes in the direction of an experimental ethnography, a
'mobile ethnography', where the researcher and the objects of study are themselves in
movement. The participant observation of transition spaces, of mobility contexts and transport
systems, is accompanied by the use of qualitative interviews in the form of stories and narratives
of life (Bertaux, 1999 cited in Mascheroni, 2007), and the analysis of what we can call visual
sociology (diaries and 'mobile' objects such as photographs, videos, souvenirs, letters, postcards),
produced spontaneously or requested by the researcher. In short, the 'mobile' methodology is
still in a phase of experimentation, but it has already produced interesting results and is moving
towards full legitimacy in Anglo-Saxon sociology. Other innovations in ethnography involve
research practices such as ‘walking with’ or ‘flânerie’ (Ingold & Vergunst 2008; Jensen, 2009;
Bairner, 2006), ‘tandem ethnography’ (Molland, 2013) and ‘multi-sited fieldwork’ (Marcus 1995),
adopted to improve some of the difficulties encountered in researching people who happen to
be ‘on the move’ (Cresswell, 2006).
While we acknowledge the value that qualitative, inductive research offers to making sense of
the ways in which tourism mobilities ‘make space’ and relationally transform places and
communities, we are also aware of a major critique to the hegemonic character of this approach
in the mobilities literature, moved by Manderscheid (2016). She accepts the backdrop
permeating much critical social sciences that quantitative approaches (what is counted, on what
terms and thereby made visible) constitute a highly political issue infused with power relations,
and that “numbers and quantifications are linked with political interventions by creating as well
as legitimating norms and standards as well as identifying starting points for corrections and
improvements, thus rendering people, groups, practices and spaces governable” (p. 7). However,
she suggests that there is discursive space of research on movement and transportation, bringing
(and quantifying) formerly neglected and marginalised movements, spaces, groups and interests
into the picture. The examples she makes refer to survey-based research linking between
mobility practices and socio-spatial positions, social network analysis comparing network
geographies between different social groups and allowing for a representative account of unequal
mobilities and the socio-spatial embedding of mobile actors, multiple correspondence analysis
searching for the sociocultural structuring dimensions of patterns of mobility practice, and
others. She claims that “from a political point of view […] ‘numeracy’ as the speaking of the
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language of numbers and statistics increases the chance for critique to be heard in policy-making
and to insert alternative figures such as the socially and spatially embedded mobile actor into
social realities” (p. 3).
It has also been argued that there is a distinction to be drawn between ‘mobile methods’ and
‘sedentary methods in motion’. The latter approach might, for example, indicate when a
traditional interview is carried out in a car or on a train (Evans & Jones, 2011). It could be argued
that such methods do not fundamentally challenge the efficacy of traditional methods for eliciting
valid data and produce quite different results from those where the physical/corporeal mobility
of the researcher and research participant are directly involved. Technology has been at the
heart of the development of mobile methods, particularly Geographic Information Systems
(GIS), Global Positioning System (GPS), cameras, audio recording devices and bio-medical body
monitoring devices measuring the heart-rate or body temperature of mobile research
participants (Ricketts Hein et al., 2008: 1273). The development of ICT in the last two decades
has brought about a change in the methodological approach through which we study the
phenomena that interest us here. From different academic fields, the possibilities and challenges
offered by these technologies are being explored as new sources of information for the analysis
of human phenomena, especially in urban environments (Ratti, 2006, cited in Miralles-Guasch et
al, 2015, 2056) and with a special interest in mobility and transport (Janelle & Gillespie, 2004).
Indeed, this field of research over the last two decades has seen the introduction of techniques
that allow automated collection of information on human mobility through location devices such
as GPS (Shoval & Isaacson 2009; Birenboim & Shoval 2016), mobile phone tracking (Ahas et al
2008; Steiner et al 2016). In the context of tourism studies, these techniques are reorienting
research towards the analysis of “big data” of the spatial and cognitive behaviour of large masses
of visitors for the purposes of planning, management and marketing of destinations.
More recently, social networks also represent a source of information for the analysis of
mobility, daily practices and tourist travel patterns (Kádár & Gede 2013; Vu et al 2015). The
visualization of the geographical positions of photographs taken by tourists has indeed been a
convincing method to measure tourism activity in urban spaces. Social networks and social media
in general (blogs, review sites, media sharing, question-and-answer sites, social bookmarking,
social networking, social news, and wikis), (Marine-Roig, 2014) have been studied firstly in a
more qualitative and elementary way and then in more elaborate ways through techniques such
as user-generated content (UGC) for the elaboration of data on experiences, behaviour and
mobility patterns (Marine-Roig & Anton Clavé, 2015 ; Xiang et al, 2015) both in the field of
tourism studies and in other thematic areas (Smith et al, 2012; Susarla et al, 2012).
Flamm and Kaufmann’s (2006, 169) operationalization of the notion of ‘motility’ is aimed at
“explain(ing) the logic and rationales of the composition of an individual’s motility”. Their
proposal is based upon the results of 44 interviews conducted in a two-round survey. The
interview’s script was made up by four sections, respectively addressing: (1) the interviewee’s
life-course; (2) his/her everyday life; (3) personal perceptions to various means of transportation;
and (4) his/her travel mode preferences. The results show that mobilities practices primarily
adjust to a desire of travel-independence to the point that individual can even try “to accumulate
access rights beyond what is financially reasonable in terms of their effective use, simply because
the person desires to feel he or she can easily react in unusual situations” (p. 184). Indeed,
personal attitudes towards various means of transportation were also found to play a major role
(e.g., for instance based on an estimation of environmental impact), as well as external
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constraints (e.g., job reallocation, restrictive parking policy, etc.). Unsurprisingly, the survey’s
results highlighted the growing influence of ICTs to plan face-to-face encounters, providing
assistance in daily mobility routines, etc. As such, the co-existence between physical and virtual
mobilities is responsible for the creation of ‘virtual contiguities’, or what is the same, the
emergence of forms of ubiquity “that enable the preservation of social integration across
distances” (Flamm & Kaufmann, 2006: 183).
In a more recent paper, Kaufmann, Dubois and Ravalet (2017) presented a quantitative attempt
to operationalize the concept of motility drawn on data collected through a computer-assisted
telephone interviewing (CATI) survey (N = 1,735). The analysis was performed by using principal
component analysis and subsequent classification based on 16 variables related to the three
dimensions of motility (access, skills, and plans). The main focus was on work-related high
mobility. This research partially endorses the results previously obtained by means of qualitative
method. Namely, if was found that differences in mobility patterns depend not only on material
inequality but also on people’s aptitudes in relation to the use of space. At the same time,
motility is not fixed but changes over time as a consequence of external constraints (e.g., jobrelated readjustment) and/or more private issues (e.g., ageing, health conditions, etc.).
On their part, Bernier et al (2019) tested the robustness of the concept of mobility applying
structural equation modelling with data from the PaNaMo survey conducted on the ELIPSS panel
(N=2,290). PaNaMo provides data on the daily mobility practices of the French population
between 18 and 79 years old. The results obtained highlight that different forms of motility arise
from different combination of accessibility, skills and expectation. For instance, motility might
remain latent if accessibility and aspirations do not align. On the other hand, people might
experience frustration when, despite holding relevant skills, there are not in the condition to
use them (e.g., poor transportation offer). Interestingly, the results also suggest that “the use of
the car as the main transportation mode is predominant for people with low levels of mobility
aptitudes” (Bernier et al, 2019: 20).

3.5.2.

Evolutionary economic geography and applications in tourism development

EEG establishes an empirical framework to study tourism in the context of a place/region’s
development not in isolation but in terms of how this activity co-evolves with the – often
competing – development paths of several other industries. In parallel, EEG has released within
tourism studies the potential of powerful economic geography notions such as branching
(Brouder & Eriksson, 2013), co-evolution (Brouder & Fullerton, 2015; García-Cabrera & DuranHerrera, 2014; Ma & Hassink 2013; Larsson & Lindström, 2013; Randelli et al, 2014), path
creation (Gill & Williams, 2011; 2014), path dependence (Bramwell & Cox, 2009; Chen & Bao,
2014; Ma & Hassink, 2013; Williams, 2013), path plasticity (Halkier & Therkelsen, 2013) and
survival (Brouder & Eriksson, 2013). Additionally, it generates bridges with other economic
geography approaches such as the Relational Economic Geography (Sanz Ibáñez & Anton Clavé,
2014) or the Global Production Network analysis (Niewiadomski, 2014; Sanz Ibáñez & Anton
Clavé, 2016). Moreover, specific research approaches to single types of tourism destinations
have also been produced, with the special interest of works related to the dynamic and
contested state of urban tourism (Brouder & Ioannides, 2015).
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Papers incorporating EEG theory and key related conceptual approaches (complexity,
Darwinism, path dependence) tend to rely in the use qualitative data. Most of them discuss the
extent of changes in societies in transition at the local, regional and national level. An illustrative
list of themes and approaches is presented in the book chapter prepared by Brouder et al (2017),
where the various contributions related to this topic at that moment were listed and
summarized. Aside of pure conceptual discussion works such as those of Brouder & Eriksson
(2013), Brouder (2014), and Sanz Ibáñez & Anton Clavé (2014), a range of topics and
methodological approaches could be identified. Therefore results from the theoretical pillars on
which EEG is built – path dependence, complexity, and generalized Darwinism (Boschma &
Martin 2010b) – can be traced using the summary made in the edited volume on Tourism
Destination Evolution published in 2017 as a founding collective work for the approach (Brouder
et al, 2017).
Focusing on path dependency, some of the compiled works by Brouder et al (2017) point to the
need for long-term perspectives in understanding destination evolution. In this sense, Gill and
Williams (2017) cite Hall’s (2011) work on why a lack of policy learning restricts the
development of sustainable tourism governance over the long-term. This central question is also
in focus in Carson and Carson (2017) where institutional lock-in has limited the development
of sustainable tourism. Meekes et al (2017) choose to utilize a complex adaptive system (CAS)
to merge notions of CAS with EEG concepts and to capture the CAS for tourism and recreation
in a region of the Netherlands. At the same time, Halkier & James (2017) tie the extant studies
on CAS in tourism (Farrell & Twining-Ward, 2004) to the emerging use of resilience approaches
(Lew, 2014) using Boschma’s (2014) notions of adaptation and adaptability in regional resilience.
In doing so, they understand how complex change includes both short-term adjustment to
circumstance and long-term strategic planning. Still related to the concept of complexity,
Hassink & Ma (2017) see co-evolution as a cognate concept to the TALC (Butler, 1980) arguing
that destinations are marked by a myriad of products, sectors, and institutions operating at
various levels. Brouder & Fullerton (2017) use the same concept to interrogate the assumed
unilineal development of tourism in the Niagara region of Canada and highlight that even in one
small region there are multiple, distinct albeit inter-related co-evolving paths with their own
nuanced institutional environment.
Linked to the general Darwinism founding theoretical stream, Sanz-Ibañez et al (2017) focus on
key ‘moments’ in destination evolution arguing that at certain points in time there is a clear and
marked shift in a destination’s path trajectory. Additionally, Niewiadomski (2017) also shows
how external knowledge helps to create new paths in the context of post-communist regions
‘de-locking’ themselves from their unproductive past.
Gill & Williams (2011) develop a case study of path dependence in the Whistler Resort using
qualitative methods based in the compilation of primary and secondary information to briefly
review the earlier pro-growth path of Whistler's development, the viability of no-growth
governance, the issues surrounding growth limits and the role of “The Natural Step” framework
in tourism governance. Path dependence in the evolution of resort governance models is also
the topic of Chen & Bao (2014). They use secondary data from local governmental agencies and
companies, and in-depth interviews with 18 key destination stakeholders and demonstrate that
the existence of institutional costs structures the potential options of the actors. This study
expands previous theories of path dependence in institutional change, and thus contributes to
the understanding of institutional changes in Hainan and transitional China. The relation between
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path dependence and regional lock in also in China is the subject dealt by Ma and Hassink (2014)
using a model that includes information about resources, markets, firms and governance
evolution and changes. They find that the emergence of the Guilin tourism area was not only
influenced by contingent events, but it is also basically rooted in its initial conditions.
Yet, relations between path dependence, path plasticity and path creation are also some of the
initial interests of the researchers applying EEG to tourism destination analysis. The case of
Halkier & Therkelsen (2013) refers to the path plasticity of some Denmark coastal resorts. In
this paper path dependency is an acknowledged characteristic of tourism due to a majority of
small and micro-sized firms. The paper explores the micro-dynamics of two coastal-rural
destinations including the identification of the key institutions supporting the rise of North
Jutland as a successful international tourist destination in the 1980s and 1990s. Randelli et al
(2014) refer to rural transition in Tuscany, Italy, towards a tourism development analysing the
weakness of the established rural structure and its heritage, the large availability of empty
buildings, new trends at the macro-level, in particular the European funding for multifunctionality
within agriculture, and urban people seeking for natural life-style. Finally, Gill & Williams (2014)
highlight the role of leaders in the transition of destinations analysing path creation through
mindful deviation of stakeholders in Whistler, Canada focusing on one key aspect – that of
affordable housing. The data are drawn from key informant interviews, participant observation
and community document sources.
Co-evolution is also a relevant goal of some of the founding articles of the EEG approach. In this
sense, Ma & Hassink (2012) argue that the ‘evolutionary turn’ in economic geography could offer
a powerful thrust to the theoretical discussion on tourism area evolution reinterpreting the case
of the Gold Coast, Australia with the empirical application of two theoretical concepts: path
dependence and coevolution. Larson & Lindström (2013) make an empirical analysis on how the
leisure boat manufacturing and the tourism sectors in the municipality of Orust on the Swedish
west coast combine knowledge from these two sectors as a way to spur innovation in
experience production. García Cabrera & Duran Herrera (2014) focus on the Spanish economic
crisis that started in 2008 and takes empirical evidence from tourism firms with the aim of
examining how private actors engage in institutional changes. Finally, Brouder & Fullerton (2015)
through semi-structured interviews with regional tourism stakeholders investigate the less
central stakeholders in the Niagara region of Canada and explore how future studies might
integrate marginal tourism stakeholders in studies of the regional tourism economy.
Two other related papers are identified in Brouder et al (2017). They relate to a very specific
and different issues. Brouder & Erikson (2012) deal with regional branching towards tourism in
North Sweden resource-based regions while Sanz-Ibáñez and Anton Clavé (2016) analyse how
local-global coupling among stakeholders hints at destination upgrading. From a methodological
perspective, this second paper obtains empirical evidence from interviews with key stakeholders,
complemented with secondary data. In doing so, the paper examines the influence of alliances
between local stakeholders and global intermediaries operating in a Catalan destination from
1994 to 2013 and identifies he nature and dynamics of the strategic coupling patterns defined—
cooperative, mediated, self-interested, and captive—as well as their upgrading outcomes are
discussed.
Two final reflective papers listed in Brouder et al’s (2017) summary are of special interest for
the SMARTDEST project. Williams (2013) discusses a renewed understanding of mobilities as
path depending or path creating and Brouder & Ioannides (2014) reflect about urban tourism
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through an EEG lens. The first is a theoretical paper that discusses if the trajectory of tourism
mobility is path-dependent or path-creating and, therefore, whether tourism is locked into
existing sub-optimal pathways or is there scope for creating significantly more sustainable future
pathways. Four main tourism mobilities drivers are considered – technology, markets, cultures
of mobility and state intervention – but their impact is contested. The concepts of enfolded and
substitutable mobilities are explained and used as intermediary concepts for engaging with the
key relationships influencing tourism mobilities. Also, Brouder & Ioannides (2014) start with a
claim about the evidence that the “evolutionary turn” in economic geography had only been
applied to a few urban tourism cases. Yet, the paper sets out the potential of EEG as a
conceptual framework for urban tourism studies. The analysis draws on recent studies to
highlight the strengths of taking such an approach and a number of avenues yet to be explored.
They are the following: (1) impact of urban tourism on residents and businesses as well as on
labour flows, (2) urban tourism as an area where the complexity of the economy and its place
is most obvious, (3) the association of tourism under recent neoliberal policies of urban
development with place-based competition and large capital investments, and (4) urban tourism
and contested urban spaces with issues of local governance, such as privatisation of public space.

3.5.3.

Feminism and intersectionality as methods: towards a gendered urbanism

As a history that allows us to understand literature in gender urbanism and gender mobility, it
is important to remember the state of art that Munar et al (2015) portray in their report on the
gender gap in academia in the field of tourism. The results of their report reveal that women
are heavily underrepresented in both numbers and proportions of leadership positions, influence
and decision-making positions compared to men. The report underlines that there are two main
causes for the gender gap that complement each other. On one hand, gender gaps might be the
consequence of women deciding not to be academic leaders or not to imagine themselves or
other women in this position, because of their socialization. On the other, it might be due to
barriers and discriminations that women suffer in academia, and that do not allow them to
achieve the same positions as their peers, that is, what in literature has been called the leaky
pipeline. All in all, the report provides an initial diagnosis showing that: (1) female membership
in TRINET and CIRET, organizing positions in conferences, and authorship in the Encyclopaedia
of Tourism ranges between 36% and 49%; (2) women academics only hold between 21% and
34% of journal leadership positions (such as editors and associate editors), conference keynote
speakers, and conference scientific committee members); (3) female membership in the
International Academy for the Study of Tourism and honorary editorships of journals, is
characterized by the largest gender gap, with women achieving only 11% to 17% representation.
Similar accounts can be found in Pritchard et al (2011) and Cheng et al (2011). As a result,
gender balance within this discipline seems far from reality. Also, this necessarily means that
subjects, concerns, research objects and theoretical-epistemological frameworks with which all
the contents within this field are addressed are biased and that the needs and views of most
social groups (women, young people, elderly people, LGBTIQ collective, racialized people,
minorized people, people with functional diversity, etc.) have not been fully represented in the
production of knowledge carried out up to date.
Yet, analyses developed within feminist literature revendicate that feminine mobilities are
different from masculine ones, reaffirming the urgent need to account for the causes and
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implications of these differences. For instance, feminist geographers have long insisted about the
differential nature of male and female daily routines. Patterns between home and work are
clearly gender biased and significant differences exist between longer distances and more direct
daily travels undertaken by men in the modern west and more complicated but shorter distance
travel patterns of women, who not only go to work but often have to drop children off with
schools and childcare as well as dealing with shopping, medical visits and a long list of other,
typically feminised, routine events (Law, 1999; Hanson & Pratt, 1995). Other studies suggested
that gender-differentiated roles related to familial maintenance activities significantly affect
women’s trip purpose, trip distance, transport mode and other aspects of travel behaviour
(Erickson, 1977; Andrews, 1978; Hanson & Hanson, 1981; Howe & O’Connor, 1982; Fagnani,
1983; Fox, 1983; Pas, 1984).
In this regard, understanding gender practices as historically, socially, culturally, geographically
and politically constructed experiences, is key to unveil the relationship between mobilities and
gender. According to Priya Uteng & Cresswell (2008), gender is enhanced, modified and enabled
by mobility. For example, one of the important elements in the social construction of gender
identities could be depicted in the narratives of mobility and immobility. The same authors
consider that the way “how people move (where, how fast, how often, etc.) is demonstrably
gendered and continues to reproduce gendered power hierarchies” (p. 2).
Any decision about mobility systems, the design of the technology that underpins it, and the
research and knowledge that is produced about it, maintains certain gender practices. Even if it
is unintentionally, the way in which mobility is conceived, promoted and realized, affects men
and women, and if we do not ponder about these effects, and on the discourses that promote
them, we work with the dominant values that cause inequalities in these mobilities (Sheller,
2008).
The notion of ‘feminist urbanism’ is founded on these premises. Concretely, feminist urbanism
should be conceived as “a positioning and a political tool” in that it “can contribute to a social
and physical transformation, breaking hierarchies and changing realities [allowing] coexistence
and common life people in their diversity” (Col·lectiu Punt 6, 2019: 21). Accordingly, talking
about gender ultimately implies a broader focus on diversities (in terms of age, functional
diversity, origin, religion, etc.) and forms of oppression (such as racism, homophobia, classism
or transphobia). Taking van den Berg (2018, 754) into account, “gender intersects with other
axes of domination in important ways […] the intersection with class is especially important as
it means asking what exclusions based on class become possible as a result of genderfication”
(see also: Brah & Phoenix, 2004; Jaunait & Chauvin, 2012; Wekker, 2016).
Against this background, tradition accounts of urbanism as solely responding to economically
oriented and pragmatic purposes have been extensively criticised (Wilson, 1991; van den Berg,
2018). A fresh look is nowadays considered as necessary, a 'female' gaze that recovers the vitality,
diversity and organic relationship of cities (Hemel, 2013). In this particular sense, Jane Jacobs'
(1961) ideas still remain a benchmark for urbanism with a gender perspective. Where women
were virtually excluded from public life, and where the action spaces for men and women were
separated in and delimited, Jacobs saw women and children as urban agents who can generate
mixed spaces, recover spaces for families, promote street life in working-class neighbourhoods,
re-use old buildings, generate collective childcare spaces and collective dining rooms, in one
word, an ‘actual’ pubic space in the full meaning of this term.
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The transition from a production-based to a consumption-based society was marked by
women's access to the public space. The consumer society required the implementation of the
service economy to maintain itself, which meant the inclusion of women as consumers and a
‘feminization’ of the urban space. Nevertheless, van der Berg (2018) warns that under this
supposed 'feminization' and the renewed interest in Jacobs' ideas there might be again a merely
utilitarian interest in disguise, which was initially sought to counteract with a 'female' view on
city planning but ultimately benefits a few social groups. In her own words, the main concern
with this genderfication “is that it uses gender equality and femininity as a means or even
instruments for class upgrading and the creation of revenue” (van den Berg, 2018, 763).
Similarly, the aforementioned notion of ‘genderfication’ coined by Van den Berg (2018) refers
to the production of space for gender relations, thus evoking Hackworth's (2002) definition of
gentrification as the production of spaces for gradually richer people, beyond the
neighbourhoods of the working class (see also: Warde, 1991).
As such, analysing the implications of the mobilities turn through the prism of gender sheds new
light on the mobility/immobility articulations, or the relationship between mobilities and social
exclusion. For instance, Sheela Subramanian (2008) stressed the “deep link between race, gender
and movement in space”. Drawing on Butler (1993) and Fanon (1967), Subramanian showed
how “bodies and spaces produce one another, and how the racialised [and gendered] body is
constituted through immobility”. Relatedly, the sedentary and the nomadic has been equated
with the feminine and the masculine, being women often regarded as deep-rooted and associated
with home and housing, and men associated with travel, cars and the road (Ahmed et al, 2003;
Morley, 2000; Massey, 1994), being away from home most of the time or escaping at the slightest
opportunity. Accordingly, such an essentialization of the gender roles is performed from a
position of relative (im)mobility, pushing Sheller & Urry (2006) to suggest that one of the
overarching goals of the new mobility paradigm would have been to account for how the gender
discourses of mobility – sedentary and nomadic – operate and circulate.

4. IMPLICATIONS FOR THE SMARTDEST PROJECT: RESEARCH
QUESTIONS AND METHODS
In this section, the research domains identified in our proposal of analytical framework (Section
2.4) are revised in the light of the research approaches and outputs from the literature presented
in Ch. 3. Responding to the set objectives, the existing knowledge and the gaps detected in the
literature, each domain entails a number of specific RQs, to be tackled at different scales and
using a variety of sources and methods, throughout the tasks planned for WorkPackage 2 (panEU analysis) and WorkPackage 3 (case study analysis).
Each of the four research domains presented here is organised in a short explanation recapping
the main insights on which it is based and the gaps that have been identified in the literature,
followed by a synthetic presentation of RQs, methods, sources, and the Task / WorkPackage in
SMARTDEST where they will be tackled.
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A: Tourism-related mobilities and their evolution
The first building block of our project looks at the sheer dimension, nature and evolution of
tourism mobilities and their ‘landings’ on places. The most important needs for empirical
research are set, firstly, by the lack of a systematic analysis of ‘landings’ of tourism mobilities in
relation to different types of places. Though data on tourism movement at destinations’ regions,
as well as data on incoming transport carriers are generally available for the whole EU territory,
a more nuanced taxonomy of attraction processes should look for instance at the origin,
motivations and profiles of travellers, from a plurality of standard and non-standard sources.
Secondly, the literature has variously engaged with mobilities related with tourism analysing the
‘pull factors’ for the mobile workforce and the ‘push’ of tourist destinations as attractive for
lifestyle migrants of different types and age cohorts. However, this literature is mostly carried
out in relation to case studies and misses a specific analysis of the types of places where this
encounter occurs and with which effects, or on specific ‘mobile’ groups highlighting for instance
skills and gender intersectionalities. Finally, in order to understand processes of gentrification in
cities, a characterisation of the mobilities of foreign capital investment and international
companies and their high-skilled workers is needed.
Research Questions set for domain A:
A.1. Which tourism mobilities, of different nature (people; objects/carriers; intangibles) and
originated at different scales, ‘land’ in specific places in the EU territory?
A.2. How have these mobilities and ‘landings’ evolved over time?
A.3. What are the dimensions, origin, characterisation (in terms of socioeconomic, demographic
and cultural profiles), of other human mobilities such as migrant workers, life-style migrants,
students, etc., that are enmeshed with the attraction and retention of tourism mobilities in
specific places or type of places? What has been the evolution of these associations?
A.4. What are the dimensions, origin, characterisation, and landing of the mobilities of foreign
capital investments and international companies and high-skilled workers, that have an important
role in the gentrification of cities?
Methods set for domain A:
Research question A.1. and A.2. can be tackled by measuring, estimating and charting specific
flows of tourism mobilities and their arrival to/transit in places in time series. The intensity of
different flows will be measured and mapped at the European geography using as spatial unit of
reference the Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics (NUTS) 2/3 regions or the
Functional Urban Areas (FUA) (depending on availability); zoom-ins will be provided for urban
regions and specific cities that are case studies in SMARTDEST and other major tourism
destinations.
Research question A.3. will first establish a basic typology of tourism-related human mobilities
(migrant workforce, lifestyle migrants, foreign students, etc.) based on the existing literature and
methods, and will similarly proceed to measure, chart and analyse the evolution of such
mobilities in time by point of arrival / transit, using a variety of standardised and privatelyobtained data or estimation techniques.
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Research question A.4. will examine the mobility of foreign capital investment and international
companies and high-skilled migrants looking at the global and local scales. Investments in the
tourism sector and in the real estate are important to track to provide an outlook of the
agencies that are pushing the development and internationalisation of destinations. Foreign
capital investment by country (NUTS 1) and with detail of NACE (Statistical Classification of
Economic Activities in the European Community) sectors, including tourism, are provided by
EUROSTAT; we will make an attempt at obtaining this information at NUTS2/3 level from other
specialised private sources. Ideally, gathering information on policies oriented towards the
attraction of private investments in the tourism industry would also benefit the analysis. As
mentioned in Ch. 3, the data on the mobilities of foreign companies might equally be useful to
underline the drive that high-end employment centres have on the socioeconomic
transformation of the workers’ residential neighbourhood. That is, we would follow the
companies to underpin gentrifiers as a transnational community of corporate who in part are
seen to prefer settling in tourism areas. Point data exist on registered businesses and residence
of high-skilled migrants, and these are generally available at municipal or national level, but these
classifications are likely to vary among countries. Ideally, gathering information on policies
oriented towards the attraction of companies and high-skilled workers would also benefit the
analysis.
Whereas all these RQs will be tackled within Task 2.4 in WP2, it is possible that for a finegrained reading of foreign investment and company mobility data we will rely on local sources
in all or a subset of case study locations in Task 3.3 (WP3).
List of sources to be considered in domain A:
•

•

•

•
•

Eurostat, TourMis and similar sources will be accessed to measure tourism-related
movements. Examples of indicators are: number of nights spent at tourist accommodation
establishments, number of hotels and similar establishments, air transport of passengers,
passengers embarked and disembarked in all ports by direction, foreign capital investment
per NACE sector;
Also, the aforementioned sources gather data that allow for addressing the issues of carbon
inequality and pressures derived from expansion of anchoring infrastructures at destination
in terms of air emissions accounts by NACE rev. 2 activity, tourism mode of transport and
CO2 estimation, etc.;
Labour Force Survey for migration data;
Erasmus database and local universities’ databases to analyse flows of foreign students;
National databases for registered businesses and high-skilled migrants residing in different
cities.

B: Infrastructure of tourism mobilities, moorings and immobilities
The most obvious legacy of the literature on the mobility turn was to put mobile practices of
dwelling at the core of the analysis of social stratification in cities. Indeed, nowadays any analysis
of cities as mobility hubs cannot avoid a focus on the interplay between mobile practices (e.g.,
walking, running, dancing, driving, flying, etc.), spaces that enact mobility (e.g., roads, bridges,
airports, etc.), and the subjects’ social and spatial positions. Besides, Adey (2006) emphasized
that one can barely understand present-day mobility patterns without paying duly attention on
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immobilities of very different nature – physical, political and ideological, economic, cultural. It is
only in the framework of a ‘relational politics of (im)mobilities’ that the mobilities turn makes
full sense. This standpoint is key for the SMARTDEST project, which seeks to explore how
mobilities and immobilities interacts in selected case studies, and how global drivers of mobilityrelated exclusionary factors take place and affects in local environments. The mobilities literature
also clarifies the strategic role and the relational production of ‘moorings’ as sites of engagement
of mobilities with – or dwelling in – space.
In this sense, cities have been analysed as the site of dialectic confrontation between their
essence as ‘space of flows’ (e.g., economic and financial flows) and ‘space of places’ anchored in
local traditions and history. Also, flows and places often overlap and share complex relationships
between each other, both within given urban areas or across them. The conception of cities as
sites of transnational connections represents a shift from a modernist epistemology in which
global and local social processes have been framed in binary oppositions, mutually exclusive and
inherently antagonistic explanations for urban development.
The mapping exercise of large-scale movements of people, objects, capital, and information
across Europe (WP2) is precisely intended to critically analyse the connections between
tourism, mobilities and geopolitics. This approach makes better sense of the local-global
interdependencies in world forming, and takes in the intrinsic tensions between democratic
representation (based on constituencies that are ‘sedentary’ and spatially fixed) – on which
traditional approaches to urban management are based – and populations that are increasingly
mobile, unstable, and fluid. To address the local-global dialectic, the different tasks included in
WP2 focus on different geographic scales (whole EU-27, NUT2, NUTS3, LAU – Local
Administrative Units – and, ideally, FUA – Functional Urban Regions. Ad hoc zoom-in analysis
might be performed to map key indicators at the case studies’ level. Also, emphasizing the need
of defining space as a relational network, the SMARTDEST project will produce an effort to
define and test alternative measures at a finest geographic scale in order to overcome the
limitations attached to the administrative definition of neighbourhoods. Such an approach is
thought to ensure a smooth transition between WP2 and WP3 and, more precisely, to inform
the selection of smaller areas within the cities’ case studies where the qualitative data collection
will be carried out. At the same time, a focus on vertical relational connections might be relevant
along with horizontal ones.
Relatedly, a consistent branch of the literature has shown how contemporary cities should be
analysed as technologically mediated contexts. For instance, mobilities in cities are mediated by
transportation technologies and informational system. These include infrastructures of access
(airports, railways, ports, etc.) determining the multimodal external accessibility of places,
infrastructures of internal accessibility (transit systems, walkability) affecting the spatial
behaviour of mobilities at places, infrastructures of dwelling, as formal (hotels, licensed rental
apartments) and informal (‘shared’ apartments in p2p platforms, friends’ places) systems that
‘accommodate’ mobilities at places, technologies of navigability like information systems for
visitors, social media, etc. In line with the above, a number of RQs provide some directions for
the analytical development of the SMARTDEST project, leading to specific empirical tasks of
measuring, charting, and cross-analysing flows (of people, objects, capital etc.) and ‘fixed
elements of the territory’ and situated populations of ‘less mobile’ residents, also looking at
their evolution.
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A key focus of the mobilities literature is in the dialectics and embodied entanglements of human
and nonhuman tourist mobilities with fixed elements of space, including the individuals or
sectors of local communities that are ‘less mobile’. This suggests that any analysis of the nature,
dimension and evaluation of mobilities and their local entanglements also needs to be measured
‘against’ local human and nonhuman resources, yielding indications on the dimension of the
forces at play in the negotiation over urban resources. Specifically, the analysis of mobilities and
immobilities from a relational perspective directly fits the purpose of WP3, which will closely
look at the ‘immobile’ communities whose quality of life, affordability and political visibility are
challenged by the intervention of mobilities. However, this approach also informs the data
collection and subsequent desk-based quantitative analysis in WP2, namely the creation of a
series of maps of social vulnerability vis-à-vis tourism mobilities at the European level. An
important empirical step in this direction, prior to analysing the negotiation processes, has to
be based on the mapping of different populations at destination regions along with some
indicators that could enable measuring the ‘power of negotiation’ of such collectives. To this
regard, charting the size (and evolution) of tourists (possibly of different types, like
domestic/foreigners, or other stratification elements, like motivations, length of stay,
sociodemographic profile, etc.) vs. resident populations (and significant stratifications therein)
as well as migrants (lifestyle vs work-related, skilled vs unskilled) and other interstitial mobilities
(expats, refugees, foreign students, commuters, etc.) is assumed to be a first step to understand
the magnitude and social geography of vulnerability determined by mobilities at destinations.
Research Questions set for domain B:
B.1. What is the dimension of tourism and related mobilities in relation to:
•
•
•

the space at destinations (geographical extension, public space, capacity of services, i.e.
mobility systems)?
the local community and/or specific ‘vulnerable’ groups therein?
the local job markets and structure of the workforce?

B.2. What is the dimension / capacity of the main ‘moorings’ that allow the anchoring and
dwelling of tourism mobilities to destinations, such as airports, ports, high speed trains
connections, hotels, apartments, tourist sites (e.g. events venues, landmarks, etc.), and how have
they evolved in time?
B.3. How do tourism mobilities engage with place in terms, for instance, of practices of
consumption, spatial behaviour, socialisation and dwelling?
B.4. How are certain mobilities entangled with “immobilities” and fixed elements of the
territory? How is the mobility of some collectives supporting, altering, or fencing off the mobility
of others?
B.5. What technological systems facilitate the attraction of tourism mobilities, and the
navigability of-, engagement with- and dwelling at destinations? How have they diffused, and
which supply systems they enfold?
Methods set for domain B:
Research question B.1. will be addressed through spatial analysis at regional level in Task 2.2..
This will assess the dimension of tourism and related mobility in relation to spatial
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characteristics, local communities and groups, and local job markets. Tools will include hotspot
analysis (Kadi et al, 2019; Gutiérrez, et al ,2017; Sun et al, 2013; Shi et al, 2016) and the use of
secondary data combined with spatial analyses (Ogilve & Goodman, 2012; Parra et al, 2018,
Clark and Curl, 2016) so as to infer on possible explanatory factors (e.g. geographically-weighted
regressions, spatial autocorrelations, etc.). These will be useful to describe locational patterns
of moorings (Arias-Sans and Quaglieri-Domínguez, 2016; Gurran & Phibbs, 2017; Kadi et al,
2019; Quattrone, et al 2016; Schafer and Braun, 2016; Wachsmuth & Weisler, 2018; Yrigoy,
2019), including descriptive quantitative analysis.
In relation to B.2., a taxonomy of ‘moorings’ enabling the anchoring of tourism mobilities to
destinations will be established using available secondary data. These will include airports, ports,
high speed trains connections, hotels, apartments, tourist sites, whose dimension and evolution
will be measured, charted and mapped in Task 2.2. Their potential effects on place will also be
assessed by a pre-post comparison. In this regard, several authors have assessed the effects of a
transport or infrastructural development, such as a new light rail station or the advent of cruise
tourism, and compared several outcomes before and after the intervention (Bardaka et al, 2018;
MacNeill and Wozniak, 2018; Pollack et al, 2010). Analysing the spatial distribution of shortterm rental accommodations would allow to provide a measure of the impact of platform
hospitality on urban populations, in terms of the share of these accommodations over the whole
real estate offer for long-term resident. Accordingly, a longitudinal analysis of house price trends
will be implemented to look at gentrification processes.
B.3. and B.4. will employ mixed methods to examine the engagement of tourism mobilities
with place and the role of the fixed elements (“immobilities”) and their mobilities. Such
techniques will be played out at case study level across Tasks 3.3 and 3.4. They will involve
ethnography (Lassen & Galland, 2004), survey research (MacNeill and Wozniak, 2018; Quinn,
2016; Sanchez-Fernandez et al, 2018), and mobile methods (Brandajs & Russo, 2019; Evans &
Jones, 2011; Pink 2007; Bornioli et al, 2018; Brown & Spinney 2010). Mobile methods will also
include the integration of the qualitative data collection through mobile interviews with more
quantitative measures of physiological features taken while on the move, such as skin
conductance or electroencephalography (see for example Tilley et al, 2017; Osborne & Jones,
2017; Aspinall et al, 2013).
Finally, B.5. on the technological systems that facilitate the attraction of tourism mobilities, and
the navigability of-, engagement with- and dwelling at destinations, will be addressed with a mix
of methods in Task 2.3 at a pan-EU level (zooming in hotspots and most relevant urban areas)
and in Task 3.5 at case study level to understand the response dynamics of destination
ecosystems to innovations in mobility and travel technologies. In line with the indications
provided by Giffinger et al (2007), Kourtit et al (2012), and Huovila et al (2019), a set of
indicators will be retrieved and processed in an attempt of clarifying the actual definition of what
“smart cities” actually mean, which are their main features and whether they decline differently
depending on socio-historical contexts where they are located. For instance, composite indexes,
such as the ISO 37122:2019 (Sustainable Cities and Communities: Indicators for Smart Cities),
will be computed. When possible, further analysis will be based on big data analysis using social
media data mining. A list of social media platform of interest includes: Booking, TripAdvisor,
Twitter, Expedia as well as blogs. Since this type of data is often text data, it can also be used
for sentiment analysis. At the same time, the implementation of ABM might provide elements
to answer to the RQ B.5. Since ABM techniques rely on a dynamic simulation of multiple agents
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and the complexity of the urban system in which these are involved, they are best suited to
evaluate the impact of changes within that system and, eventually, to turn into supportive tools
for policy makers (e.g., White et al, 2015), which is of outmost importance for the SMARTDEST
project.
List of sources to be considered in domain B:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Eurostat geographical, population and workforce data; house price index;
Short-term rental supply. To this regard, SMARTDEST will have access through the POLITO
partner to a database provided by AirDNA, a world leading provider of short-term vacation
rental data and analytics that scrapes the information on Airbnb’s official webpage, which is
widely used among researchers to perform analyses upon topics regarding sharing-economy,
short-term rental market and Airbnb. AirDNA’s datasets are the Annual Property
Performances (the latest release we have covers all property listed in Europe from 2008 to
the 31st December 2019), the Monthly Property Performances (which covers a time-span
from October 2014 to December 2019) and the Daily Property Performances (with the
same time-span of the Monthly Database). The first dataset contains structural information
of the properties such as Creation Date, Location (in terms of Latitude and Longitude),
Neighbourhood, City, District and Region, Listing Type, Property Type and Host Identifier.
The second and the third ones contain performances information respectively on a monthly
(thus providing monthly Revenues, Reservations, Reserved Days, Available Days and Block
Days information) and daily scale (providing daily Price information, discriminating between
reserved and not-reserved days).
INRIX database for traffic data at the local level in a sample of EU cities;
Inside Airbnb website for analysing the spatial distribution of short-term rental
apartments;
OpenStreetMap’s points of interest database, including latitude and longitude coordinates
of tourist attractions;
Social media channels and related sources (data scraping);
Urban Audit dataset (EUROSTAT) as a source on Smart Cities;
Qualitative data collected during the fieldwork.

C: The evolution of social exclusion in relation to mobilities and
processes of urban transformation
The third research domain of SMARDTEST involves the analysis of social inclusion or exclusion
which may be related to the increasing penetration of tourism mobilities in the local
communities’ daily life and the place reconfiguration that this presupposes. Besides charting the
most relevant trends of social exclusion in WP2, the approach of this project requires the
operationalisation of the epistemology which connects such trends to the nature, engagements,
and evolutions of tourism mobilities at destinations.
Our literature review has posited tourism mobilities as a force-field of urban transformation,
besides exerting a simultaneous influence on the points of departure (e.g., infrastructures but
also the tourists’ place of residence) and the transversal/in-between routes (e.g., through
transport-related CO2 emissions). Of outmost relevance in this sense is the insight that urban
transformations oriented to ‘temporal’ dwellers may prove to be largely incompatible with more
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permanent forms of dwelling, offsetting in particular the positions and life domains of the most
vulnerable or ‘immobile’ sectors of the resident communities. This can be conceived as a
paradigmatic shift, framed in the mobilities turn, in which any place is materially or potentially
subject to mobility flows (tourists and what goes with them: workers, lifestyle migrants,
investments, etc.) and comes to be increasingly attuned to such flows instead than to the
interests of a resident community, and more sedentary groups within them, producing inevitably
a clash between new and old livelihoods and ways of life. Given the recent trends, ‘overtouristed’
places stand out as a key object of research. Overtourism is interpreted by the literature not
just simply too many tourists visiting places, but rather as the condition of tourism as exercising
negative effects on the quality of life of resident communities in terms of access to urban assets
(housing, public space, services, etc.), competition with the material abilities of locals, health
issues, residential displacement, work casualisation, etc.
However, the epistemological and methodological approach of this project also invites to deploy
these analytics in contexts of lower tourism pressure, up to the extreme of the current situation
of complete ‘undertourism’ or immobilisation of tourism together with other mundane
mobilities. The recent COVID-19 pandemic and the ‘recovery’ stage which will presumably
follow once the current state of emergency will be progressively lifted in different countries, is
indeed a topic well worth considering in future research, shedding light on the impact of mobility
restrictions at different scales and their social, environmental and economic implications. From
this perspective, the research undertaken in the SMARTDEST project represents a unique
opportunity to address novel and somehow unexpected forms of social exclusion. The current
scenario, with the streets of tourist cities temporarily empty, thousands at risk of losing their
job, and clean air, is one in which paradoxically social breeches may be reproduced and reversed
– those who can, comply with the new social norms of ‘good citizen’ and stay safely at home,
while others are stuck with dangerously mobile jobs, uncomfortable dwellings, and dependency
from the proximity with others. Even when this confinement scenario is relaxed, a new ‘regime
of post-COVID-19 mobility’ can be fathomed in which mobilities will be (according to places of
origin and destination) promoted, regulated, and reified in vastly uneven ways. At the time of
writing, the scientific community is debating how life and mobility will be in a post-pandemic
world. Accordingly, several questions arise if such a transition might entail new inequalities and
immobilizations, for instance, linked to the production of hi-tech (and less polluting)
commodities not affordable for the middle-class or the radical selective reduction of free
movement.
This concern for ‘immobilisation’ or a future scenario in which tourism mobilities would unfold
in substantially different ways harks back to another concern which although secondary in our
project is closely related to its core objectives, which is a possible (or necessary) future scenario
of emissions reductions. This would have global implications (in term of climate impacts and
therefore environmental justice) as well as local repercussions. If EU countries comply with the
commitments of the Paris Agreement to keep global temperatures below 2 degrees (and aiming
for 1.5 degrees) and honour the principle of equity so that old industrial nations make a bigger
effort to reduce their emissions, annual reductions of 10-15% per year are necessary. Also, the
ongoing Covid-19 emergency disclosed the link between climate change-related biosphere
transformations and the mobility of the virus. Eventually, this unprecedented rate of mitigation
means degrowth and a drastic lifestyle change especially of the high emitters, with substantial
impacts on travel patterns.
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Research examining the causal relationship between tourism and social exclusion has used both
quantitative and qualitative methods. An extensive account of the wide spectrum of
methodological approaches adopted in tourism research was published by Dwyer et al (2012).
In each chapter of the handbook, a different author introduces a quantitative, qualitative or
mixed method. Beginning with technicalities, backgrounds and limitations, the contributions
discuss how a method is applied in tourism research. Statistical approaches appear to be most
commonly employed in the field. Multi-method or mixed-method research is occasionally used,
but only on a small scale. Relatedly, this heterogeneity translates into a drawback in current
literature which seems to lack of a more holistic and comparative approach on tourism-related
social exclusion, combining quantitative as well as qualitative elements and giving a voice to all
involved actors including marginalized groups. On this latter point, Deery et al (2012) argue for
an ethnographic or phenomenological research approach, missing in previous inquiries. This
would enable to look at social and cultural implications of tourism on local communities (see
Section 1 of this report), which might affect their relation to the tourism sector. Furthermore,
those qualitative, anthropological approaches can explain interaction dynamics between hosts,
guest and tourism brokers even on an individual level thus integrating quantitative findings.
Following the mobilities literature, social exclusion in urban settings is nowadays determined, at
least in part, by the access to, the competence for and the appropriation of mobilities. According
to Bourdieu’s (1986) classical understanding of social class structure, inequality is to a great
extent the result of the actual volume and structure of capital (economic, cultural, social or
symbolic) attributed to a group of persons sharing similar conditions of existence. As such, the
concept of capital might be a good entry point for the SMARTDEST project in that it favours a
conceptualization of urban areas as social spaces where social agents are located and compete
for scarce and desirable goods. What is more, bringing together Bourdieu’s approach to social
class and Kaufmann et al (2004) definition of motility as capital would enable a comprehensive
analysis of contemporary drivers of social exclusions by duly taking into account individuals’ lifecourse and prior experiences, inequality in the access to mobility, unevenly distribution of skills
and resources for enjoying mobility, and the disaffiliation of marginalized communities with poor
socio-political capital. Motility-as-capital could be explored (and possibly calculated out of
surveys or using pre-existing data) in the way of nuancing geographies of vulnerability at case
study level. Together with other capital forms (human, social, institutional, etc.), these topics
could be further examined in WP3 to contextualise and interpret observed associations
between tourist mobilities and social exclusion trends.
Thus our research approach to the relational production of tourist places invites to analyse
social changes both at city and at area level, with a spatial emphasis on the demography,
nationality, gender, household composition and skills or professional profiles of the resident
population; and tackling the different life-domains where social exclusion, marginalisation and
‘invisibilisation’ are enacted: home, work, health, socialisation, cultural practices, sexual
orientations, etc. Whenever possible, and data are available, the analysis should also be extended
to populations that are not formally registered as residents due to their high degree of
‘transience’, like foreign students and other expats. The goal is to track a geography of social
transitions and of relate drivers and forms of coping. Thus, research especially at case study level
should focus on gentrification processes and explanatory factors such as motivations to settle
in certain areas, preferences in terms of dwelling, effects on the housing markets and area
conviviality and commercial structure, the status of certain mobile collectives such as students
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as ‘marginal gentrifiers’ (Rose, 1984), the relationships that are established with the areas’
residents or other dweller communities, life careers, not forgetting also to enquiry those who
have been displaced, to understand in which ways the transformations of their original
livelihoods have affected them and have prompted them to leave (on an economic basis or on
other grounds, as for instance loss of social capital, hindrances due to crowding and certain
practices, etc.), or how their lives have changed since then.
A theoretical approach pivoting on the concept of mobilities could prove useful to investigating
urban spaces of food consumption as mobilising consumers, cultures of consumption, and extant
production and distribution landscapes, and with which dynamic effects on places; or how the
power of mobile communities such as migrants workers and students is negotiated within
shifting planning frameworks (Russo & Arias Sans 2009). In this sense, such traditional spatial
and ethnographic approaches will be integrated with ‘mobile methods’ which the literature (cf.
Ch. 3.10 in this document) finds fitter to have a more grounded and nuanced understanding of
mobility performances (‘negotiation on the move’) and the geographies of despair,
marginalisation, contestation and empowerment which unfold in such negotiation.
In relation to youth mobility and the studentification of cities, tracking student presence and
mobilities at the city and regional level emerge as a challenging operation because of the scarce
availability and irregularity of data. Previous research using data spatialization at the urban scale
of analysis employed surveys results and data provided by Universities. Universities’ databases
are an underestimated source indeed, as Sage, Smith and Hubbard (2012) demonstrate in their
longitudinal analysis. In fact, to trace studentification as it unfolds (rather than studying it when
and where already exist) it is possible to spatialize the changing distribution of student residents
throughout individual student records containing residential postcode, year of study, and
accommodation type, drawn from the university enrolment databases. Besides, as it was already
observed in the tourist mobility field of studies, due to the transient character of the
phenomenon, it is unlikely that census data are able to capture student mobility patterns at the
urban scale. Recording and monitoring student housing distribution allow to overcome a
superficial knowledge of the scale of student housing spreading phenomena (i.e. creating GIS
database of student housing records could make possible a productive cross-check with other
type of housing data). To capture student population impacts at a local level, student
concentration in neighbourhood is a common indicator (Allinson, 2006; Garmendia et al, 2012;
Moos et al 2019; Munro et al 2019) to identify area most affected by studentification processes.
However, a certain lack in complex representation of student population emerges.
Research Questions set for domain C:
General trends of social exclusion:
C.1. What are the main trends related to social exclusion (poverty, access to services of general
interest, affordability of home, household structure and composition, socio-spatial segregation,
etc.) observed throughout the EU territory? How have these evolved?
C.2. Which specific spatial patterns can be detected (e.g. by regional types, degree of
urbanisation, geopolitical context, etc.)?
C.3. Which new forms of exclusion are on the rise? How to anticipate/tackle them?
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Work-related exclusion and mobile workforce:
C.4. What is the dimension and financial standing of tourism employment compared to other
economic sectors – national, regional, local?
C.5. What are the numerical indicators of workforce mobilities in tourism? What amount of
the local workforce in the tourism industry is immigrated from other regions? What is their
sectorial composition?
C.6. What are the employment relationships of tourism industry workers (autonomous
workers; employed full time; employed part-time or seasonal; short-term contracts; non-paid
interns and volunteers; etc.)? is there evidence that migrant workers occupy certain positions
or employment relationships in tourism and related sectors?
C.7. What types of jobs do women tend to occupy within the tourism industry and related
sectors? What is the position of migrant women in particular, or workers collectives
characterised by gender intersectionality?
C.8. What is the citizenship/documentation status of the mobile tourism workforce? What is
the evidence of tourism working conditions within/ outside of the law?
C.9. What is the scale and composition of the platform economy workforce? What is the legal
status of platform economy employment?
C.10. Is there evidence of job enclaves based on citizenship/nationality in the workforce?
C.11. How do these positions impact on their experience of inclusion/exclusion at work and
the wider industry?

Youth mobility and student dwellings
C.12. How many students (foreign or from other regions) dwell temporarily in the city/region?
(e.g. foreign students, Erasmus students, postgraduate researchers, etc.)
C.13. What are their forms of dwelling in the city/region (residences, privately rented houses,
etc.) and which kind of agglomerations in specific areas can be detected?
C.14. What are the main patterns of consumption, use of public services, spatial activity, cultural
/ political participation of this collective? Does their precarious (or privileged) position relate
with the way they behave in the host city?

Specific forms of social exclusion and groups at risk of social exclusion (housing-related):
C.15. What is the dimension of the local population that cannot afford access to housing?
C.16. What has been the evolution of housing prices (for sale / rent)? What is its degree of
association with the growth of tourism activity in the area?
C.17. Which share of the local population has been displaced or evicted in relation to housing
unaffordability in areas characterised by a strong penetration of short-term apartment rentals?
What are the main characteristics of this population in terms of sociodemographic and cultural
profiles?
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C.18. What is the incidence of the conversion of the housing stock in tourist apartments
(captured by elaborations of the AirDNA database, cf. question B.2. and related sources) in
producing exclusion from the housing market of local residents?

Place transformations possibly inducing transversal and intersectional forms of social exclusion:
C.19. What intersectionalities can be detected that perpetuate social exclusion with regards to
gender?
C.20. How does the mobility of food production (or, the imagery connected to it) relate to
spaces and their transformation into consumption sites?
C.21. How does the increasing demand of specific foodstuffs that respond to the cultural needs
of foodies and highly mobile consumers relate to new mobile geographies of food production
and consumption?
C.22. What is the role of festivals and events in each city economy and ecology? What are their
drivers (tradition, community, commercial interests) and scales? What is the role of the platform
economy in supporting festivalisation?
C.23. Will we simply go back to the status quo ante COVID-19? Or, instead, should we prepare
to a radically altered social reality based on socially distant mobilities?
C.24. Besides, how to properly measure the process of getting out from the emergency? Which
will be the impact of the sharp reduction of mobilities in our case studies? How to address the
related methodological challenges?
Methods set for domain C:
Questions C.1. to C.3. will be addressed mainly with spatial analysis in Task 2.4, in parallel to
RQ B.1-B.2., measuring a range of sociodemographic variables, indexes and indicators which the
literature relates to processes of social exclusion (such as poverty; population at risk of
exclusion; housing exclusion; work conditions; etc), and tracking their temporal and spatial
evolution, also caring to cover the gender and intersectionality dimensions. Therefore, a range
of indicators at meso- and micro-level (NUTS 3), provided that data are available, will chart
these trends. An analysis of the territorial contexts is also necessary to understand the
geopolitical backdrops against which social exclusion plays out. Previous research employed
national datasets and examined different sub-local units (district, ward and resort) with crosstabulations and chi-square cluster, multivariate analyses and principal component analysis
(Agarwal and Brunt, 2006; Agarwal et al, 2018). Others used a programmed data scrapping tool
to collect information on all registered hosts from the Airbnb platform (Kadi et al, 2019), or did
a longitudinal study (Huh and Vogt, 2008) or surveys (Kastenholz et al, 2015). The group of
partners responsible for T 2.4 will make an initial exploration of such methods. C.3. also poses
a speculative question (how to tackle emerging forms of social exclusion) which is explored in
further depth in connection with questions D.4, D.5 and D.14. Connecting to other sets of
RQ in this domain, a key methodological finding of this project will be to identify which combined
methods of analysis of social exclusion and its spatial and social settings are best fit to take in
the conceptual advances of the mobilities turn.
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Questions C.4. to C.7. on the composition, mobility and stratification of the workforce,
pointing at emerging issues of social exclusion, will be addressed with a mix of methods,
extrapolating from case analysis in order to devise relevant methods including collaborative
methods, key-informant interviews and focus groups etc. At pan-European level the analysis in
WP2 will look at Labour Force Survey data and migration data. In depth analysis will be
conducted on EU and UK labour market data (Task 2.4), identifying flows and trends and tracking
the impacts of potential breakthrough like the 2008 financial crisis and successive labour reforms,
or (if data allow) the current COVID-19 crisis.
The information that is missing at the broader EU scale will be tackled in a subset of European
cities and specifically at case study locations (Tasks 3.1. and 3.3.), with an eye to capture subtler
stratifications through geostatistical analysis of local labour and sociodemographic statistics,
including spatial patterns (work and residence locations, clusters of workforce accommodation),
characteristics of employment (temporary, low skilled, by sector, age, and background),
gendered data, illegal work, and other excluded groups, based on social class, disability and other
related criteria (RQs C.8. to C.10).
Finally, informed by the previous phases, primary research will be conducted at case-study level,
exploring a range of issues related to RQ C.11. and namely the personal biographies of tourism
sector workers, work trajectories, processes of stigmatization and invisibilisation, geographies
of care and affect in the platform economy, forms of empowerment and coping tactics, etc.
Mobile methods will be used to this respect integrating the insights provided by the quantitative
analysis. These may include researching some participants in their natural settings allowing the
research to account for in-depth understanding of how social exclusion is experienced by
different people in different settings and capturing the specific experiences earmarked in
exploratory stages (T 3.1. and 3.2) for further engagement at case study locations.
C.12. to C.14 on student populations and their agency in cities, will be addressed with a mix
of methods. At the pan-EU level, sources as the European Commission website for Erasmus
Statistic and the Eurostudent and Eurostat database allow to frame student mobility issues and
its dimension in a comparative perspective (Task 2.2., 2.4). At case study level, the notorious
lack of data on student mobilities and dwelling practices could be overcome through cross
section analyses of the student population from university data, tracking for instance addresses
over one term together with socio-economic student backgrounds, giving the opportunity to
investigate and compare behaviours of different types of students (international, interregional,
commuters, local students). The housing sector is one of the most affected as well as investigated
in the context of the student impacts on cities. Processes as the emergent financialization of
student housing were previously investigated through the construction of a novel database of
purposely built student accommodation (Revington & August, 2019) in order to show firms
impacts on patterns of inequality in urban space. Following the same approach, at the case study
level it will be useful to draw a stakeholder map of the multifaceted composition of student
housing providers (Task 3.3). To tackle at greater depth patterns of student population
behaviour at the city and neighbourhood level, qualitative approaches will be used (Task 3.4),
through research methods based on in-depth interviews and focus group with local stakeholders
(such as institutional and university representatives, landlords, residents, managers, students),
surveys, on-site and participant observation amongst student and local resident populations.
C.15. to C.18. will be addressed with spatial analysis and mixed methods research. C.15. can
be tackled at pan-EU through Eurostat urban audit data, and we expect to tap into private
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sources which provide panel data on housing prices and rentals at least for the major EU urban
areas (Task 2.4). At case study level, C.17. and C.18 will take into account previous research
concerned with how tourism and platform hospitality impact urban populations (Sales, 2019;
Cocola-Gant & Lopez-Gay, 2020), thus census data and population register will be used to
analyse trends over time in Task 3.3. The results of the quantitative and spatial analysis will allow
spotting relevant issues to be addressed during fieldwork in the selected case study in Task 3.4.
Concretely, mixed and qualitative research at case-study level will explore the way in which
residents experience and cope with the arrival of tourists and transnational mobile populations
(Brandajs & Russo, 2019: Cocola-Gant, 2016; Cocola-Gant & Gago 2019; Koens et al, 2018;
Pinkster & Boterman, 2017; Mordue, 2005; Stone & Stone, 2013; Domínguez-Mujica et al, 2011).
Methods will include in-depth interviews with residents, surveys, non-participant and participant
observation techniques and mobile methods.
C.19. on social exclusion related to gender and intersectionality will be addressed throughout
the project and specifically across the research Tasks 2.2., 2.4., 3.1., 3.2, 3.3., 3.4. and 3.5.. Results
will be disaggregated not only by sex whenever possible with the available data, but also by other
sociodemographic variables used for contrast purposes (such as the education level, the
entailment with the activity or with the region which they belong), which apparently have a
greater explanatory capacity than sex when studying poverty according to conventional
methodology (Belzunegui & Valls, 2014). Qualitative methods have been also proven to be highly
effective in depicting ‘dark figures’ on gender-related factors of exclusion. In addition to more
traditional approaches, the mobile methods such as exploratory walks with women or other
vulnerable groups might be considered as an analytical approach to produce qualitative or mixed
methods-based examinations of hotspots associated with intersectional forms of social
exclusion.
C.20. and C.21. looks at objects of analysis such as changes in food retail and relationship to
gentrification; food as a cultural aspect in urban redevelopment strategies; and, the intersection
of food consumption patterns with other urban transformations holding mobility as a key
component. These issues will be tackled through mixed methods in Tasks 3.3. and 3.4 at case
study locations where the topic of changing patterns and emerging landscapes of food
consumptions are earmarked as relevant from initial explorations in Tasks 3.1.-3.2. including
participant and non-participant observations, supported by semi-structured interviews to
stakeholders whose actions either affect the transformation of an area (i.e. local policy makers,
entrepreneurs, visitors) or are affected by them (i.e. residents, citizens’ associations, owners of
local businesses; and tracking the broader changes in stores and shops occurring in the area of
the food consumption site on which the analysis is concentrated, through qualitative methods
such as direct observation or drawing on quantitative data (i.e. statistical data and cartographic
sources) gathered through local institutions, such as Chambers of Commerce.
C.22. will be explored at depth in case study or subset of case studies where the festival
economy proves to be prominent and it is related by the extant literature or by stakeholders in
exploratory stages of field research (Tasks 3.1. and 3.2.) with emerging avenues of social
exclusion or processes of empowerment of the local community. The techniques of analysis will
mostly rely on mixed methods and integrated to analytic dimensions tackled by the other sets
of RQ in this domain C.
C.23. and C.24. are, by force of circumstance, more speculative RQs. Great uncertainty
surrounds the future of mobilities at the time of this writing. Yet, we are currently facing a
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situation that questions the pre-COVID-19 emphasis on hyperconnected and mobile lifestyles.
At the beginning of the SMARTDEST project the main focus was on how tourism-related
mobilities may generate social exclusion. Nowadays, the interest has been in part redirected to
an unimagined world without tourism at all and, eventually, on how it fosters new forms of
inequalities. To anticipate future scenarios, the research team will track measures and policies
that will be implemented after the end of the emergency with the objective ‘relaunching’ the
global economy. Specifically, we will monitor investment in the tourism sector, unemployment
patterns within the specific branch and, more generally, the initial impulses towards restarting
mobilities throughout the world.
List of sources to be considered in domain C:
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Pan-EU regional databases on population, migration and workforce (EUROSTAT, Labour
Force Survey, Urban Audit).
EU Statistics on Income and Living Conditions EU-SILC;
Ad-hoc databases from different regional and national sources, for example: Census data at
the national level (e.g. Chamber of commerce database for food-driven transformation), the
UK Home Office, the Office of National Statistics (ONS) and the Department for Work
and Pensions (DWP) and the IMD (Index of Multiple Deprivation), FRONTUR (Survey of
Tourist Border Movements) and EGATUR (Tourist Expenditure Survey);
Databases from local administrations: Population register data; socio-demographic surveys.
AirDNA database of short-term tourism accommodation rentals;
Generation of datasets with media, social media and big data scraping both at pan-EU scale
and case study locations (online blogs, online reviews, newspapers, online magazines);
Cartographic sources obtained by EU or local providers.

D. Mobility regimes and agencies: policy, governance and community
organisation
Following the insights and gaps from the various streams of literature examined especially in Ch.
3.4 in this document, this broad set of areas of engagement of SMARTDEST analyses the
mechanisms of reproduction of social exclusion in the tourist city and the potential effects of
social and policy innovations to that regard. It so does by looking at the structure of a destination
and its socio-technical ecosystem, at the relationships between and power distribution among
its constitutive elements, at its dynamics of evolution or coevolution, at the factors and moments
of change (from slow trends to abrupt shocks and innovations) that can be related to specific
mobilities or ‘mobility regimes’, as well as at the agencies that define structures and steer change.
The latter include policy and political discourse at multiple scales, urban regimes, governance
arrangements which are also subject to contestation and change through innovation (social,
political, technological, organisational).
A fit approach to tackle these issues in an integrated way collates the analysis of the structure
and dynamics of destination ecosystems and the policy frameworks, community initiatives,
trends in tourism and mobilities, innovation frameworks, and other agencies which can have
expected to trigger such dynamics through persistent change or sudden shocks. An analytical
approach to these questions requires mapping the actors, objectives and channels which have
framed ‘smart destination’ agendas for European cities against their broader socioeconomic
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backdrop, and to evaluate the changes that they have produced, which the mobilities paradigm
invites to conceive as relational, thus shifting the positions of all economic and social actors
populating the urban space, identifying specifically how they have intervened in the
(re)production of social exclusion. It also invites to track why, and under which drives, certain
decisions have been taken.
The evolution of a tourism destination cannot be understood simply by focusing on the
stakeholders directly associated with this. The institutional environment and by extension the
overall political orientation of the place will influence the social dynamics of the system and the
productive, social, and ideological relations. The conceptual underpinnings (3.2.1) and empirical
developments (3.5.2) of the Evolutionary Economic Geography toolbox invites to obtain a
nuanced understanding of social exclusion processes related to tourism mobilities within the
framework of policy contexts and drivers relating to the different domains posited above, at
different scales; and to scrutinise governance systems and more broadly mobility regimes – “the
constellation of policies, cultural norms and networks that condition, constrain or facilitate”
(Xiang, 2007, p. 3) the mobility of people – and in particular the mobility regimes at specific
places through which the penetration and impacts of tourism mobilities may either be boosted
or mitigated. This also includes an analysis of the evolution of the economic landscape of the
destination, as related to processes of capital accumulation and innovation, which are the result
of autonomous decisions as well as interdependencies and lock-ins in the complex destination
ecosystem of tourist places.
The role of decision-making and policy-making processes in a multi-level governance system with
regards to heterogeneous ‘tourism mobilities’ could be unpacked through the interaction
between on the one hand the urban regime and its associated cultural imaginary of place, and
on the other hand the institutional frame (see Figure 9). Methodologically, this can be broken
down into various while entangled components useful for the analysis.

Figure 9 - Analytic framework of agency in SMARTDEST research

112

SMARTDEST – D 2.1 Scientific Report “Initial presentation of the Research Context”

First, the agency dimension, which corresponds to the actors involved in governing tourism
mobilities, their interests, the coalitions/networks/fluid arrangements they form. It
acknowledges the inter-relation of agency and structure through conceiving of the “relative
autonomy” of actors dealing with the constraints and potential of their institutional settings. It
also addresses the politics of ‘who governs?’ and ‘who gets what, when, how’ and ‘where’. Finally,
it recognises the actors' strategy and implicit and explicit interests at stake, including those who
pose as antagonist to the regimes.
Second, practices and processes, that is, the pragmatic side of governing. It pays attention to
what people do, to the practical aspect of policymaking, through a pragmatic lens. It focuses on
the possible coalitions, either within the hegemonic cultural imaginaries, or within the antagonist
actors.
Third, the structural aspects, that is, the institutional framework and related path-dependency
mechanisms. They include:
•

•

•

the discourse framing tourism mobilities, corresponding to the main urban narratives that
inform the political action of relevant agents with regards to mobility/tourism. Here comes
the importance of the substance and dynamics of political argument and the construction
and articulation of narratives in guiding, shaping and directing some political imaginaries. It
includes also the counter-hegemonic narratives that animates bottom-up, antagonist, and
‘coping’ groups.
the instrumental dimension, which corresponds to the technical and operative actions
through which the hegemonic imaginary takes place. It concerns the bundle of policies, tools,
and rules that are deployed by the urban regimes in pursuing their political agenda, or the
outcomes of the combination of different political agendas.
the socio-economic and political context in which the dynamics are taking places. It
recognises the unicity of each urban trajectory, and at the same time its specific path
dependency.

As discussed in the literature review on policy and governance, research rarely enlarges the
scope of the analysis to the various policy domains that are entangled with the one specifically
concerning tourism. Moreover, the way some dominant discourses and narratives constitute an
hegemonic collective cultural imaginary (Sum, 2008) informing the policymaking process is
largely ignored, while a systematic investigation of the ways different institutional frameworks
affect governance processes is currently lacking.
Finally, both literature and practice rarely acknowledge the fact that some actors are
systematically excluded by the decision-making process, usually mobilising the idea of multi-level
governance as a sufficient guarantee for the involvement of various stakeholders. On the other
hand, with regards to the vertical dimension of multi-level governance, research has not yet
faced the challenge of providing an integrated analytical framework that brings together the
multi-scalar policy dimensions that constitute the specific ‘mobility regime’ of a place.
In the broader domain of place dynamics and governance frameworks, we have presented in our
literature overview the different forms, from non-organised and reactive, to organised and
networked, through which citizens and specific collectives there in are either coping with the
visitor economy or challenging its disruptions in discourse, practice and power alternatives, in
some cases getting to influence the policy agenda or scaling up their claims to superior levels of
government. Individual options (like the decision of displacing, changing jobs, becoming an
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‘invisible’ worker in the platform economy, modifying life and work routines, etc.) as well as
organised struggles and community initiatives are also to be taken into consideration as key
dimensions of politics and dynamic elements of destination ecosystems.
In this context, we also consider the role of technology – and in particular the constellation of
digital technology systems which constitute ‘smart destinations’ – as agency framed by technical
but also political and economic opportunity. Our literature review on cities and ‘smart’ systems
points to the shift from a two-dimensional and horizontal city to a three-dimensional,
technologically-powered city and, more broadly, the interpretation of the urban space as sociospatial context ‘in the making’ directly fits with one of the most pressing challenge for
contemporary cities addressed by the SMARTDEST project. In this sense, our project recognizes
that the current emphasis on ‘smart cities’ is not without contradictions. Several concerns stand
out: for instance, whether the smart agenda of destinations, in some cases using substantial
public resources, has been driven exclusively by corporate interests, or is the result of a
thorough decisional process which involves all relevant stakeholders. In the light of that, and
following the fundamental questions posed by Kitchin (2015), a fundamental research goal of the
project is the assessment of whether ‘smart destinations’ can be considered better places not
only for visitors and tourism-related and technology corporations, but also for citizens.
Eventually, the research is expected to propose some evidence-based corrective measures in
those contexts in which citizens (or specific collectives) are suffering the most from mobilityrelated pressures. SMARTDEST is not only interested in a new narrative on smart destinations
that copes with their societal impacts, but also in the development of alliances (between
community stakeholders, institutions and business partners) that take such discourse seriously,
see an advantage in unleashing the potential of Industry 4.0 for smart destinations, and engage
in cooperation to design the best solutions. We also assume that a public policy approach to
4.0 environments and their interlacing with smart destinations should lead administrations to
reframe their international processes around tourism.
Finally in view of examining the effects and exploring forms of coping to exclusionary
mechanisms through innovative social arrangements in either a low-tech environment (initiatives
of citizen solidarity and collaboration, empowerment policies) or tech-powered domains (e.g.
circular economy, sharing economy, e-governance and participatory decision-making), a proper
method would be design-based research. Design refers to planning courses of action to change
existing situations into preferred ones (Simon, 1996). As Liedtka summarized (2004): whereas
science concerns discovering the laws that govern reality, design is concerned with inventing
alternative futures. The logic of design -abduction- is different than the logic dominant in science
(Buchanan, 1992; Cross, 2001, Dorst, 2011; March, 1976) and concerns inventing and testing
alternatives in order to learn what ‘works’ best in practice. Design basically is (1) discovering
what seems to be the problem, in order to (2) imagine what might be possible, (3) make
prototypes and (4) test these in practice to (5) iteratively create a solution. Design is considered
a way to deal with ‘wicked’ problems, a category of problems that are complex, include
contradictory requirements, continuously change and resist simple solutions (Buchanan 1992,
Conklin 2006, Rittel & Webber 1973). Conklin (2006) defined 7 characteristics to wicked
problems, including there is no stopping rule and there are no given alternative solutions. The
problematic situation studied by SMARTDEST meets all 7 characteristics.
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Design research is the generic term for many kinds of design-related research. Frayling (1993)
categorized these in (1) research for design (research activities to define the scope and
requirements for a design); (2) research into design (research activities to understand design
processes) and (3) research through design (RfD), which is of particular interest for this project.
Zimmerman et al (2007) well described RfD as researchers exploring new scenarios by actively
imagining alternative futures and creating artefacts, instead of limiting their research to past and
present. Stompff (2018) discusses RfD as inventing possible scenarios and doing interventions,
in order to learn what the problematic situation is and how to resolve it – if possible at all. As
unanimity between heterogeneous stakeholders is hardly possible, choices have to be made and
risks be taken. The relevance of such research is often situational, solving real-world problems,
rather than fitting the moulds of peer-reviewed journals (Figueiredo & Cunha, 2007)
In the landscape of design research methods, Sanders & Stappers (2007) discerned a watershed
between methods that consider users as ‘a subject’ and methods that consider them as
‘partners’. When the user is considered a subject, the design researcher is an expert who
understands and designs solutions. When the user is considered a partner, he actively
participates in making sense of the problematic situation and co-creating solutions with the
design researcher. For this project, a co-creative ‘user as partner’ approach is proposed by
means of Citylabs. These will serve as nodes where stakeholders of the public, government,
industry and researchers meet, make sense, imagine possible futures and devise plans of actions
for prototyping scenario’s that can be put to test. Methods that might be used are generative
design methods as design probes (Gaver et al, 1999), customer journey mapping (e.g., Dirsehan
2019) or context mapping (Visser et al, 2005); and the learning-by-creating constructive design
methods as described by Koskinen et al (2011).
RQs that are related to domain D are:

Political agency
D.1. Which domains of EU, national and regional / local policy frameworks and instruments
have the most relevant effects in terms of attracting and accommodating tourism mobilities (for
instance in the fields of transport infrastructure and policy, free circulation of tourists and
workers, attraction of international companies and high-skilled workers and international
students, (de)regulation of economic activity, (de)regulation of housing, support to economic
development, support to innovation and technology, culture, etc.)?
D.2. Which domains of EU, national and regional / local policy frameworks and instruments
have the most relevant effects in terms of mitigating the externalities produced by tourism
mobilities (for instance, environmental / emissions policies, social policies, regulation of
economic activity, regulation of the sharing economy, heritage conservation policies, etc.)?
D.3. Which policy shifts and innovations have had the more radical effects on the power and
position of resident communities in relation to tourism mobilities?
D.4. How do institutional frameworks (and related path dependency/path creation mechanisms)
favour or constrain ‘mobility regimes’ through which the penetration and impacts of tourism
mobilities may either be boosted or mitigated? How do destination agents move within the
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structural conditions that define tourism policy? How does the mutually constitutive relation
between actors and institutions unfold (either opening or foreclosing opportunity for change)?

Community initiatives
D.5. How are communities affected by tourism mobilities and the pressure of the visitor
economy coping with it? To which extent such forms of coping can be considered experiments
in social innovation? Are they scalable in terms of policy domain or governance processes?
D.6. Which community claims, narratives and grassroots organisation challenge dominant
mobility regimes, and to what effect? What is the scale of operation and the level of networking
of such initiatives?
D.7. How are such claims scaled up to the broader policy frameworks, locally and at superior
levels of government?

Destination ecosystems and governance:
D.8. Which are the agents or classes of agents forming part of destination ecosystems, and in
which way are they related? How are power and agency distributed within destination
ecosystems?
D.9. What has been the predominant dynamics of destination ecosystems, and how is this
related to shifting ‘mobility regimes’?
D.10. Which actors – local or global -, events, innovations or policy shifts can be held
responsible for key changes in the destination ecosystems?
D.11. Which places and destination ecosystems seem to be fitter to develop endogenously or
to attract and ‘ground’ technological innovation?
D.12. How do technological systems and agents in the technological and travel industry
participate to systems of governance or have agenda-setting power in local policy?
D.13. In relation to the platform economy and the most significant example of platforms that
have represented key dimension of change in the destination ecosystem (e.g. hospitality
platforms like Airbnb or transport platforms like Über, but also related operators like Deliveroo,
Eatwith, etc.), while such platforms have been rolled out ‘globally’ or in the cloud, what is the
level of regulation at local level? What is the legal basis for banning or sanctioning certain
platforms? How have they been integrated formally in destination ecosystems, and with what
effects?
D.14. Which systems of governance of cities and their destination ecosystems offer the
conditions for more socially inclusive places?
Methods set for domain D:
Policy analysis to identify the agency of various policy domains and tools as boosters or mitigating
factors of social exclusion, or to produce changes in the evolution of destination ecosystems
which could have those effects, will be tackled by firstly identifying the multiple issues that are
at stake in both producing a specific ‘mobility regime’ and reproducing effects of social exclusion.
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Questions D.1-D.4 will be answered through the use of qualitative methods, such as interviews
to local policymakers and analysis of policy documents, together with the use of secondary
sources (newspapers, reports, organisations websites, and legislative material). These questions
are going to be scrutinised in relation to various empirical developments at the pan-EU level
(Tasks 2.2-2.3-2.4-2.5) but then developed empirically at case study level (Tasks 3.4-3.5).
Namely, RQs D.1. and D.2. will demand an in-depth qualitative investigation, conducted both
through the analysis of policy documents and by interviewing officials from related policy areas
and different spatial scales (Pastras & Bramwell, 2013). The organisation of focus groups could
also be helpful in identifying if and how policy measures and instruments belonging to different
policy areas coalesce in producing an attractive context for tourism mobilities or, conversely,
work in sometimes conflicting ways. Among we may find that it’s important to tackle these
‘golden visa’ policies for real estate investors, deregulation and de-taxation of economic activity
in tourist clusters, or temporary work regulations for migrants. D.1. also includes a specific
analysis of political and educational institutions (at various scales) to assess the impact of their
policies and measures designed to attract students (Smith, 2008). More specifically, interviews
and documents analysis will be employed to understand if and how the interests of local
academic institutions, urban policies (on housing, land use, retail, transport, etc.), and
supranational ones (e.g. Erasmus programme) converge in producing neighbourhoods for
students. Finally it also tackles the existence of laws and regulations apply to the specific cities
in regard to casual work.
Interviews and policy analysis will be useful also to tackle questions grouped in D.4, enquiring
which narratives and discourse dominate the various institutions that play a role in defining a
‘mobility regime’. This will imply interviewing not only mayors, heads of departments at various
spatial levels, and EU officials, but also actors from the private sector (trade associations and
business). As stressed by Fazito et al (2016), discourse analysis has proved useful in investigating
how certain rationales underpin overarching discourses that eventually shape policies. The
analysis of regional laws (Anselmi & Vicari, 2020) will allow to further understand how changing
in planning rules and regulation could affect mobility regimes. In order to grasp the complex
relation between structural elements (i.e. institutions) and agencies, a methodological
framework that matches a new institutionalist perspective with a strategic relational approach
(SRA) (Pastras & Bramwell, 2013; see also Jessop, 2008) will guide this empirical part of the
research.
With regards to question D.3., interviews with residents (both individuals and associations),
voluntary groups, and well-informed people, together with ethnographic participant observation
will be conducted in order to assess how, on the one hand, policies implementation negatively
affect local residents by limiting their scope of action and, on the other, changes in the practices
and processes of policymaking could empower usually excluded groups. In this case too, data
retrieved from secondary sources and process through mixed methods such as content analysis
from media and social media will back up the investigation.
Another stream of analysis will tackle the main actors, the contexts, the expectations and
objectives, the forms of participation, the patterns of development and diffusion, the impacts
and the potential for scalability of forms of coping and innovative community initiatives. This will
be carried out in case study research in relation to RQs D.6., D.7. and D.8., focusing on selected
issues and initiatives, through qualitative methods (interviews with social and political
stakeholders, focus groups, ethnographies) and mixed methods such as data scraping from social
117

SMARTDEST – D 2.1 Scientific Report “Initial presentation of the Research Context”

media. This question and methods also tackles the evidence and results of advocacy campaigns
to address the impact of platform providers on the wider economy and community.
The heterogeneity of agencies at stake invites to consider complex models to interpret the
physical, socioeconomic and institutional transformation of destinations (reverberating in the
production or mitigation of social exclusion), as well as multi-stakeholder collaboration as
organisational frame to leverage all available resources, integrating profitability and social needs.
Thus, the analysis of destination ecosystems and their dynamics starts with a conceptual
proposal of a structure or architecture of destination ecosystems, pointing at the relation
between economic, political and social agents and the distribution of power and interests among
them. Secondly it will proceed to map out such ecosystems in all case studies (or in a subset of
those to be successively identified). Thirdly it will deploy different methods to understand how
changes in the destination ecosystem produced by changes in the tourism context, technological
innovation (e.g. implementation of ‘smart’ projects), policy and social innovation,
transformations in governance, etc are possibly reflected in reconfigurations of such ecosystems
which would boost or mitigate the effects of the exclusionary impacts analysed in other research
tasks. Such methods, tackling RQs D.8.-D.14., include:
•

the analysis of destination ecosystems and smart ecosystems in particular (Gretzel et al
2015a), both in conceptual terms in Task 2.3 and as applied in case study cities in Task
3.5, complemented with a focus on the social dimension, to build evidence about the degree
of inclusiveness of the local tourist model, the level of interaction between stakeholders and
the main pillars of the destination policy and management. The mapping of the stakeholders
that integrate the smart destination ecosystem will allow the identification of key agents
that will be invited to participate in CityLabs in WP4. Smart ecosystem analysis is based in
qualitative techniques: urban planning and tourism management instruments systematic
analysis; in-depth interviews with key agents and exploitation of tourism databases and local
information systems connected with tourism and processes of social exclusion. There is also
a range of qualitative and mixed methods that have been employed in the field of analysing,
classifying and ranking Smart cities. The most important is that of evaluation policies, smart
cities reformulation proposals and critical perspectives. This line of research is the most
prominent. It is very frequent the use of case studies and comparative analysis between
cities. Methods include literature review and documentary analysis (websites and planning
instruments) for a set of cities (Cowley et al 2018), including on-site observation and
participation in city workshops (Ben Letaifa, 2015), discursive analysis (Joss et al, 2019),
identification of best practices (Manville et al, 2014) or in-depth interviews (Femenia-Serra
& Ivars-Baidal, 2020). This also includes evaluations of smart solutions. Research on the
impact of new technologies (social media, online travel communities, virtual and augmented
reality, robots, etc.) in tourism has grown considerably. Methodological approaches are very
diverse and can be monitored, for instance, in the annual Proceedings of the ENTER
Conference, organized by the International Federation of IT and Travel & Tourism (IFITT).
The demand perspective is the most frequent, while other dimensions such as its effects on
local society have been less studied and represent a field of interest for the SMARTDEST
project.

•

Analytic tools from evolutionary economic geography aiming at analysing the effects of
‘shocks’ to the destination ecosystems in terms of courses of development which may be
associated to the deepening or mitigation of exclusionary processes in Task 3.5. This
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analytical approach will include qualitative and quantitative techniques and tools. Among
qualitative ones, we will explore chronological documentation and agent-based approaches
to issues related to the history, the development and the path shaping (plasticity, creation)
of the destination and to the catalyst moment of change; qualitative semantic ethnographic
analysis of the biographies of people arrived at the destination; comprehensive cases studies
regarding specific value-chain features and their impacts. All these techniques will be
implemented in order to showcase processes of co-evolution, branching and lock-in/de lockin. Regarding quantitative analysis, the project would try to manage the (unfortunately)
limited array of longitudinal tourism related data which is usually available from the supply
side such as accommodation databases and will also include (when possible) demand profile
data. The goal is to correlate it with social and economic indicators. Shift-share techniques,
time series analysis and econometric models inspired by endogenous growth approaches
would be tested. Additionally, other three techniques will be explored in order to complete
and enhance the obtained outputs. First, land use analysis using GIS techniques at area level.
Second, correspondence analysis of data obtained from firm/individual surveys. Third, Social
Network Analysis in order to identify processes of local/global stakeholders coupling,
institutional cooperation and policies implementation.
•

Agent Based Models (ABC) to generate scenarios relevant to the adoption industry 4.0
technologies that may affect human mobility in case study cities (Omer & Kaplan, 2017) and
hence their inclusionary or exclusionary effects in Task 4.3 in the light of results from Task
2.5 and Task 3.5.

•

Exploration and applications of the concept of ‘Creating Shared Value’ (CSV) in order to
emphasise intrinsic organisational motivations over other approaches to socially inclusive
development, resulting in a high level of involvement in strategic decision making based on
shared concerns between private partners and the host community. CSV is seen as a fit
framework to underpin our research process at case study level. The avenues for creating
shared value at destinations are potentially many, however they must be contrasted with
the lock-ins determined by existing business models and conglomerate interests along the
whole tourism and travel value chain. The CSV approach will be implemented within Task
4.4 through interviews and focus groups with the destination ecosystem stakeholders aiming
at understanding the perceived value generated by the collaborative design of solutions to
social exclusion.

List of sources to be considered in domain D:
•
•
•
•
•

EU (and UN) Reports and Communications
EU official documents database
Policy documents and legislative material (supranational, national, regional, urban levels)
Qualitative data collected in the fieldwork
Local newspapers, blogs, social media, websites
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