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Gentrification caused by tourism is increasingly affecting a number of places around the world. Although
some scholars have noted that tourism threatens the right to ‘stay put’ of existing populations (e.g. Colomb
and Novy, 2016; García-Herrera et al., 2007; Gladstone and Préau, 2008; Gotham, 2005), a
conceptualisation of how this phenomenon occurs has not been fully considered. This chapter brings into
conversation the literature on tourism and gentrification and shows how both processes intersect in several
ways. Special attention is given to the extent to which tourism can be interpreted as a gentrifying process
that causes different forms of displacement. Although tourism gentrification has especially been noted in
cities, the process also affects non-urban spaces, in particular the coast and rural contexts. In this regard,
tourism gentrification can be seen as an example of ‘other geographies of gentrification’ (Phillips, 2004).

The growth of tourism is a worldwide phenomenon and residents experience tourism-driven gentrification
in both the North and the South. However, the way in which the process occurs is different in different
places. The literature highlights two scenarios in which tourism gentrification takes place. First, in advanced
capitalist economies research notes that tourism and gentrification tend to coexist and, moreover, that both
processes feed each other. Although research has traditionally regarded tourism as an isolated phenomenon

implicitly assuming it takes place in tourist bubbles or precincts (Judd, 1999), in recent years the
development of tourism has generally occurred in places that have not been planned as tourist spaces.
Instead, tourism tends to overlap with gentrified areas, especially because of the fact that gentrification
provides consumption facilities and a middle class sense of place that attacks further consumers. I explore
this literature in the first section of the chapter. In this regard, I suggest that the attraction of visitors
accelerates the pressure of gentrification as the intensification of land use pushes up the value of commercial
and residential properties. New spaces of consumption have the ability to increase land values and this
process explains why property owners are particularly interested in promoting local tourism growth (Logan
and Molotch, 2007).

Second, research highlights that tourism gentrification is particularly important in peripheral economies
that rely on tourism as a factor for development and growth. In other words, in places where the lack of
highly paid professional jobs offers less possibilities for the occurrence of classical gentrification but,
instead, where spaces are dominated by the purchasing power of visitors. In the Mediterranean, Caribbean
or the Asia-Pacific region the arrival of visitors opens up new investment opportunities in the built
environment and leads to a process of tourism urbanisation that includes not only large-scale resorts and
second homes but also housing rehabilitation in historic areas. From a postcolonial perspective, this
geography explains why tourism has been neglected in a gentrification literature that has traditionally
focused on cities from advanced capitalist economies in the North. In this regard, the chapter shows a
geography of gentrification (Lees, 2012) that challenges the conventional ways of theorising about the
process in the Anglo-American world.

Finally, in the last section I bring together different examples from the North and the South and suggest
that tourism causes three forms of displacement: residential displacement, commercial displacement and

place-based displacement. While residential and commercial displacement are related to the power of
tourism to increase land values, place-based displacement refers to the loss of place experienced by
residents as the consumption of space by visitors effectively displaces them from the places they belong to.
In this regard, displacement is economic, but also cultural and it has to be linked to the introduction of new
lifestyles that undermine the use value of neighbourhoods as residential spaces.

Tourism and gentrification in advanced economies

A starting point in conceptualising the process of urban tourism gentrification is to recognise that tourism
does not exist in isolation from the rest of the city but instead overlaps and coexists with other processes of
consumption and production of urban space. In this regard, some scholars have studied the emergence of
urban tourism in relation to, and as a result of, other contemporary processes of urban restructuring, of
which gentrification plays a crucial role. For example, in the explanation of urban tourism, research has
often referred first, to interurban competition for mobile capitals and consumers to cope with the economic
and fiscal problems brought on by suburbanisation and deindustrialisation (e.g. Judd, 1999; Meethan,
2001). Second, studies have pointed to the emergence of a new middle class increasingly concerned with
the consumption of pleasure and entertainment (e.g. Fainstein and Gladstone, 1999; Judd, 1999; Mullins,
1991). Together these two strands of research suggest that the emergence of urban tourism is linked to the
implementation of revitalisation strategies aimed at bringing capital and people back to cities, residents and
visitors alike. In other words, the explanation of urban tourism mirrors the logic of the ‘back to the city
movement’ used to explain the advent of gentrification (Lees et al., 2008): the reinvestment of capital in
disinvested working class areas and the consumption power of the new middle class and their demand for
urban living. As a result, the occurrence of both tourism and gentrification needs to be regarded as the

consequence of the same process of economic and spatial restructuring in which changes in the political
economy of cities have been matched by changes in patterns of consumption and employment.

In addition, research shows that tourism and gentrification tend to coexist in similar urban environments
and indeed that they mutually reinforce each other. Some authors notes that gentrification usually becomes
a precursor for the promotion of the place (Fainstein and Gladstone, 1999; Judd, 2003; Maitland and
Newman, 2008; Novy and Huning, 2009). The proliferation of gentrified landscapes creates tourist-friendly
spaces as they provide visitors with sanitised areas, consumption opportunities and a middle class sense of
place. For instance, Terhorst et al. (2003) found that in Amsterdam the amenities and services that emerged
with gentrification – restaurants, trendy bars, antique shops, or art galleries – played an important role in
improving Amsterdam’s image, causing these areas to become “more attractive to day-trippers and tourists,
particularly those who are themselves gentrifiers in their home country” (2003: 85). By way of contrast,
other authors show that extensive investment in the promotion of tourism eventually led to the creation of
considerable housing demand and encouraged gentrification (Spirou, 2011; Torres and Momsen, 2005).

From a cultural political economy perspective, the simultaneity of tourism and gentrification results from
the key role that culture and consumption activities play in urban economic development strategies (Amin
and Thrift, 2007; Ribera-Fumaz, 2009; Zukin, 1995). The crisis of deindustrialisation expanded the
consumption functions of urban centres and the interurban competition in order to attract mobile capital
and ‘the consumer dollar’ (Harvey, 1989). In such a post-industrial context, the future of most cities would
depend on them being desirable places for consumers to live in or visit and, accordingly, revitalising urban
cores usually involves the rebranding of cities as spaces of leisure and pleasure. Phillips (2002) reminds us
how culture-side explanations of gentrification have emphasised the importance of amenities and
consumption activities in order to attract new middle class residents, and how residential gentrification is

actually associated and stimulated by the development of commercial spaces and entertainment facilities
such as gourmet restaurants, museums, marinas or art galleries. In a similar way, authors such as Florida
(2002) and Lloyd and Clark (2001) suggest that economic innovation and growth occur where highlyskilled mobile workers wish to locate and, for this reason, urban policies should focus on quality of life
concerns, cultural amenities, and opportunities for consumption and recreation. Although culture-side
approaches to gentrification such as those of Ley (1996) or Mills (1988) did not link the development of
amenities and recreation facilities to notions of tourism, such environments are precisely the spaces
consumed by visitors. In this regard, Judd (2003: 31) notes that “it is increasingly difficult to distinguish
visitor from ‘local’ spaces because leisure, entertainment, and cultural sectors are sustained as crucially by
local residents as by out-of-town visitors”. Consequently, urban revitalisation strategies have produced new
services and amenities catered to middle-class consumers and, in doing so, they have marketed the tourist
and the gentrified city at the same time.

However, there are other ways to examine the intersection between tourism and gentrification that
complicates the classed dynamics of visitors and gentrifiers as middle-class users. Research on gender,
ethnicity or sexuality shows how people are always more than undifferentiated consumers. For instance,
the literature on sexuality and the city reveals that consumption practices are also gendered and framed by
heteronormative identities. Regarding gay-friendliness, several authors explore how it has come to be used
as a form of cultural capital that makes cities more desirable for the ‘creative class’ and how it also plays a
crucial role in the production of events and spectacles to attract tourism (Bell and Binnie, 2004; Hubbard
and Wilkinson, 2015; Waitt et al., 2008). However, those authors also show that a heteronormative cultural
economy tolerates gay identities only if they conform to an acceptably commodified expression. Some
forms of sexual diversity, such as gay male subcultures, are considered intolerable and only a respectable
notion of gay identity is promoted as a safe form of exotic difference. Other authors illustrate how forms

of consumption of space are framed by the norms of masculinity and gender divisions. Chapuis (2016)
shows how the gentrified Red-Light district of Amsterdam is consumed by male visitors as an opportunity
to adopt an accentuated virile posture while, in contrast, female visitors generally describe their
consumption experience as uncomfortable or dangerous.

The overlap of tourism and gentrification has also been noted in non-urban contexts, particularly in rural
areas (Donaldson, 2009; Phillips, 2002) and in coastal villages (Freeman and Cheyne, 2008). On the one
hand, both rural and coastal gentrification are linked to the charm and natural environment that those
locations provide for people who seek a place to retreat from the urban milieu or to retire to. Not
surprisingly, for Hines (2010), rural gentrification is a form of ‘permanent tourism’. On the other hand,
rural and coastal areas have been restructured into having a primarily tourist economic base. Here both
recreational facilities and the expansion of second homes play a crucial role. As Phillips (2002)
highlights, in the context of a post-productivist countryside many rural areas have become valorised for
leisure facilities to serve both resident and visiting middle-class people.
I have shown that the literature explains the coexistence of tourism and gentrification as a consequence of
firstly, the tendency of the middle classes to consume similar environments and, secondly, the importance
of culture and consumption facilities in strategies for economic development. In either case, it is important
to note how this coexistence affects real estate markets and leads to the displacement of low-income
communities. I argue that tourism accelerates the pressures of gentrification as the demands of visitors
increases rent extraction possibilities. The coexistence of tourism and gentrification means that the arrival
of new consumers to areas that were already affected by gentrification intensifies land uses and so pushes
up both residential and commercial property values. For instance, in the case of Berlin, several authors
show how the pressure of gentrification can be exacerbated by visitors (Füller and Michel, 2014;
Häussermann and Colomb, 2003; Novy and Huning, 2009). Tourism has contributed to rising rents and

evictions and has caused lower-income residents to blame visitors for a new wave of gentrification. The
specific way in which tourism increases rent extraction possibilities and consequently exacerbates the
pressure of gentrification-induced displacement will be explored below.

So far I have showed that tourism and gentrification can be considered co-actors in the production of postindustrial landscapes. I have explored a literature that focuses predominantly on advanced capitalist
economies. The next section will explore a different scenario and it will consider peripheral economies that
have barely experienced classical gentrification. I will explore a literature that focuses on places in which
the leisure industry has been the most feasible way of engaging in territorial competition and where the lack
of a local middle-class is supplanted by the purchasing power of visitors.

Tourism gentrification in peripheral economies

Tourism gentrification is especially important in places where tourism represents a central factor for
development and growth. An overview of case studies on tourism gentrification shows a geography that
covers secondary cities in the North such as New Orleans or San Diego (Gladstone and Préau, 2008;
Gotham, 2005; Spirou, 2011) but especially the global South from Latin America (Hayes, 2015b; Hiernaux
and González, 2014; Janoschka et al., 2014; Janoschka and Sequera, 2016; Nobre, 2002; Scarpaci, 2000)
to the Mediterranean, including Spain (Cocola-Gant, 2016; Franquesa, 2011; García-Herrera et al., 2007;
Morell, 2009; Vives Miró, 2011), Portugal (Nofre, 2013; Pavel, 2015), and Croatia (Kesar et al., 2015), and
from South Africa (Donaldson, 2009) and Mauritius (Wortman et al., 2016) to the Asia-Pacific region
(Liang and Bao, 2015; Pleumarom, 2015). I argue that in these places, as the consumption power of the
middle-classes are smaller than in advanced economies, tourism comes to supplant the lack of local demand

that real estate capital needs for the realisation of surplus value. The purchasing power of visitors stimulates
real estate markets and, in such a context, the classical gentrifier is supplanted by visitors as consumers of
places. Although visitors have a crucial role to play, this is more as consumers rather that producers of the
process. In this sense, it is worth noting that authors have stressed the agency of the state and capital for
whom the creation of tourist destinations is a key element for the geographical expansion of capitalism
(Britton, 1991; Gotham, 2005; Janoschka et al., 2014).

In understanding this geography of tourism gentrification several points need to be stressed. First, a
starting point should consider the different role that places play in the spatial division of labour. For
peripheral economies, tourism represents the easiest way of attracting capital and consumers. For
instance, the history of urban tourism in Spain shows that the phenomenon started at the end of the
nineteenth century when cities promoted their historic centres as a way of compensating for their lack of
industrialisation (Cocola-Gant, 2014; Cocola-Gant and Palou i Rubio, 2015). In recent decades, the
spatial division of labour intensified as a result of the territorial competition and economic restructuring
that emerged after deindustrialisation. Harvey (1989) argues that cities can compete in regards to key
command functions in finance or information as well as with the spatial division of consumption. He
notes that whereas competition within the former is peculiarly tough, less advanced economies can still
compete to attract mass consumption and tourism. For instance, in regards to Bilbao, Vicario and
Martínez Monje (2005) illustrate how the ‘Guggenheim effect’ has failed to attract strategic services and
professionals. Rather, it has increased the importance of urban leisure activities and the result has been a
new landscape of entertainment that has multiplied the number of visitors.

Second, and as a consequence of this uneven development of capitalism, the progression of gentrification
in places that focuses on tourism as a tool of engaging in territorial competition is less related to the

consumption demand of a local middle class and more to the effects of tourists as consumers of places.
The gap between the purchasing power of visitors and local residents leads to a market pressure on both
housing and services that makes places increasingly unaffordable for the indigenous population. In Latin
America, for instance, where the middle-classes are far smaller than in the North (Díaz-Parra, 2015; Lees
et al., 2016) and urban workers are incorporated into the labour market in degrees and forms that include
high levels of self-help and informality (Betancur, 2014), research shows that gentrification “is more the
result of their ‘touristification’ and the urban politics of local governments, than of processes based on the
actions of middle class gentrifiers” (Hiernaux and González, 2014: 55). In Rio de Janeiro, for instance, in
the context of the preparation of the city’s ‘mega-events’ in which favelas has been targeted for
redevelopment (see Ascensão in this volume), the new consumers of place increasingly are young
Americans and Europeans that are attracted to the favela experience (Cummings, 2015).

In regards to tourists as consumers of places, it is worth noting the relevance of transnational lifestyle
migrants. Lifestyle migration has been conceptualised as a hybrid form of mobility between migration
and permanent or residential tourism (Janoschka and Haas, 2014; Williams and Hall, 2000). Because
lifestyle migrants possess higher economic capital than the indigenous inhabitants, they have been
targeted as a way of boosting economies in several locations (Hayes, 2015b; Janoschka and Haas, 2014).
Although research on the links between lifestyle migration and gentrification remains in its infancy,
processes of gentrification in which lifestyle migrants acted as pioneer gentrifiers have been noted in a
number of places, including urban, rural and seaside contexts (Blázquez-Salom, 2013; Hayes, 2015a;
Sigler and Wachsmuth, 2016; Van Noorloos and Steel, 2015; Wortman et al., 2016). The important point
is that the demand of these ‘transnational gentrifiers’ creates possibilities for profitable real estate
reinvestment in markets where such opportunities would not have existed on the basis of local demand

(Sigler and Wachsmuth, 2016). Research shows that in these places lifestyle migrants play a central role
in the real estate market, both as purchasers of homes for personal consumption and as investors.

Finally, in peripheral economies the demand of visitors is crucial in opening up new real estate
opportunities as it supplant the lack of local middle-classes. In the 1970s, Lefebvre (1991: 353) noted that
in the Mediterranean “tourism and leisure become major areas of investment and profitability, adding
their weight to the construction sector, to property speculation, to generalized urbanization”. Processes of
tourism urbanisation has especially been noted in seaside and rural areas via the construction of largescale tourist infrastructures and second homes (Blázquez-Salom, 2013; Mullins, 1991; Wortman et al.,
2016). However, it is also important to note how the link between tourism and production of space also
affects urban spaces that have traditionally been the focus of gentrification research, that is, housing
rehabilitation and historic preservation. For instance, with the demise of the Soviet Union, Scarpaci
(2000) shows that Cuba had to turn to tourism development in order to attract foreign direct investment.
As a consequence, the historic city ─ La Habana Vieja ─ was rehabilitated in the 1990s via investment
which came principally from hard-currency operations in tourism. The result was the relocation of
residents outside the area, the construction of tourist infrastructures and the provision of consumption
services for visitors. The rehabilitation of housing by tourism investors needs to also be related with the
change from housing as shelter towards housing as an investment vehicle and the potential to convert
housing into tourist accommodation. In recent years, such a conversion has been linked to the
phenomenon of holiday rentals (Cocola-Gant, 2016; Pavel, 2015). In the case of Lisbon, for instance,
where the growth of tourism was seen as a ‘fast policy’ solution towards overcoming the post-2008 crisis,
and where the liberalisation of the housing market took place in 2012 as a condition of the European
Union’s bid to ‘rescue’ Portuguese banks and the state, the result has been a wave of housing
rehabilitation in which local residents have been evicted in order to open new hotels and short-term

leases. The way in which tourism-oriented rehabilitation threatens the residents’ right to stay needs to be
related with a wider conceptualisation of tourism-driven displacement. I move to this point below.

Tourism gentrification and displacement

Tourism gentrification is a process in which the growth of visitors threatens the existing population’s right
to ‘stay put’. In this regard, a conceptualisation of tourism gentrification needs to explain how tourismdriven displacement takes place. This conceptualisation is crucial for gentrification research but especially
for public policy as it challenges the assumption that the growth of visitors is inherently positive. In this
section, I bring together several examples from both the North and the South in order to better understand
why the growth of tourism is displacing communities and local businesses.

I suggest that tourism gentrification causes three interrelated forms of displacement: residential
displacement; commercial displacement and place-based displacement. In regards to residential
displacement, the growth of tourism affects the housing market in several ways. First, as Logan and Molotch
(2007) highlight, the intensification of land use surges property prices and, accordingly, new spaces of
tourism consumption have the ability to increase land values. In this regard, tourism accelerates
gentrification as the increase of house prices, on the one hand, makes it more difficult for low income
residents to remain, and, on the other, enables only affluent users to move into the area concerned. This
process has been noted by research in several destinations in both the North and the South (Cocola-Gant,
2009; Fainstein and Gladstone, 1999; Franquesa, 2011; Gladstone and Préau, 2008; Gotham, 2005; Morell,
2009; Spirou, 2011; Vives Miró, 2011; Wortman et al., 2016). For instance, in New Orleans, Gotham (2005)
and Gladstone and Préau (2008) show that as a result of the growth of tourism the city centre experienced

an increased escalation of property values, and such an escalation resulted in the conversion of affordable
single-family residences into expensive condominiums that has pushed out lower-income people.

Second, the growth of tourist accommodation accelerates processes of residential displacement, especially
because it involves an increasing conversion of housing into accommodation for visitors. Here both
traditional tourist infrastructures such as hotels and the current expansion of holiday rentals must be
considered. On the one hand, in places where historic preservation has been fuelled by tourism, and
consequently where housing rehabilitation has been driven by tourism investors, the opening of hotels tends
to involve the rehabilitation of previous residential buildings (Pavel, 2015; Vives Miró, 2011). On the other
hand, the spread of holiday rentals is seen by different communities as a new threat that is accelerating the
difficulties in accessing housing (Cocola-Gant, 2016; Colomb, 2012; Füller and Michel, 2014; Kesar et al.,
2015; Opillard, 2016; Peters, 2016). The phenomenon of holiday rentals needs to be related to the role that
the housing market plays as an asset in which money can be invested and stored. As tourism has the ability
to rise property values, it allows investors to store their surplus capital in the residential market of tourist
destinations and in the meanwhile rent them to visitors. Indeed, research reveals that, far from ‘sharing’,
behind Airbnb there is a new opportunity for capital accumulation in which the suppliers are less single
families that occasionally rent the homes in which they live and more investors and landlords that are
renting out residential properties permanently (Arias-Sans and Quaglieri-Domínguez, 2016). In this sense,
again housing in historic cities is being rehabilitated by tourism investors in a process in which tenants are
supplanted by transient visitors as the former represent barriers to capital accumulation.

In this change from housing to tourist accommodation it is important to note how displacement takes place.
On the one hand, both the opening of hotels and vacation rentals involves the direct displacement of
residents (Cocola-Gant, 2016). On the other hand, the process takes housing units off the market and, in

doing so, accelerates the escalation of house prices (Cocola-Gant, 2016; Opillard, 2016; Peters, 2016). In
central areas of Barcelona, for instance, 16.8% of housing units are listed on Airbnb and in 2015 rent prices
rose by 18% (Cocola-Gant, 2016). Although the occurrence of direct displacement could be more visible,
crucially the process makes it increasingly difficult for residents to find affordable accommodation. This is
an example of what Marcuse (1985) calls ‘exclusionary displacement’ (see also Slater, 2009). In this sense,
the difficulties in finding affordable accommodation accelerates ‘classical’ gentrification as only middleand upper-class individuals can afford to move to the area.

In regards to commercial displacement, during the 1980s and 1990s the literature observed that the main
consequence of tourism in processes of neighbourhood change was commercial gentrification (Fainstein
and Gladstone, 1999; Sandford, 1987; Zukin, 1995). As a consumption activity, the demands of visitors
results, on the one hand, in the expansion of retail facilities, restaurants, nightlife pubs and other
opportunities for entertainment and, on the other, to the displacement of the working class and local stores
used by the indigenous residents. After the growth of tourism in 2000, the commercial gentrification caused
by tourism has been observed world-wide (Bromley and Mackie, 2009; Cocola-Gant, 2015; Gotham, 2005;
Häussermann and Colomb, 2003; Hoffman, 2003; Liang and Bao, 2015; Nofre, 2013; Spirou, 2011;
Terhorst et al., 2003). The rising land value observed in tourist areas also affects commercial properties,
and this increase is central to understanding the substitution of local stores by amenities for visitors.
Research shows that local businesses are replaced by franchises as the former cannot afford the escalation
of property values. As Gotham (2005: 1112) notes in regards to New Orleans, “the last of the corner cafes
and local coffee shops are today competing for space with some of the largest corporations in the world”.

Finally, I suggest that tourism gentrification needs to be regarded as a process of place-based displacement.
The experience of living in spaces of tourism consumption is the cause of everyday tensions at the

neighbourhood scale that makes residential life increasingly difficult. Although residents may not
experience residential displacement, the domination of space by visitors can displace them from the places
they belong to. In regards to this, the conceptualisation of displacement proposed by Davidson (2008, 2009)
and Davidson and Lees (2010) is crucial. The authors argue that although displacement tends to be reduced
to the specific moment in which a resident moves out, this understanding leaves important aspects of space
silenced. In particular, the authors suggest that gentrification creates a new social and cultural context in
which the indigenous residents feel a sense of dispossession from the places they inhabit or ‘loss of place’:
“the places by which people once defined their neighbourhood become spaces with which they no longer
associate” (Davidson, 2008: 2392). Although this theme needs further empirical studies, in the case of
tourism gentrification research has documented a number of issues.

First, tourism-driven commercial gentrification removes the services and local stores that residents need on
a daily basis (Cocola-Gant, 2015; Terhorst et al., 2003). Second, regarding the privatisation of public spaces
that tends to occur in tourist areas, several authors note that residents complain that there is an increasing
lack of space left for non-commercial activities (Degen, 2004; Häussermann and Colomb, 2003).
Importantly, both local stores and public areas tend to be spaces of encounters for long-term residents. Their
displacement means that meeting-places disappear and that residents lose gathering areas that are central
for community life. Third, a central concern of residents in several tourist destinations is a perceived
reduction in their quality of life. In particular, research has documented conflicts resulting from noise and
night-time activities (Gravari-Barbas and Jacquot, 2016; Nofre, 2013); over-densification of public spaces,
which especially affects the elderly (Cocola-Gant, 2015; Peters, 2016); or environmental pressures such as
the production of waste or air pollution, which is particularly important in cruise destinations (Colomb and
Novy, 2016; Vianello, 2016). Finally, in the context of residential tourism, authors note that transnational
migrants are visibly distinct from the local population in term of status, behaviour, language or cultural

values and that this social and cultural differentiation is leading to polarised and fragmented urban
environments (Hayes, 2015b; Van Noorloos and Steel, 2015; Wortman et al., 2016).

As a consequence, tourism gentrification involves a deep mutation of the place in which long-term residents
can lose the resources and references by which they define their everyday life. Although place-based
displacement is still an unexplored topic, I suggest that the loss of place experienced by residents could be
the cause of a progressive out-migration from tourist areas that affects both low- and middle-income people,
including those who were gentrifiers in earlier rounds of the process. The cultural dimension of
displacement poses new questions for research as traditionally the process has been analysed from the lens
of the housing market and not from place-based dynamics.

Conclusions

This chapter has brought together the tourism and gentrification literatures with the intention of providing
a conceptualisation of tourism gentrification. I have shown that in advanced economies the literature has
generally adopted a cultural economy approach and has explored the relationship between visitors and
gentrifiers as consumers of similar environments. In peripheral economies, however, research has taken a
political economy perspective in which the creation of destinations by the state and private capital is central
for economic development. In either case, tourism opens up possibilities for real estate investment,
introduces differentiated lifestyles and poses several rinks for indigenous residents. In other words, tourism
plays a crucial role in the production and consumption of space and leads to different forms of displacement.
It is for this reason that tourism needs to be seen as a form of gentrification.

As a first attempt to put into conversation different cases from both the North and the South that have noted
the role that tourism plays in processes of gentrification, this chapter is not a final theory. Rather, it may be
a starting point for future cases in different contexts. In fact, for a better understanding of tourism
gentrification we need empirical and comparative studies. I suggest that we need to pay attention to several
issues that are particularly relevant. The first one is the relationship between housing and tourism. Housing
supply and affordability are becoming central issues worldwide but the role played by tourism has been
overlooked. In this chapter, however, I have shown different examples in which tourism exacerbates the
difficulties in accessing housing. In this regard, empirical studies about the impacts of holiday rentals are
needed. But also, it is especially important to explore the extent to which investors store their surplus capital
in the residential market of tourist destinations. A political economy of housing (Aalbers and Christophers,
2014) has neglected this fact. It seems that residents in tourist areas may be competing for housing not only
with visitors but with the super-rich.

A second point of interest are the cultural effects of tourism and how the arrival of visitors to residential
areas has the potential to disrupt the everyday lives of residents. The implication of such effects has
increased in the 21st century as a result of the growth of low-cost and party tourism. Several cities in Europe,
for instance, are now destinations for young visitors that seek sex, cheap alcohol and night clubs (Nofre,
2013). In my experience of doing fieldwork in Barcelona, residents are selling their properties to tourism
investors but a critical reason for moving out is simply noise. The host and guest relationship poses relevant
questions for research. However, and probably because tourism research has a strong tradition on the
analysis of tourism management and planning, authors have traditionally focused on visitor satisfaction and
consumer experience (Ashworth and Page, 2011). Only few narratives have focused on the host’s
experience of the encounter (Robinson, 2001). Cultural geographers interested in ideas of encounter have
also overlooked the interactions between visitors and host communities (Gibson, 2010). Critical research,

however, should reverse this lack of consideration and focus more on the way in which the host community
space and cultural practices are exposed to the arrival of visitors.

Finally, in recent years there has been an increased concern among communities and local authorities
regarding evidence that shows a progressive population decline in tourist areas (Kesar et al., 2015; Pavel,
2015). This is clearly seen in places such as Venice which has lost half its population in the last thirty years.
Empirical studies are needed in order to build a stage model of tourism gentrification. I suggest, however,
that although in the first stage tourism may be seen as a solution to bring capital and consumers back to
cities, it has the potential to result in a final substitution of residential life by tourism. In understanding this
process we have to take into account that all forms of displacement analysed earlier take place at the same
time and mutually reinforce each other. The pressure on the housing market, the lack of commercial services
that residents need and the loss of place resulted from the encounter with visitors makes it increasingly
difficult for residents to use neighbourhoods as spaces for social reproduction. In such a scenario,
displacement is not just the out-migration from a place, but it also means the impossibility for, and lack of
willingness of, residents to access to tourist areas. The occurrence of displacement is not simply more
intense than in classical processes of gentrification, but it may lead to a situation in which long-term
residents would be replaced by transient consumers and tourism investors.
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