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Y cmammi su3Ha4aembCsi EKOHOMIYHA CymHIiCmb 0eiHIyil Ky/1bmypHO20 mypu3mMy sik 00HO20 3 OCHOBHUX cea-
MEeHMIB PUHKY mypucmuyHux rnoc/ye. Hasoosimscss ma aHaslisytombCsi HOBIMHI meHOeHYii Ha mypucmu4yHoMy puH-
Ky, iKuli BUKOPUCMOBYE B SIKOCMI PECYPCHOI 6a3u 06’eKmu iCmOopPUKO-Ky/IbMypPHOT cnadljuHu. BusHa4yatomsCsi OCHO-
BHI e/leMeHmu PUHKOBO20 MexaHi3My mypucmuyHO20 OCBOEHHS iICMOPUKO-KY/IbMYPHOI criadWjuHu.

Knro4osi cnosa: mypusm, icmopuko-Ky/ibmypHa crnaduwjuHa, Ky/sbmypHul mypu3m, PUHOK MypucmuyHUX ro-

c/1lye, mypucmuyHi pecypcu.

B cmamebe onpedesisiemcsi 9KOHOMUYecKasi CyujHocmb 0eqhUHUYUU Ky/IbmypHO20 mypu3sma Kak 00HO20 U3 OCHOB-

HbIX CeaMeHmMOoB PbIHKa Mypucmuy4eckux ycye. [pusodsmest u aHaau3upyromcs Hoseliluue meHOeHYUU Ha mypucmu-
YECKOM PbIHKE, UCTO/b3YIOWEM B KAYECMBE PECYPCHOU 6a3bi 06bEKMbI LCMOPUKO-KY/IbMypHO20 Haciedus. Onpedessi-
HOMCS1 OCHOBHbIE 3/1EMEHMbI PbIHOYHO20 MEXaHU3Ma MypUCMUYECKo20 0CBOEHUS UCMOPUKO-KY/IbMYPHO20 HAac/1edusl.

Knrouesble cosa: mypusm, UCMOPUKO-KY/IbMYPHOE Haciedue, Ky/IbmypHbIli mypu3m, PbIHOK MypuUCMUYECKUX

yC/lye, mypucmu4yecKue pecypchbl.

Problem setting. Cultural and heritage tourism
began to expand as a mass phenomenon in the
1970s and 1980s with a considerable economic
and social impact. It was a consequence of the
self-development of the tourism industry and its
need for diversification. During the previous dec-
ades and stimulated by a long period of unbroken
economic growth in most developed countries, tour-
ism enjoyed a great expansion. This was largely
based on standardized products, mainly offered by
tour operators through the travel agencies system.
The result was an increase in the number of desti-
nations and resorts. Over the years, many of them
have followed a life-cycle profile, from involvement
and consolidation, to stagnation and, in some
cases, even decline. So, the need to adapt the
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current offer to a more exigent demand, fuelled by
a rising competition with new destinations, devel-
oped the specializations of many tourism areas
and the search for added-value products. The
resulting scene is characterized by being much
more dynamic and competitive, in which a multi-
tude of specialized offers proliferate at lower costs.
Tourism products can be segmented by travel
motivation (business, holiday, health, academic or
religion, among many other driving forces), by user
groups (families, senior citizens, professional peo-
ple or students), by destination (cities, coast areas,
countryside regions or countries), by time (holiday
seasons, weekends, special events or business
periods), and by the level of maturity of the destina-
tion (more or less emergent, with larger or weaker
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touristic supply, level of social reputation). Global
tourism operators try to offer new appealing attrac-
tions, taking into account the improved transporta-
tion conditions, the lower costs in several emerging
destinations, and the increase of available informa-
tion thanks to communication technologies. Thus,
cultural attractions have become an excellent way
of adding value to a destination. They respond to
the need for alternative options, new experiences
and diversification, both domestic and abroad. They
can serve as either primary or complementary fea-
tures of a tour, helping to convince the tourist about
vacation destination, in particular when this fits into
the system of cultural recognition of the more cul-
tivated and wealthier citizens. In the early stages
of development of the tourist industry, artistic and
heritage attractions had little relevance in most of
their packaged products, except for a minority of
cultivated tourist or first-class cultural destinations.
For the mass-market operators (travel agencies,
tour operators, hotel chains or the transportation
industry), local culture was something inherent in
the destination, a marginal and complementary
product in the package rather than a niche market
in itself. However, increasing market segmentation
creates new opportunities for specialist cultural
tourism markets and operators.

Recent research and publications’ analysis.
Most significant in this area is thorough publica-
tion on the Economics of culture by A. Rubinshtein
[1; 2], I. Rizzo and A. Mingosa [3], J. Hausner,
A. Karwinska and J. Purchla [4], D. Rypkema [5],
L. Prybeha [6], |I. Martynenko [7] etc. However,
despite the existence of separate publications on
the economics of culture, the influence of heritage
on the economic situation and potential impact
on socio-economic development remain virtually
unexplored, what determines a high degree of rel-
evance of this study in the light of the special social
importance of this problem.

The goal of the article. The goal of this arti-
cle is to determine the theoretical foundations and
modern trends in development of tourist market,
which is based on the use as a objects of attraction
of historical and cultural heritage.

Key research findings. Cultural tourism, and
particularly heritage tourism, has its antecedents
in the self-exploration and educating travel toward
the roots of Western culture by artists, intellectu-
als and upper European classes. Nevertheless,
today’'s cultural tourist experience has very little
connection with it. The length of time spent was
several months, whereas today could be of a few
days. Communications and tourist facilities make
everything easier, faster and cheaper. Most cul-
tural tourists are today middle-class citizens with-
out much time and with other kind of expectations
and interests. But despite all this, most popular cit-
ies and monuments remain in the imagination of
people as main icons of desire. That explains the
concentration of cultural tourism main flows in tra-
ditional heritage destinations (Paris, Rome, Ven-

ice, Athens) and the difficulties of new regions and
spots to be top of the list.

So, behind the contemporary cultural tourism,
there is an illustrated substrate, even romantic,
conditioned by the cultural capital of visitors. This
determines the demand for the most recognized
icons of the material heritage of Western culture, in
Europe, the Americas and the Middle East. Monu-
ments and material heritage sites attract most cul-
tural tourism demand, well above the tourism of
festivals, live performances, contemporary art and
even handicrafts and immaterial heritage tourism. At
the same time, there is a Eurocentric approach that
ends up influencing the cultural tourist flows from
other continents, for instance, the growing Asia and
Pacific markets. The development of cultural cap-
ital through consumption is concentrated spatially,
because of the accumulation of “real cultural capi-
tal”, in specific locations (both at the source and on
the destination of the tourism flows). The perception
of a place as part of personal heritage is associated
with the visitation patterns. In particular those who
view a place as bound up with their own heritage are
likely to behave significantly different from others.

Despite the crisis, tourism flows continued to
grow worldwide in 2011: 980 million international
tourist arrivals worldwide. Advanced economies
attract 53,4 per cent of total arrivals; 39 per
cent only in the European Union. Most tourism
flows take place within the traveller’'s own region
(76,7 per cent of worldwide international arriv-
als), most of them intra-European flows. These
figures should be added to domestic tourism,
a significant part of the pie in large developed
countries [3, p. 386].

Unfortunately, it is not possible to have reliable
data on the proportion of cultural tourists. Some
estimation referring data from the World Tourism
Organization shows that approximately half of all
international trips involve visits to cultural heritage
sites, or more precisely the 37 per cent of total
tourist trips are culturally motivated. In line with
other authors, it is not possible to obtain reliable
data worldwide. Obviously, the proportion ranges
between different destinations based on their pro-
file and reputation level [3, p. 392].

There is an interdependent relationship
between heritage recognition, tourism services
and infrastructure, and the volume of tourists
visiting a particular site. The availability of trans-
portation, the physical distance and travelling
time, and the cost to reach a destination are also
crucial factors for the success or failure of a par-
ticular spot or region. This is the case for many
heritage sites located far away from the main
emission market, in remote regions.

At the same time, tourist demand depends on
the emission markets level of available income.
But it is also linked to perception of a reliable
atmosphere and the leisure outlook of the main
cultural heritage destination markets. Safety per-
ception explains, for instance, the evolution of Mid-

CBITOBE rOCNOAAPCTBO | MIXHAPOLHI EKOHOMIYHI BIAHOCKHN



CXIOHA EBPOMA: EKOHOMIKA, BISHEC TA YNPABJTIHHA

Bunyck 3 (14) 2018

dle-East heritage markets. In this context, it is very
important to present a reliable atmosphere and to
reinvent seduction strategies linked with expecta-
tions to remain competitive. And culture and herit-
age offers are especially appropriate for this. Some
recent research, applied to domestic tourism in
Spain, shows that cultural interest moderates indi-
vidual tourist sensitivity to price, reducing its neg-
ative effect; that is, tourists driven by this interest
become less sensitive to price.

For the conventional tourist agent the addi-
tional costs of the heritage service (e.g. a reason-
able entrance price to a museum or archaeologi-
cal site) and collateral spending (transport to the
place, advertising and other distribution costs) are
easily compensated by the distinguishing value
contributed. Moreover, in many cases, this cul-
tural offer is sold as a complement to the initial
pack paid by the tourist. So, it generates an addi-
tional margin, or even commissions coming from
some associated services.

Nevertheless, the current evolution of the inter-
mediary mechanisms is having a great impact on the
evolution of the market. At the same time, there is a
more individualistic decision-making approach from a
growing number of tourists. In particular, some anal-
yses show the cultural tourist as a more discerning
traveller who wants to enrich himself through contact
with arts and heritage, and their inherent symbolic
value. This group not only has greater purchasing
power but also more seasonal flexibility than con-
ventional tourism. City tourism, weekend locations,
but also more exotic destinations, have particularly
benefited from this growing niche.

Even though most data from this market comes
from the industry side (number of visitors and herit-
age organizations, sales volume or employee size)
cultural tourism is, fundamentally, a demand-driven
phenomena. As demand grows, the services pre-
viously targeted towards the residents (transport,
restaurants, heritage institutions), gain impetus
and become providers of tourist services. Without
tourists, the tourism industries (accommodation,
travel agencies or transport) cease to exist as
such. In the case of cultural tourism, the decision
to consume a particular heritage good or service is
directly linked to the motivation, taste and capital of
cultural tourists. Unfortunately, there is little empir-
ical economic research on cultural tourist demand
and markets. Most applied analysis had been on
impact studies, despite academic criticism, or on
contingent valuation.

From a microeconomic level, only a few
researchers have analysed admission price strat-
egies, most of them devoted specifically to muse-
ums. Every few years, in some Western countries
there is a heated debate on the appropriate muse-
ums price policy, between free entry and a range
of payment fees, and the possibility of discriminat-
ing between residents and foreigner tourists (this
last discrimination is not allowed among European
Union citizens). One threat and recurrent issue
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of this controversy is the lack of differentiation
between successful attractions, like museums with
high inelastic demand, and little-known heritage
sites with poor demand capacity, frequently located
away from major tourist flows [4, p. 326].

But price can be a useful tool, either as a device
for achieving sustainable levels of visitor demand
or as a means to generate the required funds for the
maintenance and conservation of many single her-
itage assets. The Picasso Museum of Barcelona,
concerned about the tourist onslaught expelling
local visitors, decided to fix the annual multi-ticket
price at only one dollar more than the normal single
entry. At the same time, it opens for free on Sunday
afternoons when the tourists are at the airport back
home. In other cases, to impose appropriate pric-
ing due to little demand or for ideological confusion
is more difficult. In Britain, most heritage managers
remain unconvinced by the logic of the user-pays
principle for ideological reasons — they probably
associate the pricing of access with heritage com-
moditization and social exclusion.

The number of heritage attractions increased
greatly during the last decades. Any spot tried to
become an attractive tourist destination. Local
authorities, chambers of commerce or cultural offi-
cials sought to convert historical sites into tourist
attractions, sometimes without a strategic and sus-
tainable plan. The motivation is a mix of economy,
nostalgia, local pride and even the argument that
there is no other suitable local development alter-
native left. Everyone tries to differentiate destina-
tions and products, in a context of homogenization
of the recognition system and of their own differen-
tiation strategies and of growing competitive mar-
ket. As more regions compete in (re)producing and
promoting themselves for heritage tourism employ-
ing the same formulaic mechanisms, their ability to
create “uniqueness” arguably diminishes.

The heritage preserved, studied and dissemi-
nated in museums, archaeological sites and her-
itage centres comprises the collection of mon-
uments, works and artefacts set in value, in a
specific context from a historical, aesthetic, sci-
entific or social perspective. Its preservations and
development over time is the result of a consciously
collective process shared by small communities
of experts and believers. Most museums are the
result of the initiative and leadership of a minority
of predisposed groups of individual people: histo-
rians, archaeologists, architects, folklorists, artists,
scientists and many unknown sensitive citizens.
Their job consisted not only of the physical preser-
vation (in the beginning, many times as individual
collectors) but, basically, of starting the slowly but
progressive process of social recognition.

The first mission of most heritage institutions
is the acquisition, protection, restoration and con-
servation of their collection. But this research pro-
cess achieves its full sense when the collection is
made available for the enjoyment and collective
enlightenment of the community (the local popu-
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lation, the scientific community and the whole of
humanity). And this is done through a process of
valorization of the assets given. In this way, herit-
age organizations are the result, and at the same
time a powerful engine, of a virtuous circle of
value and services flows with their communities.
The initial effort and willingness of the founders
has resulted in the availability of resources and
a positive legal and social framework for the site
to takeoff. These resources allow the launch of a
set of heritage services: a research department;
the permanent and the temporary exhibitions; the
library or the pedagogical service; and also some
periphery services (e.g. rest areas, a gift shop, a
restaurant or a cafeteria). If this supply reaches
a growing demand, finding new funding and sup-
porting the project will be easier: protectionist reg-
ulation, government grants, philanthropy dona-
tions or voluntary work, among others. That is
why the symbolic value and the flow of resources
and services increase. The virtuous circle attracts
more corporation sponsorship and product sales,
circumstances which drive the quantity and qual-
ity of services offered by the centre.

When the process of recognition goes beyond
the scientific community and the local audiences —
interested national and foreign visitors — the prod-
uct becomes part of a universally shared heritage.
So, cultural tourism becomes ones of the potential
positive externalities of cultural heritage with direct,
indirect and induced economic impact on the host
community. The attitude of heritage managers is a
key aspect to valuing the process, but not sufficient
in itself. The capacity of dialogue and negotiation
with the diverse stakeholders — community lead-
ers, tourism operators and governmental planners,
among others — is crucial for the process. All must
understand that they have shared responsibility for
the success of the cultural tourism dynamics story.
When it does not occur, there is a risk of entering
into a vicious and destructive cycle.

This problem has been analysed in a variety
of situations: overcrowded heritage cities; fragile
archaeological spots, natural heritage sites and
museums at the limit of their carrying capacity;
or even exploited indigenous communities. Most
suggest that the challenge for managers is to
keep touristic flows under the threshold of carrying
capacity. This concept, widely used in other fields
of research, is defined as the number of visitors
that an area can accommodate before negative
impacts occur. But the vicious circle goes beyond
the threshold of carrying capacity reaching the
unsustainability of the heritage site as a whole.

The vicious circle determines a continuous
down turn of the attractiveness of a place that may
turn into an absolute decline in the performance of
the industry when the quality content falls below,
and the accessibility exceeds, some critical thresh-
olds. More means worse when there is an asym-
metric information and spatial displacement in her-
itage tourism.

One of the best-known cases of vicious circle
due to the overcrowding of tourism is Venice. This
was also the case of many places of the Crimea,
where trippers ruined the site without providing
value to the city. These case shows that “soft” con-
trols based on reservation restrictions and pricing
are preferred as cheaper, more flexible, and easier
to enforce. However, in situations in which the her-
itage might be physically endangered by the tour-
ism pressure, “harder” measures are required. In
some historical place, access has been banned or
strictly limited to the scientific community, but tour-
ists can enjoy well-done replicas. In such cases, it
is important that the loss of authenticity of the visit
is compensated by the interactivity and educational
value of the alternative replicas [5, p. 96-102].

Tourism area life cycle, adapted to heritage tour-
ism sites, helps to explain the process of takeoff,
development and consolidation of a site, as well
its stagnation and potential decline. The life-cycle
model suggests that management should be pro-
active, smoothing the fluctuations foreseen by the
cycle and favouring a balanced relation between
the costs and benefits originated by tourism.

When a destination crosses its sustainable
threshold, it is easy to fall into a process of dete-
rioration and decline, pushed by the vicious circle
previously described. Congestion costs, asym-
metric information and commoditization are some
of the most common causes. The result is a lower
quality of the visit and a disincentive demand. In
other cases, there is a reorientation and rejuvena-
tion of the place and its main actors. Many strat-
egies are possible, from the enlargement capac-
ity of the site to a strict regulation of the way to
access. In all cases, planning and evaluation and
the takeoff of new value services are essential.
Not all heritage attractions share the same life
cycle. Most of them are unknown and will desire
growing tourist flows. The challenge consists of a
good diagnosis, a certain balance between the dif-
ferent stakeholders on stage and an accurate pro-
cess. An inequity gap could exist on those rural or
indigenous communities whose cultural heritages
are being appropriated and exploited by multiple
commercial entities for tourism purposes and per-
sonal gain. Little of the profits realized benefit the
local community, the original creators and owners
of the local culture. Respect for local residents’
quality of life is one of today’s challenges, both
in overcrowded advanced heritage sites and in
world regions of development [9, p. 43-52].

Also, one of the principal dilemmas of heritage
attractions is how to satisfy visitors’ expectations,
and manage their impact, without compromising
the authenticity of the visitor experience itself.
Carrying capacity control, in the traditional sense
used by researchers, only shows one aspect of
the challenge.

The sustainable development of heritage tour-
ism stands on a larger concept than the traditional
one of carrying capacity, the “capacity of accept-

CBITOBE rOCNOAAPCTBO | MIXHAPOLHI EKOHOMIYHI BIAHOCKHN



CXIOHA EBPOMA: EKOHOMIKA, BISHEC TA YNPABJTIHHA

Bunyck 3 (14) 2018

ance”. This could be defined as the level of human
and economic activity that an area can accept with-
out heritage deterioration, without the quality of the
visit being degraded, and without the local commu-
nity suffering. An allegorical stool based on three
interdependent legs describes this idea. The first
one is the conservation of the heritage resource,
its physical and symbolic preservation. The over-
crowded visit of many popular heritage resources
implies some risk of deterioration. The assess-
ment of the degree of damage, the economic cost
of restoration and the social cost of its potential
destruction give some indicators of measurement.
The second leg of the stool is the quality of the
experience for visitors and tourists. The satisfac-
tion or benefit obtained by the cultural tourist could
be measured through surveys and contingent valu-
ation exercises. Three factors could synthesize the
feeling of benefit or prejudice: according to expec-
tations, to previous similar experience and to the
cost of the direct and the indirect experience.

Last, but not least, local community develop-
ment and residents’ quality of life is the third aspect
to consider. Cultural tourism accounts for a large
number of communities, an alternative for eco-
nomic and social development. Cultural tourism
could be considered, in principle, more respectful
to local cultural values than other tourist flows. At
the same time, one might expect that locals are
best positioned to design and provide cultural her-
itage services.

But that will depend on their capacity to lead
and manage the process. In some cases, however,
culture is used as an argument or as a resource
for creating a new form of economic exploitation
that clearly benefits certain local forces (some
entrepreneurs and political class) and external pro-
moters (touristic, building industry and real estate
interests). These may have negative effects on
certain sectors of society, those who suffer the
adverse externalities of the process (noise, litter,
congestion, among others) and do not benefit from
the positive effects of it (income, employment,
social status, etc.). And, in the case of immaterial
heritage, it can even lead to damaging the survival
and value of cultural heritage. In many other cases
(well-integrated sites to local development strate-
gies), it can provide positive externalities to most
of the community.

From an economic point of view, the relationship
between cultural heritage and tourism covers sev-
eral interesting issues. The most studied aspects
are the direct, indirect and induced economic
impact of the tourism flow, especially to singular
cultural heritage locations or regions. One of the
problems of cultural heritage analyses is clarifying
what we mean or include in cultural tourism demand
and supply. This explains the difficulty in obtaining
reliable statistics and drawing conclusions not only
about the economic dimension and impact of the
phenomena, but also about the behaviour of cul-
tural tourists and tourism operators [8, p. 121].
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Heritage tourism concerns, in different ways,
the life of many individual citizens: tourists, local
residents and workers of both the tourism and
heritage industries. It also affects the economic
activity of different institutional actors: cultural
institutions, tourist operators, governments and
other agents. It involves the expectations and
consumption decisions of domestic and foreign
tourists visiting what they perceive as a cultural
rich site (a complex question given the diver-
sity of tastes and values). At the same time, it
influences the communities of people living in
heritage emblematic environments. Nor does it
leave the local and regional authorities indiffer-
ent: the departments of planning and economic
development, the cultural heritage units and the
public security and cleaning services, among
others. Evidently, the impact is also very evident
for the tourist industries, the great beneficiaries
of the phenomenon. But there are other stake-
holders on related economic areas, like the real
estate and the building industries, the retail sec-
tor, handicraft production or the transport indus-
try. Finally, it also influences the local heritage
community, both the professionals and the local
audience of museum and heritage sites. All of
them receive, in a more or less intense way, pos-
itive and negative impacts and suffer or enjoy the
externalities of the phenomena.

But these interdependent actors have quite
weak links among them. The tourism industries
and the heritage sector operate as parallel activi-
ties in most places with remarkable little dialogue
between both, even in the most successful cultural
tourism destinations. The strategies of the cultural
and tourist governmental authorities also operate
in parallel. The result is many misunderstandings
and the loss of opportunities to provide high-quality
experiences to visitors. To facilitate the consump-
tion of heritage products, many cultural heritage
resources need to be transformed into appealing
cultural tourism products. This process requires
mutual understanding and collaboration.

This question leads to another interesting eco-
nomic debate: the models of management and gov-
ernance of each one of the engaged stakeholders.
In this sense we have to distinguish the managerial
behavior of tourist agents (transport companies,
travel agencies, hospitality organizations, etc.) from
the managerial behaviour of cultural heritage insti-
tutions. The mission, goals and temporal perspec-
tive clearly differ, as well as its values and organiza-
tional cultures. The heritage sector is usually owned
by government bodies or nonprofit organizations,
while tourism agents are manly owned by private
people seeking for shorter- term profits.

Another interesting issue is the workforce inte-
grated in activities linked to heritage tourism: entre-
preneurs, freelance professionals and employees
of both the tourist and heritage industries. There is
little research focused on their demographic profile,
educational competences, professional position,
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income level or work seasonality. This last aspect
has been recently studied in the case of Italy where
heritage attractions are part of sun and beach tour-
ist destinations. The focus of this research is in the
contribution of cultural heritage in reducing tourism
seasonality. Unfortunately, its results show that the
impact is rather limited in destinations close to the
sea, even in the case of well-known cultural herit-
age destinations.

As more tourists are attracted by a heritage site,
more direct, indirect and induced jobs are created.
In an aggregate level, cultural tourism creates a
few new direct jobs (e.g. tour guides, professionals
of specialist new heritage services). Its most rele-
vant impact is in indirect employment, mainly in the
tourist industries and a few on heritage institutions.
In this second case, partly due to the extra political
and social legitimacy that tourism gives to heritage
organizations. In any case, it is necessary to con-
sider the quality of jobs created, its seasonality and
the overall economic contribution generated.

Beyond this issue, it is difficult to extrapolate
the consequences of an impact study to another
location or circumstances. Unfortunately, this
occurs frequently. Cases such as the Guggenheim
Museum in Bilbao, with very large positive eco-
nomic effects on the Bilbao area, are used as an
argument to prove the generalized goodness of
similar operations. The abuse of impact studies,
with inappropriate methodologies and conclusions
has generated a number of criticisms from the
scientific community. This explains why in recent
years there have been a number of contingent val-
uation studies, many precise and appropriate.

In any case, the evaluation of the aggregated
economic, social and cultural impact of cultural
heritage tourism is fairly difficult. First, this is due
to the heterogeneity of the generated effects when
modifying the redistribution of available public
and private resources, social structures, cultural
values, use of the territory or economic activities,
among others involved issues. A good part of these
effects are quite ambivalent because each actor or
community values the received impacts as a func-
tion of the degree of the perceived effect, previous
experience and context. To compare the results of
tangible phenomena - such as jobs generated or
the cost of living due to tourist pressure — next to
individual or collective subjective perceptions — like
prestige or the feeling of learning or pleasure — is
very complex.

The difficulty increases when the available infor-
mation is asymmetrically distributed. At the same
time, people’s aversion to change or risk depends
on the intensity and speed of the processes them-
selves, and of the possibility of each actor being
a protagonist or a passive subject of the change
(e.g. being an entrepreneur, a cultural activist or
a regular neighbour). So, the negative impact with
respect to an intensive tourist avalanche dimin-
ishes greatly when the flow grows slowly or one is
directly involved in the change. In order to manage

a new tourist flow to a heritage site, it is important:
first, to know the positive and negative effects,
direct, indirect and external; second, to know its
asymmetric economic and social distribution; and
third, to share this information among the stake-
holders. For heritage sites tourism represents
directly a way to increase the number of visitors
and incomes and, consequently, the possibility of
having a larger budget and doing more. It also rep-
resents some costs: translations and adjustment
costs, free-rider opportunism, tourism segregation
and other collateral costs.

But heritage tourism also has indirect and
external effects. The positive effects may include:
stronger political legitimacy; higher local com-
munity valorization of its own heritage, economic
impact and larger intercultural exchange. Among
the negative effects may be cited less need to
attract local people, residents’ desertion of their
own heritage attractions; increase in the cost of
living for local people; and the substitution of an
intrinsic argument for an extrinsic one in the legiti-
macy of the social role of cultural heritage.

In summary, the tourism generated around
the cultural heritage is quite large in many cities
and countries. It has a non-negligible capacity for
sustainable development, both at the institutional
and regional level, although it is important not to
exaggerate its impact. It is advisable to analyse in
detail the context and the potential development
of each case.

Conclusions. The paradox is that despite the
consolidation of a specific and growing cultural
tourism market, most of the tourists consuming
cultural products do not choose their destination
primary for this reason. Heritage attractions, the
core of cultural tourism demand, are in most of
the cases one of a larger set of reasons to explain
travellers’ goals. People visiting relatives, going
to conferences or trade fairs, doing a weekend
break and even summer holidays combine leisure
or business with the consumption of cultural ser-
vices along with other activities. So, cultural tour-
ism includes both the mainly motivated tourists
and the larger group of cultural consumers that
travel with juxtaposition of motivations. According
to the periodic surveys conducted by the European
Association for Tourism and Leisure Education
(ATLAS) at the door of heritage and other cultural
attractions of a set of European cities, only few
travellers — between the 20 and the 30 per cent of
them — admitted that the choice of their destination
attends to cultural reasons. For all these reasons, it
is actually very difficult to define what cultural tour-
ism is about. There are almost as many definitions
as there are tourists visiting cultural places. The
touristic phenomena is defined by the World Tour-
ist Organization as the activities of persons trav-
elling to and staying in places outside their usual
environment for not more than one consecutive
year for leisure, business and other purposes not
related to the exercise of an activity remunerated
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from within the place visited. This is a demand-side
kind of definition. In line with this approach, the
most common definition of cultural tourism (estab-
lished by the ATLAS network and accepted by the
World Tourism Organization) says: the movement
of persons to cultural attractions away from their
normal place of residence, with the intention to
gather new information and experiences to satisfy
their cultural needs. Thus, heritage tourism can be
defined as the explicit and voluntary contact that
tourists have, away from their normal place of res-
idence, with cultural heritage through the visit or
consumption of heritage goods and services. It
comprises visits to historic cities or towns, monu-
ments, worship and civil heritage buildings, historic
gardens, industrial heritage sites, archaeological
sites and museums, among other heritage attrac-
tions. It also includes the consumption of goods
and services directly linked to them: souvenirs,
handicrafts, special tours, etc. This is a definition
clearly related to a product-based approach, which
is quite useful for the economic analysis of the
heritage tourism market and its social, economic
and political impact. It should be noted, beyond
this definition, that most tourists are involved, in a
more or less involuntary way, in the consumption
of experiences and products which have — from an
anthropological point of view — some kind of cul-
tural component (the consumption of traditional
local food or handicrafts, the enjoyment of the
local historical flavour or the external view of mon-
uments placed in their touristic destination). The
use of the explicit motivation to visit cultural attrac-
tions as the key aspect to differentiate cultural tour-
ists from other travellers is quite useful. It also can
be used to test typologies of cultural tourist. So,
attending to the definition of cultural tourist (larger

or narrow), their diverse typologies or their source
and destination, the proportion of cultural tourists
in relation to global tourism data ranges signifi-
cantly. Well-known monumental cities attract most
of their tourists due to their highly appealing cul-
tural supply, while the proportion of culturally moti-
vated tourists is much smaller in sun and beach
destinations. In developed countries, many of the
heritage products consumed by tourists were orig-
inally conceived for the resident’'s enlightenment,
enjoyment and consumption. The tourist industry
benefits from cultural heritage existence, its high
symbolic value and its relatively low cost (heritage
sites in most of these countries are subsidized by
the government). It might be done with some small
cultural or organizational adaptations (translation
to tourist own languages, changes on the calen-
dar, among others) but most heritage resources
and products existed previously. Only a few ser-
vices are specifically created to satisfy the tourist’s
expectative or their direct demand. In emerging
countries most heritage products are the result of
an explicit strategy to attract tourism. This affects
the profile and scope of many heritage products.
Furthermore, it must be considered the economic
and social expectations that local population has
of their own cultural heritage: its real use as reg-
ular visitors and the ways of appropriation of the
symbolic value of heritage. In many ways, the cul-
tural heritage (and its professional sector) bene-
fits from the visibility, social legitimacy and income
resources coming directly or indirectly from the
tourism phenomena. In general there is a win-win
rapport, but as we will consider, the relationship
between cultural heritage and the tourist industries
(there is a range of tourism activities involved) can
tend to become a virtuous or vicious circle.
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