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Abstract 

 

This work attempts to give a comparative modelling method to describe the pedestrian 

movements of tourists in historic cities. This method enables the analysis, comparison and planning of 

tourist space systems in the logic of mathematical networks. The qualitative effects of the different 

types of networks on the tourist experiences and on locals’ space usage have been examined, proving 

how the spatial distribution of tourists in the morphology of the city have a great effect on these. A 

method to obtain quantitative data on tourist space usage was elaborated in order to be able to create 

an accurate network model, and to be able to measure how tourists and locals are mixed or segregated 

in the tourist-historic city. This method of the spatial quantification of geotagged photography allowed 

to create statistically relevant and comparable databases of tourist distribution in different cities. 

The tourist space systems of Vienna and Prague were compared to Budapest. The first two 

cities have the same numbers of tourists visiting, but they receive different benefits and 

disadvantages, Vienna more from the former, Prague more from the latter. Their tourist space systems 

were found to be fundamentally different, showing two archetypes when the abstracted mathematical 

graphs were compared: a semi-lattice type and a tree type. The tree type tourist space system is 

believed to be partly responsible to tourist overcrowding in Prague. In Vienna the performance of 

tourism planning is much higher than in the Czech capital, where the post-socialist transition bought 

deregulation in the era of a booming tourism industry. 

Budapest is behind its competitors in tourism numbers, and in between them for the properties 

of its tourist space system. The Hungarian capital has more potential for tourism development, and in 

the past decade it showed examples both of beneficial spatial planning, and of inadequate planning 

and deregulated development in connection with its tourism industry. Its example shows how tools of 

urban planning, urban design and architectural planning can be used to create a more sustainable 

tourist system, with a well interconnected network of pedestrian-friendly public spaces. As there are 

also several cases in this city with poor management and planning of tourist areas, the good example 

of Vienna and the dangers in Prague’s system could serve for the planning of a more competitive 

tourist system in Budapest, which is based on a city usable and liveable for locals and tourists alike. 
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Introduction  
 

The main ideas behind starting studies on urban tourism as an architect were not complicated 

ones. First of all, I liked to travel, and have always preferred city visits to the waterside or mountains. 

Second, I knew tourism is an industry with much larger growth potential than any other one related 

to architecture. Tourism industry is one of the largest and faster growing sectors today. While in 1950 

only 50 million tourist arrivals were registered world-wide, this grew to 760 million in 2009, with an 

average growth of 4.1% per year – and large part of such growth was registered in cities (Ninot & 

Jiménez, 2013). This industry could not exist without infrastructures of architecture, and often 

architecture is also the main subject of tourism – the attraction. Furthermore to study this field the 

values of an architect – the integrative skills, the understanding of the built environment, and the 

humanist approach combined with the accuracy of an engineer – seemed to be profitable. In this thesis 

I attempt to demonstrate how urban tourism studies can benefit of my approach which can: 

- integrate the findings of different fields, 
- understand the spatial and appreciate the social aspects, 
- deliver practical planning considerations for the hardware (urban space), 
- accept its limits and responsibility in managing the software (city users). 

This thesis synthetises my work of the past years to conceptualise the tourist space usage of large 

tourist-historic cities. This work admittedly builds on the theoretical basis of two of the most cited 

books in urban tourism research, both from 1990, both revised and reedited a decade later: “The 

Tourist Gaze” of sociologist John Urry (1990) and the “Tourist-historic City” of planner-geographers 

Ashworth & Turnbridge (1990). These two works together define the field of this thesis, inside which I 

aspired to gather the most relevant developments published since the first edition of these books, and 

to build a method and a model hopefully capable of opening new aspects to the discussions of the 

tourist gaze in the tourist-historic city. These cities – the largest part of which are in Europe – have a 

historical urban landscape where questions of preservation and development need to be balanced. 

The heritage of such cities attracts tourism, seen both as a potential, and as a threat to the 

sustainability of urban centres. As long as there are differences in the needs and behaviours of tourists 

and locals it is important to study and to control tourism. This dissertation emerges from the 

recognition that a better mapping of local and tourist space usage and more accurate 

conceptualisation of tourist movements in cities can contribute not only to the field of urban tourism 

studies, but also to the sustainability of tourist-historic cities through more purposeful planning 

practices. 
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1990 was an important date also in another aspect related to this thesis. It was the beginning of 

a new era in Central Europe, which could finally develop without the artificial barrier of the Iron 

Curtain. The present tourist system of Vienna, Prague and Budapest evolved in this period since 1990, 

and their processes are considered so representative to deserve international attention in tourism 

studies. In this work there is a clear focus on Budapest, analysed in comparison with Vienna and 

Prague. The performance of the Hungarian capital city is way below its rivals according to all figures 

related to tourism. But this is also a potential of growth for Budapest, the city that can still choose to 

plan its development, while Vienna and Prague are mature destinations, cemented in their tourist 

systems, bad or good they might be.  

There were no predefined hypothesis for the research. The main question that motivated me was 

a quite general one, deriving from my planning background:  

- how to plan a sustainable tourist-historic city, which is attractive, effective and liveable at the 

same time?  

This question was of course too open and undefined, but a stricter version of it is still valid for the 

principal results of this thesis:  

- how can the urban and architectural planning profession influence the spatial consumption of 

tourism in historic cities for a more sustainable tourist system? 

Therefore the main objectives of this thesis are the following: 

- to define the role of urban planning as a tool of tourism planning in tourist-historic cities, 
- to define the potentials and problems of Budapest as a tourist destination with respect to its main 

rivals, 
- to give a comparable model of urban tourist space systems, enabling comparative analysis and 

helping purposeful spatial planning for tourism, 
- to present accurate data on tourist space usage for the model of tourist space system, 
- to integrate the Central European cases and Hungarian research literature into international 

scientific discourse. 

The structure of this thesis is built on the classical model of a dissertation, even though its form is 

intentionally more similar to a research monograph, aiming to become a published book in the future.  

The first chapter introduces the topic and defines the field and its main terms. Part of this chapter 

is a historical review of urban tourism, which aims to present how contemporary urban tourism 

evolved around radically different processes to modernist tourism, and how it has surprisingly similar 

aspects to pre-modern urban visits. Some of the arguments discussed here aim to clarify how similar 

is the consumption of locals and tourists in the contemporary city, to understand what is the 

importance of the multifunctional lively urban environment in tourism today, and how difficult it is to 

manage such a postmodern system. 
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The second and third chapters are dedicated to the presentation of the methods of this research. 

Two methods are presented, both original findings, which together can model the tourist space usage 

of tourist-historic cities. The first one delivers data of tourist space usage, and the second one creates 

a network model of tourists’ urban activities using this data source. Chapter 2 therefore presents the 

method of geographic quantification of geotagged photography, while Chapter 3 delivers a model of 

pedestrian tourist space system.  

The fourth chapter presents the results of the research obtained by the application of the methods 

and model. The tourist space systems of Vienna, Prague and Budapest are being described in detail. 

Difference in the tourist offers, in the spatial systems of tourist consumption, and in the spatial co-

existence or segregation of locals and tourists are being compared.  

The fifth chapter is for the discussion of the results, which aims to give evidence on the direct 

effects of the tourist space systems of these cities on the space usage of locals and on the experiences 

of tourists. The positive and negative effects of tourism are revealed from the position of the local 

socio-economic systems, and from the evidences of tourist satisfaction. The historical background of 

the evolution of three different tourist systems is also revealed.  

In the sixth chapter the discussion continues with a more practical focus on the possibilities to 

intervene and on the tools urban planning has – the possibilities for professional application. The 

development oriented questions posed in this last chapter also conclude the thesis. In fact the studies 

undertaken, the methods and models elaborated, and the lessons learnt from the cases of Vienna, 

Prague and Budapest all serve a clear purpose: to be able to intervene in the development of urban 

tourism as a process. 

A short section of conclusions close this dissertation. The main aim of this summary text is to 

deduce the principle results of this thesis from the previous chapters. The content of this section is 

presented in a stand-alone and completed format in the booklet “Principal results of the PhD thesis”. 

The contents of the dissertation do follow the classical structure of a research thesis, but a more 

complex (book-like) organization of different fields of discussions becomes evident upon reading. The 

six chapters can also be interpreted as six individual studies, strictly built upon each other, but also 

delivering stand-alone results. In fact – as it will be evident from the last conclusions section – the five 

principal results of this thesis are presented one-by-one in the last five chapters, while the first chapter 

introduces the field. Each of these chapters have introductory sections, contextualising the results in 

their topics, in international research, and in relation to the whole thesis.  

I believe that this structure is adequate to present all results of the past years of research in a 

clear and purposeful format, hoping it also can offer a stimulating reading experience.  

For graphic supplements to this dissertation see the annexes of Figures, Tables and Illustrations 
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1 Principles of contemporary urban tourism 
  

Urban tourism research is a relatively new discipline, even if the history of urban tourism can be 

traced back at least until the antiquity. The same is true for the role of architecture and the built 

environment in tourism. Architects and planners started to be interested in tourism studies only in the 

last decade even though architecture has always been the main attraction, and it was also 

indispensable to provide infrastructure for visitors. A historical overview can highlight the role of 

architecture in tourism, and the role tourism has in cities; a focus on the functional usage of cities by 

travellers and recreationalists reveals how before and after the industrial era city visits were 

characterised by a rich and diverse consumption, which became focused, mono-functional and 

escapist only for some hundred years in the past two centuries. Urban tourism today benefits from 

the same renaissance that characterises contemporary urban life, urban culture and urban design. As 

postmodern culture influences tourists who tend to consume urban destinations similarly to locals, 

the definition of tourists, locals and the attractions that motivate their trips has become important. 

The main questions of this study are rooted in these contemporary processes, focusing on the 

sustainability of the spatial consumption of tourists in historic cities.  

 
Maps of the photographs of tourists and locals in Vienna, Prague and Budapest  

For graphic supplements to Chapter 1 see Table 1 and Illustrations 1-8 in the annex volume  
 

1.1 Urban tourism studies from a planning perspective 

 

Academic research in tourism studies and spatial planning as a profession had few connections 

until recently. Scholars in tourism studies were mainly interested in fields such as the economic 

system, the phenomenology, the sociological background, the management issues, and the geography 

of tourism; all these were studied mostly in rural settings until the 1980s. In the past 30 years 

sociologists, geographers, economists, and only few architects and urban planners contributed to a 

relatively new discipline inside tourism studies, urban tourism studies (Gregory J. Ashworth & Page, 

2011; D. G. Pearce, 2001). Parallel to the development of this scientific field a new urban renaissance 

occurred in the Western World, manifested in revitalised city centres, waterfront developments, 

brownfield rehabilitations, a booming service sector, and cultural developments all aiming also the 
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interest of tourists. Many were the planners who contributed to such urban revival with early 

theoretical works (Alexander, 1965, 1977; Gehl, 1987; Lynch, 1960, 1981), but curiously the practice 

of spatial planning – while adapting urban spaces for tourist uses – rarely relied on the methodical 

studies of urban tourism. Urban tourism research often analysed the physical developments created 

by architects and planners – in retrospective. All the case studies and analyses served mostly as annals 

to understand what has happened, only exceptionally having ambitions to influence what will happen 

in tourist cities. It is no wonder that planners did not follow methods and models of urban tourism 

planning based on comprehensive research, as scholars did not aim for such methods and models. 

The multi-functionality of urban environments imposed limitations for researchers, not only in 

making comprehensive models, but also in defining and measuring the subjects of city tourism. In the 

1960’s it was evident to Stansfield that urban tourism is not quantifiable, therefore ignored by 

researchers who could immerse themselves in more measurable rural tourism (Stansfield, 1964). This 

neglect by scholars to analyse urban tourism was also noted by Pearce (1979), who in his later work 

dated the emergence of urban tourism studies to the 1990’s, when significant papers and books 

appeared in the field (D. G. Pearce, 2001). A never seen quantity of case studies were presented, 

motivations and global trends revealed, the supply side of urban tourism was mapped, but the demand 

side was still not fully understood in behalf of missing data (D. G. Pearce, 1998). Pearce (2001) also 

noted how different fields researching urban tourism are missing an integrative framework. Shovala & 

Ravehb (2004) argued that the spatial activities and contents of tourism consumption in large 

multifunctional cities are not often subjects of academic research, in contrast to similar research in 

seaside resorts and small historic towns. Ashworth & Page (2011), gathering the most recent progress 

in this field, pointed out the vagueness of urban tourism research studies consisting of unconnected 

individual case studies. They note:  

“Given the quantitative importance of urban tourism, it is curious that very little attention has been 
given to questions about how tourists actually use cities.” (Gregory J. Ashworth & Page, 2011, p. 7).  

Without answering this basic question, academic research cannot give usable information to planners 

on how to manage tourism in cities. As tourism is the most rapidly and steadily growing industry in the 

world, the need to control it, and above all to understand it is substantial. Management and planning 

for tourism needs scholarly findings and inputs:  

“Because most countries cannot measure tourism demand and supply adequately at local destinations, 
and also lack the means of systematically researching environmental impacts and indicators, local 
authority and local business policies for the promotion and development of tourism typically operate 
on wholly inadequate management information” (Middleton & Hawkins, 1998, p. 82) 

Already in the 1980s Getz (1986) pointed out the need for a more comprehensive tourism planning. 

He argued that 20th century tourism development models were only development and economy 

oriented, and could not evaluate the costs and benefits of tourism. He fostered a more comprehensive 
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tourism planning – which would lead to something called sustainable development today – based on 

systematic research and modelling. 

 In the last two decades some noteworthy contributions have been made mostly by 

geographers to conceptualise the spatial and functional system of the tourist city. These, together with 

the theoretical understanding of tourism as a phenomenon based on the works of some sociologists 

(MacCannell, 1976; Urry, 1990), and with the economic and political comprehension of tourism in 

cities (D. R. Judd & Fainstein, 1999; D. R. Judd, 2003a) constitute a good framework for the modelling 

of the tourist city. Some of the most influential works are the following. Law (1994, 2002) defined the 

elements of the tourism industry in large cities, analysing these in interaction with urban regeneration, 

defining some patterns of attraction clustering. These tourism clusters in North American cities were 

identified as “Tourism Business Districts” by Getz (1993) and more negatively as “Tourist Bubbles” by 

Judd (1999). A more complex conceptualisation for tourism clusters in cities is the one of “tourism 

precincts” used by scholars of the University of Technology in Sidney (Edwards, Griffin, & Hayllar, 2008; 

Hayllar, Griffin, & Edwards, 2008; Hayllar & Griffin, 2005), who tend to put more emphasis on planning 

questions (Edwards & Griffin, 2013). The same is true for the works of Pearce (1998, 2001) and 

Ashworth & Turnbridge (1990, 1999, 2000), who managed to define spatial patterns in the historically 

evolved European context. In the most influential book for the field of this thesis Ashworth & 

Turnbridge (1990) described the major spatial and functional characteristics of the “tourist-historic 

city”, both as a geographical place – the central historic part of larger cities – and as a property of cities 

having heritage and visitors interested in these. The most important statement they made on tourist-

historic cities is that these are multifunctional urban environments, where the heritage and the tourist 

industry mean potentials for the development and sustainability of these places. Heritage tourism 

studies is an important part of tourism studies, and it is also an important field in researching how the 

authenticity, interpretation and management of heritage interact with the attractiveness and 

sustainability of the tourist-historic city (Timothy & Boyd, 2006). 

 The discipline of urban tourism has developed a consistent basis and abundant literature, with 

notable contributions also from Central European and Hungarian authors. The book on urban tourism 

from Gábor Michalkó (1999) did not only present the fundaments of the field to Hungarian scholars, 

but gave a notable synthesis on the development of the tourism industry in Budapest. More practical 

is the value of the work on tourism in historic cities by László Puczkó & Tamara Rátz (2003), based on 

the similar guide published by the English Historic Towns Forum, giving examples and methods for the 

planning and management of tourism related systems in Hungarian heritage sites and cities. It also 

must be noted that the cities of Central and Eastern Europe are often analysed by international tourism 

scholars (Gregory J. Ashworth & Turnbridge, 1999; Candrea, Constantin, & Ispas, 2012; Frantz, 2005; 

D. Hall, 2008; Hughes & Allen, 2009; Joksimović et al., 2014; Liszewski, 2009; Puczkó & Rátz, 2000; 
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Rozite & Klepers, 2012; Saarinen & Kask, 2008; Simpson, 1999; Thurnell-Read, 2012), giving a good 

basis to this thesis. 

 Despite the solid sociological, economical and geographical basis of the field, having abundant 

case studies from cities of different regions and typologies, the practice of urban tourism planning 

lacks of accurate environmental and functional background. While the impact of the built environment 

on urban tourism is evident, only a small portion of all publications in this field come from scholars 

with a background of architecture or urban planning (Lasansky & McLaren, 2004). Only in the last 

decades architects have become interested in their role in tourism development. The first book to 

introduce “Architourism” was born after the visible impact of the Guggenheim museum in Bilbao 

(Ockman & Frausto, 2005). Since then the function of architecture as a tool for branding and for 

tourism development became more evident, best illustrated in the book “Brandscapes” of Anna 

Klingmann (2007), and recently in the summary work “Architectural tourism” by Jan Specht (2014). 

Architects and urban planners also started to treat previously unprocessed topics in tourism, such as 

the architecture of seaside tourist resorts (Ninot & Jiménez, 2013), or the role of architecture in the 

tourist system of a specific city (Richter, 2010a). This latter work on Berlin, part of a PhD thesis by Jana 

Richter (2010b) is important because it shows how a scholar with an architectural background can add 

a new perspective to urban tourism studies, serving to build a more complex spatial understanding of 

this phenomena in cities.  

 A background in planning helps to develop comprehensive spatial models in urban tourism. 

Few authors with an urban planning background aspired to make relevant models usable in tourism 

planning. Most cited in this thesis is the work of Aspa Gospodini (2001a, 2001b, 2002, 2004, 2009). 

Besides publishing many case studies on the role of architecture and urban design in the tourism 

development and competitiveness of European cities, she managed to conceptualise the role of urban 

morphology and development on place identity (Gospodini, 2004) and to propose a basic model to 

evaluate the effects of urban morphology on tourist space usages (Gospodini, 2001a). The above 

mentioned works and especially the latter one will be much cited in this thesis, as they give a solid 

basis to work on methods and models usable for urban tourism planning.  

 

1.2 Defining tourists, locals, attractions and experiences in the urban space 

 

As the main subjects of this thesis are tourists, locals, the places of their interest and their 

experiences in the urban space, a clear definition must be formulated to these terms. These might 

seem obvious in meaning, but the following sections of historical overview will clarify how tourists’ 

and locals’ motivations and experiences were getting closer than ever in the past decades, and how 

the things and places attracting visitors all are also subject to changes (McCabe, 2005). The term 
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tourism has evolved in the past 100 years. The World Tourism Organization uses the following 

definition since it issued the 1989 Hague Declaration on Tourism (Fekete, 2006, p. 14): 

“Tourism comprises the activities of persons travelling to and staying in places outside their usual 
environment for not more than one consecutive year for leisure, business and other purposes” 

To understand who can we consider a tourist and who a local, the notion of “place outside the 

usual environment” must be defined. Many parts of cities became places for cultural and leisure 

consumption in the past centuries, an also many forms of cultural and leisure activities in cities can be 

considered “out of usual”, giving experiences not related to one’s work or daily routine. Residents of 

nearby neighbourhoods and visitors from foreign countries all use much of the tourist city the same 

way, the only difference is that locals rarely visit the primary attractions, which are usually the main 

motivations for traveling to tourists. Authors of the “tourist-historic city” differentiated the users of 

such cities in a two-by-two matrix. Users can be either residents or visitors, and they can use the 

tourist-historic city either incidentally or intentionally (Gregory J. Ashworth & Turnbridge, 1990, pp. 

118–121). Incidental users are on personal or business trips if visitors, or if locals they are involved in 

their daily local activities. Intentional users are recreationalists, tourists or just locals enjoying the 

tourist offers of a historic city. Further differentiations can be given by travel motivations (Fekete, 

2006), in these categories the recreational (including shopping) and cultural motivations and business 

trips are the most important ones in the tourist-historic city. An important differentiation lies in the 

time spent in the city.  

In this thesis tourism is used in the sense MacCannell (1976) and Urry (1990) used it related to 

leisure activities, but a differentiation is made between first-time visitors staying for a limited time in 

a city and between all other users of that city. Most of tourism literature makes a differentiation 

between excursionists, or day-trippers, staying for less than 24 hours in a city, and tourists, temporary 

visitors staying for more days, using accommodation; all together these are the visitors of a destination 

(Law, 1994; Leiper, 1979). Further categories are returning visitors who return to revive or to further 

discover the offers of a city, and temporary inhabitants, staying for a longer period. These are 

important differentiations, as excursionists use tourist-historic cities in simpler ways than returning 

visitors, or longer staying tourists do, contributing less to the economy of the city. The main difference 

lies in their space usage. Excursionists who are first time visitors will visit the main attractions only, 

while those using the city for more time show much more balanced patterns in space usage and service 

usage as well; only these visitors staying longer or returning more times have ambitions to “live like a 

local” (see Chapter 5).  For this reason in this thesis the differentiation between tourists and locals will 

not be made according to their place of residency, but in respect to the days they spend in the city. All 

those using the city for tourist purposes, but staying for longer than the average tourist will be 

considered local users, those staying for few days or whom are day-trippers will be considered tourists. 
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The differentiation between short-staying tourists and those visitors who have the opportunity 

to get to know better a city and act as locals is important as they are attracted by different spaces and 

different urban functions, and they live different levels of the urban experience. An overview of the 

different spatial elements of tourism, of the attractiveness of these elements, and of the nature of the 

urban experience is needed to understand the differences between the space usages of the two groups 

in the tourist-historic city. 

Geographers describe the tourist space in cities grouping the elements of attraction, of services 

for accommodation, catering and shopping, and all other additional elements related to the tourism 

industry (Law, 1994, p. 8). A part of tourism literature – mainly Western and Central European authors 

– divide the physical structures of tourism into two groups: infrastructures and superstructures 

(Specht, 2014, pp. 11–13). Infrastructures are the elements not created specifically for tourists, like 

the roads and other services residents and tourists all use. The superstructures of tourism are all the 

facilities created for the demands of tourists, like hotels and restaurants, conference centres and car 

rentals. This differentiation is not adopted by English and American authors, still in this thesis the terms 

will be used for the clear differentiation they allow, and because Hungarian tourism literature uses it 

frequently (Fekete, 2006; Michalkó, 1999; Michalkó et al., 2011). Ashworth & Turnbridge (1990, p. 58) 

distinguished primary and secondary attractions. Primary attractions provide the reasons why a tourist 

visits a city; in the majority of European cities these are in great part historic resources, like heritage 

buildings. The secondary resources support visitors during their stay, like hotels and restaurants, often 

created for and by the tourism industry – the before mentioned superstructures. But there are also 

secondary attractions, important not as motivators for travel, but for a more complex and user-specific 

experience tourists can explore for themselves. Beside infra- and superstructures, attraction is an 

element that is imminent in the spatial definition of tourism. In this thesis the term place of interest 

will be used more often, as described in section 3.3, but at the level of definition tourist attraction 

must be understood. 

 MacCannell (1976, p. 109) described three components every tourist attraction must have: 

tourists, a site to be viewed (consumed), and a marker or image which makes the site significant. At 

this point everything having an accessible spatial position can be a tourist attraction, if it is marked as 

important, and if tourists will actually go there to see it. The marking process can be a top-down one, 

an official marketing job to advertise a place ready for tourist consumption, or it can be a bottom-up 

process, when tourists or locals discover a place worth seeing and spread “by mouth” its revelation. 

Good example to the second case is the success of the “Ruin Pub” phenomena in Budapest (Lugosi, 

Bell, & Lugosi, 2010; see section 5.4). Tourists will consume a marked attraction if it meets their 

motivations. A nice heritage building meets motivations for a sight-seeing visit, a good restaurant 

meets the motivation to eat out in good places serving good food, and the Ruin Pubs meet the 
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motivations of young travellers to have a good time in authentic places. But which are the places 

authentic or unique enough to be selected by tourists among many similar functions? 

The search for authenticity is a major driving force in tourism. MacCannell (1976) stated that 

modern man developed an interest in the “real life” of others while alienating from its own, and that 

one of the prime motivations of tourism is the hunt for authentic experiences of other’s lives. But the 

consummation of the ordinary life – the culture – of others leads to the alteration of that culture, 

therefore what tourists see as authentic is always to some degree a “staged authenticity”. As cultural 

uses become products, they lose their authenticity, destroying not only the meaning of that product 

for locals, but also for tourists. A good example is the use of cigány (gipsy) music in Hungarian 

restaurants to entertain tourists. In the 1970s and 1980s nearly all the popular tourist restaurants in 

Budapest had this kind of live performance which was of constructed authenticity, having only loose 

connections with original ethnic culture. As the false nature of this kind of entertainment was evident, 

it slowly wore out, today none of the popular restaurants have such gipsy music. The incentive work 

of MacCannell (1976) was further elaborated by Cohen (1988), who described much more variation in 

adjudicating authenticity in tourism. He argues that tourist-oriented products can acquire new 

meanings for the locals, becoming marks of their own cultural identities. Many times the 

commodification of a dying cultural costume can save it from extinction, even if the complexities of its 

meanings and the visual appearance is frequently simplified and embellished to make it digestible for 

tourists. Cohen (1988) also introduced the concept of “emergent authenticity” to explain how a 

tourism product can become considered with time authentic cultural product of a community. Again 

a good example to this process is the new cultural product of Budapest, the Ruin Pub. The ingenuity 

to turn ruined heritage buildings to places of culture and consumption created a typology in the 

historicist neighbourhoods of Pest which is now considered authentic by many tourists and locals. 

 “Unique” and “authentic” are still the right terms to describe what contemporary tourists are 

seeking for, supplemented with others like “exotic”, “escapist” or “spectacular”, as the sections of the 

conference “Architourism: Architecture as a Destination for Tourism” were named in 2002 (Ockman & 

Frausto, 2005). All these adjectives can be applied to primary attractions, but also to secondary ones, 

and tourists select which ones to visit according to their motivations and time budgets. Urry (1990, pp. 

100-102) noted how the postmodern tourist (post-tourist) does not have to leave home anymore to 

gaze the extraordinary; television, and recently internet (Urry & Larsen, 2011) brings the world to one’s 

home, and travel is more a desperate search for spectacle, fun and ever-changing forms of pleasure 

than the exploration of something authentic. Urry (2001) later noted how in the digital age of unlimited 

virtual connectivity the need to meet “corporally” one’s virtual connections and to see and feel “for 

oneself” what is marked online is a major motivation in tourism. At the same time the tourist 

experience – especially in urban tourism – is much less escapist than in the time of modern tourism. 

Gospodini (2001) reported a shift in urban tourism that has happened in the postmodern age, with 
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the transition from mass tourism to alternative forms of urban tourism. Similarly to MacCannell (1976), 

Gospodini (2001) presented tourist motivations as a search for “counter-structures” to one’s everyday 

life and environment. She states that in the industrial era the counter-structures to one’s environment 

had to be functional ones, therefore on vacation one did radically different things than during the 

everyday life. Today one seeks for radically different environments that are counter-structures to the 

formal dimensions of everyday life, while the need to do functionally different things diminished. This 

is because everyday life have changed, going and eating out, enjoying urban life, meeting people, doing 

sports are all part of the ordinary, and one wishes to do these same things in different environments, 

in different forms. The postmodern tourist of our times (see section 1.4) wishes to encounter urban 

experiences a city can give to all of its users. This experience can be a culinary one, or related to music 

or art, to peculiarities in urban infrastructures or local uses, to the acts of production of local 

businesses or to possibilities to play in the urban space, but most of the times it is simply gazing on 

city life (Gehl, 1987, 2013). People passing by and acting their lives to each other, showing all varieties 

of the urban life, by definition multifunctional and multicultural. Mixing locals and tourists in such 

urban experiences should be also natural. But it must be noted at this point, that such mixture of local 

and tourist activities is possible only when visitors and hosts share similar cultural levels, as it is the 

case for cities and visitors of Europe and the Western World, subjects of this thesis. 

 

1.3 Escaping the city: a modernist parenthesis in the history of tourism 

 

Contemporary processes in urban tourism have relevant analogies from the past, but tourism 

history lacks a comprehensive urban reading. A mosaic of well documented travel practices of selected 

social classes in western civilization is what scholars have researched from the history of tourism. Such 

conventional approach is quite restrictive, as it has a strong “colonial” view based on western cultural 

processes, and an “elitist” view based on the well documented activities of the richer social classes, 

who had the resources to travel before the industrial revolution (Towner, 1995). Such travel was 

always a type of escapism, in a physical and in a psychological aspect (Mannell & Iso-Ahola, 1987). The 

general discourse in tourism history emphasises the social changes, the new technologies facilitating 

travel, and the new destinations conquered or constructed by tourism (Butler & Wall, 1985). But more 

ordinary routines of travels, visits and out of ordinary events – like short distance traveling, visiting 

local fairs and religious processions, festivities and family reunions, local commerce – have no research 

literature in tourism history (Towner, 1995).  

It could be worthwhile to attempt to conceptualise part of tourism history differently, based 

on the role of urban centres, and what these had to offer out from the ordinary. It will turn out that 

visits to cities and tourist activities done there were always important, and leisure and ordinary were 
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always mixed together in urban areas, while escapism from the ordinary only became widespread after 

the industrial revolution. It is curious how social scientists acknowledge that contemporary tourism 

has its roots in the modern development of mass tourism (Urry, 1990), while in reality the postmodern 

tourist experiences – especially cultural tourism and city visits – tend to revive pre-modern traditions 

of visiting cities with a cultural-commercial culmination together with a mixture of ordinary life and 

exceptional events. Modern tourism seems much more like a short intermission in history with such 

perspective, when masses in search of leisure activities left the cities for 150 years, just to make the 

contemporary rediscovery of the urban experience more joyful. 

The first period studied by scholars of tourism is the antiquity. The internal security and 

infrastructures of the Roman Empire made traveling relatively easy, therefore a real system of tourism 

emerged by the Augustan era (Lomine, 2005). Museums, guide-books, seaside resorts, special 

restaurants, hotels, spas, souvenir shops, and famous sightseeing places were some of the then 

existing tourist offers which re-appeared after the fall of the Roman Empire only in modern times. 

Some of today’s main sights were already visited by Augustan tourists: the oracles of Delphi, the 

Acropolis of Athens, Olympia, and of course the great attractions of Egypt, like the Pyramids, 

Heliopolis, or the Great Library in Alexandria (Illustration 1). Urban tourism – especially to Rome – is 

well documented: visitors immersed themselves into the thriving life of the capital day and night, 

enjoying the numerous entertainment and leisure facilities – amphitheatres, circuses and theatres, 

baths, and numerous tavernas – but also visiting its monuments and new architectural achievements. 

Tourists admired the new forums and baths in ancient Rome just like their contemporary ancestors 

admire the new Olympic structures of Peking, or the new Guggenheim Museum in Bilbao. The 

modernism of the tourism structures of ancient Rome reflected the sophistication of the society: a 

vast social class of free citizens had resources and will to enjoy life as tourists. 

With the fall of the Roman Empire the bases of its tourism industry disappeared fast. The roads 

were cut in fear of invaders, security outside cities was critical, and the new aristocracy and 

commercial class emerged slowly in the medieval period. Nearly all forms of entertainment 

disappeared, also because Christian culture had a strict ethical view on individuals’ behaviour, and on 

the role of leisure and pleasure. All forms of festivities and travel were tied to religious events. The 

main form of traveling was the pilgrimage, guided by clerical people from different regions of Europe 

to sites such as the Holy Land or Rome. Many descriptions of these pilgrimages and the crusades to 

free Jerusalem are available (Whalen, 2011). The documents available suggest that early pilgrimages 

gave little cultural or other definitely touristy experiences to participants, who visited the churches 

and monasteries, but had few interactions with cities (Illustration 2). 

Between the 16th and the 19th centuries the Grand Tour offered a completely different 

experience to wealthy young Englishmen (Towner, 1984). Many think that these travels started when 

the Church of England separated from the Roman Catholic Church in 1534. In fact wealthy people did 
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not join catholic pilgrimages any more, but went for a more mundane journey, where the churches of 

Rome represented only a cultural value, not places for worship. The Tour had the scope to educate 

young Englishmen to good manners, to antique and renaissance culture, therefore the main 

destinations were the principal cities of classical culture (Towner, 1985). Cities like Rome or Venice 

were visited for weeks or months each, giving time to the young men to became part of high society, 

use the local services, get to know the local costumes (Black, 2011). It has to be noted however, that 

not only English aristocracy and gentry used to travel in the pre-modern era. In the large universities 

of Europe for instance, many foreign scholars were matriculated, especially from countries with no 

established universities in their territory. A good example is the scholarship of students from Hungary, 

where social expectations for a good foreign education were high, resembling the motivations of the 

Grand Tour from Britain. A study revealed more than 24 thousand Hungarian matriculations between 

1526 and 1798 in European universities, half of these were at German and Viennese universities, while 

the rest in Polish, Italian, Swiss and Dutch institutions (Szögi, 2005). These students contributed much 

to the early “globalization”, bringing new European trends, habits and cultural innovation to Hungary.  

In late medieval Europe the journeymen and tradesmen were real urban tourists, visiting 

different cities, but also participating in their lives, bringing home the experiences of a different 

culture. Journeymen often had to travel for three years to gain experience in different cities before 

becoming a master craftsmen in their guilds. Traders travelling with their goods knew the fair calendars 

of different cities, where they could meet their customers. The fairs were held in regular periods, and 

although market days were occasions with an undoubted utilitarian purpose, these were not only 

places of trade, but also of entertainment and free time activities (Illustration 3). In fact in Christian 

societies the first real festivities without deep religious content were fair days. Showmen, attractions, 

vendors of rare luxuries were commonplace. Common people traveling to markets lived such 

experiences of tourism since medieval times: visiting the town, enjoying the amusements, having a 

social experience, and of course purchasing goods, beside which often some presents were brought, 

approximating the tourists’ experiences between these early fairs and of today’s urban tourism. It is 

remarkable how shopping is considered one of the activities most related to tourism, but tourism 

history still avoids to connect early fairs and markets with the early evolution of tourism. Towner 

(1995) notes how the conventional view on tourism history  

“…underplays the informal, the routine, the “ordinary', more localized, tourism practices as they have 
varied between and within countries and cultures. Experiences which involved less time and 
expenditure, but were nevertheless significant in the lives of the participants, become overlooked.” 
(Towner, 1995, p. 340) 

 In fact the early history of post-Roman European tourism can also be described as the 

rediscovering of the benefits and pleasures of meeting cultures, goods and people outside the familiar 

communities. There was a clear hierarchy in importance, wealth and in the geographical extension of 

16 



travels. Upper class travellers had often years to spend visiting places, and together with university 

students and professors they were the main carriers of cultural innovation in Europe. Traders and guild 

journeymen were those carrying industrial innovation and lower level cultural exchange between 

cities, guaranteeing the flow of fresh news from other parts of the world. All other members of society 

experienced tourism only when making a visit for religious, family, or commercial reasons to a 

neighbouring city. Judd (2003, p. 25) notes:  

“…until the rise of mass tourism in the latter half of the nineteenth century, cities held a special status 
as travel destinations”.  

Tourism became separated from the ordinary life in time and space – but not any more on a 

social level – only in the modern era. Industrial revolution brought a never seen amount of 

technological, social and therefore cultural innovations. The most general of all was the functional 

separation of activities and of spaces. Modern tourism was based on the functional separation of 

leisure time and working time. An ever growing number of services built on the free time of society – 

hotels, transport companies, tour operators, resorts, events and all sorts of attractions – created a 

worldwide tourism industry. Tourist attractions were created on purpose, more and more often away 

of the traditional urban context. Universally programmed holidays brought masses of tourists to 

mono-functional pleasure and leisure environments.  

The industrial revolution forced masses to live in the city and to work most of the time, often 

12-14 hours a day. For more than a hundred years the workers class fought also for more free-time: 

Factory Acts established a 10 hour workday and days off by 1847, the Bank Holiday Act of 1871 granted 

unpaid holidays, and the 1936 Matignon Agreements in France, the XXI. Law of 1937 in Hungary, and 

the 1938 Holidays with Pay Act of Great Britain were the first laws to grant paid holiday weeks. Henry 

Ford doubled his workers’ wages in 1914, also introducing an 8 hour workday decades before such 

laws were adopted. His revolutionary steps lead to better productivity, but also to a new middle class, 

able to consume more. In the 1950’s the amount of free time further increased in all employment 

sectors, and as a result masses fled out from cities to various vacation destinations, bringing the age 

of mass tourism (Urry, 1990).  

Parallel to this process modern tourism was born, offering new ways to spend the newly found 

free-time. The 1840’s were the years to open up the commodity of traveling and tourism to wide 

portions of society with new technological and social innovations (Urry & Larsen, 2011, pp. 24-25). 

Milestones were the first railway hotel in York (1840), the first national railway timetable (1839), the 

first steam ship service across the ocean, and also the invention of the photographic camera (1839 

and 1840). These innovations spread fast in the world: the first steam ship on Lake Balaton – named 

Kisfaludy – departed in 1846, carrying visitors to Balatonfüred (Illustration 4). A symbolic moment in 

modern tourism history was the first organized train excursion conceived by Thomas Cook: on the 5th 

of July 1841 some 500 working class passengers could travel together for one schilling between 
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Leichester and Loughborough. The social mission of the formal Baptist preacher Cook soon turned into 

the first, and for long the biggest travel agency in the world, opening up possibilities for shorter or 

longer leisure trips to large portions of the society. The main innovation of Cook was to keep off the 

dangers and inconveniences of long distance traveling from its customers, offering safe packages, 

travel guides, travel checks.  

The result of modern tourism development was a never before seen level of spatial and 

functional segregation of leisure activities – a process often disregarded by scholars. In the last 150 

years camps, resorts, and different kinds of attractions brought masses of people out from cities to 

places where no human activities were found before – typically the seaside and the mountain. The 

first examples of places created only for tourist functions were the spas and spa towns, medicinal 

places providing mineral water cures. Spa towns all over Europe functioned as real cities, with much 

more to offer than just the waters – even if only for the upper classes. In Hungary Balatonfüred was 

similar to the English spas in the early 19th century, having a theatre, famous balls, clubs, and 

residences of noble families. But Towner (1995) notes how most spas of Hungary always have 

attracted a wide social clientele. Some were resorts far away from urban areas, offering only medicinal 

waters and a relaxing environment, like Hévíz, Parádfürdő, Balf, Herkulesfürdő, or Szováta. With paid 

holidays for the working class such resorts – especially near beaches – developed to serve large 

numbers of people for their vacations, with new infrastructures such as holiday camps, package hotels 

and amusement parks (Urry, 1990). Seaside resorts offered sun and sand, but also entertainment, and 

similar was the purpose of mountain resorts, offering excursions or winter sports. From the 1960’s 

package holidays in foreign resorts became widely available in the western world with the inventions 

of jet airplanes and international booking systems. Tourists could escape not only from their works 

and cities, but also from their countries to destinations offering constant sunny weather, like the Costa 

Brava in Spain. Similar was the development of Lake Balaton and its role for East European countries 

(Wettstein, 2013). 

Some typical forms of urban attractions became de-urbanised with modernism. Such was the 

destiny of the original fairs. The emphasis of the biggest fairs gradually shifted from commerce to the 

mere exhibition of goods, therefore the fairs were becoming shows rather than markets (Evans, 2003). 

World Exhibitions of the 19th and 20th centuries were so alluring and big, that they were becoming 

tourist destinations themselves. The first such fair was the “Great Exhibition of the Works of Industry 

of all Nations” held in London’s Hyde Park in 1851. The Crystal Palace designed by Joseph Paxton was 

not only the structure hosting this exhibition, but also a must-see attraction in itself, as it was the 

biggest hall and the first entirely glazed steel structure in the world (Kádár, 2011c). It was a never seen 

success, a total of 6 million tickets were sold, and this was the event when Thomas Cook started to 

make organized train tours to London, arranging 150,000 visitors alone to see the expo. The great 

structures of the following world exhibitions like the Eiffel Tower or the Galerie des Machines of the 
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Paris “Exposition Universelle” of 1889 were similar tourist attractions (Kádár, 2011c), just as the 1896 

Millennium Celebrations and Exhibitions held in the City Park (Városliget) of Budapest, registering a 

total of 5.8 million visitors (Illustration 5, Illustration 6). These all were held in urban areas, but fairs 

and world exhibitions of the 20th century were held in more distant locations, outside and 

disconnected from city centres. They often registered unimaginable visitor numbers – 64 million in 

Osaka in 1970 – but often left derelict sites after the event (Evans, 2003). 

Theme parks were also born in cities, leaving them during the 20th century. First similar urban 

attraction with admission fee was the pleasure garden, a park where all sorts of amusements like 

fireworks were regularly held. Some of the earliest of such parks was the City Park of Budapest – 

considered the oldest publicly founded leisure park in the World – and the Prater in Vienna, opened 

by the emperor for public use in 1766. In the latter venues such as a ferry wheel or an entertainment 

district called Venice were extremely popular. Venice of Vienna inspired the construction of “Ancient 

Castle of Buda” (Ős-Budavára) as part of the 1896 millennium celebrations. It was such a success that 

an investor decided to make a similar park the same year, also with Turkish atmosphere in the 

Lágymányos area by the Danube, named Constantinapole (Illustration 7). These venues offered a 

segregated place for tourism inside cities. Distance from cities grew as amusement parks became more 

complex places suitable to host visitors for entire vacations. The first places to be considered modern 

amusement parks were seaside resorts such as Blacpool, UK, or Coney Island, USA. These destinations 

were not in urban centres, their popularity started with railway connections from large cities.  

Theme parks developed without limits in size with a multitude of attractions for all age and 

social groups. The two most famous ones became real cities: Las Vegas and Orlando in the USA (Specht, 

2014, p. 73). Both were insignificant towns before becoming tourist destinations, today they are 

tourist cities where people arrive to spend many days. Disney selected Orlando as a location for its 

park for two reasons: good climate and superb highway connections. Opened in 1971, today Walt 

Disney World competes to be the most visited destination in the USA only with Las Vegas. Both places 

developed a peculiar urbanism (Foglesong, 1999; Parker, 1999), making these special entertainment 

cities contemporary versions of the once revolutionary – and then declining – resort towns. 

Classical cities did not decline as tourist destinations in the modern era: new services, like 

department stores, luxury hotels, sight-seeing bus tours, or new forms of tourism, like conference 

tourism kept cities top destinations. But visits to cities had changed, aiming more defined, thematised 

destinations inside the urban structure. City parks, industrial exhibitions, theme parks already 

anticipated the withdrawal of functions from the streets, a process continued much later with 

shopping centres. With the invention and diffusion of the automobile people could get directly from 

their homes to the places of entertainment or leisure, making even the journey inside cities a non-

urban experience. Especially in the post-war era of the 20th century tourism places became counter-

structures to the familiar environments of everyday life, separated from these in space and function 
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(Gospodini, 2001a). Leisure and tourism became de-urbanised. Only postmodern cultural and social 

changes brought back the appreciation of the multifunctional urban environment as a place to visit 

and to live in. 

 

1.4 Rediscovering the city: a postmodern turn in tourism  

 

Urban tourism had little relevance until the 1980s, when cities suddenly realized the economic 

possibilities of a new soft industry after the decline of many heavy ones (Law, 1994). In the post-war 

era the typical urban centre developed its museums and attractions mainly for the local population. P. 

Hall predicted the importance of tourism in cities already in 1970, stating that: 

“…no one should doubt that the age of mass tourism is the biggest single factor for change in the great 
capitals in Europe – and in many smaller historic cities too – in the last thirty years of this century.” 
(cited in Pearce, 1979, p. 253).  

Cities have been rediscovered in many more ways than just tourist destinations in the post-

industrial era. The first famous movement to stand up for the multifunctional city against the 

modernist functional development pressures was started by Jane Jacobs, trying with increasing 

success between 1962 and 1968 to stop the demolishment of typical neighbourhoods in order to give 

space for modern expressways and new mono-functional housing estates in the name of progress. The 

movement could become influential because of the theoretical work of Jacobs, best known from her 

book, “The Death and Life of Great American Cities” (Jacobs, 1962). However, in the 1960s many 

European cities already recognised the value of historic multifunctional urban centres, and a wave of 

rehabilitation works including pedestrianised shopping streets had begun. The first pedestrian 

shopping street was Rotterdam’s Lijnbaan, built new in 1953. The first pedestrianised historic shopping 

streets were the Strøget in Copenhagen, and the London Street in Norwich, both from 1962 (Ashworth 

& Turnbridge, 1990, pp. 103, 203). In this era a new generation of influential architects contributed to 

the discussion on the post-industrial city, among others Jan Gehl (1987, first published in Danish in 

1971) propagating the advantages of pedestrian urban centres, Christopher Alexander (1965, 1977) 

criticising the modern city and working out methods to create settlements with a human scale, and 

architects of the New Urbanism movement, successful in creating controversial neo-traditional cities 

especially in the USA. In cities with historic centres revitalisation policies has become widespread since 

the 1970s, and the success these centres could achieve in attracting tourists further justified the 

efforts to restore these as lively multifunctional environments. 

It is not a coincidence that the real boom in urban revitalisation and urban tourism occurred in 

the age of postmodern turn in society and culture. In the 1980s and 90s postmodern architecture was 

somehow integrated in postmodern culture, reflecting the flexible and playful demands of 

postmodern society (C. M. Hall, 1997). But soon architecture theory began to label only certain stylistic 
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and formal components of a building period as postmodern, detaching the language of architecture 

from the universal socio-cultural discourse. In this work postmodern refers to the contemporary socio-

cultural condition, not to architecture. One of the most significant elements of the postmodern turn – 

also the most characteristic difference from modernist ideology – is the combination of different 

functional and cultural aspects of life. Urry (1990) noted how the process of de-differentiation 

characterizes postmodern culture, and how tourism has always been to some extent postmodern, as 

a mixture of popular, visual and aesthetic elements. But he also adds that mass tourism is a typically 

modernist type of organization of leisure, therefore a new tourist class he named “post-tourists” 

emerged in search for much more personalized tourist experiences. In fact the travel industry since 

the 1980s quickly turned form tourism to travel, from package tours to individual offers, from the 

promotion of all inclusive holidays in single resorts to combinations of sea, fun and cultural visits during 

a trip. In this sense it is evident why urban tourism is much related to postmodern culture. Urban 

attractions became popular tourist targets when the immense possibilities to combine them – derived 

from their spatial conglomeration – met the exigencies of society. The historic city has become also 

popular as a counter-structure to the modernist environment, where living, working and leisure were 

separated in environments of much uniformity. Tourist cities of today are places where local life and 

tourist functions mix together (Edwards & Griffin, 2013). The historic city also faced special challenges, 

as the once multi-functional environments were and still are being transformed to mono-functional 

tourist precincts by mass tourism, losing appeal for the post-tourists. This issue will be further 

discussed in Chapter 5. 

One of the most important selling-point of today’s multi-functional urban milieu is culture. The 

industrial city was a main cultural hub because of the bourgeois and national patronage of culture that 

broke the religious and royal monopoly of cultural production. In the post-war period new actors 

emerged: the public and commercial firms. Both contributed much to the democratisation of culture, 

but also to the commodification of it. The cultural investments first aiming the local public has become 

tools to brand and sell the cities to tourists and investors, and to foster the regeneration of urban areas 

subject to economic and physical decay after the fallback of primary industries. Large cultural projects 

were initiated to draw attention, investments and tourists to city centres. The early iconic examples 

such as the Sidney Opera House by Jorn Utzon or the Centre Georges Pompidou by Richards Rogers 

and Renzo Piano were examples from the 1970s followed by many in the 1980s. The most famous is 

Mitterand’s Grands Projects centralised in Paris (Evans, 2003), but important and controversial were 

the revitalisation projects of large American cities too (D. R. Judd, 2003a). Such projects were often 

considered to have poor effects on the urban development of their host communities respect to their 

financial costs, turning out to be tourist bubbles inside of cities (D. R. Judd, 1999). Culmination of such 

cultural investments was the turning of the industrial city of Bilbao to a tourist city with the 

construction of Frank O. Gehry’s Guggenheim Museum in 1997. The iconic building was only one of 
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the numerous interventions in the Basque capital city, and it also turned out to be successful both 

economically and culturally (Gomez, 1998; Gospodini, 2004; Plaza, 2000, 2008), serving therefore as 

an example to many other cities – resulted to be quite hard to follow though. The high expectations 

related to large cultural investments often resulted in delusion. One example comes from Graz, 

European Capital of Culture in 2003; the huge investments in spectacular pieces of architecture not 

only drained funds from other sectors of culture (Marling, Jensen, & Kiib, 2009), but also did not result 

in increasing tourist arrivals after 2003 (Németh, 2009). The above mentioned examples of cultural 

developments represent an era when culture became part of the urban economy, seen as a profitable 

resource. Scholars argue that today there is another paradigm shift in culture, as the audiences of 

cultural activities become involved in the creative production of cities, and the cultural content will 

become much more dependent on the active engagement of citizens, essentially a part of their 

everyday lives (Richards, 2014). 

 Cities successful in the post-industrial situation managed to build a strong service sector and 

to attract companies involved in the tertiary and quaternary industries, requiring high-skilled labour. 

It was soon evident that selling the city to tourists is part of the process of selling the city to investors, 

particularly concerned about the availability of various services for employees and an appealing 

environment (Urry, 1990, p. 108). The early observation of Urry was made popular by Richard Florida, 

who stated that the main economic drive-force of cities lies not in their ability to cluster industries, 

commerce or specific infrastructure, but creative people, who desire a certain lifestyle allowing 

creativity and diversity (Florida, 2005). The bohemian and multi-functional city seems to attract to 

same extent tourists and locals of certain cultural motivations. At the same time it is interesting how 

nor the classical physical attractions – sport stadiums, malls, theme parks – nor the great cultural 

initiatives in cities – the grands projets culturels – seem to have any effect on attracting the creative 

class, moreover these projects are actually unattractive to such people, even if only visiting (Evans, 

2003; Florida, 2005. p. 33).  

The creative city goes hand-in-hand with the tourist city: the facilities and environment 

preferred by the creative workers are the same that attract many urban tourists, who contribute much 

in supporting these (Richards, 2014). Bars, cafes, buildings converted into cultural places and “pop-up” 

style facilities serve both locals, tourists, and the numerous categories in between, like Erasmus 

students and the so called “global nomads”. The places considered “creative” have an “atmosphere” 

instead of tangible architectural or urban qualities. The post-tourist seeks for an authentic urban 

experience. The most valued tourist experience is more often a “living like a local” one (Maitland, 

2007), and the more a place and its activities suggest an interesting way of life the more tourists like 

it (Hayllar & Griffin, 2005; Popp, 2012). This way bottom-up initiatives have become the most 

important forums in urban space, and the active participation – also involving tourists – became the 

new way to experience the city. At the same time the “eventification” of places is a used strategy to 
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increase the quality of life and the attractiveness of urban neighbourhoods. As the most successfully 

spreading events are bottom-up initiatives, municipalities often promote these, helping and also 

clustering private events to bigger festivals, or using them as part of their development policies. 

The transformations of the cultural production and consumptions in cities make processes 

related to urban tourism hard to control and to study. As the tourist and local usage of cities is 

becoming closely related, and differences between tourist behaviour and local behaviour are 

disappearing, planners and scholars of urban tourism face difficulties answering simple questions like: 

which user is the tourist? Which elements of the tourist industry can be developed? How to attract 

more people in the creative city when all cities compete to be creative and popular? First, it must be 

noted that most tourism in cities is still mainly characterised by traditional modes of cultural tourism, 

like heritage tourism (Nuryanti, 1996), where the branding and the consumption is based on the 

interpretation of built and artistic heritage – this is valid in most tourist-historic cities and especially in 

the three Central European capital cities analysed in this work. Smith & Puczkó (2012) recently 

confirmed this assumption in the case of Budapest, bringing evidence that the new cultural products 

appearing in the Hungarian capital do not menace the predominance of heritage tourism. This does 

not mean that classical forms of tourism like mass tourism are preferred to the new developments in 

cultural tourism. The aforementioned new tourism practices are much less invasive than classical mass 

tourism, and they promise a more balanced economic turnover, as demonstrated in Chapter 5.  

 

1.5 Tourism in three Central European capital cities 

 

This work aims to compare the contemporary tourist systems of Vienna, Prague and Budapest. 

These three national capitals in the Central European region have a developed tourism based on their 

historical urban landscapes and on their rich cultural offers. The three cities having a local population 

between 1 and 2 million share a similar historical development. All have central cores of medieval 

origin, and all were important centres for influent dynasties. The three most important cities of the 

Habsburg Empire have much cultural background in common, but as the capitals of three European 

nation-states, they have also quite unique characters. These cities draw tourists who seek for historical 

urban environments, cultural events and evidences of a complex history of kings and emperors, 

cultures mixing together, and life on the sides of the iron curtain (See Chapter 4). Vienna, Prague and 

Budapest are preferred week-end destinations by themselves, but a number of tourists visit the one 

after the other in a Central European round trip  (Puczkó & Rátz, 2000).  

The international relevance of the integral study of these Central European capital cities comes 

from the fact that very few are the tourist regions where at least three such important destinations 

with similar offers are competing with notable success. On a global scale these destinations are very 
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similar, therefore their comparison can deliver important results. Their similar scales, similar visitor 

numbers and similar visitor types strengthen the effects of even smaller differences in their tourist 

offers and spatial arrangements. It is very important to see that these destinations have the same scale 

in their historical urban areas and in their visitor numbers. In 2011 Vienna was the 7th most visited city 

in the European Union with 5,694,392 arrivals, Prague the 9th with 5,132,042 arrivals, while Budapest 

is 14th with 2,813,139 arrivals (TourMIS, 2014). In the same year tourists spent 13,214,304 bed nights 

in Prague (7th), 12,246,204 in Vienna (8th), but only 6,598,989 million in Budapest (15th). Budapest 

seems way behind its competitors, but it must be noted that the Hungarian capital was the most visited 

city out of these three in the 1970s and 80s. Historical tourism statistics show how these urban 

destinations attracted a similar number of visitors in the past 100 years, as a matter of fact these cities 

were compared to each other in statistics for long (KSH, 1988, 1990). 

Reliable statistics are only available since the 1930’s (Wöber, 2000), only fragmented data exist 

from before. During and after the war there were again too few statistics regarding city tourism. 

Statistics are available since 1955 in Austria, gathered by the Vienna Tourist Board and Statistics 

Austria. For Budapest some national statistics do exist, but tourism was not measured evenly, and 

historical research on the tourism development of the post-war period is incomplete (Rehák, 2011). 

Some scholars did research this period (Böröcz, 1990; Hahn, 1983; Johnson, 1997) and some general 

summary work was also published (Kudar, 2003). For Czechoslovakia only some overall national 

statistics and bed capacity without occupancy data did exist (Franke, 1984). This lack of data was 

evident to previous researchers analysing trends in Czechoslovak and Prague tourism (Hoffman & 

Musil, 2009; Johnson, 1995; Medlik, 1990). In the late 1980s cooperation between these cities’ 

statistical offices lead to unique comparative city statistics (KSH, 1988), resulting in a booklet of 

comparative tourism statistics based on the occupancy data of hotels (KSH, 1990). Even if the methods 

of measurement were not in every sense matching, this source and contemporary cooperation in 

tourism statistics (TourMIS, 2014) delivered accurate data since 1980. Data from the above mentioned 

sources were used to build Table 1, comparing tourist arrivals and bed nights in Budapest, Vienna and 

Prague. 

The new museums, theatres, buildings symbolizing national identity drew visitors to these cities 

since the second half of the 19th century. Up until the Second World War, when tourism was effectively 

curtailed, Vienna and Prague attracted similar numbers of tourists. From 1925 to 1935 there were 

around half a million tourist visitors a year to Vienna; this number fell from a peak of 700,000 to below 

400,000 in 1933, when an economic sanction by Germany, the Thousand Mark Barrier, was imposed 

on their nationals visiting Austria (Austrian Statistical Office, 1938). In the same period tourist arrivals 

to Prague grew from 300,000 visitors to more than 600,000 a year with a small drop in 1933–1934 

(Czechoslovak Statistical Office, 1938). In Budapest the arrivals have not reached 100,000 until 1930 

(Kudar, 2003). The peak years for Budapest were 1937 and 1938, when large events like the St 

24 



Stephan’s week, or the 1938 Eucharistic Congress attracted many tourists – 300,000 for the latter. 

653,363 bed nights were registered in 1937 in the capital of Hungary (Illustration 15). Following the 

Second World War the Iron Curtain closed Prague and Budapest from the west, but also Vienna 

suffered from its marginal position.  

Prague and Budapest had a very different development under communist regimes compared 

to the capital of neutral – therefore westernised – Austria. Prague lost many of its tourists after 

becoming part of the Soviet alliance with the 1948 Czechoslovak coup d’état, and the same happened 

to Budapest the same year. All hotels and services were nationalised, borders were closed and travel 

was restricted. In the 1960s both governments realised the benefits of Western tourists spending their 

hard currency, therefore a relative liberalisation of inbound tourism occurred. More tourists were 

visiting Czechoslovakia in the 60s than any other states on the eastern side of the iron curtain – 3.5 

million in 1966 but also to Hungary 3 million arrived that year (Rehák, 2011). The Czechoslovak 

development was broken down in 1968 by the invasion of the Warsaw Pack to suppress the “Prague 

Spring”, an attempt to liberalise the communist state. The Hungarian revolution of 1956 was 

suppressed before the liberalisation of the tourist market had happened, therefore Hungary could 

develop its tourism industry much more freely than Czechoslovakia. 

Prague was closed for many western tourists until 1989. Czechoslovak statistics showed an 

increasing number of visitors, going up to 19 million for the country in 1986, but more than 90% of 

these were from Eastern Bloc countries (Johnson, 1995), visiting mountain resorts more than cities. 

The number of hotels in Prague grew slowly in the communist era, in 1990 only 75 such facilities 

operated in the city (Hoffman & Musil, 2009), and this state of the infra- and superstructures of 

tourism was the cause why in the early 1990s visitor numbers couldn’t boom. After the Velvet 

Revolution of 1989 new tourists from western countries started to explore the beauties of a previously 

closed city, but visitors from post-communist countries in recession almost disappeared. The exoticism 

of the post-communist city faded fast, while the quality infrastructure and hotels needed to attract 

more tourists from richer countries were still lacking (Maxwell, 1995). The extensive renovation of the 

centre of Prague has been a priority since the 1990s, and many new hotels opened involving foreign 

capital. In 1990 there were 15,000 beds available in Prague, this grew to 38,699 in 1996 and reached 

50,000 in the first years of the 2000s. These developments lead to booming numbers of arrivals in the 

mid-1990s, and the arrival of low-cost air carriers in the Czech capital created another boom after the 

flood of 2002. Today Prague is no longer a reminder of the communist era; it has become a well-

preserved and well-exhibited urban jewellery box, with an up-to-date hotel industry and services, but 

this transition was unplanned, guided only by the liberalised market. 

Budapest had an exceptional position between the eastern and the western world before 1989. 

The Hungarian capital was the most open city in the Eastern bloc, well marketed and accessible to 

western tourists willing to make a safe peek behind the world of the iron curtain. With the 

25 



consolidation after the revolution of 1956 the Seventh Congress of the Hungarian Socialist Workers' 

Party in 1962 declared:  

“The interior conditions of the People’s Republic of Hungary are such that can be proudly showed to 
our friends and to our good willed critics as well. We have nothing to hide.”  

The successful participation at the World Exposition in Bruxelles in 1958 was the first of the 

international campaigns and also the starting point for hotel and infrastructure developments. Since 

1963 visas for western citizens were available in 24 hours (Rehák, 2011). The light liberalisation of the 

economy in 1968 made Hungary the “happiest barrack in the eastern bloc” in the eye of the west, 

rewarding Hungary with a large number of tourists. In the meantime Budapest and Lake Balaton 

became the most visited tourist destinations among citizens of the eastern bloc. Internal treaties with 

countries of the COMECON facilitated tourism between socialist countries, and their citizens saw 

Hungary much more westernized than other socialist states. Budapest was preferred not only for its 

tourist sights, but the free atmosphere, modern services, and overall richness of goods not always 

available in socialist economies. Hungary was also regarded as a meeting point for friends and families 

detached by the iron curtain. At the end of the 1980s Hungary became the fifth most visited country 

in the world, and Budapest the most visited destination in Central Europe (Böröcz, 1990; Ninot & 

Jiménez, 2013, p. 63). In this era 8-9 million tourists' bed nights were registered in Budapest, almost 

double than in Vienna and almost three times more than in Prague. It must be noted that more than 

half of these bed nights were registered in private apartments and houses lent to tourists through the 

travel agency (Hahn, 1983). This highlights the lack of hotel infrastructure in this era, and makes the 

comparisons more complicated with Vienna and Prague, where such forms of private accommodation 

did not exist in relevant numbers (KSH, 1990). 

 After 1990 Budapest lost half of its visitors, being deprived of its uniqueness as a mixture of 

eastern and western worlds. Its tourism infra- and superstructures suddenly felt outdated, but the city 

was not changing its tourist offer to attract new types of visitors (Michalkó, 1999, p. 41). Visitor 

numbers kept falling until 1992, and had stabilised between 4.2 and 4.5 million bed nights until 1999. 

Such stagnation and lack of tourism related developments characterised the whole decade of the 

1990s. Mayor developments started only after 2000, materialising in the construction of new 

museums, new hotels, and the pedestrian-friendly refurbishment of a large part of inner Pest. A 

flourishing nightlife and culinary culture was also evident in the past years. As a result, tourist numbers 

started to rise steeply since 2010. The new restaurants earning Michelin stars, cafés and bars winning 

the first places in “best of the world” rankings forecast the positive trends in the tourism industry of 

Budapest after 20 years. 

 Vienna was able to build its tourist infrastructure evenly over the past fifty years, maintaining 

its identity as a centre of classical music and guardian of the Habsburg traditions after the war. The 

economy of the Austrian capital suffered from its marginal geopolitical situation until 1989, but 
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tourism could become a rising sector and a continuous success story. Austria regained independence 

when the allied troops left in 1955; since that year a consistent tourism planning apparatus is in charge 

of the planning and management of the city’s tourism industry. Vienna always built on a classical 

cultural offer, placing cultural tourism in the centre of its strategy. The 1.6 million bed nights registered 

in 1955 grew at a steady pace: they reached 3 million in 1964 and 4 million in 1975. In the 1980s 5 to 

6 million tourist bed nights were registered, increasing to around 7-8 million in the 1990s. The Austrian 

capital city lost many visitors with the opening of the borders: some from Western markets seeking 

new destinations in the newly opened Eastern cities and some from Eastern countries in recession. 

From Hungary alone more than 150,000 visitors arrived annually in the mid-1980s, but this number 

dropped to near 30,000 in the mid-1990s. Eastern Bloc citizens came to Austria before the end of the 

communist regime to shop for goods not accessible behind the Iron Curtain. The implementation of 

Western-style political systems made these visits obsolete, and it also imposed a period of economic 

recession on the post-communist countries in the early 1990s, setting back all forms of travel. Vienna 

could renew its image and gain a considerable growth in visitors’ numbers since the 2000s, registering 

a record of 12.3 million bed nights in 2011 (TourMIS, 2014). The established tourist brands of “Capital 

of Habsburgs” and “Capital of Music” still work well, while the attempts to make a fresher look and 

the new developments consisting also of large venues with office space made the city more attractive 

not only for young tourists, but also for businesses establishing their regional headquarters here (Hatz, 

2008). The success of new developments, like the reconstruction of the Museum Albertina, the new 

Museumsquartier and others proved the functionality of a traditional planning culture.  

The underlying reason for the selection of these three cities was to compare the tourist system of 

the Hungarian capital with its momentary more successful regional rivals, and to learn from their 

strategies to be able to plan a more successful and sustainable tourism system in Budapest. Therefore 

the comparability of Vienna and Prague are more important from a methodological point of view. The 

fact that today Prague and Vienna draw almost the exact number of tourists, but these cities follow a 

completely different tourism development strategy make the selection of these cities justified. 

 
 Tourist bed nights spent in the past 

30 years in Vienna, Prague and Budapest
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2 A quantitative method to measure tourists' urban space usage 
 

 In order to understand the spatial system of urban tourism a reliable method is needed to 

measure tourist space usage in cities, and to make tourists’ movements comparable in between 

different urban destinations. Methods used today to quantify tourism in cities either have no 

geographical precision – like tourism statistics related to arrivals or bed nights – or they do not provide 

enough quantity of data to enable comparative analysis of different cities – like surveys and the 

emerging technologies of GPS tracking. A new method of data retrieval based on the internet sharing 

of tourist photography is proposed to create a comparable database of tourists’ urban space usage 

(Kádár & Gede, 2013; Kádár, 2014a). With the spatial quantification of geotagged photography 

informative visualizations and accurate yet statistically relevant calculations can be made of tourists’ 

activities in public spaces. 

 

Tourist photography distribution in Vienna, Prague and Budapest 
For graphic supplements to Chapter 2 see Figures 1-9, Tables 2-6 and Illustrations 8-9 in the annex volume 

 

 

2.1 The struggle to retrieve quantitative data on urban tourism 

 

Urban tourism is a more complex system than any other form of tourism, both in spatial terms, 

both in motivation, and in the complexity of infrastructures serving the tourists. While in seaside 

tourism the place as a destination is well definable, it has specific development patterns, and these 

correlate well to the motivation and behaviour of tourists arriving (Ninot & Jiménez, 2013), in urban 

tourism the complex urban system is the destination with a multitude of services, attractions, 

infrastructures and different types of tourists with different motivations. Tourists are not easily 

recognizable from local city users, are not evenly involved in activities measurable with statistics, 

therefore their quantification is extremely difficult (Law, 1994, pp. 154–159). The singular points of 

attraction are well definable even in the urban context, but the tracking of tourists is a difficult task, 

especially in a tourist-historical city, where the majority of attractions, monuments and events are 

embedded in historical urban layouts with an evolved and protected morphology, used also by the 

local community with their own infrastructures, businesses and cultural uses.  
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The basic geographic model of urban tourism set up by Ashworth & Turnbridge (1990) in “The 

Tourist-historic City” considered the locations of available accommodation, catering facilities and 

attractions, merging these with the limits of the historic city. This model was tested and further 

developed by the authors (Gregory J. Ashworth & Turnbridge, 1999, 2000), but used also by other 

researchers while analysing different spatial aspects of tourism in city centres. Pearce (1998) could 

map the structure and functions of some important tourist districts in Paris, analysing the supply side 

of tourism. He explored the limits of this method, mapping which services are being used by locals and 

which by tourists, and how these work in different urban contexts and scales, including the micro scale 

of the singular attraction (D. G. Pearce, 1999). In his papers, he stressed the need to understand also 

the supply side, the behaviour and movement of tourists in the urban space. Lew & McKercher (2006) 

tried to conceptualize the movements of tourists in urban destinations with a model further developed 

in a study using data from surveys and time-space diaries filled out by independent tourists in Hong 

Kong, identifying 11 movement styles (McKercher & Lau, 2008). Similar methods of questionnaires 

were used by Shoval & Raveh (2004) to cluster the attractions in Jerusalem according to the different 

characteristics of tourists, and by Hayllar & Griffin (2005), who could define the most important 

themes in tourist experiences related to the physical environment and atmosphere of The Rocks 

district in Sydney.  

All these studies faced the restrictions of the survey method: the limited geographical accuracy 

and the small numbers of agents involved. The lack of data being quantitative and accurate at the 

same time is also the reason why comparative, or “multiple city studies” are rare in the field of urban 

tourism, and even the existing “...tend to be more narrowly focused and examine a specific aspect of a 

broader problem...” (D. G. Pearce, 2001). Beside the few examples collected by Pearce some studies 

comparing Hong Kong and Singapore (Henderson, 2002) and works by van der Borg comparing cultural 

tourism in some European cities are relevant (Russo & van der Borg, 2002; van der Borg, Costa, & 

Gotti, 1996). These either compare arrival and hotel numbers, aspects of the demand side of tourism, 

or just have a focus on the impact to residents’ attitudes, but do not compare geographical aspects. 

To make tourism geographies of different cities comparable new methods and data sources are 

needed. But how to measure the movements of tourists in cities?  

 In recent years two new technologies helped to get more data on the movements of tourists 

even in urban areas: the use of Global Positioning Systems (GPS) and the analysis of mobile phone cell-

information (Shoval & Isaacson, 2007). GPS trackers are reliable and accessible devices, used by many 

scholars since the opening of the navigation system for civilian use in 2000 (Shoval & Isaacson, 2010). 

Pettersson & Zillinger (2011) combined GPS tracking and questionnaires to gather information on 

tourists' experiences in relationship of their movements at a sports event. Modsching, Kramer, Hagen, 

& Gretzel (2008) used GPS tracking data to trace the activity areas of tourists, drawing the most visited 

hubs and paths in the German city of Görlitz. Shoval (2008) used 3D bar diagram representations of 
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tourist activities on the map showing the intensity of visitors' activity in the Old City of Akko. High 

resolution spatial and temporal data collected with GPS tracking and elaborated in GIS systems made 

possible to analyse and compare the spatio-temporal patterns of first time and repeat visitors to Hong 

Kong (Mckercher, Shoval, Ng, & Birenboim, 2012; Shoval, McKercher, Ng, & Birenboim, 2011). A 

comparative study of Sydney and Melbourne recorded the track, speed and transport methods of 

visitors (Edwards & Griffin, 2013). The quantitative dimension of these visual representations is rather 

limited: 557 tourists supplied the data for the research in Hong Kong, while only 134 tracks were used 

in the case of Akko. The use of precise GPS data to track tourists has evident qualitative benefits, 

researchers could finally investigate the space consumption and time-space consumption patterns of 

tourists in cities. These studies brought more than just an accurate description of tourists’ movements. 

Recent work by Grinberger, Shoval, & McKercher (2014) made steps to conceptualise the behaviour 

of individual tourists, identifying three different types of strategies in the consumption of time and 

space in Hong Kong. McArdle, Demšar, van der Spek, & McLoone (2014) compared walking speeds, 

accelerations and stops of pedestrians in Delft, identifying different trajectory clusters and according 

to these six activity types from the gazing in front of shop windows to the long stops in cafés. Still, the 

small number of samples – only 68 in Hong Kong and 113 from Delft – pose limitations in the usability 

of such methods. 

In a quantitative aspect the usage of mobile phone cell-information to retrieve geographical 

data resulted to be more purposive. Today most people use their mobile devices even during vacations 

abroad. Researchers don't have to make field work to gather such data as mobile phone operators 

record all activity related to the devices using their networks. Estonian researchers showed the 

potentials in this method, analysing the activity of mobile phones in Estonia for a time-span of an entire 

year. They could retrieve data regarding the time, geographical position, and nationality of all activity 

from foreign mobile phones using the network of a specific carrier. Their results showed the 

seasonality of tourism in different regions, identifying  where different nationalities spend holidays 

during the year (Ahas, Aasa, Mark, Pae, & Kull, 2007), and were controlled in correlation to 

accommodation statistics available nationwide (Ahas, Aasa, Roose, Mark, & Silm, 2008). These papers 

showed the usability of such data at a regional level, but the geographical positioning of cellular phone 

activity is limited by the cell layouts of the network. Even if in an urban centre the resulting accuracy 

can be as high as 100 meters, this value is still not adequate to measure tourist activity between the 

attractions of a dense urban situation (Shoval & Isaacson, 2010).  

The ideal tourist tracking method should combine the immense quantity of data peculiar to the 

mobile cell-information methodology, and the accuracy of the GPS services. Smartphones are able to 

combine these requisites, some mobile phone applications already permit to track a user’s movements 

and follow it on other devices. Still such methods are not available for research, and they pose the 

question of privacy and the right to use such datasets. The only possibility to gather large quantities of 
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data related to the spatial behaviour of tourists in cities would be to find accessible datasets created 

by tourists themselves, with media that has GPS information. Luckily such media exists, and it is 

available in large numbers for research. 

 

2.2 Connections between photography and tourism 

  

 Most tourists take photographs, creating records of their visit: a final proof that they did 

consume the experience given by the destination (Urry & Larsen, 2011; Urry, 1990). The role of 

photography in tourism have been studied since the 1970’s (Chalfen, 1979), but tourists’ obsession 

with the image of places they visited is older than photography. As L. Lomine notes regarding tourists 

of the ancient world:  

“Just like their camera-carrying descendants, Augustan tourists were interested in keeping pictorial 
mementoes of what they saw. If they were talented for sketching, they could sit down with a papyrus, 
pen and ink, […], or they could ask a professional, quick-working miniaturist to draw their portrait with 
Athens’ Parthenon or Delphi’s Temple of Apollo as a background.” (Lomine, 2005, p. 74).  

Travellers of the Grand Tours in the 17th to 19th centuries also often did sketches and paintings 

themselves. This was the age when local artists started to specialise into paintings and engravings 

made especially for wealthy travellers. The most famous example is the work of architect and artist 

Giovanni Battista Piranesi (1720-1778), who made the “Views of Rome” series with tourists in mind. 

He idealised the views distorting perspectives and complementing reality to show what he thought 

was worthwhile for a visitor to see (Specht, 2014, pp. 101-102). Tourists became obsessed with 

photogenic views only since the 18th century, when sightseeing became the most important part of 

the originally multisensory travels, and inventions such as the camera obscura or the more portable 

Claude glasses helped to frame a scene at any spot (Urry & Larsen, 2011, pp. 167–168). Such optical 

instruments allowed the viewer not even looking in the direction of the view to consume an idealised 

picture of a place.  

The great breakthrough was the invention that allowed to capture that view for future 

enjoyment. In fact the birth of modern tourism is dated to the same year the photographic camera 

was born: it was in 1840 when the first cameras had been used in London and Paris, and when the first 

train excursion was organised by Thomas Cook (Urry & Larsen, 2011, p. 23). Until the last decade of 

the 19th century photography contributed much to the advertising of traveling to faraway places finally 

visualised to everyone with images made by professionals. But the real revolution of tourist 

photography came by the invention of the Kodak camera in 1888 by George Eastman. The novelty was 

the roll film used inside the inexpensive portable camera, allowing amateur photographers to make 

100 shots. The Eastman Kodak company provided the film and the development of the rolls to paper 
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images, making photography easy as it is quoted in the first advertisement of the company “You press 

the button, we do the rest.” (Sontag, 1977, p. 41). The advertising campaigns focused to the tourists 

particularly. “A holiday without a Kodak is a holiday wasted” was the main motto form the early 1900’s 

to foster the popularity of the portable camera (Illustration 8). Kodak actually created the culture of 

taking pictures on travel, contributing enormously to the commodification of sights (natural or 

urbanised ones) into tourist products. The company arranged over 3000 signs along American 

highways announcing “Picture Ahead” to promote the habit of taking pictures during a trip. Therefore 

Kodak contributed much to the popularity and to the consumerist nature of tourism (Munir & Phillips, 

2005). 

 In one of the most influential books written on photography Susan Sontag notes:  

“A way of certifying experience, taking photographs is also a way of refusing it—by limiting experience 
to a search for the photogenic, by converting experience into an image, a souvenir. Travel becomes a 
strategy for accumulating photographs” (Sontag, 1977, p. 9).  

Urry (1990) cites this paragraph and builds on Sontag’s book much in one of the most influential books 

in tourism research: “The Tourist Gaze”. His book argues for the visual nature of tourism, defining a 

gaze in appealing out-of-ordinary visual experiences, consumed by tourists. Larsen (2006) applied 

these ideas to the field of geography, tying the tourist gaze more to the specific places and also 

defining how tourist photography makes tourists perform during the gaze. Family photography and 

tourist photography becomes a theatrical act, when people pose and socialise in front of their 

cameras. In the last, “3.0” edition of “The Tourist Gaze” Urry invites Larsen as a co-author, completing 

the original visual concept with a corporal, performative aspect (Urry & Larsen, 2011). They also 

strengthen the importance of photography in tourism by dedicating a new chapter to it, highlighting 

also the importance of digital imaging and mobile phone photography.  

Urry (1990) introduced the metaphor of the “vicious hermeneutic circle” for image taking in the 

tourist gaze. Tourists have in their imaginary a vision of a place before visiting it, created by the images 

transmitted by television, tourist Baedekers, post cards and nowadays by internet sources. In their 

travels tourists seek the places they already know from these pictures, and they consume them in 

reality by taking other photographs of these. This idea of the circle of representation was further 

developed by many scholars after Urry (Garrod, 2009; O. H. Jenkins, 2003; Larsen, 2006). Referring to 

Osborne (2000), Larsen makes an important summary to the relationship between photography and 

the places of tourism: 

“Photographs do not only make places visible, performable and memorable; places are also sculptured 
materially as simulations of idealised photographs: ‘postcard places’.” (Larsen, 2006, p. 248) 

However, the millions of photographs tourists take in the world remained personal, tied to the 

self-image of the traveller, as only a few of the pictures taken reached a wider audience. Taking 
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pictures did structure the trips of tourists, afterwards these mostly finished in family albums providing 

souvenirs of the trip, creating self-narratives for the tourist himself and for his social network (Belk & 

Yeh, 2011).  

Digitisation and internetisation  (Urry & Larsen, 2011, pp. 190–196) of photography changed 

quite radically this aspect, as digital images can be consumed on site on the screen of the device, can 

be shared even instantly with friends, family or strangers, and can be easily deleted, but also copied 

and re-used. Digital imaging made tourist photography more effective, as the number of photos taken 

is almost unlimited, and it allows the user to delete and retake an image (Larsen, 2006). This 

technology boomed the production of tourist images. With the sudden popularity of digital cameras 

Kodak stopped selling traditional cameras in 2004, and since then almost every mobile phone is 

produced with digital imaging technologies, many combined with other features, like instant on-line 

sharing or geo-tagging with built-in GPS antennas. Urry & Larsen (2011, pp. 191–192) note two major 

differences in the tourist use of digital and traditional cameras. First, digital cameras allow 

instantaneous consumption of pictures by the user and receivers alike, unlike traditional cameras 

which directed at a future audience. Second, as tourists consume photographs instantly upon screens, 

they easily delete all unappealing images, and retake them in the most attractive framing. A third 

important technological advancement is the ease of associating the geographical places with the 

images taken there. 

Image sharing services expand tourists’ possibilities to categorise and share memories, 

allowing the tagging and naming of pictures, immediate uploading and sharing of these with the world, 

therefore putting the travel narratives of tourists from past tense to present, from personal to social. 

Facebook.com, Instagram.com are the most prevalent sites to share photographs instantly, but these 

sites are less connected to the tourist gaze. Flickr.com, Panoramio.com or Google Earth – visualising 

images from Panoramio.com – are the most popular sites for sharing place-related images. All of these 

allow users to geotag images on a virtual map or globe of the World manually or automatically. Urry 

& Larsen (2011) and Robinson (2012) argue that digital images and their presence on image sharing 

sites are tied to the tourist gaze just as much, if not more than ordinary tourist photography.  

 

2.3 Geotagged photography: a new data source  

  

 Tourist photography is a valuable source for the deduction of various trip related information. 

Image consummation is so much related to tourism, that each photograph taken during a trip reveals 

important details about the gaze: when and why the tourist was where. A destination can be described 

analysing the content of tourist photography, which reveals much of its tourist offer and demand. This 

qualitative data is useful to understand the motivations of the travel and the qualities of the 
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destination. Such qualitative approach is the basis of most research on photography in tourism studies, 

discussed in books (M. Robinson & Picard, 2009), and in different papers of destination and motivation 

studies (Belk & Yeh, 2011; Garrod, 2008, 2009; Larsen, 2006; Pang et al., 2011; Steen Jacobsen, 2007) 

The quantitative data retrievable from tourist photography is much less researched. The reason 

for this is that before the digital age there were few tools to collect such data. It is also a question 

which data can be measured in a quantitative aspect from tourist pictures. Statistical data of the 

sociological background of photographers can be deduced (Lo, McKercher, Lo, Cheung, & Law, 2011), 

but the most interesting aspect is the most obvious one: where the tourist was when taking pictures. 

Every photograph has geographical information of the place from where it was taken, and on what it 

framed. This latter is in the focus of qualitative analysis, but the place from where pictures were taken 

can have a quantitative relevance. With geotagging the definition of the location of photographs is 

possible without the analysis of their content. This allows the elaboration of new methods of 

quantitative data retrieval if such data is available.  

The website Flickr.com (http://www.flickr.com) is the most cited source of tourism related 

photography (Urry & Larsen, 2011). It hosted 6 billion images in August 2011, and this number is 

increasing by 3.5 million every day. The API of Flickr.com makes possible the analysis of all of these 

images (Gede, 2012a; Popescu & Grefenstette, 2009). More than 200 million of the images were 

geotagged in 2012. Cities have hundred thousands of geotagged images in their areas, Budapest had 

more than 300.000 in 2012. These numbers are statistically relevant, even if the users of Flickr.com 

are not necessary representative of all tourists visiting a destination. 

Geotagged tourist photography is based on today’s technology, and this makes it a potential 

contemporary tool for tourism research, but it also imposes questions on its usability and future 

continuation for relevant data retrieval. First of all it must be noted, that technologies can become 

outdated in time, and single companies usually fail to give a service for extended periods of time. 

Flickr.com offers a service popular today, which has probably reached the peak of its popularity 

nowadays. However, geo-positioning technologies became extremely important worldwide, and even 

if in an evolved state, they are here to stay. The new technologies, like our mobile devices connected 

real-time to the internet, providing endless quantities of information on our activities will make 

tracking of people – like tourists – probably more and more easy in the future. Geo-tagged 

photography is a relatively limited source of information on tourist movements if compared with the 

future possibilities of big data analysis to come (Mayer-Schönberger & Cukier, 2013). Still, the database 

of Flickr.com is suitable to give a newer before seen quantity of data on tourist activity, even if only 

from the past ten years. Flickr.com was launched in 2004, but geotagging was made possible only 

some years later. The majority of photographs uploaded to the site were taken after the year 2000. 

Today, it is one of the most widely used services for image sharing, but evidently not all social groups 

use it with the same intensity. 
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A survey made among 1466 households of Hong Kong by the Hong Kong Polytechnic 

University’s School of Hotel and Tourism Management focused on tourist photography and the use of 

social media to share it (Lo et al., 2011). The study showed that 89% of those travelling overnight for 

tourism took photographs during the trip. Out of this group 41.4% posted some of these pictures 

online, 16.5% did this on sites like Flickr.com. While the majority of all age-groups did take 

photographs, the study revealed a strong relationship between the age and education of tourists and 

their will to post their photos online. 56.5% of people with university degrees used their images on 

social websites, while only 30.6% of those having high-school education or less. 79.5% of those aged 

25 or less are active users of these sites, while only 4.9% of those aged 65 or more are. On the other 

hand the study showed that among all social media where users could upload and use their travel 

photography, the online photo albums like Flickr.com were the most used by older people. 57.3% of 

those uploading to image sharing pages were middle aged (36-55years), 30.9% were below 35 and 

11.8% were older than 55. The same study revealed a strong relationship between the motivations of 

tourists and their activities on social media. Those who uploaded photos to these sites were more 

motivated travellers according to the surveys, with a stronger desire to discover places, and they were 

also more frequent travellers, taking regular vacations abroad. Other studies did confirm that the 

group posting travel photography to Flickr.com are more educated than the average, with a median 

age of 33 years (Nov & Ye, 2010).  

Statistical data deducted from Flickr.com represents young and middle-aged tourists, well-

educated with higher incomes, and high motivations to experience to the maximum the city visited. 

Tourists in organized bus tours, groups of pensioners, and low-income domestic tourists are not well 

represented with this methodology. This distortion seems less relevant in studying tourists walking in 

the city. It is comprehensible that younger and middle-age tourists walk more in urban spaces than 

those from an older generation. There is a physical limit to the exploration of cities by foot. According 

to Richter (2010) tourists walk 10 km per day during urban visits, and not every tourist has the physical 

condition for that. Edwards & Griffin (2013) tracked tourists to Sydney and Melbourne with GPS 

devices, and found that most preferred to walk than to take public transport, walking between 10 and 

35 kilometres a day. Therefore it seems safe to state that the group of tourist users of Flickr.com and 

the group of tourists walking in cities correlate well. 

 It is important to review the geographical accuracy of the large quantity of geotagged tourist 

photography available for analysis. Hollenstein & Purves (2010) made in-depth studies measuring also 

the preciseness of the geographical references of geotagged images on Flickr.com. Only a part of all 

geotagged images have automatic positioning data, many are placed by hand. The study demonstrated 

how the 86% of photos representing Hyde Park and 83% representing Regent's Park have correct geo-

references. Images with an erratic geotag are placed scattered in the city, forming a “noise” not 

affecting the statistics of other parts of the city. Therefore the database obtainable from online image 
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sharing services has geographically precise data of statistically relevant numbers of tourist 

photographs. Flickr.com allows to filter the images hosted according to the geographical accuracy; in 

this case using only images with the highest accuracy value (16) still results in more than 100,000 

records for a city like Budapest (Kádár & Gede, 2013).  

 A considerable amount of emerging studies rely on data-mining the open API of Flickr.com. 

Some of these researches analyse the content and the given verbal tags of these images, relating them 

with the geographic position (Hollenstein & Purves, 2010; Pang et al., 2011). Others explore the view-

points of singular attractions, reconstructing visual information of landmarks (Crandall & Snavely, 

2012; Ji, Gao, Zhong, Yao, & Tian, 2011). Very few attempts have been made to retrieve quantitative 

data of tourist space usage from these databases. P. Robinson (2012) made an attempt for quantitative 

analysis of images put on Google Earth. He could not find a method to separate images posted by 

tourists and by locals. His research agenda has limited uses also because images posted to Google 

Earth are filtered and pre-juried by Google to avoid duplicates and favour equal geographical spread 

(an important limitation the author did not note). The most promising study in this aspect analysed 

photographs uploaded to Flickr.com in the Province of Florence, Italy between 2005 and 2007 

(Girardin, Fiore, Blat, Ratti, & Dal Fiore, 2008). An algorithm was created to separate tourists’ and 

locals’ images defining a time period of 30 days to measure user activity. If a user had images only 

form a period of 30 days, he was considered a tourist, otherwise a local. The study experienced with 

various geovisualizations to show tourist concentration and spatio-temporal flows. These 

visualizations did show the main points of tourist activity, but the selected method of heat-maps could 

only provide generic information. The most interesting information was visible only on a regional level: 

the authors traced the movements of the individual users, foreigners and Italians separately, following 

the sequence of their photographs throughout the province and all Italy. More precise maps were 

created based on the same principle of separating tourists and locals by Erik Fischer (2010), a media 

artist and blogger. His works became well known through online and popular media. Still, none of the 

above mentioned works could retrieve statistically relevant geographical data from their methods, 

therefore a more effective tool is needed. 

 

2.4 Spatial quantification of geotagged tourist photography 

 

One of the important results presented in this thesis is the method elaborated by the author 

to deduce and visualise precise geographical data of tourist activities in large but measurable 

quantities. The development of the method was made in collaboration with a cartographer, Mátyás 

Gede (2012a, 2012b), who presented a process to download from the API of Flickr.com the user 

related and geography related data of all images in a specific area, and to count and visualise the 
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distribution of these images on a virtual globe, in this case Google Earth. This method was used and 

further developed to make it adaptable for tourism related research, testing it with the case of 

Budapest (Kádár & Gede, 2013). The method was used to compare the tourist systems of Vienna and 

Prague presenting the results in conference (Kádár, 2013a) and journal papers (Kádár, 2013b). Finally 

a complex comparative study demonstrated the potentials of such method, analysing the tourist space 

usage of Budapest, Vienna and Prague (Kádár, 2014a).  

Data was first downloaded in 2012, then on the 21st of January, 2013, therefore all 

photographs taken before 2013 are part of the dataset, but the whole time-span is not always used 

for visualisation and analysis. The data downloaded contained the following: geographical coordinates, 

user ID, date of photograph from the EXIF of the image and the accuracy level of geographic 

positioning (Gede, 2012b). In order to discard false or inaccurate positioning data, only photographs 

with Flickr's maximum accuracy level of 16 were taken into consideration in this research. This means 

that either a GPS enabled device – including most smartphones - was needed to geotag these 

photographs, or the user must have placed the image on the map interface at the maximum street-

level zoom (Kádár & Gede, 2013). For all numerical analysis only data for the full year of 2011 was 

taken into consideration both for photographs geotagged and for official statistics of tourist arrivals, 

bed nights and singular attraction attendance, obtained from TourMIS (2014). Other data concerning 

tourism like expenditure, nationalities or supply of services didn't result useful, therefore these were 

not analysed. 

With the process described in the original paper (Kádár & Gede, 2013), geo-visualizations of 

tourist space usage were made. Refined 3D bar maps were created in a .kmz format compatible with 

Google Earth, while a counter tool simplified the process of counting photographs and users in 

selected geographical areas. The 3D visualizations on Google Earth were optimized to adopt to the 

urban level, therefore a mesh of 10 by 10 meters was used with each cell being a bar of a diagram 

(Figure 3, Figure 5, Figure 7); this is analogous to the visualisation method Shoval (2008) used to 

represent the time-space diagrams obtained from GPS trackers of tourists in Akko. A method similar 

to the one worked out by Girardin et al. (2008) was used to separate tourist users from local users. 

The basis of this method lies in the axiom that a photographer who has pictures taken in a geographical 

area in a time span of more than 30 days can’t be considered an average tourist, as this photographer 

has been in the area for more than a month, or have been returning there more times. The 30 day 

period limitation in the algorithm of Girardin et al. (2008) was valid for the analysis of vacation patterns 

at a regional level, but in urban tourism much shorter periods are proper. The three cities analysed 

have an average length of stay between 2 and 3 days (Puczkó & Rátz, 2000; TourMIS, 2014), therefore 

to define tourists we used photographs taken from users active in the area for a maximum of 5 

consecutive days. Returning visitors, temporary dwellers, and locals have much different space 

consumption patterns than tourist, as some evidence presented later in this thesis will show (Section 
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2.5, Chapter 4). Tourist users limited by their strict time budgets have no possibilities to immerse 

themselves into the deeper understanding of a complex site, or to wander into unknown parts of a 

city. Therefore they consume the most obvious, taking only the images they were prepared to see 

(Urry, 1990). Consequently local users not only gaze in places of the city not visited by tourists, but 

they take more shots than tourists even in some of the most touristy sites, as the comparison of tourist 

and local images/users quotients reveals (Kádár, 2014a). 

To verify the validity of the method elaborated by Kádár & Gede (2013), available tourism statistics 

datasets and the number of tourist photographs geotagged were first compared (Kádár, 2014a). Flickr 

data from 16 European tourist-historic cities were downloaded and four correlation coefficients 

between the number of tourist photographs, tourist users, registered bed nights, and arrival numbers 

were calculated for the year 2011 (Table 2). The correlation coefficient between registered tourist bed 

nights and both user numbers and numbers of photography is a considerable 0.92. The correlation 

with registered arrival numbers is lower (0.89), which is understandable. Bed night statistics relate 

with the total time tourists had spent in a city, and the same is true for the number of photography 

taken in a city in the same period. The proven correlation confirms the strong relationship between 

the tourist gaze and photography, and also justifies the method.  

The use of spatial quantification for geotagged photography draws out the places well known to 

be tourist attractions, but also reveals interesting interferences in tourist and local space usage (from 

Figure 2 to Figure 7). Within the selected urban areas not only the number of geotagged photos were 

counted, but also the number of local and tourist individuals uploading any number of photographs 

taken in that area, resulting in the average number of photos a user takes in a site. The visualisations 

and datasets published before (Kádár, 2014a) provided data for a comparative model of pedestrian 

tourist space system (explained in Chapter 3 and described for the three cities in Chapter 4). Flickr 

data distribution quantified for attraction clusters – places of interest (Table 4, Table 5, Table 6) – 

allows new methods to analyse tourism related space usage patterns, explained in the next section 

and used in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5. 

2.5 Measuring the tourist usage of places of interest with geotagged photography 

  

The geotagged datasets provide much more information than just the spatial distribution of 

tourist photography. First of all it is assumed that there is a direct correlation between the number of 

tourists visiting a place of interest in a city and the number of tourist photographs taken there (Kádár, 

2014a). The mesh of 10 by 10 meters used to build the visualizations of photos is refined enough to 

allow the analysis of tourist presence around specific attractions within a city. The variables associated 

to each Flickr image allow a complex analysis of attendance data for these singular places of interest. 

The number of images or the number of users uploading these are separately comparable with specific 
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tourism statistics, while the analysis of the proportion between photographs and photographers can 

give information on the time spent at different locations. Another prospect in the method is the 

important differentiation between tourist and local users, giving an insight into differences of urban 

space uses according to the time spent in a city. These considerations allow the study and comparison 

of qualities like popularity, tourist-local use and complexity of different tourist sites. 

A first question is how the number of actual visitors correlates to the number of images 

uploaded, and to the number of users uploading images to Flickr.com. Sites worth capturing with more 

photographs should offer more experiences, visual or other, therefore these sites gain more from the 

overall space-time budget of tourists. Counting the number of tourist photographs could be a suitable 

method to measure the intensity of visitor's activity, while counting the number of users uploading 

from the area of an attraction should correlate with actual visitor attendance to singular sites. This 

correlation seems easy to verify, as many institutions do measure visitor attendance. The best 

statistical data available in the area of study is available in Vienna, where the numbers of visitors are 

registered for most tourist attractions, published in TourMIS (2014) (Table 3). However, this yearly 

dataset is based on ticket selling, limiting its usability (Gregory J. Ashworth & Turnbridge, 1990, p. 59). 

Most tourists do not enter the controlled parts of these attractions, as the most common layer of 

consumption in urban tourism is the sight from outside. An example is the case of St Stephen's 

Cathedral, considered the main tourist attraction of Vienna. It is ranking only 8th among the most 

visited sites in the statistics, with only an annual 560,000 tickets sold. At the same time the number of 

geotagged images and the number of users uploading these validate the presumption that it is the 

most visited site in Vienna (Table 4). The geographical location and symbolic importance makes this a 

crowded must see place; tourists at least pass by it, even if on a repeated visit. By entering inside 

tourists will still not appear in the statistics, as admission into the church is free. Only those climbing 

the towers, visiting the catacomb or joining a guided tour will be recorded. The opposite happens at 

the Schönbrunn palace, the most visited attraction according to statistics, only the fourth if Flickr data 

is considered. Tourists visit this attraction advisedly, as it is situated far out from the city centre. The 

only activity possible nearby is to enter the palace or visit the immense gardens, both only possible 

with a valid ticket, therefore all visitors can be easily counted. Sometimes the numbers of photographs 

are not suitable to measure the visits inside venues like museums as photographing is generally 

prohibited. Even if they do photographs, geographic positioning is not a priority for users as most 

exhibitions are not site-specific. Finally, counting the user's photography seems to be a more precise 

tool than official statistics to compare how many tourists did see different attractions in the urban 

space.  

 The average number of photos taken at a site by the users of Flickr.com can give information 

about some kind of attractiveness or complexity of that site, and also on the time spent at the place 

by visitors. Sites with a complex urban arrangement, with many architectural elements and details are 
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photographed more by an average user, while other attractions offer only one or two good views 

(Illustration 9). An extent is the case of the Viennese Secession pavilion, an exhibition space with 

characteristic Art Nouveau architecture built in 1898 by architect Joseph Olbrich. This venue is only 

30th among the most visited attractions according to official statistics, while it is the 20th most visited 

attraction by Flickr users in Vienna. This means that much fewer are the visitors who enter the 

exhibition space than those who only take a look from the outside. The special roof ornament is the 

main point of attraction of the building, visible only from the direction of the main entrance. The 

average of photographs taken by a user is among the lowest, 4.71 among locals and 2.77 among 

tourists. This little masterpiece is a typical one-shot attraction, like most landmark buildings  

(Illustration 9a). In Prague the contemporary Dancing House of American star architect Frank O. Gehry 

is an evident example. Ranking 10th in number of users visiting, only 2.42 photos were uploaded by an 

average tourist and 3.33 from an average local. Again there are 2 or 3 interesting angles to photograph 

this office building, having no other attractions nearby. The bridges and embankments offering nice 

views both in Prague and Budapest are also to be considered one-shot attractions. In fact without 

good zoom cameras even the best skyline has only to offer one or two shots.  

 There are many attractions worth more photographs. In the case of the main tourist attraction 

in the Castle District of Budapest it is easy to trace why the average of photos uploaded by users is as 

high as 6.88 for tourists and 8.59 for locals. This is a multiple attraction, where the gothic Matthias 

Church and the decorated 19th century look-out venue of Fisherman’s Bastion are so close, that it is 

impossible to separate different areas while counting the photographs taken here. In fact visitors 

approaching will experience the church, the bastion, the view of the city from above, and the 

combination of these all together. Similar reasons lie behind the high number of images in the case of 

Old Town Square in Prague and St Stephen's Cathedral and Hofburg in Vienna  (Illustration 9b).  

 Locals take more pictures of a place, having more time and also more understanding of the 

site. There are some places where tourist take almost as many photographs in average than locals. 

These are mostly urban situations out from the centre with an own complex urban composition: 

Schönbrunn in Vienna (7.06 and 8.58), the Strahov Monastery (5.23 an 6.79) and the Vysehrad fort 

(8.32 and 7.75) in Prague or the Vajdahunyad castle in Budapest (4.43 and 4.73). All of these places 

are extensive in size, have complex urban or architectural structures in themselves, therefore they can 

be captured only with multiple images. The location outside the urban cores and the mono-functional 

tourist use explains the lack of local activities and therefore the lower than average local 

photographing. Both tourists and locals arrive to these places advisedly for the purpose of sight-seeing. 

 The opposite phenomenon is evident in places with intense local activities. Here an average 

local user makes large numbers of pictures while tourists take only few. Tourists do visit these places, 

but do not have time to immerse themselves into the various activities locals do. In Vienna 

Museumsquartier is a good example to this. The former imperial stalls were not only refurbished to 
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cultural functions, but were also extended with two new landmark buildings in 2001. As a result, a 

complex urban situation with lively public spaces was created, with many interesting details to 

photograph and enjoy: baroque and modern, landmark building and temporary street furniture. 

Tourists make an average of only 3.12 photographs, still this is the 12th most visited site among these 

users. An average local spends many hours of leisure time and takes an average of 17.73 photos here, 

which is the second highest average after the Zoo in Schönbrunn.  Karlsplatz in Vienna, Wenceslas 

Square in Prague, and Ferenciek Square in Budapest also have similar proportions  (Illustration 9c). 

These urban spaces are main gathering points for locals, where tourist functions are present but do 

not prevail. It can be concluded that the richer is the experience of a place, the more photographs 

users will take. For sites with a visual richness of exclusive tourist usage only tourist users take more 

than average numbers of pictures. For sites with a functional richness local users take more 

photographs than average, while first time visitors take less than average.  

 A great potential in the analysis of geotagged photography lies in the time-stamps of the digital 

photographs. As digital imaging and geotagging is a new technology, the possibility to trace back the 

attendance of a place in history analysing old geotagged images remains a promise for the future (see 

Section 3.4). Still, the time-stamps reveal much on the time-space consumption of visitors. It is possible 

to analyse separately the location of photographs taken in the winter and in the summer seasons, 

achieving a better understanding of the seasonality of tourism. A clear example is the Óbudai Sziget in 

Budapest, hosting the world famous Sziget Festival. 242 out of 278 photographs taken there in 2012 

had a time-stamp from the month of August. Majority of the images are categorized as locals as the 

festival itself is longer than 5 days, and many who come are repeating their visits each year, even if 

more than half of the visitors are foreigners. This example makes clear the limits of the method used. 

Kádár & Gede (2013) experienced with the alteration of the time-span, comparing the attendance of 

different places of interest in Budapest between one day tourists and those taking pictures in a period 

of maximum 10 days (Figure 9). The database of both groups contained the same number of 

photographs (20.000), but these were distributed in different ways. In the 10 day group Liszt Ferenc 

Square, a popular place for bars and restaurants measured double interest (68 photos against 33 for 

one-day tourists), the classy historicist Hotel New York measured three times more images (33 against 

13), while Hunyadi Square, a much more local place with a market hall counted 19 images against the 

single one taken by a one-day visitor. This study is an indirect verification of the method to separate 

tourist and local photography, and also proves that tourists with less time consume only the most 

marked attractions during their visits.  

The time-stamps of the images could also reveal tourist activities in the different times of the day. 

However, the separation of images taken in different hours did not deliver consistent results, because 

users often doesn’t bother changing the internal clocks of their cameras, leaving these at 0:00 hours 

or at the original time of their country of origin. Another interesting potential in the analysis of 
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geotagged photography is the temporal succession of the images of users. If photographs of a user are 

connected according to their time-stamps on the map, these should draw out the routes a tourist 

made in the urban environment. Girardin et al. (2008) did research the additional data provided by 

Flickr users, finding the nationalities available for many, therefore the different space usage patterns 

of different nationalities could also be analysed. Obviously the method of spatial quantification of 

geotagged photography can be further refined in many directions. Future work is needed to combine 

it with other techniques of tourist tracking, and to make deeper analysis of the pictures' subjects and 

on the users who uploaded them. Still, the datasets created until now allow new types of analysis of 

the spatial patterns of tourism, also usable to create a more precise spatial model of the tourist city. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Geo-visualisation of the spatial quantification of photographs in Budapest  

42 



3 A network method to model the urban tourist space system 
  

 The spatial quantification of geotagged tourist photographs can provide comparable data of 

the tourist space usage of single places of interest in cities, but for the analysis of tourist space systems 

in an urban scale a new, comparable method have been developed based on network theory. A new 

model of tourists’ pedestrian space usage based on mathematical graphs is proposed for urban areas 

(Kádár, 2012, 2013a, 2013b). Without accurate quantitative data from geotagged photography it was 

inconceivable to define accurately the spatial systems of urban tourism; previous attempts were either 

too loose or only theoretical ones. The most interesting theoretical models were based on graph-like 

structures, often used in urban studies to analyse urban spaces. A tourist network model can be 

developed and applied to real life situations once having enough data on the spatial activities of 

visitors. Integration calculations on these graphs known from Space Syntax can deliver new results in 

comparative city analysis. 

 Basic networks of tourist space systems in Vienna, Prague and Budapest 
For graphic supplements to Chapter 3 see Figures 10-21 in the annex volume 

 

3.1 Network theories in urban studies 

  

Network theory is a useful tool to analyse different aspects of the urban environment: street 

morphology, public transport, public services, functional aspects or the social and cultural structure. 

There is an extended literature on the social networks of urban spaces (Blokland & Savage, 2008), on 

“Network Practices” in architecture and design (Burke & Tierney, 2007) and also on the physical and 

infrastructural networks of cities (Dupuy, 1991, 2008). The great interest in urban networks helped 

theorising the complexity of urban structures. Many works reflect on the networked formation of 

structures in urban morphology, especially relevant in the different typologies of street networks 

(Meggyesi, 2009, pp. 198–205). However, not even authors using physical and mathematical laws to 
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describe urban structures – like Frei Otto in “Occupying and Connecting” (Otto, 2009) – give tools to 

planners to apply network theory into practice. Important exceptions are the works of Christopher 

Alexander and the methods of Space Syntax. 

The prospect of network theory for planning lies in graphs being mathematical systems, 

precisely describable, measurable, and comparable. Graphs are useful to describe systems, where 

there is a more or less complex interrelationship between similar objects. Cities are complex systems, 

where one or more subsystems can be decomposed into a mathematical graph. Graphs are 

representations of a set of objects connected by links. Objects are nodes or vertices, while the 

connections are links or edges. Two nodes in a simple graph can be directly connected (adjacent 

nodes), or connected through other nodes. Depth between two nodes is defined as the least number 

of edges needed to reach one from the other. The morphology of urban systems can be described 

such way, and network theory becomes even more useful when the question is how people use such 

systems.  

Many authors who elaborated graph-based models of urban systems were inspired by the work 

of Kevin Lynch, who highlighted the correlations between urban morphology and the way people 

perceive and use the city. In his famous work “The Image of the City” he defined five elements that 

city dwellers use to describe their environments (Lynch, 1960). Cities have different mental districts, 

where the paths and edges define human movement and nodes and landmarks are the important 

places. Lynch did not analyse the mental maps as mathematical networks, but he did use a terminology 

familiar from graph theory. His nodes can be interpreted as the nodes of a network, but his paths are 

the edges or links of an urban network, while his edges are boundaries related to the morphology of 

the city. In Lynch’s model the morphological elements define movement and orientation, while the 

mentally constructed nodes and paths (links) inside a district define a network in which the inhabitant 

of the city moves with familiarity.  

 It was Christopher Alexander who first studied the nature of urban spaces and functions with 

networking principles in his influential paper “A City is Not a Tree” (Alexander, 1965). Here he 

introduced into urban design the two antagonistic abstract systems from graph theory: trees and semi-

lattices. His pioneering thoughts are best summarised by Nikos A. Salingaros: 

“Alexander found that a living city is modelled by a mathematical semilattice, in contrast to a dead 
city, which is modelled by a tree. A semilattice has a vastly larger number of internal connections than 
a tree of comparable size has. Not only are there many connections in a semilattice, but there is a 
great variety of them; by contrast, trees have unique connections” (Salingaros, 2005, p. 119) 

Alexander continued to work with this modelling in mind, decomposing many of the possible 

elements of urbanised systems in his most cited book, “A Pattern Language” (Alexander, 1977, see pp. 

163-173 and pp. 270-275). The complexity of the “living city” did not allow him to use a mathematical 

44 



model, but a language with a collection of patterns to design an urban environment considered to be 

human. Also Lynch used his original principles in an analogous way, defining structures for a “Theory 

of Good City Form”, where he discussed and proposed for planning networked elements for the city 

(Lynch, 1981, pp. 357, 429, 450). A similar approach with more structural modelling was unfolded by 

Marshall (2005). Salingaros (1998, 2004) went further with this network-based model, and continued 

to explore the mathematical relations inside the complexity of the urban environment. While 

discovering the mathematical laws behind urban compositions he notes:  

“Architecture and urban design have so far resisted a scientific formulation in part because of their 
underlying complexity” (Salingaros, 2005, p. 17).  

A theory and method to describe urban spaces by complex networks came with the 

development of Space Syntax by Bill Hillier and his colleagues at The Bartlett, University College 

London. In his influential book “Space is the Machine” Hillier (1996) presented complex relationships 

between the morphological layout of a city and its social functioning, and proposed a method based 

on graph depth calculations to define spatial structures at an architectural and urban scale. Space 

Syntax became a widely used theory with an evolving software background used to make analysis in 

space. The theory is based on the visual intelligibility of spaces – including urban structures. It uses 

various methods to break down spaces into interconnected components that can be analysed as 

networks. To analyse urban grids the integration of the network is used in Space Syntax. Integration is 

the average depth of a node to all other nodes in the system. In Space Syntax spaces are represented 

by syntactic maps; the most used axial maps depicts the least number of straight lines covering all 

spaces of a layout. This means that roads and intersections are not analysed as parts of a graph, but 

these are decomposed into straight linear spaces intersecting each other. A node in Space Syntax is 

the middle of one straight line, most of the times it is the middle of a completely straight road. This 

way the method is usable in very complex spatial formations, but discards information such as distance 

or land use. A critic of Space Syntax compiling these and other problems came from Ratti (2004), partly 

answered by Hillier & Penn (2004). Still, no other methods are in use today to analyse urban spaces 

with network theory. Space Syntax is in use for urban planning, and was also used in tourism related 

situations. Such were the redevelopments of Greek waterfront situations (Gospodini, 2001b) and the 

refurbishment of important tourist spaces, like the Trafalgar Square in London (by Norman Foster), or 

Old Marker Square in Nottingham (by Gustafson Porter Landscape Architects). 

 

3.2 The cognitive map of tourists as a spatial network 

  

A network model of all activities and movements in public spaces would be too complex to 

define. Many authors call for a well interconnected web of important places inside the city (see the 
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examples of medium-size cities of Hungary in: Kádár, 2010c; Polyák, 2010), but there were few 

attempts to conceptualise such networks. As only parts of the streets and squares of the city are used 

by tourism, it seems simpler to define the sub-system of tourist space usage than the complete urban 

spatial system. 

 The tourist system can be conceived as a sub-system of the city that has various sub-systems 

itself, some forming standalone networks, some overlapping other local ones. An example is the public 

transportation system, which is a network used by locals and tourists alike, although tourists use only 

portion of the whole system. Other than the infrastructural elements of the tourist system – like the 

networks of transport, public spaces, services – the superstructures of tourism also form networks 

(Michalkó, 1999). These primary superstructures are the hotels and restaurants, while the secondary 

superstructures are other tourism related services, like souvenir shops or information centres. The 

spatial distribution of all these infra- and superstructures can be influenced by planning, taking into 

consideration that these always have to be in relation with the amount of tourists around. For this 

reason the measurement of tourists in space can be of great relevance for the planning of these 

networks. A basic network that urban tourism studies struggles to define is the system of urban spaces 

where tourists move. As it was presented before, the urban morphology of cities defines their uses 

and defines a spatial system describable with mathematical graphs. Such graph model of urban tourist 

space usage can deliver more information than just the measured intensities of space usage of the 

singular spaces. It could give a singular description of a city’s morphological proprieties in relation with 

the tourist usage of its spaces. Eventually such graphs of different cities could be compared, giving a 

new tool to comparative city and tourism analysis (Kádár, 2013b). To define the nodes and especially 

the edges of a graph of tourist space system the basis of tourist behaviour in cities must be clear. 

 As tourist use various transportation methods to move inside cities it is important to define 

which movements can be and worth to be modelled. A basic hypothesis verified by many studies cited 

hereafter is that tourists prefer to walk between the places of interest in a city (Law, 1994, p. 128). 

Even if pedestrian exploration is limited by physical fitness (Lew & McKercher, 2006; Richter, 2010a), 

it is still the most used transport method between the destinations in a dense city centre. One of the 

biggest advantages of cities over other destinations is that many different types of attractions are 

clustered close to each other, offering various direct or incidental ways to gaze between these freely. 

Historic cities tend to have one centre where most of the places of interest concentrate, but larger 

cities often have more of these clusters, between which tourists can move with motorised transport, 

but inside these clusters they mostly walk. The advantages of walking between close-by attractions 

are evident: parking a car or changing to public transport is stressful and time-consuming, while a 

pedestrian can explore and consume freely and to maximum depth the offers of a tourist-historic 

environment. Public transport or other forms such as hop-on buses can be used to reach some specific 

points or to see the city from a different perspective, but these journeys have much less influence on 
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the city itself, and also on the tourist himself then walking. One can more securely rely on its own 

mental map while walking, which gets richer with the exploration. The analysis of spatial perception 

during walking reveals complex psychological and spatial relationships, studied since the 1980 as part 

of a new discipline called “Strollology” or “Promenadology” (Meggyesi, 2013). This field is useful in the 

analysis of pedestrian tourist space systems, as both investigate the spatial and human systems of the 

historic urban landscape, both build on the works of mental mapping of Kevin Lynch (1960), and both 

states that specific urban experiences are possible only by pedestrian exploration of cities. 

It is important to understand how the motivations of different tourists lead to different space 

consumption (Dejbakhsh, Arrowsmith, & Jackson, 2011) and different movement patterns in cities. 

Chang (2013) showed how among five hundred first time visitors to Venice the wayfinding strategies 

depended on gender, and on the previous travel experiences. Recent studies use advanced 

technologies such as GPS trackers to define the exact routes tourists take at destinations, and also 

important theorisation was made on tourist movement patterns. These patterns are different for first-

time visitors and repeaters (Mckercher et al., 2012), depend on the location of the hotel of the tourist 

(Shoval et al., 2011), and can be categorized into different activity styles depending on the 

personalities and motivations of the tourist (McKercher, Wong, & Lau, 2006). Lew & McKercher (2006) 

noted how the time budget of tourists is the most influential criterion shaping tourist behaviour, as 

the time spent in a destination is predefined, therefore the most important question is how to spend 

that time the best. Still, despite the different motivations in urban environments with restricted 

morphology the movement of tourists can be generalised. 

Different tourists usually take the same paths in a city. A study showed no difference in tourists’ 

movement patterns based on different motivations or plans in the old town of Salzburg (Keul & 

Kühberger, 1997); the spatial behaviour of the randomly selected and followed tourist seemed to be 

influenced the most by the geography of the old town. Donaire & Galí (2008) examined the routes 

tourists took in the old town of Girona, identifying four models of itinerary. Day-trippers took the basic 

route around the cathedral visiting only the main attractions, while the majority of tourists moved on 

itineraries describable with a complex model. A commercial model and a city walls model was 

characteristic only to visitors lodging in the city. Lew & McKercher (2006) identified four types of 

territorial and three types of linear path models among tourists moving in cities. McKercher & Lau 

(2008) identified 11 movement styles interviewing 250 tourists visiting Hong Kong, even though these 

visits embraced destinations also outside the urbanised area. These studies on tourist movement 

styles can be synthesized to only two basic patterns in urban spaces: a linear pattern with one or more 

pre-defined stops and a pattern of unspecified exploration. A linear pattern presumes pre-planned 

stops and the shortest or most convenient path between these. Free exploration needs no planning, 

only the area to be visited must be defined. The two basic movement styles can be combined. Some 

pre-planned stops, defined paths between these and the hotel do not impede free exploration in-
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between some of the stops or after the visitation of all stops planned – usually the must-see 

attractions.  

During a city visit patterns of tourists’ movements are influenced by their original mental maps, 

which will be consequently shaped by the same trip. Few studies analysed the cognitive mapping of 

visitors (P. L. Pearce & Stringer, 1991), but it is principal that tourists construct mental maps of cities 

even before visiting these. Michalkó (1998) made an extended study on the perception of Italy as a 

destination among high-school students, half of whom never actually visited the country. Mental maps 

of tourists are pretty much the same Kevin Lynch (1960) originally have described. Tourists know which 

districts they will visit, have landmarks marked in their guide books, and to visit these they will 

eventually move on paths they can pre-plan from tourist maps or signs. If tourists explore freely a 

district, the edges will limit their movements and they will have to decide at nodes where to continue. 

The city’s legibility – that is the coherence of the physical components as a system – greatly defines 

the cognitive mapping process. Other studies also showed how the learning process of the urban 

environment is fast, and is mostly based on the individual spatial explorations of the tourist (Guy, 

Curtis, & Crotts, 1990). Lynch (1960) already argued that visitors, in contrast to residents, initially rely 

on landmarks to orient themselves. Cognitive maps of tourists will get richer by getting to know 

connecting paths and finally having an extensive knowledge of a district. Walmsley & Jenkins (1992) 

verified such process of environmental learning described by the anchor point theory, and they added 

that the initial spatial maps are replaced by sequential style maps, where the network of paths 

connecting nodes become the most important characteristics of mental maps. They also noted how 

later the original landmarks might turn out to be used as nodes, so these two categories can overlap.  

The graph model selected for modelling pedestrian tourist space usage in cities builds on 

Lynch’s mapping model, used also by Salingaros (2005) and Marshall (2005, p. 86). Nodes of the graph 

are the nodes and landmarks of Lynch, while links are the paths. Nodes are the marked elements of a 

tourist destination, the places on the mental map of a visitor already before the actual visit. These are 

the places where there are experiences to consume: attractions like museums, landmark buildings, 

busy urban squares, points of remarkable views, historical monuments, places of art and culture. 

Nodes are the places where tourist take photographs in large numbers. Edges or links are defined by 

urban morphology (by edges). The street layout determines where a tourist can pass between two 

points of interest, but it is important that not every possible street will be used, furthermore tourists 

might not use the shortest connection if there is a path that offers better views, a better environment 

or more services among (Lew & McKercher, 2006). Pedestrian tourists visiting urban destinations very 

often include unplanned stops and de-routes to their trips (Hwang & Fesenmaier, 2011). As a result 

the modelling of the tourist network is even more difficult, as the selection between two possible 

paths leading to the same destination is a complex question of urban design and environmental 

psychology.  
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Psychologists study human preferences of different environments since the 1970’s, focusing 

more on natural environments and landscapes (Kaplan, 1987). Path choice in urban environments 

depends on different cognitions as in natural environments. Some studies reveal the importance of 

perceived danger and the effects of public lighting (Blöbaum & Hunecke, 2005), others explain the role 

of mystery and how curved paths or openness affect perception in urban spaces (Herzog & Miller, 

1998), or how the geometry of streets has an effect on impressions of enclosure (Stamps & Smith, 

2002). The most straightforward results for path choice in a tourist-historic city came from a study 

done in Montpellier among 45 first-time visitors (Zacharias, 2001). The respondents of the survey had 

to make virtual tours of the historical core of the city. Tourists had to choose at each one of the 13 

street intersections analysed, relying on carefully framed photographs of the possible choices 

photographed from the intersections. After the results were analysed, the photographs were digitally 

manipulated. Elements suggesting more urban life were added for paths not selected before: signs of 

more people, shop fronts and similar. Such elements were erased from the images of the most popular 

paths. Path choice changed in the second round of surveys, previously not selected streets became 

popular after the manipulation. This study showed how architectural criteria was not so important in 

path selection, on the other hand the liveliness of the scenes was crucial. More shops, more people, 

signs of things to explore attracted the tourist. 

It can be concluded that the path selection of tourists depends on the accessibility, safety and 

liveliness of a path. Pedestrian streets offering a safe access with more services and shops, more 

people gazing will be selected in opposition to streets with heavy car traffic, difficult pedestrian access, 

few shops, and few other people on them. The nodes of an urban tourist space system are well 

marked, and also measurable with the previously described spatial quantification method of 

geotagged tourist photography. The edges connecting nodes can be drawn after a morphological and 

a qualitative on-site analysis of the street system.  

 

3.3 Building the graph of tourists’ pedestrian space system 

 

 It is possible to draw graphs of the pedestrian tourist space system at different scales (see 

Section 6.3). Analysis at city-wide level or at the level of a district can be relevant, but it is possible to 

study tourist flows inside smaller areas, like parks or buildings as well. The following method have been 

successfully tested at a district level in the Palotanegyed area of the 8th district of Budapest (Kádár, 

2014b), and at the city-wide scale published in conferences and journal papers (Kádár, 2012, 2013a, 

2013b). In this thesis most findings come from comparative analysis at the city-wide level. Graphs of 

the pedestrian tourist space system of three Central European capital cities – Budapest, Vienna and 

Prague have been created based on the spatial quantification of geotagged photography. The graphs 
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used data from Flickr.com, analysing all images uploaded between 2000 and 2011 (Figure 12, Figure 

13, Figure 14).  

The nodes of the graphs are the places of interest forming an interconnected system. The term 

places of tourists’ interest is used instead of attractions, because these are continuous public spaces 

in the urban morphology, where tourists can visit and photograph attractions without moving further 

on. A node was defined where at least one attraction was photographed, the total number of photos 

was higher than 200 and the total number of users higher than 50, and the pictures were taken in a 

range of maximum 100 meters in spaces interconnected (Figure 11). In dense tourist areas not all 

nodes appear as separate clusters of images. Some clusters unified on the geo-visualizations have to 

be decomposed to more nodes. An example is the Chain Bridge in Budapest, from where people 

crossing by foot take a series of photographs of the stunning views of the city. There are images placed 

in the full extent of the bridge, and at the bridgeheads the cluster of images taken continues with the 

shots taken in the two squares at the two riverbanks (Figure 7). In the network system tourists passing 

through the bridge from one square to the other actually use the bridge as a path – a connecting edge 

of the graph. But the Chain Bridge is also popular as an attraction, therefore it must be considered a 

place of interest in itself – as confirmed by the number of photographs taken here. At the end the 

graph will have three distinctive nodes here with edges connecting these. Geometrically it is a normal 

situation, as all of the nodes have more than 100 meters in between them, but one of the nodes is the 

path itself in reality, fused with the other two nodes. To understand the logic of the graph model it is 

always useful to go back to the mental mapping model of Lynch. The Buda side, the Pest side and the 

bridge of this area form three well definable “nodes” or “landmarks” on the mental map of tourists 

and locals alike. 

Edges are the main tourist routes between places of tourist interest, usually pedestrian priority 

roads, but in any case routes accessible, visible and attractive for pedestrians. An attractive pedestrian 

street with quality shops and visible street life is a visual magnet in itself as tourists know that these 

streets usually take them to another attraction and will decide to proceed their gaze on them if the 

other options are less attractive. To define the edges of the graph system an extended knowledge of 

a given city’s public space system is needed (Figure 10), therefore a number of study trips to Vienna 

and Prague preceded the construction of these graphs between 2009 and 2012. Geotagged 

photography helps in the selection of the routes used by tourists, but on-site inspection was also 

needed. Only nodes within a distance of no more than 500 meters were connected, and only if barrier-

free pedestrian access was available and used. The 500 meters rule is important to define the integral 

pedestrian network, as a walk longer than this distance without any further attractions is too tiring 

and boring for a tourist with the intention to explore and consume as many experiences in a city as 

possible. Streets longer than this distance are marked on the model only if they themselves offer a 

special experience, like a shopping street (Vienna - Naschmarkt, Budapest - Váci utca, or Prague - 
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Wenceslas square), the crossing of a bridge with nice views (Budapest - Margaret Bridge or Prague - 

Cechuv Bridge), or walking in a park (Vienna - Stadtpark and the Ring, or Budapest - Gellért Hill). In 

these cases the path itself can be a node in the graph, as it is an attraction itself.  

The generated networks of pedestrian tourist space usage are visible on Figure 12 and Figure 

19 for Vienna, Figure 13 and Figure 20 for Prague and Figure 14 and Figure 21 for Budapest. These are 

the spatial systems tourists use while visiting the cities on foot. Actually very few are the tourists who 

visit all of these places of interest and pass through all of the routes. But the majority of tourists do 

move in some portions of these networks, and very few use other routes and visit other places. 

Therefore these systems represent the current offer of tourist spaces to consume. Such network can 

be created for the local users as well. However, the surveying of individuals’ mental maps would be 

needed to construct a local space system, while tourist photography, urban morphology and the 

theoretical works on tourism as a phenomena give enough information to construct the tourist space 

system.  

As mentioned before, not even tourists are equally active in this pedestrian space system. This 

model reflects the space usage of those walking in cities, and takes into consideration the specialities 

of the social background of the active users of a city centre. The pedestrian activity of elderly people 

is significantly lower than of younger generations because of the previously mentioned relations 

between age and physical strength. Older people tend to use public transport or organized bus tours 

more often, but the model proposed in this form is not able to describe the network of mechanized 

transport used by tourists. Tourists using public transport or hop-on buses are not corporally present 

in the public spaces, while the purpose of the model proposed is to explore the pedestrian space usage 

of tourists in city cores. For other reasons domestic tourists arriving for specific motives, like family 

visits or to specific events are also less relevant for the model. In Prague or Budapest many visitors 

arrive from the country to the city only to visit relatives or events held in these capital cities, like big 

concerts. These domestic tourists do not explore the city’s attractions, they do not participate in the 

traditional tourism industry, often not paying for lodging, not using restaurants or cafés, not entering 

museums. As mentioned before the social groups less involved in online photo sharing in fact use less 

the pedestrian network of inner cities than those over-represented with this method.  These social 

inequities in the method used represent at the same time limitations in its use and a more precise 

modelling of reality. 
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3.4 Modelling the historical status and the possible developments of the tourist space system 

 

One of the potentials of the graph model of the tourist space system is to compare the different 

stages of the evolution of tourist’s urban space usage. The tourist system of cities is not static in time, 

the attractiveness of different spaces in a city can be altered. It is important to see how architectural 

and urban design as well as urban planning can have an effect on tourist space usage in a time-span 

of some years to decades (see Chapter 6). The monitoring of the effectiveness of such urban 

developments is difficult today, but the network model can give new possibilities, making comparisons 

of different time stages possible. The question is which data sources can be used to map the changes 

in the tourist system. Analysing the spatial distribution of geotagged photography today gives only 

information on a time-span of the past few years, still, such technologies and their future successors 

might be good tools to track future developments in cities (see section 2.3). 

Some of the new urban developments have already a visible effect on Flickr.com. The 

possibilities of the analysis of changes over time were tested by following the development of the CET 

(Whale) building and the park at Kopaszi Gát in Budapest (Kádár & Gede, 2013). Both developments 

finished in 2010, so it is interesting to compare the number of images taken before and after 2009 at 

these sites. A total of 17 photos were taken by 14 users before 2009 at the Whale, while in the 

following 3 years 30 users had taken 132 photos. At Kopaszi Gát only 5 photos by 2 local users (and 

none by tourists) were uploaded from before 2009, while after this date 69 locals took 244 photos 

(and 7 tourists took 10 pictures). Both have become places of interest for local users, extending their 

space systems, but not for the first-time visitors, who until today show not much interest for these 

local attractions (Figure 8). 

To make relevant observations on the development of the tourist space system, larger steps in 

time are needed. Before the digital age the quantity of spatial evidence of traveling was modest. Some 

studies existed, mapping the supply side of tourism – its superstructures (D. G. Pearce, 1998). Such 

mapping work was also made in Budapest, in the most touristy Castle District and the central 5th district 

(Michalkó, 1996, 1999).  Guidebooks and travel diaries give evidence on places people had visited 

before scholars has started to be interested in this field. More similar to the methodology of the spatial 

quantification of geotagged photography is the analysis of antique postcards. The place each postcard 

was taken can be defined exactly with manual geotagging, and the rareness or commonness of these 

can indicate their popularity. Recently the postcard collections of five institutions from Hungary were 

digitalized and geotagged by the publisher Arcanum Adatbázis kft. The result is an interactive map 

showing the exact positioning and density of old postcards (http://postcards.arcanum.hu/en/). This 

tool is still not used among researchers, but carries great potential for future studies of historical space 

and destination analysis. 
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There are other methods to follow the changes of the pedestrian network once having 

generated a reliable graph of today’s situation. It is simpler to predict the effects of future 

developments. Streets refurbished for pedestrian use will become easily new edges in the tourist 

system if they link previously unconnected places of interest. The development of a new attraction 

can also become easily a new node in the graph if it is placed within the existing system. More complex 

is the development of the network towards urban spaces previously not used by tourists. In this case 

the system will evolve only if new edges and nodes are created at the same time, and if a proper offer 

with proper marketing will effectively attract tourists. Working on the graphs of the tourist space 

system is a practical possibility for urban and tourism planning (see Chapter 6). 

A reverse logic must be applied to arrive to past stages of the tourist space system. Recent 

developments are easy to follow back in time. In the early 1990’s none of the following attractions 

existed: the House of Terror in Budapest opened in 2002, the Museumsquartier in Vienna opened in 

2001, or the Dancing House (Ginger&Fred) was designed in 1996 by Frank O. Gehry in Prague. Still, 

some attractions have become popular without development and others have lost popularity, 

depriving the graph over time. Example to places loosing popularity is the Grand Boulevard 

(Nagykörút) in Budapest. This was still one of the major shopping locations of the Hungarian capital in 

the early 1990’s, full of people walking between the landmark buildings of this majestic ring-road. With 

the opening of numerous shopping malls near the centre many popular shops closed on the Boulevard, 

giving space to second-hand retail or even worst, empty storefronts (Rátz, Smith, & Michalkó, 2008. 

p. 443). Today only a few sections of this Boulevard can be considered a working connection in the 

pedestrian space system. Example to new attractions discovered by tourists without notable 

development is the Secession Building in Vienna. Guide books from the early 1980s marginally 

described this object as an “Assyrian-Egyptian style pavilion” (Pethő & Szombathy, 1983), but the 

rediscovery of the Art Nouveau style made this art space fashionable since the early 1990s, attracting 

many tourists today. 

 Antique Baedekers, travel descriptions and postcards help to define which parts of the tourist 

space system were in use and which vanished in history (Marine-Roig, 2011). In the case of Budapest, 

Vienna and Prague an attempt was made to create the graphs of tourist space usage from 1989, the 

year of the fall of the iron curtain. The nodes of all the attractions developed since 1990 were removed 

from today’s network. The remaining 34 attractions were reviewed in guidebooks of the time. Edges 

leading to such new attractions were removed, such as edges where important developments in 

pedestrian accessibility were made in the past 20 years. Some of the places of interest declined since 

then – like the Grand Boulevard previously discussed – were restored in these historical graphs of 

tourists’ pedestrian space usage (Figure 12, Figure 13, Figure 14). These graphs became comparable 

with the present ones, as such graphs can be examined mathematically. 
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3.5 Analysing the graph of tourists’ pedestrian space system 

 

The potential of a network model for urban tourists’ pedestrian space usage lies in the 

mathematical methods to make precise calculations and comparisons. Graph analysis offers various 

analytical methods to work with, the authors of Space Syntax refined those most suitable for spatial 

analysis.  

The analytical method of the model proposed is based on the study made by Aspa Gospodini 

(2001) to define the role of urban morphology in tourist satisfaction and tourist developments. 

Gospodini connected the principle of simultaneous and successive arrangements described by Henk 

W. J. Boerwinkel (1995) with the method of analysing syntactic space systems introduced by Hillier 

(1996). Boerwinkel, while analysing the paths visitors could take in Dutch landscaped parks, 

distinguished the spatial patterns of “successive arrangement” and “simultaneous arrangement”, 

stating that the latter is more attractive to tourists as it offers more choices of exploration, therefore 

more freedom - an essential value in leisure activities. Gospodini applied this principle to the urban 

environment, describing the two ways to connect attractions with a system of public spaces, and 

drawing a direct connection between the morphology of an urban space and tourists' experiences. 

According to Gospodini the experiences of tourists are lower in situations where connections between 

attractions form a tree graph, therefore many nodes have only one or two connections (edges). On 

the other hand a semi-lattice urban structure creates a lively atmosphere (Gospodini, 2001a). 

Gospodini proposes a Space Syntax analysis of tourism networks, resulting in the numerical 

expression of the syntactic depth of the resulting graphs. To achieve this only basic depth calculations 

are needed, integrated for the entire graph. Systems with a high integration calculated are mostly 

semi-lattice structures, while low integration numbers with the same number of nodes indicates a tree 

structure. This method could not be tested in tourist systems until now because of the lack of data in 

constructing the graphs of such systems. With the new data from spatial quantification of geotagged 

photography such graphs were finally created (Kádár, 2012), which is one of the principal results of 

this thesis. There was another limitation to analyse such tourist systems with space syntax, and that 

was the method and software itself. Gospodini (2001b) herself experienced with space syntax, 

modelling waterfront situations in tourist cities, but she did not connect effectively the proposed 

model of tourist system and the analysed axial maps of the urban system. Others as well tried to use 

this method in relation of urban tourists’ movements, but the only thing that could be concluded is 

that in an integrated spatial structure tourists can orientate more comfortably (Yoo & Gwangju, 2011). 

A study on Melaka historic centre tested the correlations between tourist movements and the 

integration values of spaces calculated with space syntax. No correlation was found, as tourists’ 

movements were found to be only attraction-based (Rahman, Ismail, & Wai, 2011). The study of 

Edwards & Griffin (2013) delivered the most results with such methods. They compared the tracks of 

54 



tourists collected with GPS devices from Sydney and Melbourne with a visual method deriving from 

space syntax approach. They concluded that Melbourne has an interconnected system, while Sydney 

has a much more linear one of “successive arrangement”. Governmental agencies for tourism 

development used the resulting maps to plan a more integrated, therefore sustainable tourism system 

in Sydney. However, this study used a simple visual analysis, not exact space system calculations. 

The problem with space syntax is that it does not take into consideration subjective parameters 

– such as where the attractions are – while the potential in mental maps is exactly this, to 

conceptualise subjective determinants of space usage. Syntactic maps can only represent the empty 

space, but not the place full of activities. The graphs of pedestrian tourist space systems should be 

analysed with the space syntax engine, but not with the space syntax method. In fact these graphs 

were not generated as syntactic maps used by space syntax, but more simple abstraction, more related 

to Lynch’s construction principles of mental maps and to the morphological settings of attractions in 

urban environments.  

The method used for the graph calculations were available only in the Agraph software for Space 

Syntax in node mode (Manum, Rusten, & Benze, 2005). The node mode allows to do syntactic 

calculations on simple graphs, this way it is possible to bypass the too specific conceptual framework 

of Space Syntax, while the powerful tool of graph integration calculation remains available. Agraph 

delivers accurate numerical data for each node (Table 7, Table 8), and also creates a basic visualisation 

of the integration of the nodes of the graph (Figure 18). The integration value “i” is calculated by 

Agraph from the mean depth (MD). The methods of calculation are the following (Manum et al., 2005): 

i = 1 / RA 

RA = 2 * (MD – 1) / (K – 2) 

MD = TD / (K – 1) 

RA is the relative asymmetry, K is the number of nodes and TD is the total depth for a node, which is 

the sum of the depths between a node and all other nodes. The depth is the number of nodes the 

minimum path – the shortest way – between the node and another node has. The integration value i 

describes the level of integration of one node into the system (Hillier, 1996. pp. 77-109). Less 

connections are needed to go from one node to each of the others, the higher the integration of that 

node will be.  The mean integration value together with minimum and maximum values shows the 

overall connectedness of the system. The higher the mean integration value – and the higher the 

lowest integration value in the system – the less poorly connected the nodes are with the rest of the 

system. This in terms of tourist space usage means there are fewer routes crowded by visitors that 

have been forced to travel from one part of the system to another using the same pathway. 

 To achieve even better results, the analysis of weighted graphs would be needed. The data to 

create such graphs is available, as the spatial quantification of geotagged photographs measures the 
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tourist load of each node, therefore it is possible to calculate the weight of each edge, which correlates 

with the number of tourists moving between the two places of interest. The problem of such graphs 

lies in the analysis, as no other method for the calculation of spatially determined graphs are available 

apart from Space Syntax. The development of a method for the calculation of such graphs could be a 

great achievement for spatial analysis, usable for various disciplines apart from tourism geographies 

and planning. Such a work awaits scholars with mathematical background. 

 

 
 
 

Agraph analysis of Vienna, Prague and Budapest 
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4 Application of the methods: the tourist space systems of Vienna, Prague 

and Budapest  
 

The method of spatial quantification of geotagged photography and the mathematical graph 

model of pedestrian tourist space systems allow the analysis and comparison of the spatial aspects of 

touristic consumption of cities with never before seen accuracy. The three capital cities of Central 

Europe: Vienna, Prague and Budapest are ideal targets for such comparative city analysis. These cities 

with rich historical settings attract similar numbers of tourists having similar travel motivations, while 

some important aspects in their morphological arrangements and their tourist offers are 

distinguishably different. Vienna is a city having a well branded and managed tourist offer, a balanced 

morphological layout and a pedestrian space system with a clear semi-lattice structure. Prague has an 

easily consumable tourist offer, but a hard topography with a tree-like pedestrian space system. 

Budapest shows patterns from both of its rivals, with some unique features, therefore it will be 

analysed after the description of Vienna and Prague, the two clear-cut exemplars of urban tourist 

space usage. 

 
Morphological structure of the tourist-historical city in Vienna, Prague and Budapest 

For graphic supplements to Chapter 4 see Figures 1-24, Tables 3-8 and Illustrations 10-19 in the annex volume  

 
 
4.1 Differences in the tourist offers of Vienna, Prague and Budapest 

 

Vienna, Prague and Budapest are all popular week-end destinations, they have a similar number 

of heritage sites and attractions, all three city centres are UNESCO World Heritage sites, and therefore 

they do attract similar types of visitors. However, the tourism products tied to these places are quite 

different. In all three cities a similar number of places of interest can be named, still Budapest has a 

disadvantage in the marketability of its heritage particularly in reference to Prague, while it has an 

advantage on spectacular sites and city-scape mostly respect to Vienna. There are important 

similarities, like the historicist and Secessionist architectures present in all cities, but there are big 
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differences in the age and readability of most of their heritage, therefore the methods of selling and 

reinterpreting historical places are also different (Gregory J. Ashworth & Turnbridge, 1999; Gregory J. 

Ashworth, 1998; Nuryanti, 1996; Urry, 1990, pp. 140–120).  

Prague has the most valuable heritage and better conserved historic urban landscape in all 

Central Europe. The rich medieval and Baroque heritage does not need much interpretation to be 

valued, even if a rich history is tied to each building. Tourists gaze on the beaten track, mostly on King’s 

Way (Karlova) to visually experience the sights offered by this historic gem. Not much cultural 

interpretation is needed, as the undoubtedly old and original atmosphere and the variety of the sights 

deliver a very strong visual experience – from the small houses of the Golden Lane, the large St Vitus 

Cathedral, the views of the city from the top of the Castle Hill, the views from the river, the narrow 

medieval streets and the spacious Old Town Square with towers and details to gaze upon. Fortunately 

for today’s tourists, the integrity and preservation of Prague’s historical urban landscape was an 

important issue for Czech intellectuals from the early nineteenth century onwards – also during 

communism – as they were considered representational proof of Czech national identity (Hoffman & 

Musil, 1999; Simpson, 1999). Surprisingly, these conservationist ideas were helped by the communist 

economic structure itself, as the centralised price and rent controls prevented central locations from 

becoming targets for property development. The self-selling capacity of Prague’s heritage values are 

demonstrated by the fact that after the falling of the Iron Curtain Prague spent much less on tourism 

and city marketing than Vienna did, still the Czech capital could catch up in visitor numbers in just a 

decade.  

In the case of Vienna many are the visual qualities of the historic environment, still compared 

to Prague the city is lacking of grandiose viewpoints, medieval atmosphere and untouched “oldness”. 

Its heritage destinations need strong interpretations to be sold effectively (Nuryanti, 1996). The 

elegant constructions of the Ring from the 19th century can have similar attractiveness to Prague’s 

more ancient gems only because a strong image and stories of an Empire are attached to these. 

Similarly the surviving heritage sites isolated in a city fabric that continued to be renewed in the past 

centuries need much more storytelling than the integral urban landscape of “authentic” Prague. 

Vienna successfully branded its heritage as testimonials of the “Imperial Capital”, or “Capital of 

Classical Music”. A range of world class museums also helps to sell its cultural image, and the case of 

Museumsquartier also shows the success of the contemporary reinterpretation and reuse of a heritage 

site (Frantz, 2005). Nowadays a story of a more youthful Vienna is also being told, supported by such 

developments as the MQ, the revitalisation around the Danube Canal, or the opening of clubs in such 

prominent places as the Art Nouveau Otto Wagner pavilion in Karlsplatz. 

Budapest has much more problems in reinterpreting and selling its heritage, and defining clear 

tourism products (Smith & Puczkó, 2010). Stunning cityscapes are a selling point, but heritage 

attractions are mainly from the past 150 years, older historical relics are scarcely dispersed through 
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the city often in dissonance with their environments. The developments made during the communist 

period and the misuse or recent alteration of heritage sites like the Danube embankments or the 

“Jewish District” also make heritage interpretation more difficult (Polyák, 2006). Part of the city’s 

heritage is easily readable, as it is tied to global processes, like the flourishing development in the end 

of the 19th century, but this heritage does not make Budapest unique, as it is similar to the built 

environment of Vienna or other cities flourishing in the same era, like Paris or Berlin. A contradiction 

in the European role and in the National narratives of the Hungarian capital exist at much greater 

extents than in the other two cities (Gregory J. Ashworth & Turnbridge, 1999). Symbols of the national 

identity, like the historical pantheon of Heroes’ Square, the collection of the National Museum and of 

the Historical Museum, or places associated with Turkish, Austrian or Russian invasions are all hard to 

interpret to foreigners (Smith & Puczkó, 2010). Still, many of the tourist attractions can be interpreted 

in a simplified staged way, selling the only conserved Turkish heritage as “the oldest hamams in 

Europe”, the neo-Gothic symbolism of the Parliament reminding Hungarians of their great medieval 

kings as “the largest parliament in continental Europe”, the ancient motives incorporated in the special 

Hungarian Secession style only as “special and beautiful”, and so on to the “largest synagogue”, or the 

“oldest subway”. At the end what makes Budapest special is this contradiction itself between national 

identity and unique products, and the visible international influences in its heritage. In fact Budapest 

has the most cosmopolitan character among the three cities, but the peculiarities of its national 

identity, history and of course its topographical settings make it a unique place well distinguishable. 

Vienna, Prague and Budapest have many tourism products other than heritage sites and 

monuments, but their weights in the overall offer is different. All three cities offer cultural events, and 

seek to be centres of congress and business, even though Vienna is the most successful in these fields. 

Shopping is an important segment of tourism in all cities. All have streets for luxury shops – Kohlmarkt 

in Vienna, Parizská Avenue in Prague and Andrássy Avenue in Budapest – targeting mainly tourists from 

eastern countries. Prague is known for its famous beers, and therefore it is a popular destination for 

young people willing to immerse themselves into the nightlife. In this sense Prague and Budapest are 

much similar, for example in contrary to Vienna both are destinations for stag tourism, even if lately 

Budapest and Krakow seems to overtake Prague in hosting this problematic visitor type (Thurnell-

Read, 2012). Vienna attracts much more cultural tourists interested in arts, museums, music and 

events, and these are also the tourists who spend most. Both Vienna and Budapest has large events 

of international importance. While more concerts of international relevance are held in Vienna, 

Budapest does compensate with one of the biggest festivals of music, the “Sziget”. 

The overall tourism product in Prague is its beautifully conserved heritage in itself, in Vienna it 

is a less univocal heritage packaged in a more complex and targeted way, while in Budapest it is a 

cosmopolitan liveliness having a background of historic urban landscape. Singular points of interest 

are mainly historical monuments in Prague, where a tourist can only spend a few moments to consume 
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the sight by taking a photograph. In Vienna more activities are tied to the singular attractions, as many 

of these are world-class museums, large parks, shopping streets, and functioning marketplaces; here 

tourists can spend more time at each location. In Budapest the points of interest are scattered in a 

wider area, and many are only sights of viewpoints enjoyable for short times. Few are the museums 

interesting for tourists, however Budapest also has popular shopping streets, marketplaces, parks, and 

of course, the baths. 

Different tourism products lead to differences in the types of visitors drawn. All cities are 

targets to week-end city visits and cultural tourism. Young backpackers are more represented in 

Budapest and Prague, just as the above mentioned young groups coming only for the nightlife, while 

cultural tourists visiting museums and events are more present in Vienna. Two additional 

differentiation of tourists can be deducted from the data presented in this thesis: returning tourists 

and tourists seeking “authentic local life”. Returning tourists are part of the local group in the Flickr 

data analysis, and they do use the city in more similar ways to locals than to first time visitors (Popp, 

2012; Rodríguez Molina, Frías-Jamilena, & Castañeda-García, 2013). The motivations of returning 

tourists are tied to their satisfaction with previous visits (Garau-Vadell, Martínez-Ruiz, & Campo-

Martínez, 2010; Kozak, 2001), but their motivations to travel do change by returning. Repeat visitors 

tend to place less importance on historic sites – contrary to first-time visitors – and much more on 

infrastructures of leisure like restaurants and shops. They are more price-sensitive with an increased 

awareness of the social relations and friendliness of locals (Rodríguez Molina et al., 2013; 

Tiefenbacher, Day, & Walton, 2000). In this sense Budapest has a big advantage of being the cheapest 

destination with an emerging culinary offer, while Prague has more disadvantages, as its tourist gaze 

is predominantly built upon its heritage. 

It can be concluded that Prague offers more to the excursionists only motivated to visit its 

authentic heritage, Vienna offers its best to cultural -tourists motivated in the exploration of the 

culture of the past and present of a heritage city, while Budapest offers a complex historic background 

to a wide variety of urban activities for those interested in culture, food and drink, nightlife, baths, and 

many more activities hard to advertise but easy to get the habit.  

 

4.2 Comparable models of the tourist space systems of Vienna, Prague and Budapest 

 

The method of spatial quantification of geotagged photography described in Chapter 2 and the graph 

model of pedestrian tourist space system described in Chapter 3 resulted in comparable geo-

visualizations, datasets and network models – tools that offer a never seen accuracy in the spatial 

comparison of the tourist systems of the three cities. The visualisations were published separately in 

the case of Budapest (Kádár & Gede, 2013), in the case of Vienna and Prague (Kádár, 2013a, 2013b), 
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and in a comparative paper analysing all three cities (Kádár, 2014a); the graph model was also 

presented and tested comparing these cities in various works (Kádár, 2012, 2013a, 2013b). These 

studies showed the potential of the presented method and model to describe and compare with 

previously unavailable accuracy the urban consumption of tourists in cities. In addition these works 

highlighted the international relevance of tourism related development in these three capital cities of 

the Central European region. Synthesizing all previous work and combining the above presented 

methods it is possible to make a deep analysis and comparison of the tourist systems of Vienna (Figure 

19, Figure 22), Prague (Figure 20, Figure 23), and Budapest (Figure 21, Figure 24). 

The geo-visualizations of Flickr data show clear patterns reflecting the urban spatial structures and 

tourist offers of the three Central European capital cities (Figure 1). The main attractions and routes 

visited by tourists are clearly visible (Figure 3, Figure 5, Figure 7); these draw out the historical structure 

and morphology of the most touristy parts of the cities (Figure 2, Figure 4, Figure 6). All three cities 

have an extended historic core with intensive tourist usage, but have also tourist sites outside the 

centre. These isolated attractions are either not connected at all to the centre (Vienna, Schönbrunn), 

or are connected with just one route (Prague, Vysehrad; Budapest, City Park). The most characteristic 

patterns in the central urban cores are axial ones related to some historical urban compositions, 

avenues, or squares, attractions themselves. It is clearly visible how tourists use representative 

historical routes instead of less appealing streets to move between other central attractions to 

maximise the foreseen experience in a given time.  

To make these datasets comparable and usable at the level of the attraction the places of interests 

had to be clustered. First the main clusters were defined and associated with tourist attractions well 

known (Figure 11), and after these clusters were further decomposed according to the morphological 

logic of the urban layout, and converted into graphs with the method described in Chapter 3 (Figure 

10). The number of photographs taken and the number of users uploading these were measured for 

tourist and local users for all sites captured by a minimum of 100 users of Flickr.com. The five day limit 

in defining tourist users divides well repeat visitors and local residents form the typical sight-seeing 

tourists, allowing to analyse the differences of their behaviours in space usage (Figure 22, Figure 23, 

Figure 24).  

All three cities have must-see attractions more visited by tourists than locals. The quotient of tourist 

users (Ut) and local users (Ul) uploading could indicate whether a site became a tourist only attraction, 

or it remained an urban space used by locals. If Ut / Ul > 1 the place is more photographed by tourists, 

otherwise they are more visited by locals. A place is assumed to become touristy only if Ut / Ul > 1.5. 

The reason for this is that visitors take photographs in most of the places of interest they visit, while 

only a smaller portion of locals (like returning visitors) does the same, therefore if the quotient of 

tourist and local photographers is 1, it is still more probable that there is a stronger presence of locals 

on site than tourists. There is much difference between these values of the three cities (Table 4, Table 
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5, Table 6). Prague has a considerably smaller population, 1.2 million compared to the 1.7 million of 

the other two cities, while Budapest has a lower number of tourist arrivals and bed nights. As the size 

of the areas where tourists cluster are similar, there is a much greater tourist pressure on Prague than 

on Vienna, and the smallest one on Budapest. The greater presence of tourists in places of interest of 

central Prague indicates this pressure, as the number of local and tourist Flickr users correlates with 

the actual number of visitors to a site. The overall Ut / Ul ratio of the first 30 places of interests in Vienna 

is 1.12, in Budapest it is 1.40, while in Prague it is 1.92. Vienna does not have attractions where this 

quotient reaches 2. Many place are undoubtedly local, like the Naschmarkt marketplace (0.83), the 

Zoo (0.72), the Haus des Meeres aquarium (0.32), some sites on the Danube Canal (0.65-0.71), and 

also some historical urban squares outlying the main axis of tourist flows. Such high numbers of local 

users verify that there are really few places in Vienna without local activities. Also locals' images draw 

out much more morphological details on the edges of the centre in Vienna than in Prague (Figure 2 

and Figure 4). 

In Prague the most visited attractions have all quotients above 2. Old Town Square, the most 

visited urban composition has 2.81 times more tourist images than locals’. Only the distant fort of 

Vysehrad is more visited by local users (0.87), the next lowest quotients were registered at the 1980s 

structure of the National Theatre (1.24), and the Wenceslas square (1.34). Budapest is more similar to 

Vienna in this prospect. Only the main attractions in the Castle district have more than two times as 

many tourists than locals. The most popular among locals are the Margit Bridge and Island (0.77-0.57), 

Szabadság and Erzsébet Squares (0.86-0.94) and the busy Western Railway Station (0.61). If only 

parameters like the area of the tourist-historic part of the city, the bed night numbers spent by tourists, 

and the number of locals in the city would be important, Budapest would have to have the smallest 

overall Ut / Ul quotient.. Still Vienna is more “local”, therefore the differences in the morphological 

system where tourists disperse have to be important in this sense. 

  While the analysis of the datasets gives abundant information on the tourist usage of singular 

places of attractions, the composition of the spatial system of tourism is needed to understand the 

spatial behaviour and consumption of tourists at the urban level (Figure 22, Figure 23, Figure 24). The 

patterns drawn from the clustered sets of geotagged images do not automatically correspond to the 

elements of the networked pedestrian system. The construction of a valid mathematical graph needs 

well defined steps – already explained in Chapter 3 – and during this process some unified clusters of 

the geo-visualizations have to be decomposed. Finally the 40 most visited interconnected nodes were 

defined for the graphs of pedestrian tourist space system of all three cities. Even before making Space 

Syntax integration analysis on these graphs, the main differences are visible (Figure 19, Figure 20, 

Figure 21). Vienna has a compact semi-lattice graph with few branches reaching further places of 

interest. Prague has a graph consisting of few long axis interconnected in few nodes, and all ending in 

treelike structures. Budapest is in between the two systems, as the Pest side of the city follows the 
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patterns of Vienna, but the Buda side is just as much segregated into individual tree-like structures as 

Prague’s hilly side. Numeric analysis with Agraph software confirm these observations. Budapest has 

a mean integration value of 5.41 (Table 8), just between the high 6.18 of Vienna and the low 4.75 of 

Prague (Table 7). This partly explains why quotients measured of tourist and local users of Flickr are 

higher – indicating more intensive tourist pressure – in the case of Budapest than in Vienna, while the 

latter has more tourists visiting. The properties of the network of the actual tourist space systems have 

a great influence on the tourist pressures on public spaces of a city. 

The integration values of the singular points of the graphs gives information on the accessibility 

of that attraction from all other points of the pedestrian tourist system. In Vienna the space syntax 

graph shows that the most integrated nodes in the network are around the Opera House, which has 

an integration value of 9.62. Nodes around the centre all have values above 7.00, which is the 

maximum value in Prague. The well-interconnected central system of Vienna is held together by the 

edges and nodes on the Ring. The system reaches some attractions outside the Ring, such as the 

Museumsquartier, the Naschmarkt Market, and Belvedere Palace; these are tree-like branches. Even 

here, minimum values are all above 4, except for the southern end of Belvedere Palace. The strength 

of such a network and the weakness of the tourist space system of Prague becomes evident if their 

values are compared. In Prague the most integrated points are on Karlova, from the Charles Bridge to 

Old Town Square (6.50–7.05). In fact, all tourists pass this section at least once. The minimum value is 

below 3, and 30% of all nodes have integration values below 4. This means that the only place a tourist 

will probably run into without planning is the axis of Karlova, being central to all other places. On the 

contrary, in Vienna the Belvedere, Votivkirche, and the Flakturm are the only places a tourist has small 

chance to run into without planning while exploring freely the city. In the case of Budapest places 

having low integration values are in Buda, while Pest has a balanced network.  

As mentioned in section 3.4 these systems can be altered to follow the changes and 

developments in time. Graphs describing the situation in 1989 were constructed for all three cities 

(Figure 19, Figure 20, Figure 21). Budapest faced an intensive development starting form a mean 

integration value of only 3.82, arriving to 5.41. Both Vienna (from i= 5.57 to 6.18) and Prague (from i= 

4.28 to 4.75) developed their systems, but not in the pace of Budapest. First the places of these 

developments and the actual spatial systems of tourism will be described for each city, while Chapter 

5 will focus on the local and tourist effects of the three systems. 

 

4.3 The tourist space system of Vienna 

 

Vienna is famous for being “World Capital of Classical Music” and “Imperial Residence”, with an 

original coffee house culture, famous museum clusters, Baroque architecture and the image of a 
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liveable and modernized historical city. The city centre gained UNESCO World Heritage status only in 

2001. Besides being a top cultural tourism destination Vienna is also a conference city, second in the 

number of congresses only to Paris (Hatz, 2008). The centre of Vienna has the most integrated tourist 

system among the three cities analysed, still many of its top attractions fall outside the core. These are 

the palaces of Schönbrunn and partly the Belvedere, the amusement park of Prater, and the famous 

buildings of artist Hundertwasser. These are destinations reached by tourists with public transport or 

hop-on buses. On the other hand the centre of the city became a pedestrian priority zone to the extent 

that hop-on and other tourist buses are banned from inside the Ring. 

The historical centre of Vienna, situated on the right bank of the Danube Canal, had been built 

upon the ruins of a Roman military camp, Vindobona, which accounts now for the geometrical street 

layout of Vienna when compared with the more irregular street pattern that developed in the centre 

of the medieval city of Prague. Vienna became the centre of the Badenberg dynasty in the 12th century; 

the walled medieval city was granted rights of self-administration and trade privileges in the 13th 

century. In 1440 it became resident city of the Habsburg dynasty, and also the capital of the Holy 

Roman Empire. Still, many emperors preferred to seat in Prague, a much larger city in the late medieval 

era. Vienna regained importance in the 18th century, after the Ottoman Empire sieging twice the city 

was defeated and Hungary was also made part of the Austrian Empire. The city started to expand fast, 

creating a rich Baroque heritage (Illustration 10). Vienna could develop as imperial capital until the 

First World War; places of interest of the present tourist space system are architectural masterpieces 

of either mediaeval, Baroque, Historicist or Art Nouveau styles.  

 The morphology of Vienna used by tourists has few substantial elements: the medieval street 

pattern regularized by its original roman layout, the main routes and squares inside the core defined 

by Baroque principles, and the Ring colligating the system (Figure 15). The centre of the tourist city is 

St. Stephen’s Cathedral (Stephansdom), which is well linked to all of the city’s main tourist attractions 

within the Ring. The main axes of tourist flows inside the Ring are Kartner Strasse, the Graben 

(Illustration 16a), the axis of the Imperial Residence (Hofburg) continuing in Kohlmarkt,, and the series 

of streets forming a direct connection from Schottentor (near Votivkirche) through Michaelerplatz until 

the Opera. The northern parts of the inner city are less frequented by tourists, as large parts of it were 

rebuilt in the 20th century, like the Hoher Markt, destroyed in Second World War bombings.  

The Ring is the most important connective element in the network, organizing important 

attractions itself. It was built at the place of the medieval city walls between 1860 and 1880. At the 

second half of the 19th century all neighbourhoods outside the centre of Vienna had been already built 

up, therefore a fast implementation could follow the decision to create an urban ring road with parks 

and major institutions of both civic and monarchical significance instead of the glacis (Illustration 14). 

Many of the main attractions of Vienna were built in this composition: the Opera, the Museums of 

Natural History and Art History at Maria Theresien Platz, the Parliament, the Burg Theatre, the City 
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Hall, the neo-gothic church Votivkirche, the City Park and the MAK Museum of Applied Arts. Not 

surprisingly almost all of the Ring is part of the pedestrian tourist space system, which extend outside 

of this semi-circle at some points. Two branches of the system are the Naschmarkt, the most popular 

market and the Belvedere Palace. Between these places of interest others, like the Secession Pavilion 

and Karlsplatz enrich the network. The system recently had extensions towards the Museumsquartier 

and the Danube Canal.  

Vienna avoided to segregate tourists and locals in the inner city. There are historical urban 

compositions with exclusive tourist use, such as the sites that best portray the brands of “Capital of 

Habsburgs” and “Capital of Music”, but between these attractions all public spaces of the centre offer 

a mixture of services for tourists and locals alike. Only the Hofburg, and some specific sites like the 

Opera or the most visited St Stephen’s Cathedral have a Ut / Ul quotients higher than 1.5. In important 

inner city places such as Hoher Markt, Naschmarkt, Neuer Markt, Judenplatz, or Jesuitenkirche this 

quotient is around or below 1. The recently developed extensions of the tourist network were also 

planned as multifunctional environments, with plenty of services for locals as well. 

To boost visitor numbers, Vienna diversified and further developed its tourist branding and 

cultural attractions in the 2000s. The new Museumsquartier (MQ) museum district was the most 

ambitious cultural flagship project of the whole region. The project was under preparation for more 

than two decades; the architectural competition was won by the young office Ortner and Ortner 

already in 1990, but the MQ opened only in 2001 after long debates and modifications in the plans 

(Frantz, 2005). The MQ filled with life slowly, locals filled its spaces only after the innovative urban 

furniture designed by PPAG Architects was placed in the central courtyard in 2002 (Illustration 16c). 

Today it has a Ut / Ul quotient of 1.04. The success of MQ made the Viennese public more open to 

innovation and contemporary architecture inside the historical city, and many other interventions 

could be made, among which the most important was the renewal of the Albertina Museum, with a 

spectacular canopy over the main entrance conceived by architect Hans Hollein. Another successful 

urban intervention was the revitalization of the Danube Canal, and the integration of this waterfront 

with the centre. New hotels and office towers emerged in the farther bank of the Canal, while the 

embankments towards the centre transformed to host a new entertainment and leisure district (Hatz, 

2008). Places of interest among the Danube Canal have Ut / Ul quotients between 0.60 and 0.71. Here 

new venues include bars, artificial beaches, a swimming pool on a barge and the Motto Am Fluss 

restaurant by BEHF Architects, opened in 2010 combined with the pier of the Twin City Liner 

connecting Vienna to Bratislava (Illustration 16b). As a result of these interventions Vienna could 

extend its cultural offers, addressing also a younger generation of visitors. The pedestrian tourist space 

system also has developed, unveiling more and more parts of the city to ordinary tourists. 
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4.4 The tourist space system of Prague 

 

Prague, the “City of a Hundred Spires’, is one of the best preserved pre-modern historical urban 

landscapes in Europe. It is known for the spectacular medieval and Baroque architecture, the cityscape 

with the Vltava River and Czech beer. The city of Prague is smaller in population than its regional rivals, 

but its historic centre is equal in size and hosts the most tourists. The whole historic centre became a 

UNESCO World Heritage site in 1992. Those visiting Prague have a firm image of what they came to 

see and do, therefore tourists concentrate into well-defined central parts of the city, which is 

sometimes compared to a large historical Disneyworld.  

The first fortification in the area of Prague Castle was founded in the 9th century, while the fort 

of Vysehrad was founded in the 10th century. The city developed parallel on the Castle Hill (Hradčany) 

and on the eastern side of the river in the Old Town (Staré Mĕsto), becoming a trading centre with 

different nationalities living together. The Jewish Quarter (today Josefov) still carries the history of the 

Jewish population with synagogues and the cemetery dating back to the 13th to 15th centuries. The 

first golden age of Prague was the era of Charles IV in the 14th century. As emperor of the Holy Roman 

Empire he made Prague the imperial capital, a scientific and cultural centre, the third largest city in 

Europe. He founded the new quarter south of the Old Town, New Town (Nové Mĕsto), and also the 

Lesser Quarter (Malá Straná) below the castle acquired its present street layout in this era (Illustration 

11). Charles IV erected Charles Bridge in the place of a previous bridge destroyed by a flood, and he 

started the construction of the Saint Vitus Cathedral.  After this flourishing age the city maintained its 

independence until the Thirty Years’ War, and saw a second prosperous period under the Habsburg 

Rudolf II, who placed his seat to Prague in the 16th century, making it a capital of culture in Europe. 

Prague enriched with new palaces and churches of Baroque style in the 18th century, after a long 

period of decline. The city was a centre of industrialization, but the inner districts did not change much. 

New districts, such as Karlin or the transformation of the Jewish District to the historicist Josefov 

showed some development, but Vienna and Budapest were much more important centres in the 19th 

century (Illustration 13).  

The tourist centre is the original medieval Prague, divided into two parts by the Vltava River. The 

Castle District on the hilltop and the Lesser Quarter are on the western side of the river where the 

street patterns are much determined by the hilly topography (Figure 16). On the eastern side the Old 

Town, and the Jewish Quarter (Josefov) are separated from the New Town by a semi-ring road marking 

the original medieval town walls and moat. Despite having the National Theatre (Národní divadlo), 

Powder Tower (Prašná brána) and City Hall (Obecní dům) on it, as well as being the start of Wenceslas 

Square (Václavské náměstí), neither this ring nor the outer road built in 1871 to replace the Baroque 

town walls equals the Ring of Vienna. The main places of interest are organized on different historical 

urban axes.  
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The King’s Way (Karlova) is the oldest route of medieval origin linking the Old Town from the City Hall 

(in Republiky square) to the Lesser Town and the Castle. All important tourist sites of the western side 

are accessible from here: the Bridge Gate (Mostecká), the St. Nicholas’ Church and the Royal Palace 

complex, continuing the route to St. Vitus’ Cathedral and the Golden Lane (Zlatá ulička). The whole 

route is 2.7 kilometres long, and it can be extended to 4 kilometres with a loop returning to the Old 

Town at Manes Bridge, passing the Jewish Quarter and returning to the centre of the Karlova axis in 

Old Town Square. Another important urban axis also crosses this central square: the Parizská Avenue 

links the sites of the Jewish quarter and the Čech Bridge to the centre, continuing in the Melantrichova 

and the 750 meter long Wenceslas Square finishing at the National Museum on a small hill. The river 

is the third axial element connecting important places of interest. Conscious urban planning in the 

nineteenth and twentieth centuries placed some important institutions on the riverbank, where 

tourists look for reflected views of the city and visit the theatres, concert halls, and museums on the 

embankments.  

 In the post-socialist history of Prague some improvements and extensions were made to the 

system. Some new attractions were built, like the Dancing House of architect Frank o. Gehry in 1996 

and the Memorial to the Victims of Communism in 2002, both extending the network down south by 

the river. Few interventions could enrich the network’s connections besides giving new places of 

interest to Prague. One was the opening of the Museum Kampa in 2001, providing a walkway on the 

western bank with a destination on Kampa Island for tourists heading from Charles Bridge towards 

Legii Bridge. Another such project was the reconstruction of the Castle Gerdens, opening a new 

spectacular route in 1995 and 2000 around the Castle Hill, used by tourists on the southern side. These 

interventions improved the tourist system of Prague, but could not compensate for the special 

morphology of the historical city. 

The graph and geo-visualization of Pargue’s tourist space system shows a simplified spatial 

structure with an evident overweight of tourists in the main paths of the historical city. The organic 

morphological character of Prague is much different than the more regular system of Vienna. On the 

western side of the river it is defined much by topography, while the Old Town is also more 

labyrinthine, following the logic of organically grown medieval towns. The tree-like tourist graph is 

clearly different from Vienna’s arrangement, and so are the quotients of tourist and local users. Ut / Ul 

is above 1.5 in 26, and above 2 in 13 out of the 40 most popular attractions. The central attractions of 

Prague are photographed by approximately two times as much tourists than users considered locals. 

Places like Old Town Square (2.81), Charles Bridge (2.52), the Spanish Synagogue (2.53), or the 

Cathedral of St Vitus (2.40) indicate an even higher tourist pressure. These places can be considered 

segregated by tourist use, where no services for locals work. No places connected by the tourist space 

system are more photographed by locals than tourists. It is true that Prague has a smaller overall 

population, but these numbers together with the loosely interconnected graph show how the 
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morphology of the tourist city is also responsible for overcrowding and functional segregation 

(Illustration 17). As almost the same number of tourists use the network of Vienna and Prague, it is 

simple to understand how these tourists moving on less connections – numerically less public spaces 

– disperse less in the system. Too many tourists simply out crowd locals, as discussed in Chapter 5. 

 

4.5 The tourist space system of Budapest 

 

Budapest is best known for its beautiful views from the river Danube, dividing the city into the 

towns of Buda and Pest. Besides being often called the “Queen of the Danube’, the city is also well 

known for its thermal baths, historicist and Art Nouveau architecture, and recently for its nightlife and 

“Ruin Pubs”.  Budapest was the first city in the region to gain UNESCO World Heritage status. The 

Danube Banks and the Castle District were listed already in 1987, while Andrássy Avenue became part 

of the protected area in 2002. The city has most of its places of interest interconnected, but some are 

having only one connection to the centre, and the City Park with many attractions is beyond ordinary 

walking distance. Among the three this city has the fewest tourists today, but also the largest historic 

area of tourist interest, built mainly in the late 19th century. As a result many places of interest are too 

much dispersed, not even part of the system. A well-integrated core is visible in the centre of Pest, 

and some dense clusters in Buda (Figure 21).  

On the Buda side of the river the Castle Hill emerges as the most densely visited part of the 

city. The Buda Castle – similarly to Prague’s castle – is a historical urban composition on a hill 

(Illustration 12), accessible only from few points (the funicular and walkway from Clark Ádám Square 

is the only connection fulfilling the requests to appear as an edge of the graph). The most intensive 

tourist activity is visible around the Matthias Church / Fischerman’s Bastion (Mátyás templom / 

Halászbástya). This is not only the most photographed place in the Hungarian capital, but also the 

place where the ratio between tourist users and local users (Ut / Ul ) is the highest: 2.21 times more 

tourists took photographs than local or returning visitors. Similar is the status of the Royal Palace, as 

this southern part of the Castle Hill is uninhabited, the palaces are filled with museums and cultural 

institutions. The northern part of the Castle District has a medieval structure with historical buildings 

in Baroque and Gothic style, while it also maintains a strong residential character. The cars parking on 

the streets, the absence of shops and services (Illustration 19b) makes this part of the district less 

touristy (Ut / Ul =1,36). Five places of interest out of six on the Castle Hill have integration values below 

4 (Szent György Square has an i=4.71), indicating how tourists have to make a separated program 

during their stay to visit the Buda Castle. In Buda four other places stand out on the tourist map: 

Batthyány Square (famous for its views on the Parliament and the Baroque church of St Anna), the 

area of Rudas Bath, the Gellért Hill (look-out points and the Citadella), and the Gellért Square (Gellért 

68 



Bath and more views). All have Ut / Ul values between 1.4 (Citadella) and 1.28 (Rudas Bath), and 

tourists take a similar number of photos than locals. These places are still visibly isolated from the 

integrated tourist network of Pest, having integration values below 4: Gellért Square has one 

connection through the Liberty Bridge, while Batthyány Square is connected on the bank of the 

Danube. All four of the central bridges are preferred places to take photos from, used by tourist, but 

even more by local photographers (with the exception of Chain Bridge). What is also well visible from 

the geo-visualisation is the intensive sight-seeing boat traffic on the Danube. 

Pest forms a much more interconnected tourist system, having a core with all integration 

values inside the Small Boulevard (Kiskörút) above 5, with the most integrated places being Széchenyi 

Square, Vörösmarty Square, and the St Stephen’s Basilica having i values above 8. In Pest the most 

touristy place is the Basilica (1.92), but also the Parliament (1.87), the Shoe Memorial nearby (1.85), 

the main Synagogue (1.82), and the Széchenyi Bath (1.84) have considerably more tourists than locals. 

Still there are many local places within the inner city, like Erzsébet and Deák Squares (0.94), Szabadság 

Square (0.86), much of the Jewish District (0.59), the railway stations, and the main traffic junctions of 

the Small and Great Boulevards, making Pest much more similar to Vienna than to Prague, not having 

large areas or axes with oppressive tourist congestion. Even though there are many similarities in the 

morphology of Pest and Vienna, the 19th century development of the Hungarian capital followed 

different principles in the placement of the representative urban accents and important institutions, 

the tourist attractions of nowadays. The master plan of 1870 traced the layout of new radial avenues 

and ring-roads, with an immense tissue of closed urban blocks of housing between them. The main 

institutions are decorative landmarks scattered in this system (Benko, 2011), resulting in tourist 

patterns that are more scattered in a larger urban area than in Prague or Vienna (Figure 17).  

Many of the places of interest are placed among the great radial avenues. The Opera House 

and many museums converted from palaces are on Andrássy Avenue, built between 1872 and 1876 to 

connect the centre with the City Park (Városliget) in a representative way, ending in Heroes’ Square. 

Andrássy Avenue truly functions as a pedestrian axis; car traffic is carefully separated from the 

sidewalk, still the street maintains its unity. This is a quite touristy avenue, having a Ut / Ul value of 1.62 

in the vicinity of the House of Terror, still the rest of its attractions are below 1.5. The long walk until 

Heroes’ Square does not allow the graph to connect the centre to the attractions of the City Park, still 

many people with less restricted time budgets do walk all the way out to the park. Some pedestrian 

areas attract tourists around Andrássy Avenue, like the Liszt Ferenc Square, or the less successful Hajós 

Street starting from the Opera House. 

Some of the great avenues cannot function as tourist connections. Ferenciek Square, Blaha 

Lujza Square with the New York Palace hotel nearby are placed on Kossuth Lajos - Rákóczi Street, an 

axis cut into the urban fabric and traced until the he Eastern Railway Station. The heavy car traffic 

makes this road unpleasant to tourists, only a short inner section can connect elements of the tourist 
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system (Illustration 19c). The same is true to Üllői Avenue, therefore the Art Nouveau style Museum 

of Arts and Crafts (Iparművészeti múzeum, Ut / Ul = 0.52) remains isolated from the centre. Similarly 

Bajcsy-Zsilinszky Avenue is not connecting the central pedestrian system with the Western Railway 

Station (Nyugati). The misused Danube embankments are also responsible for missing links in the 

system (Illustration 19c). 

The biggest difference between Pest and Vienna is the missing colligating role of the Great 

Boulevard (Nagykörút), which marks the edge of the city centre used by tourists, still most of the places 

of interest on it fall out of the interconnected network. This ring road have lost much of its retail 

qualities since 1989, when all portions of it functioned still as a major shopping street. Newly built 

shopping centres (like Westend, opened in late 1999 with access from the Great Boulevard) drew 

nearly all quality shops. The section most used by tourists is connecting Eiffel's Western Railway Station 

to Margit Bridge and to the Buda side, but some sections of the Boulevard longer than 500 meters do 

not allow to link these points with edges according to the rules of the model. To create a good tourist 

network colligated by the Great Boulevard many more places of interests would be needed, as it 

already have happened in the 7th district (section 6.4). Here a network of bars and Ruin Pubs filled the 

streets between the two ring roads, helped by the refurbishment of Király Street (2004), the Gozsdu 

Passage and some pedestrian streets around it (2009), Kazinczy Street (2011) and Dob Street (2013). 

The inner ring or Small Boulevard (Kiskörút) has a much more consistent tourist use than the 

Great Boulevard, connecting sites such as the Great Synagogue (Zsinagóga), the National Museum 

(Nemzeti múzeum) and Kálvin Square, the Main Markethall (Nagyvásárcsarnok), finally connecting to 

Buda. However, the most popular tourist routes in Pest are not these trafficked radial and ring roads, 

but narrow historical streets converted to pedestrian only or pedestrian priority use. Very important 

pedestrian axis is the Danube Promenade between Chain Bridge (Lánchíd) and Elizabeth Bridge 

(Erzsébet híd). This and the northern part of the historical shopping street (Váci utca and Párisi utca) 

was the first pedestrian zone created to enhance shopping and tourism in the centre in 1964, just two 

years after the Strøget in Copenhagen. In the following decades the pedestrian zone extended only 

around this section of the city, including Vörösmarty Square, Haris köz and Kígyó Street in 1980. The 

pedestrian conversion of Váci utca continued in 1993 to the south until the Main Markethall. Further 

refurbishments of inner-city routes to pedestrian friendly streets included Ráday Street (1997), Zrínyi 

Street (2007), Deák Street, the area of Mikszáth Square or Király Street (2004). These developments 

were interconnected by the municipal programme “The Heart of Budapest” initiated in 2006 and 

mostly completed in 2014 (see section 6.4). A new pedestrian-friendly axis, the “Main Street of Pest” 

constitutes the main element (Illustration 21), leading from Szabadság Square (connected to the 

Parliament) to Kálvin Square, parallel to Váci utca. 

 Before these developments the centre of Budapest was much less pedestrian friendly, 

inheriting an infrastructure built for mass tourism. Visitors moved between attractions mainly in 
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tourist buses, as cars and buses were allowed into nearly all squares and streets (Illustration 18). In 

1989 Budapest had the least connected tourist system among the three rivals. In the graph of 1989 

eleven points had values below 3, three of them in Pest (minimum was 2.07 at Citadella). Today the 

situation improved enormously in Pest; the system was extended with new attractions, places of 

memory like the House of Terror Museum (2002), or the Shoe Memorial of the Holocaust (2005), but 

the main change was brought by the systematic extension of the pedestrian friendly network of public 

spaces.  

5 Evaluating the tourist space usage of Vienna, Prague and Budapest 
 

One of the hypothesis of this dissertation is that the tourist space systems of urban 

environments have an effect both on the tourist experience and on the life of locals in cities. It is 

important to understand how the liveability of cities is affected by their tourist systems, but also how 

different levels of tourist space usage alter the experiences of tourists themselves. The tourist offers 

and the related tourist space usage of Vienna, Prague and Budapest are different, caused in great part 

by their diverse urban morphologies. The spatial consumption of tourists – especially where they cause 

segregation of uses and congestion – has a measurable effect on the locals’ space usage, affecting 

Prague the most. 

 
The tourist space systems of Vienna, Prague and Budapest  

For graphic supplements to Chapter 5 see Figures 19-24 and Illustrations 16-22 in the annex volume 
 

5.1 The effects of tourism on local systems of urban destinations  

  

Tourism is most often seen as a cultural phenomenon, but when its effects are considered the 

economic impacts are mentioned at first place, than the social issues, and finally the spatial 

consequences. It is quite evident that the economic output of the tourism industry is the main question 

when its local benefits are examined, but the costs of tourism development, the negative effects on 

host communities and the sustainability questions of such processes are equally important, though 

more complex and recent issues in tourism planning. 
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Once a destination has to care about the infrastructures and superstructures of tourism it 

develops these with the promise of a positive financial outcome. International tourism was accounted 

for 2.2% of the GDP in 30 European countries in 2006, and as the volume growth of tourism industry 

is higher than the average GDP growth, today tourism has an even higher economic significance 

(Halkier, 2010). Tourism is responsible for 5% of the GDP and 10% of employment in countries 

considered important destinations, like Switzerland and Portugal (Matias, Nijkamp, & Sarmento, 

2011), reaching 10% of the GDP in the case of island countries like Cyprus and Malta. In 2011 inbound 

tourism was responsible for 6% of the GDP of Hungary, 5.8% for Austria, and 4.4% for the Czech 

Republic (World Tourism Organization, 2014). None of the above mentioned data takes into 

consideration the multiplier effects of tourism, estimated to double the total weight of it in the 

national GDP. It is hard to measure the economic effects of tourists shopping and using various services 

in urban areas. For example no data exists on the foreign spending in the famous Ruin Pubs of 

Budapest, although it is known that the rapid expansion of the Party District of Budapest was largely 

fuelled by young backpackers and international stag tourism. The most commonly mentioned positive 

effects were economic benefits (33.1%) and better employment possibilities (21.4%) among the 

inhabitants of the 1st district of Budapest surveyed in a study in 1995 (Michalkó, 1996). The developing 

cultural segment and infrastructures were mentioned by much less people. The benefits of tourism 

perceived by decision makers and locals appear to be mostly of economic (Nuryanti, 1996), while the 

dangers and negative effects are of multiple nature. 

There is a wide range of literature on the impact of tourism on host communities. Such literature 

was reviewed by Ap (1992) from the 1970s and 80s, and by Andriotis (2004) from the 1990s and early 

2000s. Latter noted how only one third of these attitudinal studies researched urban residents’ 

perceptions, while rural tourism got more attention also in this aspect. Still there are studies bringing 

important findings on urban resident attitudes toward heritage tourism (Chen & Chen, 2010; Gilbert 

& Clark, 1997; Jeonglyeol Lee, Li, & Kim, 2007; Vong, 2013), and also in the specific cases of Budapest 

and especially Prague – but not Vienna – such studies exist (Deichmann, 2002; Michalkó, 1996; 

Simpson, 1999; Temelová & Dvořáková, 2012). Most of these studies are based on surveys, where 

local residents could express their negative or positive feelings on specific tourism related questions. 

Economic benefits were quite important in all of these, but some surveys highlighted important 

cultural, environmental and conservational aspects as well. Residents of York saw tourism as 

beneficiary for their recreational activities, and helping to preserve the natural and built environment, 

but they felt it had negative effects on traffic and littering, while increasing unfairly property prices  

(Jeonglyeol Lee et al., 2007). Residents of Canterbury and Guildford thought similarly of the positive 

role of tourism in preservation, and they perceived positive cultural effects associated with the 

presence of tourists. But they saw overcrowding as a problem, while they felt that tourist related 

commerce did not improve their shopping opportunities, moreover in Canterbury shopping became 
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more unpleasant for locals (Gilbert & Clark, 1997). These studies together with the ones discussed 

later from Prague and Budapest show how important it is to compare and balance the negative effects 

of tourism – environmental degradation, increased traffic and overcrowding, booming property prices, 

and diminishing local services – with the positive ones – cultural richness, improving service 

infrastructure, better management and conservation of heritage, and of course economic profits.  

Local socio-economic systems can face severe negative processes with the tourist 

commodification of heritage cities. An extensive study at the University of Venice showed how 

selected European Heritage cities faced excessive tourist pressure, causing problems of traffic, 

pollution, wear and tear of monuments, irritating and crowding out locals from city centres, 

endangering the vitality of the local economy and the quality of life of inhabitants (van der Borg et al., 

1996). Bugaric (2006) noted that the “touristification” of cities diminishes the quality of life and public 

presence of its locals. As an increasing number of visitors fill the pedestrian-friendly public spaces 

between main monuments, the space for local uses diminishes. Locals are generally disturbed by 

overcrowded neighbourhoods and move out into suburbs or other parts of the city where parking, 

local services and tranquillity are more accessible. Tourism can also impose a strong economic 

pressure to urban areas affected. It was already noted by Ashworth & Turnbridge (1990, p. 257) that 

most services of a tourist-historic city are free of charge, while the visitors pose serious wear on the 

infrastructures and physical environment. They also note how eating and drinking, services, and rents 

tend to have higher prices in these environments, as local retail changes to a more tourist oriented 

profile. Grocery stores and workshops turn into souvenir shops, local pubs into fancy restaurants, and 

entire apartment buildings are converted into hotels because these are more profitable services and 

businesses. The rise of property prices, rents, and the rapidly growing prices of the service sector 

affects local communities more in less developed economies, like those of Eastern Central Europe 

(Bugaric, 2006; Hoffman & Musil, 1999). But even in more developed countries these processes bring 

gentrification at the best, or even a drastic decrease of population, like in the case of Venice, Italy 

(Russo, 2002). Such local exodus produces a mono-functional city centre that loses its local urban uses. 

Such process is either result or cause of the “museumification” (Gospodini, 2004; Nasser, 2003) or 

“disneyfication” of heritage city centres (McNeill, 1999).  

Sustainability is a concept that must be applied to urban tourism as well, in order to define 

measures in keeping visitors from causing negative alterations in the original social, physical, economic 

and psychological systems. Sustainable tourism nowadays is an important area in tourism studies, 

extending the discourse of environmental sustainability (I. Jenkins & Schröder, 2013) also to historical 

urban centres (Nasser, 2003), in some cases aiming for a better spatial management of urban tourist 

systems for long-term sustainability (Edwards & Griffin, 2013). Different concepts were developed to 

define “the limits of growth” of tourism, among which tourism carrying capacity (TCC) is a remarkable 
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one. There are many definitions for this term (Maggi & Fredella, 2010); World Tourism Organization 

defines tourism carrying capacity as:  

“The maximum number of people that may visit a tourist destination at the same time, without 

causing destruction of the physical, economic, socio-cultural environment and an unacceptable 

decrease in the quality of visitors' satisfaction”.  

This definition foresees that destinations overloaded would lose not only their original qualities and 

local residents, but also visitors at long term, who are not satisfied with the altered tourism product 

(see section 5.2). Tourism carrying capacity should theoretically define how many tourists are 

supported by a destination without damage, but it is extremely complex to measure and determine 

both the types and numbers of visitors, and the supporting capacities of a tourist-historic city and its 

population (Middleton & Hawkins, 1998). Still, there are attempts to express numerically such 

capacities and limits (Canestrelli & Costa, 1991; Coccossis, Mexa, Collovini, Parpairis, & Konstandoglou, 

2001; Jurado et al., 2012; Maggi & Fredella, 2010; Massiani & Santoro, 2012; Saenz-de-Miera & 

Rosselló, 2012). 

 O’Reilly (1986) made a much cited basic methodology to measure TCC. He distinguished two 

major groups of factors: the characteristics of the tourists and the characteristics of the destination 

area and its population. He then proposed the analysis of three subsystems: the physical, the social 

and the economic carrying capacity. In this model the physical carrying capacity is defined by the wear 

and tear of the heritage buildings. For example Canestrelli & Costa (1991) estimated that above 10,000 

visitors a day the effects of excessive temperature and humidity induced by visitor congestion would 

harm the golden mosaics of St. Mark’s Basilica in Venice. But also the capacities of the infrastructural 

systems (water, waste, transportation…etc.) are of physical nature. The social carrying capacity is 

limited by the level of tolerance of the host population towards the presence of tourists. Stag tourism 

(Thurnell-Read, 2012) and day-trippers (Massiani & Santoro, 2012) resulted to be more intrusive to 

local populations than ordinary cultural tourism. The economic carrying capacity is  

“…the ability to absorb tourist functions without squeezing out desirable local activities and avoiding 
the decline of the tourist destination caused by the disruption of the local attractions” (Maggi & 
Fredella, 2010, p. 4).  

Phenomena like the diminishing availability of local services are to be discussed here. Tourism carrying 

capacities were calculated for cities recognised at their limits of tolerance. Maggi & Fredella (2010) 

pointed out the difficulties in managing seasonality in tourism, as a city like Vieste, Italy has to carry 

numbers of visitors above its capacities in mid-summer. Case studies showed that the known tourist-

historic cities of Venice, Oxford, Chester county, Canterbury, Stratford upon Avon, and Bruges already 

had surpassed their carrying capacities (Coccossis et al., 2001). The most studied case is the one of 

Venice, Italy.  
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 The tragic example of the city of Venice in itself demonstrates why planning and management 

in tourist-historic cities is an important issue, and why research in these fields is fundamental. The 

historical city of Venice situated on islands in the Laguna Veneta was inhabited by 175,000 locals in 

1951. The city has clear geographic limits, posing obvious limits of carrying capacities. Scholars 

reported that in the early 1990s less than 83,000 inhabitants remained, hosting 47,000 tourists daily 

(Canestrelli & Costa, 1991; van der Borg et al., 1996), decreasing to 70,000 in the early 2000s (Russo, 

2002), and to 60,000 in the beginning of the 2010s, hosting a similar number of tourists a day (Massiani 

& Santoro, 2012). The 20-22 million visitors each year are way too much, many of whom are day-

tripper excursionists not even contributing considerably to the economy of the city. Canestrelli & Costa 

(1991) calculated an ideal carrying capacity for Venice, resulting in a daily 11,240 tourists and a 

maximum of 10,857 day-trippers, while at that time 37,700 day-trippers were registered in peak-

months. Borg & Gotti (1995, p. 165) showed that this rounded-up capacity limit of 25,000 was violated 

156 days a year in 1987 and 216 days a year in 2000. Furthermore there were 16 days in 2000 when 

there were more than 60,000 visitors in the city. The situation in Venice was much worse than in other 

heritage cities; the visitors/residents ratio in Venice was 89.4, while only 36 in Salzburg, 23.4 in Burges, 

11.5 in Oxford, and 5.9 in Amsterdam, all considered exploited by tourism. Tourism carrying capacities 

were in fact elaborated to work out a system to control the flows of tourists to Venice in the form of 

the “Venice Card” (van der Borg et al., 1996; van der Borg & Gotti, 1995). But no improvements were 

registered since 2004, when the card was finally introduced, as there was no political will to seriously 

impose limitations to tourism (Massiani & Santoro, 2012).  

A limitation of the TCC method is that it only measures some economic factors and the physical 

capacities of Venice, like the available accommodation, waste disposal services, transportation, 

catering facilities and the maximum quantity of tourists St. Mark’s Cathedral could hold. The social 

carrying capacity is not easily measurable, and rarely mentioned as a serious issue (Glasson, 1994). 

The rising property prices and the scarcity of local retail and other services are indirectly caused by 

tourism, and are in great part responsible for the exodus of local population to the mainland. Neither 

of the scholars cited here studied the reasons of decreasing population, while newspaper articles and 

documentary films such as “The Venice Syndrome” (film by Andreas Pichler, 2012) do reveal the real 

struggles of the remaining population to pay the elevated rents, to find a grocery shop, and to keep 

basic services in the city. The example of Venice shows that an urban system does have its tourism 

carrying capacity limits, therefore planning is needed to intervene. The decline of Venice as a 

destination from the visitors’ side was already documented (Russo, 2002), but the main problem is the 

sad decline of the urban population and of the urban functionality of the city. And as it will be discussed 

in the next section, also the tourist experience is much determined by the local life of cities. 
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5.2 The experiences of tourists in local systems of urban destinations 

 

Cities are complex systems where the dynamic symbiosis of physical and immaterial elements 

constitute a special human environment; in urban tourism this is the main attraction. There are cities, 

where tourism industry is built upon a single segment – like gambling or seaside resorts. These are 

places where the tourist consumption does not involve any local systems, like in typical tourist cities 

of the USA (Las Vegas, Orlando or Atlantic City) and on some coastal resort cities of Europe (Blackpool, 

UK or Benidorm, E). In the typical European city, and in other tourist-historic cities, the consumption 

of visitors is always tied to local systems, primarily because tourists gaze in spaces that were created 

and possibly still used for “ordinary” urban life, not for the mere entertainment of visitors. The culture 

and heritage consumed by tourists is a local product, even if the local culture changed a lot in history. 

Traditions, local people and contemporary uses are all parts of the urban realm, and tourists are 

attracted by this ensemble. The Historic Urban Landscape is a new term and approach introduced by 

UNESCO, adopting it in its new Recommendation in 2011 (Sonkoly, 2011). This term defines the 

qualities of the historical city as an evolving landscape with social and cultural uses, as a comprehensive 

human environment with living roots and a developing future (Meggyesi, 2011). For most visitors this 

complex Historic Urban Landscape is the attraction itself, not the single monuments. Restaurants, 

shops, public transport, the atmosphere and unique living qualities and costumes of its citizens are 

just as much part of the tourist gaze as the physical setting.  

Reviewing the studies and discussions on the efforts municipalities have done in the past 

decades to become competitive in the global tourism market, it might be concluded that the last truly 

authentic product a city can deliver to its visitors and users is its mere capacity to be alive and the 

power to reinvent itself constantly. All efforts to place something authentic into the existing fabric, or 

to reinterpret or reinvent parts of the city as something unique turned into methods and practices 

reproducible, and once successful in one place reproduced in numerous others (Gonzalez, 2010). All 

the “good practice” invented and diffused in the globe’s cities for tourism branding, place 

reinterpretation, architectural and urban design carry the danger to change original local identity and 

uniqueness into a globalised product (C. M. Hall, 2008). Recent critiques of the creative city, of 

brandism, of architainment, heritage management and similar urban processes are important to 

review in order to understand why the city as an image, as a branded product or as a mere collection 

of monuments is not sustainably marketable for tourism. The “homogenisation thesis” in cultural 

studies have been applied by many to contemporary cities (C. M. Hall, 2008; Klingmann, 2007; 

Richards, 2014) describing a process similar to “McDonaldization” (McNeill, 1999). Some criticized the 

counterproductive hype for spectacular architecture (Specht, 2014, p. 136), others like Gospodini 

(2004) argued that urban conservation practices have not produced distinct urban landscapes but 

rather created morphologically standardized urban landscapes that do not contribute to place identity. 
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These criticised methods used to boost tourism in cities have one advantage: they exist and are ready 

to be reproduced. But these practices impose questions on the long term sustainability of cities as 

destinations.  

It was clarified in Chapter 1 that most people visiting cities are – and have always been – looking 

for the urban experience and the encounters with other people and cultures. The architectural 

context, the human atmosphere and the social experiences together are indispensable for a growing 

number of tourists (Hayllar & Griffin, 2005). Planning can give spaces for urban experiences like 

shopping, dining, enjoying music and arts, but the real experience, living the city is quite intangible. 

The theatre of urban places and the encounters between different people and cultures are features 

of a city unmeasurable and impossible to design. However, these urban experiences induce 

psychological effects of real satisfaction and attachment to places. Various aspects of place 

attachment has been studied by environmental psychology (Lewicka, 2011), among these some 

analysed its influence of recreation demand (Hailu, Boxall, & McFarlane, 2005). Manzo (2005) explored 

both negative and positive feelings about places through interviews, demonstrating how the network 

of important places became part of the identity of people, and how large part of such places were 

outside from one’s home environment. The self-identity of people had been fulfilled in public places 

outside home, if they found a connection between their personalities and the place itself. If such place 

identity emerged in visitors, there was more probability the visitor returned to the destination more 

times in his life (Hailu et al., 2005). It would be extremely difficult to categorise attributes of places 

which tend to cause place attachment to visitors and to integrate into their self-identity. In fact this 

depends both on the place and on the personality of the visitor. Still it is safe to conclude that real 

corporal experiences are needed for such processes, when the visitor explores special aspects of the 

place, lives special activities at that place or has other memorable experiences. The primary 

destinations of the historic city are heritage spaces consumable by sight, offering no corporal 

connections in themselves. It is always an activity that provokes experience. Activities possible to make 

by the visitor or activities others make at the place form the urban experience. 

Museumification and gentrification are both processes against the authenticity of urban 

experiences and encounters, as they transform the offers of a city into predictable globalised products. 

In European tourist-historic centres both processes are apparent, still, the negative effects of 

museumification are more tangible. The absence of locals in itself impedes to find real urban 

experience, but also the congestion of such tourist-only spaces can be disturbing.  

While in rural and natural settings a direct consequence of tourist overcrowding is the 

diminishment of visitors’ satisfaction, this correlation is not so obvious in urban settings. Crowding in 

tourism has been studied since the late 1980s, but little attention was made to urban tourism apart 

from city parks and special events (Neuts & Nijkamp, 2011). Scholars differentiate among positive and 

negative crowding, explaining how the feelings about the density of people depend on the context 
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and on the individual’s personal characteristics and motivations. “Good crowding” was introduced to 

describe the enjoyment of events like concerts and festivals, where community experiences need a 

high level of congregation (Popp, 2012). The comparison of the results of two studies from two 

similarly popular tourist-historic cities – Florence and Bruges – reveal much on how tourist crowding 

is perceived. Popp (2012) used a qualitative approach making in-depth interviews with tourists who 

stayed longer than average in Florence. The results showed how tourist congestion was a major source 

of discontent after the first few days of stay, but its negativity was not evident on the first days of 

sightseeing, or when the contributors went to visit another crowded city. In fact a clear change in 

prime motivation was observed from sightseeing to “getting to know the country and its people”. 

Crowding was thought to be positive when the presence of other tourists gave security in the first 

days, and when it occurred with special groups, like locals. After the first days all felt that the flows of 

tourists – especially day-trippers and guided tours – were extremely uncomfortable. Neuts & Nijkamp 

(2011) made shorter surveys among visitors of Bruges, Belgium. In this city tourists stay an average of 

1.8 days, and many more are the day-trippers. Among all this group only few respondents reported a 

negative perception of crowding, even if the public spaces of Bruges were crowded as well. Such 

tourists only perceive the negative effects of crowding when the ambience that a place had to convey 

is threatened by the masses of people (Gregory J. Ashworth & Turnbridge, 1990, p. 53), when they 

have to wait in lines to enter attractions or when they have to wait for service at bars and restaurants 

(Riganti & Nijkamp, 2008). Mcmanus (1998) defined a “preferred pedestrian flow”, considering the 

walking speed, distances between people and sizes of strolling groups at heritage sites. Other studies 

verify that sightseers in heritage sites head directly to the main destinations, causing congestion, but 

not really caring about it as their motivations do not include place-specific encounters (Freytag, 2010). 

It can be concluded that day-tripper sightseers have a main motivation to visit specific attractions, 

therefore are not disturbed by the congestion of similar visitors at the site. But when the motivations 

of a visit become more complex and a normal usage of the city is being desired – getting to know the 

culture, strolling around relaxed or in search of adventure, shopping, communication with locals, etc. 

– the tourist crowding of the city diminishes the experience.  

The predominance of day-tripper excursionists has serious risks for the economic and social 

sustainability of tourism. Russo (2002) describes the “vicious circle” tourist congestion and the high 

share of excursionists cause to heritage cities, warning that the more excursionist tourists arrive, the 

less appealing the overcrowded site will become for cultural tourists. Tourists desiring a more 

authentic, local and quality environment are willing to spend more and stay longer, therefore if their 

share diminishes the tourist industry can become economically – and physically – unsustainable, 

therefore the destination will decline. The most alarming sign that a place is getting close to this 

process is the displacement of local users and local services. Visitors staying longer than average in 

Florence felt the city lifeless and empty even if – and because of – the streets congested with tourists 
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(Popp, 2012). The absence of locals and of services not related to tourism provoked this feeling, and 

none of the respondents planned to return for this reason to Florence in the future. This phenomena 

recently started to worry the municipalities of tourist-historic cities, realizing that excursionists who 

do not even stay in the hotels of the given city, and they spend only a fraction than visitors staying for 

longer do (Borg & Gotti, 1995, p. 163). In the case of Salzburg local consumers became again the main 

focus in retail development (Keul & Kühberger, 1997), while for Venice (Russo, 2002), Bruges (Borg & 

Gotti, 1995, p. 89) and Florence (Popp, 2012) the extrusion of excursionists was recommended in 

favour of those willing to stay longer. It can be concluded that cities recently started to prefer more 

sophisticated types of visitors instead of day-trippers and mass-tourists; to attract such cultural, 

business and other longer staying tourists, the involvement of the local society is more important than 

ever. 

The kind of tourist each city desires to have nowadays is staying longer, returns more times, has 

cultural motivations (or is a business traveller), and wants to live the city like a local. These visitors not 

only spend more and tend to return, providing a good future base for the tourism industry, but most 

importantly they seek to use the city as “normal” citizens, therefore they contribute less to the 

overcrowding of specific tourist precincts, or to the segregation between local and tourist uses of the 

city. As noted already before, there is less and less difference between urban tourists and locals 

(Maitland, 2007), as the behaviour of one at home and away is becoming also similar (Urry, 2001). 

Cities have to focus more on making attractive their local systems to meet the expectations of this new 

tourist class, giving them real urban experiences. Richards (2014) notes that the emphasis have moved 

not only from the formal and visual development of cities towards the task of being creative and 

sociable, but also from the top-down development approaches in creating spaces for creativity and 

sociability to the bottom-up process of mobilising the local society for creative action and social 

interaction with the temporary visitors.  

 

5.3 Explaining the different development of the tourist systems of Vienna, Prague and 

Budapest 

 

It is assumed, that the attributes of the tourist space systems of Vienna, Prague and Budapest 

(presented in Chapter 4) have a considerable effect on the one hand on their local space usage, and 

on the other hand on the experiences tourists have there. Before the discussion of the validity of these 

assumptions, the reasons of the differences in their tourist systems should be further unfolded. It is 

true, that topographical and morphological givens are the most influential factors determining the 

spatial system of tourism, but it is also assumed (as proven in Chapter 6) that the tourist space system 

can be altered by planning. The dynamics of the tourism industries of these cities analysed in 
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relationship to the political and socio-economic changes in the region (Kádár, 2012) can explain in 

great part the peculiarities of the tourist systems of these three cities. 

The most balanced semi-lattice like structure can be found in Vienna among these cities. The 

morphological reasons of such a system were already discussed (section 4.3), but other factors did 

affect the present form of the tourist space system. The planning and management organizations had 

enormous effect both on Vienna’s urban development and on its tourism system in the past half 

century. The Austrian capital established The “Vienna Tourist Board” (originally the “Vienna Tourist 

Association”) was founded under the special “Vienna’s Promotion of Tourism Act” in the year 1955, as 

soon as Austria became a neutral and free country. The law established the independent professional 

management and regulation of Vienna’s tourism industry, and provided an efficient tax collection and 

redistribution system for the hotel industry (WienTourismus, 2005). The tourist board (also called 

WienTourismus) had a budget of 25 million euros in 2014, and its Strategic Destination Development 

Office created strategic documents such as the “Turismus-konzept 2010” and the “Turismus-konzept 

2015”, which determine the tasks to do in five year periods. The recent “Tourismus strategie 2020” 

(WienTourismus, 2014) was born as an open process with the active participation of 2500 stakeholders 

giving 551 relevant strategic contributions. This document is responsible for the medium-term 

planning of the tourist system of Vienna, and it incorporates issues such as the smart city, 

contemporary architectures role, shopping, culture, and of course tourism branding. The following 

quotes from the 2010 Tourism Concept being implemented from 2003 shows well the attitude of 

tourism planning towards urban and architectural planning (WienTourismus, 2003, pp. 23–24): 

“The task of urban policy, urban planning and architecture is to contribute to the dynamism of the 
image [of Vienna].” 

“The Viennese urban development practice of recent years clearly shows the wide range of ways to 
deal with the contrast between old and new, to create neighbourhoods that are attractive to residents 
as well as tourists.” 

There is a reciprocal attention between tourism planning and urban planning in Vienna, as the 2001 

Strategy Plan for Vienna– concentrating much more on a liveable city for locals – also states (Municipal 

Department 18, 2001, p. 39): 

As tourism has become a key economic factor in Vienna, these needs have to be met within the 
framework of the general objectives of urban planning. 

Such coherence between urban planning, urban strategy and tourism management does not 

exist in Prague, nor in Budapest. The conscious recent development of the tourist space system 

described in section 4.3 is in great part a result of such strategic thinking. 

In contrast, no strategic thinking can be traced in the development of the tourist system of 

Prague since 1989. The renewal of the centre in the 1990s have been carried out in consciousness of 
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the needs of the tourism industry, but it was partly implemented by the private sector, just as the 

massive development of new hotels and all other superstructures of tourism. The fast development of 

the tourism industry left no time for comprehensive planning in a country that wanted to liberate itself 

from central planning traditions (Maier, 1998). A comprehensive Strategic Plan for Prague was finally 

created in 1996, but no professional will was reflected from it to regulate the spatial or economic 

arrangement of the growing tourism sector. At the same time the urgent privatisation and re-

privatisation together with market liberalisation led to a rapid change in land uses in the centre. The 

descendants of the original owners of Prague’s historic buildings became suddenly owners of entire 

tenement buildings. Leasing property to commercial uses instead of maintaining these as residential 

could generate as much as 50 times higher revenues, as housing rents were regulated administratively 

(Sýkora, 1999). The most profitable property use was tied to tourism, as western visitors’ spending 

was of great value in economic recession. As all properties were privatised, the booming numbers of 

tourists were served where they concentrated most, around the main sites of attraction. Entire 

buildings in the centre were converted from residential use to hotels and most street-front spaces 

changed to bars, restaurants and souvenir shops, transforming the mostly residential urban fabric into 

a mono-functional tourist environment. The tree-like tourist space system (see section 4.4) is in large 

part a historical and morphological legacy, but comprehensive planning could have impeded the 

monopoly of tourist functions on the most valued tourist axes, and could have made provisions to 

extend tourist routes. The few examples, like the Castle Gardens or Kampa are successful, but 

insufficient planning measures. 

Budapest also lacked strategic planning for tourism after 1989, but this lead to diminishing 

tourist pressure instead of growing problems of crowding. Many scholars noted how the slow 

regeneration of the city did not bring the development of new attractions or a new image (Michalkó, 

1999; Rátz et al., 2008; Smith & Puczkó, 2012). The privatisation model of the housing stock was totally 

different than in Prague: instead of re-restitution of buildings the micro-privatisation of flats prevailed. 

Therefore instead of too sudden changes, too slow changes characterised Budapest. Only in the last 

years major developments started to change the face of the inner city, and some positive trends began 

to bring new qualities and uniqueness in the service sector. Cheap flights and cheap prices brought 

young tourists, and in a less fortunate way made Budapest a centre for bachelor- and hen-parties. The 

quite unique “Ruin Pub” phenomena (see section 6.4) helped this process, but also boomed arrival 

numbers. On the other hand the repositioning of the Hungarian capital to higher levels has also 

started. The “Heart of Budapest” program connected all mayor pedestrian zones into one network 

(see section 4.5 and 6.4), while new luxury shops, design stores, café terraces and restaurants with 

internationally recognized culinary experiences started to populate these urban spaces. The original 

tree-like tourist space system of Budapest became hybrid because of this program, making inner Pest 

interconnected, while leaving the Buda side segregated from the system.  
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It can be concluded, that Vienna’s well distributed semi-lattice tourist space system is a 

consequence of its balanced morphological layout, but also of almost 60 years of univocal tourism 

planning and urban planning practice, while Prague’s tree-like system is caused partly by a labyrinthine 

medieval street layout, a hard topography, but also by an uncontrolled liberalisation and restitution of 

the property market accompanied by a sudden boom in its tourism industry. While both of these cities 

have their tourism system formalised by now, Budapest is still in transition (Illustration 19). Drastic 

changes were mostly impeded by the special micro-privatisation of the housing stock, while central 

areas were only recently affected by planned revitalisations. These transformed the tree-like tourist 

space system of the 1990s to a hybrid one in the 2010s, with surprisingly vast changes registered in 

central Pest. 

 

5.4 The effects of tourism on the local space usage of Vienna, Prague and Budapest 

  

The differences in the local space usage of the tourist-historic parts of the three cities are 

relevant. Vienna and Prague represent two extremities also in this aspect. As discussed in section 5.1, 

the negative effects of tourism are most often related to congestion, noise and litter, higher prices and 

diminishing locals’ accessibility to services, and at the most extreme crowding out of local populations. 

These losses can only be partly balanced by the economic benefits of tourism. 

The most negative effects of tourism for the local community come with overcrowding. The 

properties of the tourist space systems analysed in this thesis can predict some of the causes of tourist 

congestion. If fewer edges connect the same number of points, those edges will be more loaded by an 

equal number of tourists. There are only 47 connections in the system of Prague, while there are 67 

in Vienna and 62 in Budapest. In a less integrated system one connection is used more times by an 

average tourist, therefore the sole number of links does not give enough information. The level of 

congestion on singular paths depends on more variables, like the integrity of the whole and of the 

given part of the graph, and the attractiveness of the places of interest connected by the path. Still, in 

this sense the tourist network of Prague and some parts of the network of Budapest predict serious 

problems. Published studies on Prague’s problematic tourist system support this assumption (see 

Cooper & Morpeth, 1998; Deichmann, 2002; Hoffman & Musil, 1999, 2009; Johnson, 1995; Simpson, 

1999). As mentioned before, the same number of tourists in Vienna disperse more in the spatial 

system, and they also spend more time at singular attractions, therefore tourist congestion on public 

spaces is not apparent there. In the case of Budapest most points of interest offer only short 

engagement for tourists, but these are more distant from each other and connected by more paths 

than in Prague. Activities such as going to the baths also gets tourists away from the streets for some 

time, and most importantly almost half the number of tourists registered in Vienna or Prague are 

missing from the Hungarian capital.  
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The reported situations of tourist congestion and the almost complete withdrawal of local 

users and infrastructures in the centre of Prague are partly caused by the superstructures of tourism 

developed too fast after the Velvet Revolution (section 5.3). This fast process lead to socio-economic 

tensions in the centre described by many scholars (Charlie Cooper & Morpeth, 1998; Deichmann, 

2002; Hoffman & Musil, 1999; Johnson, 1995; Simpson, 1999). The most obvious result is the fast 

decrease in the numbers of local population of the centre (Ourednicek & Temelová, 2009), most visible 

around the Karlova, a highly overcrowded succession of streets connecting all main monuments. A 

research surveying 71 residents of nearby areas (Simpson, 1999) showed that many had a high 

awareness of overcrowding (60%), and perception of the excessive concentration of souvenir shops 

(42.2%), also many residents stated that they would not like to be living there in the future anymore. 

Such museumification of the centre of Prague lead to a multi-centred development not seen in Vienna 

or the typically single-centred Budapest. Several lively sub-centres emerged around the 1st district of 

Prague, like around the shopping centres of Andél in Smíchov neighbourhood (Temelová & Novák, 

2011), and Palladium behind Republiky Square, the eastern border of the tourist city, or in popular 

local neighbourhoods, like Karlín, Vinohrady, and Dejvice. The local population uses these centres and 

some public spaces around the tourist centre, like Wenceslas Square, the ring around the Old Town, 

the southern part on Malá Strana, or the park at Karlovo náměstí. Most locals do not go to places of 

their national pride in the centre due to tourists, and because there are no more services left for locals 

there (Illustration 17).  

In Budapest the out-crowding effects of tourism are not so evident. City-scale tourist 

congestion is not measurable because of the abovementioned lower arrival numbers. In Pest a more 

balanced and more spacious tourist space system impedes problems registered in Prague. However, 

in the 1980’s, before the fall-back of tourism numbers and the development of a networked tourist 

space system Váci Street, the first pedestrian street was considered too touristy and overcrowded. Still 

today there are areas in Budapest where tourism causes evident conflicts with locals. Tourist functions 

out-crowd other local functions in the Inner Erzsébetváros, the new party district of Pest. Here the 

problem lies not in the characteristics of the spatial arrangement of tourist functions, but the 

functional monopoly of pubs and bars (Illustration 20). In the Buda Castle District the space system is 

much tree-like, and overloaded with tourists, but the limited functional possibilities of the built 

environment and the structures of micro-ownership do not allow the neighbourhood to transform 

from its residential function. These examples – further discussed in section 6.4 – highlight problems 

less relate with the spatial arrangement of places, and more with other socio-economic aspects of 

tourism management. 

Such negative processes described for all of central Prague and for limited areas of Budapest 

are not reported in Vienna. The centre of Vienna is considered to be a premium environment for living, 

where carefully planned tourist uses complement services for locals, and the rich cultural offers are 
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also targeted to a local audience (Illustration 16). Vienna was named the most liveable city in the world 

for the fourth time in a row in 2012 by the international consulting firm Mercer. The Mercer Quality 

of Living Survey takes into consideration several criteria in defining a liveable city, and Prague is only 

69th and Budapest 74th in this list. Vienna is second on the similar EIU Global Liveability Report, whereas 

Prague is 60th, Budapest 50th. There is a big advantage for Vienna compared to its rivals in the much 

higher life standard and wages. Quality leisure time, consumption of culture and recreational or 

gastronomical goods is more general to the Austrian society than in the Czech Republic or Hungary, 

therefore the consumption patterns of tourists on vacation time and of locals in a daily routine are 

much similar in Vienna. 

Vienna, as the richest and most liveable of the three cities, beats its rivals again in the 

profitability of its tourism industry. Tourists’ spending is the highest in Vienna and the lowest in 

Budapest. Available statistics exists for the hotel industry (MSZÉSZ, 2012). In 2013 net price per room 

was EUR 105.9 in Vienna, EUR 75.1 in Prague and EUR 65 in Budapest. The difference in net revenue 

per available room (REVPAR, the most important performance metric of hotels) was 2.5 times higher 

for the Viennese hotels (EUR 75.3) and 50% higher for the Prague hotels (EUR 45.4) than it was for the 

Budapest hotels (EUR 30.7). Also services and goods costs more in the Austrian capital, taxes are 

centrally collected and its revenues from the conference business are also much higher. The large 

share of low-cost airlines to Budapest is favouring low-budget trips; the liquidation of Hungarian 

national airlines, MALÉV in February 2012 also discourages business and high profile trips.  

It can be concluded that Vienna benefits enormously from tourists who cause almost no 

conflicts with the local population. Prague sacrificed the local usage of its centre due to the sudden 

and uncontrolled boom of tourism in the past decades, leading to the expropriation of the historic city, 

encumbered by the difficult morphological and topographical constraints of the city. In return the 

economic benefits are not only higher than in Budapest, but almost double the number of tourists 

contribute to the economy of a city having half a million less citizens. Most of Prague’s residents still 

support tourism development because of economic benefits (Deichmann, 2002), enjoying the 

renewed residential neighbourhoods and the liveliness of local sub-centres instead of the crowded 

centre. In Budapest there are only specific areas where tourism causes conflicts with the local 

population, but on the other sides the economic benefits are among the lowest in Europe. There is 

much to do in the Hungarian capital to maximise the potentials in tourism and to avoid its negative 

effects. 
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5.5 Evaluating the tourist experiences in Vienna, Prague and Budapest 

 

It is presumed that the factors influencing tourist experiences can be categorised into three main 

groups: differences in the tourism products, differences in the spatial arrangement of these, and the 

influences and interactions of the locals. The first two factors in the case of Vienna, Prague and 

Budapest were unfolded in Chapter 4, while the effects of tourism on locals were treated in the 

previous section. Now the tourist experiences in sight of these differences should be evaluated, and 

the satisfaction of tourists with the overall offer discussed. 

Visitors’ experiences are possible to measure, surveying tourists on the site or online, after a 

visit. In Vienna the Guest Survey Austria made in 2000 by Viennese marketing research institute INFO 

Research could be studied on TourMIS (2014). 95% of the visitors were satisfied or very satisfied with 

their stay, the only element under their expectations was the opening hours of shops, otherwise the 

cultural offer, the cityscape and the cleanness of Vienna exceeded expectations. It has to be 

mentioned that more than half of the randomly selected respondents were repeat visitors. 185 visitors 

were interviewed in Prague in 1995 (Simpson, 1999). The results showed that tourists appreciated the 

built environment, but 23.9 per cent saw the streets of Prague overcrowded, and 77.2 per cent of all 

tourists supported the reduction of visitors as a solution. For Budapest the results of the Eurocity 

survey of 1998 (Ligeti, 1999) and a 2009 survey of  the Cultural Workgroup of Budapest (Nyúl & Ördög, 

2009) were published. These surveys showed how the main points of attraction were the cultural 

heritage, the architecture, and the baths. Respondents of the 1998 survey did not agree with the 

statement that Budapest is too crowded, too expensive or too dirty, but they evaluated the 

gastronomy and nightlife only mediocre. A study made among transnational migrants revealed what 

temporary inhabitants thought of what Budapest has to offer (Egedy, Földi, Balogi, & Kovács, 2009, 

pp. 102-110). The attractive architectural and geographical environment, the compact, walkable city 

with good public transport, good cuisine and wines, thermal spas and a very strong cultural life open 

also to foreigners were said to be the potentials of the Hungarian capital, while the low quality of green 

spaces and some public spaces were among the negative experiences, outnumbered by the positive 

ones. 

Online surveys and rankings exist in much greater numbers than academic surveying. No 

scientific method lies behind such rankings, still these show much of the popularity of destinations and 

the latest trends. In this aspect there is a lot of potential in the tourism of Budapest nowadays, as it 

ranked in many of the top-10 lists. In 2013 Condé Nast Traveler readers voted Budapest the number 

one city destination in the World, where Prague was 15th and Vienna was 7th 

(http://www.cntraveler.com). In 2014 British Post Office Travel Money survey named Budapest as the 

most affordable city destination, European Best Destinations used hundreds of thousands of votes 

(http://www.europeanbestdestinations.org) to define Budapest as 5th, and Vienna as 3rd top 
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destination in Europe, and also in U.S.News travel rankings Budapest was 5th, way ahead of both of its 

competitors. TripAdvisor (http://www.tripadvisor.com) published its “Cities Survey” the second time in 

2014, where Budapest came first as best value for money destination, while Vienna was ranked first 

for the ease of getting around, second for culture and public transport, and third for comfort traveling 

alone. Prague did not result in the top 3 for any of the categories, but it is the fifth best destination in 

the 2014 TripAdvisor Traveller’s Choice ranking, where Budapest is 21st and Vienna is behind.  

More information on tourists’ experiences can be obtained in alternative ways, researching 

online social media. A university research paper written by a students of the author compared the 

different social networks used by tourists for sharing information regarding visited places (Chamorro, 

2013). The research demonstrated that image sharing sites such as Flickr and recommendations sites 

such as TripAdvisor give very similar results regarding destination popularity measurements of singular 

attractions, with Flickr giving quantitative data and TripAdvisor – allowing users to rate and evaluate 

the sites visited – providing qualitative data. The rating users give to popular attractions are generally 

high (4 and 5 out of five), therefore it is much more interesting to see what are the reasons for the 

few negative ratings the most touristy places of Vienna, Prague and Budapest have received. The most 

evident dissatisfactions with the tourist experiences of the most popular places of interests are drawn 

out from written reviews of those giving two out of five stars – excluding the extremities of those rating 

to only the minimum. In Vienna the Historic centre was often considered “Less than average”, “Seen 

better” and “Soooo Booooring”, missing the atmosphere and the specialness. Many users did not like 

the examples of post-war or contemporary architecture near historic buildings. Only in the rating of 

Stephansdom and Hofburg the tourist crowding was mentioned, and also the high price of the 

entrance tickets made many complaints. In Prague reviews of Old Town and its main square definitely 

lamented on the overcrowding. Even in ratings of 4 points crowding was a returning critic. The same 

is true to Charles Bridge, portrayed as “Easier to swim than walk”, “Crowded with too many tour 

groups” and “Disneyland...”. Beyond congestion the Castle and some of the old towers with an 

exhibition inside were considered poor value for the costs of entrance tickets. St. Vitus Cathedral 

received many reviews like this one: 

“This magnificent cathedral was spoiled by the huge crowds of visitors at the time of our visit. Most 
were in large organised tour groups with loudly spoked tour guides. The whole mystic experience was 
completely ruined” 

In Budapest complains are various. Crowding is mentioned only in the Castle District for 

Matthias Church and some parts around the Royal Palace. Some recognise Fisherman's Bastion as 

“Disney in Hungary”, and some complain about the Castle Hill as “Boring”: 

“I've been here three times, and I always ask myself, what is so special of this place. A few of (rebuilt) 
old houses, the rebuilt royal castle, souvenir shops, touristic restaurants” 
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In Pest the shopping street Váci utca is often regarded “A typical touristic street - just avoid it”, and 

“Many shops, nothing special”. For the Basilica visitors say: “I expected something more” For Andrássy 

Avenue its fame seems to cause too high expectations, as described in many similar reviews: 

“I was told it was like the Champs Élysées, but except that it was a long road I failed to notice 
similarities. Yes there are some fancy brand shops, but they are so far apart its torture to walk down 
the whole avenue.” 

These reviews of tourists tend to support the observations made before (see 4.1): Prague is way too 

overcrowded, the pretty expensive Vienna sometimes gets boring and lacs some special atmosphere, 

and Budapest has overrated heritage, with places not considered special to the traveller accustomed 

to older cities.  

 The online opinions and surveys reflect the differences in the tourist offers of the three cities 

(see 4.1), and highlight some of the problems caused by the adverse spatial distribution of tourist 

places in cities, and by their segregated tourist use. Visitors often feel like being in an artificial 

“Disneyland” where the original and local uses of the built environment were displaced. In the centre 

of Prague most of the places which tourists use are not having considerable local activities. It is curious 

that no places of interest where local users outnumber tourist users can be found in its interconnected 

pedestrian tourist space system, while in Vienna the only place having two times as much tourists than 

locals is outside the interconnected system. It was already noted that Prague has the smallest 

population and the highest numbers of tourists, still it is striking that among the places where at least 

100 users of Flickr took photographs only 3 have Ut / Ul quotients below 1. According to these 

measurements even the busy shopping district of Wenceslas Square (1.34) and Mustek (1.47), away 

from the medieval core of Prague have more tourists in relations to locals than the very central Graben 

(1.33) or the touristy Belvedere Palace (1.31) in Vienna. While the lack of locals is evident in most of 

the tourist system of Prague, in Budapest only around the Fisherman’s Bastion – with 2.21 times more 

visitors than local – users of TripAdvisor complained of “disneyfication”.  

There is correlation between the tourist experiences and the space usage defined by the 

pedestrian tourist space system in these three tourist-historic cities. First, in a tree like network tourists 

will visit places in a mandatory order, where there is no place for urban explorations, but the 

attractions can be consumed in a safe and pre-planned order. In a semi-lattice like system free 

exploration of the places of interest is possible, with an almost infinite variety of paths to choose from 

during the trip. Second, in parts of a tourist system with low integration values but high visitor 

attendance tourists using the same paths can easily cause congestion, affecting the experience. Third, 

there is a great difference between places of tourist usage where local activities are also relevant, and 

places where tourist space usage is exclusive. Some tourists like excursionists having a schedule to see 

all sights on the beaten track do not care about the presence of locals around them, but for tourists 

staying in a city to experience the culture, services and life of cities this aspect is crucial. It is assumed 
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that the overall Ut / Ul ratio of Prague is as high as 1.92 not only because less people live there than in 

Budapest or Vienna, but also because Prague has less repeat visitors, therefore more visitors are 

registered as tourists by the algorithm used. The proportion of local and tourist visitors reveals how in 

Prague much less interaction with locals is probable. The properties of the tourist space system affect 

much the possible tourist-local encounters, and also in this sense Prague is behind. The urban 

experience is highest in situations where tourists can explore freely larger parts of the city inhabited 

and used by locals in a safe and comfortable way in a well networked pedestrian tourist system. 

 In the case of Vienna most of the places of interest are well interconnected in a networked 

pedestrian friendly system, therefore tourists can explore freely the city, and do not cause congestion 

as they disperse equally in the space system. As the Ring is a well recognisable urban composition, 

tourists do not have to worry about getting lost, all roads lead to this boulevard. In Prague most of the 

tourists use the beaten track, visiting the places of interest one after the other, and often returning 

back on the same path they took. The main axis used to connect all attractions is always overcrowded 

(Illustration 17). Free gazing is restricted by the topography, and even where it is possible, it is 

discouraged by the meandering and disorientating medieval street patterns, used by few 

correspondingly. In Budapest there is a great difference in the space usage at Pest and Buda. Free 

exploration in Buda is restricted the same way as in Prague, while in Pest an almost ideally 

interconnected system invites urban tourists for an exploratory gaze. 

The patterns of tourist space usage will be further analysed in the case of Budapest in Chapter 

6, as this city has the potential to develop a semi-lattice type pedestrian tourist network similar to the 

one of Vienna. Prague on the other hand would need to develop much its network, but the 

morphological and topographical constraints and the overwhelming attractiveness of its main heritage 

sites makes tourism management and planning much more difficult there.  
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6 Developing the tourist space system  
  

This thesis has the ambition to give a spatial model of tourism usable for the urban planning 

practice, which can describe the present network of tourist activities, but can also be used to predict 

the effects of future developments. It was described in the previous chapters how the properties of 

the tourist space system do affect the experiences of tourists and the space usage of locals. By verifying 

such role of spatial distribution in the performance of urban tourism the function of urban planning as 

integral part of tourism planning is also confirmed. Designing integral pedestrian networks to control 

tourist flows is possible in different scales, even in the tourist-historic city with a settled urban 

morphology. The network can be extended by interventions of urban design such as the 

pedestrianisation of streets, and interventions of architectural design such as the refurbishment of 

heritage buildings or the building of landmark structures. The past and future use of such tools are 

evaluated for the case of Budapest in this Chapter. 

 
Developments since 1989 in the tourist space systems of Vienna, Prague and Budapest  

For graphic supplements to Chapter 6 see Figures 24-26, Table 9 and Illustrations 18-22 in the annex volume 

 

6.1 The need for urban planning and architectural planning as integral segments of tourism 

planning 

  

The physical changes in the urban environment do affect its tourist usage, therefore the 

planning and design of the physical structures in the tourist city is in part a tourism management task.  

The need for tourism management and planning is obvious (see section 1.1), still in Eastern Central 

Europe its connections with spatial planning are not evident. This is the case in Budapest (Michalkó, 

1999, pp. 22, 53–60), and in Prague (Hoffman & Musil, 1999, pp. 193–195). On the other hand Vienna 

has a long planning tradition, connecting tourism and urban development (see section 5.3). The 

success of Vienna to manage the spatial integrity of its tourist system and the failure of Prague to do 

the same verifies the need for correspondence between tourism management and urban planning in 

itself.  
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A tourism destination usually declines after a time if no interventions are made. The typical 

lifecycle of destinations is discussed in relation with the widely used TALC model introduced by Butler 

in 1980. The “Tourism Area Life Cycle” model originates in the observation of the lifecycles of resorts, 

examining these as ordinary commercial products, which met the needs of specific markets (Butler, 

2011). A typical resort became popular, attracted more and more visitors, than became outdated as 

the markets found new destinations. The further developments of the model suggest that a re-

orientation of the destination is possible, avoiding the decline, but proper planning is needed. Singh 

(2011) argues that the TALC model should be considered together with the carrying capacity of tourism 

(see section 5.1). This could help in the application of the TALC model to urban destinations, which are 

too complex in offer and in their systems to be considered ordinary products of specific market needs. 

In fact the possibilities for a popular city to loose completely its tourist functions are quite peculiar. 

Still, as Russo (2002) argues in the case of historic cities, the popularity of heritage sites in a city can 

increase tourist congestion at a level that longer staying and better spending cultural tourists might 

stay away, and only excursionists remain whose spending cannot support tourism infrastructures, 

leading to a decline which cannot be stopped without strong external interventions.  

The continuous development and re-development of a tourist city is needed to keep tourism 

sustainable as a system. In this process architectural design, urban design, and urban planning all have 

prominent roles (Gospodini, 2002; Specht, 2014). New architecture or revived heritage buildings can 

form new places of interest in the tourist space system, just as refurbished public spaces, which are 

also essential for marking new connections between the points of the pedestrian network. Urban 

planning has to care for the cautious development of the entire tourist network, defining where to 

place new connections and where to develop new attractions, and maintaining the balance between 

tourism and the needs of local inhabitants and businesses. 

Architecture has always been object of the tourist gaze. Tourists in Augustan Rome visited the 

ancient constructions of ancient Greece and Egypt, considered heritage already in their times (see 

section 1.3), but also admired the new constructions of Rome when visiting the capital. On the other 

hand the first tourists of Thomas Cook visited the contemporary Chrystal Palace in London, and later 

all constructions of the World Exhibitions were attractions themselves, but still the firm of Thomas 

Cook became popular for tours to ancient Egypt and Rome, gazing in heritage sites. Even today 

architecture constitutes an attraction both as heritage from the past, and as new buildings as 

landmarks – which can be considered heritage from the present, or even from a desired future. Both 

can be sold as places of tourists’ interest if they have some unique and authentic values, which are 

interpreted in an attractive way. In the case of heritage the visual values are globally accepted, and 

the history of the place can most of the times be marketed easily, even if more interpretation work is 

needed for some difficult cases (see section 4.1). The synergy of heritage, architecture and tourism 

marketing is possible not only in the case of clear historical readability, like in Vienna, but also in cities 
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– like Budapest – with an overloaded, difficult heritage and much space for development as visible on 

the example of Berlin (Kádár, 2010b). Contemporary architecture and the readable interpretation of 

the complex heritage all became consumable parts of the tourist industry in Berlin (Richter, 2010b), 

taking part in the re-branding of the city. A brave self-confronting interpretation of heritage shows the 

city’s uniqueness, and worked well for Berlin; Vienna also has a similar topography of memory, but 

less publicised (Kuttenberg, 2007); in Budapest the House of Terror and the Shoe Memorial on the 

Danube are successful examples of such critical attitude towards history, these are well visible on the 

Flickr maps as popular places of interests. Also attempts have been made in tourism branding to 

attribute positive messages to dark events of Hungarian history, like the Turkish, German or Russian 

occupations of Hungary (Smith & Puczkó, 2010), but still a clear message like in the case of Berlin is 

missing here. 

Contemporary architecture can instantly become a place of tourists’ interest if both the 

functions and forms of the building represent a unique feature in the global market. Here again the 

good example of Berlin can be evident for Central European cities (Kádár, 2010b). Use of contemporary 

architecture as attraction and even as a branding tool for the cities became popular – again – since 

the building of Guggenheim Museum by Frank O. Gehry in Bilbao in 1997. The first decade of the 2000s 

saw landmark buildings growing out of every city willing to participate in the global competition for 

more attention. The various uses of contemporary architecture in urban branding were collected by 

Anna Klingmann (2007), who defined ten reminders to architects on how to make buildings 

competitive in such global atmosphere. Emphasis was on the spectacular and the unique, but there is 

no good recipe, as all written methods of design can lead to repetition and inauthenticity (Ockman & 

Frausto, 2005; Specht, 2014). However, the positivist global atmosphere has changed in the last years, 

and even if spectacular forms are still in use to create tourist landmarks, the search for new roles of 

architecture did not stop, often the un-iconic became the tool to stand out from the global (Specht, 

2014, pp. 136-142).  The re-use and re-interpretation of heritage is becoming more important than 

the construction of new architecture, at least in the tourist-historic context. Even old buildings without 

much heritage value can be transformed to appealing attractions by using contemporary architectural 

tools as additions emphasizing the values of both old and new  (Kádár, 2011a). 

Just as with the building design of new functions and forms, urban design can also create new 

places of tourists’ interest (Gospodini, 2002, 2004), often with better and enduring effects. Waterfront 

developments, urban parks and lively urban squares can all become first class attractions. Such 

interventions can lead to unique spaces that cannot be elsewhere reproduced when there is a synergy 

of the contemporary tools of design and the morphology and views of the city (Gospodini, 2001b). 

Today it is not a challenge to convert a lifeless trafficked road into a lively pedestrian friendly place, 

adding new connections to the pedestrian tourist space system of a city. A well-established planning 

culture of public spaces and pedestrian-friendly urban design have been established by many theorists 
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and planners, therefore in the 21st century the urban design as a profession has all the tools needed 

to create liveable and attractive spaces both in new and in historic urban environments (Gehl, 1987, 

2013). In every case, open spaces designed thoughtfully offer infinite possibilities for human activities, 

favouring tourist-local interactions and better tourist experiences as well. The quality and liveliness of 

public spaces is therefore an important, but often undervalued aspect for tourism management.  

It was previously demonstrated that tourism can be managed in a sustainable way only in a 

living city with stable population and many local functions. Urban planning has tools to control the 

balance in land use, one of these is the design of the tourist space system. The geography of new 

attractions should be supervised, new connections should be carefully traced. A network which ideally 

distributes tourists and grows with the attracting capacity of the city should be built in order to 

maximise profit and minimise loss in urban tourism. Visitor pressures from the most established places 

of interests can be reduced by directing tourists to less frequented areas of the city, which can be 

more easily designed and managed not to become congested tourist-traps. Tourists should be able to 

make discoveries in the urban space, to be able to decide for themselves which path to take and to be 

able to connect to places not marked as primary destinations along the way. Tourists should also be 

mixed with the local users, as such encounters give a sense of authentic experience and build place 

attachment which motivates visitors to come back (Manzo, 2005, 2006).  

Designing a well networked tourist space system (in form of a semi-lattice graph) is a new 

approach for planning practices (Edwards & Griffin, 2013), and it cannot be easily achieved most of 

the time, furthermore it cannot resolve all problems related to tourism in cities. Still the proactive 

engagement of spatial planning in tourism management, and the application of the presented model 

is believed to help achieving a more sustainable urban tourism. 

 

6.2 Developing the tourist-historic city  

 

Urban planning in historic cities has some peculiar challenges, both in terms of shaping an 

evolved morphology, and both in terms of the functional modifications made in land use. It is evident 

that the development has to be incorporated inside the existing urban morphology. Changes in the 

physical structure of the protected historic city are nearly impossible at street level, but often also at 

the level of the singular buildings. The refurbishment, in some cases the extension and in rare cases 

the new development of the built environment are the architectural tools in a heritage environment, 

and also the design of open spaces allows some freedom in intervention. But before the evaluation of 

these tools the special problems of planning related to such historic environments should be reviewed. 

In the revised edition of “The Tourist-historic City” the authors review the developments done in 

such cities since the first edition of their book (Gregory J. Ashworth & Turnbridge, 2000). In fact the 
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1990s brought an immense wave of urban revival in Europe, focusing on the rehabilitation of public 

spaces and the functional revitalisation of urban cores (van den Berg, van der Borg, & Russo, 2003). 

Special targets of cultural tourism planning were the “European Capitals of Culture”, an initiative born 

in 1983. Since then more than 40 European cities could hold such a title. Many of these cities 

undertook serious urban developments, preparing for a better position in cultural tourism. Planning 

for cultural tourism therefore became a priority for these cities (Gunay, 2010; Herrero, 2006; 

Lähdesmäki, 2014; Liu, 2014; Németh, 2009). The special planning and management tasks of the 

tourist-historic city were revealed also in more general context (Cohen-Hattab, 2013; Maitland, 2006; 

van der Borg et al., 1996), but no emphasis was put on the spatial planning possibilities and 

peculiarities of such environments. Planning guidelines inside national and municipal agencies do exist, 

but few are the works giving practical planning instruments by integrating lessons from research – 

although there are exceptions even in the Hungarian context (Puczkó & Rátz, 2003).  

The major threat to the tourist-historic city is the loosing of its original functions, tourist 

overcrowding, and depopulation. Such processes of museumification described earlier are 

unsustainable not only because the destination might decline according to the TALC model, but also 

because of its physical emptying out. It is a very important statement by Ashworth & Turnbridge (1990, 

p. 54) that 

“…tourism industry will generally make intensive use of only a limited portion of the historic city”  

Attractions, hotels, services for tourists are capable to fill all available space in a tourist-historic 

city only in restricted areas. For cities having a historic core large as the one of Vienna, Prague, or 

Budapest, the museumification of large parts would result in fast physical decline, very hard to 

compensate economically. It is easy to understand by the example of Budapest that hotel rooms – 

usually smaller than the average 55-69 square metre apartments in the inner districts – and other 

tourism-related functions cannot physically occupy the spaces of housing. There were a total of 18,649 

hotel rooms in Budapest in 2013 (MSZÉSZ, 2012), while only in the smallest 5th district of the centre 

there were 19,276 apartments in use in 2011, and 36,944 in the 7th “party“ district, with both districts 

having lost half of their original populations already, converted mainly in office-space (Á. Szabó, 2012). 

It must be noted that the out-crowding effect of tourism affects the businesses as well, even if housing 

should still be the main function in such districts. Housing occupies approximately three-quarters of 

all protected buildings in Europe, and studies show that there is only vacancy as an alternative in many 

cases (Gregory J. Ashworth & Turnbridge, 1990, pp. 112–118). The sad example is the one of Venice 

(see section 5.2), where depopulation and deindustrialisation due also to tourist pressure left large 

quantities of vacant spaces behind, causing serious problems of the preservation of the valuable 

building stock.  
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The management of visitor flows, avoidance of congestion and most importantly the capacity of 

the tourist-historic city to preserve its local population are vital for both the issues of urban 

sustainability described above, and both for the demand of tourists seeking deeper urban experiences. 

Is it possible to modify the tourist space system inside a protected morphology, where heritage 

attractions draw masses of tourists? The approach of modelling the tourist-historic city by Ashworth 

& Turnbridge (1990, p. 261) includes the solution for the problems related to visitors’ congestion. They 

state:  

“If heritage does not exist in fixed quantities at predetermined locations but is shaped and managed, 
then the solutions to the problems of excess demand lie in judicious increase in supply or in better 
management.” 

Vienna is again the positive example, not only because of its balanced spatial system and the 

appropriate management of visitors’ flows, but also because the liveability of its centre has always 

been a priority in planning. A conscious “increase in supply” has happened with Museumsquartier and 

other developments like those among the Danube Canal, and a consistent management of all 

processes of tourism in strict collaboration between urban planning and tourism planning offices of 

the municipality (see section 5.3). Today there is a clear demand for housing in the central areas, to 

such extents indeed, that the existing stock needed to be expanded (J. Szabó, 2012). Rehabilitation 

comprehending also the conversion of attic areas is common since the 1980s – in fact there is no city 

having more converted attic apartments than Vienna. On the other hand the popularity of Vienna’s 

centre and the high level of its services brought a process of gentrification, even though the city makes 

exemplary efforts to prevent the displacement of original populations through rehabilitation processes 

since its “big plan of small steps”, the STEP84 project initiated in 1984 (Gruber & Schmidt-Colinet, 

2011). Still, gentrification is considered to be the smallest harm accompanying tourism development 

as alternatives are decay or museumification.  

 One aspect of Vienna’s balanced tourist system is its integrated pedestrian network connecting 

places of tourists’ interest. The abstracted graph of tourist space usage is close to a semi-lattice 

structure in its case. It is possible to transform an existing tourist space system into such a form with 

consistent planning, even having the morphological constraints of a historic urban structure. Such 

transformation happened in the case of central Budapest in the past decades (see section 4.5 and 6.4), 

largely improving a poorly integrated pedestrian network. It has to be noted that the possibilities of 

urban planning are limited, as it can have most influence on the physical aspects of a system. To make 

a tourist system lively and effective many functions contributing to the urban experience have to settle 

in the newly developed parts of the network, which are processes driven by the free market or by 

bottom-up initiatives. Top-down functional changes are difficult to achieve, in Budapest such 

initiatives were often not successful (Szendrei, 2013). Still, businesses and other actors can be fostered 

by creating an appealing environment which effectively serves as a connection between existing places 
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of interest. Good examples exist in Budapest. The Gozsdu Courts stood empty for two years after 

rehabilitation, when finally bars, clubs and restaurants popped up to serve the new leisure and party 

function of the district. The Október 6 Street, the northern section of the New Main Street of Pest was 

filled with restaurants, as this route effectively connected the Parliament with the centre. 

 Developing new places of interest – new attractions – and new connections – by the 

refurbishment and pedestrianisation of selected routes – are the most tangible tasks of urban planning 

and design in tourist-historic cities. The emphasis should not be on the construction of completely new 

landmark buildings, as both the constraints of the historic environment, both the contemporary socio-

economic processes call for more sensible solutions to manage tourist space usage. Revitalising 

specific routes and public spaces, and reinterpreting, refurbishing under-used heritage seems to be 

the most effective physical tools. Filling the network with uses, adding to the urban experience of both 

tourists and locals is a task where multiple actors of urban and tourism planning have to collaborate 

with each other and with all users and operators of the tourist-historic city. 

 

6.3 Using tourist space networks in different scales 

 

Using networks to measure spatial systems has a double advantage: it makes different networks 

of different cities comparable, but it also gives relevant information on a network’s performance in 

itself. Comparable city analysis require the abstraction of pedestrian tourist systems in a city-wide 

scale. This means that all places of tourists’ interest accessible in one pedestrian path in a city are 

studied in an integrated network. These city-wide networks give the most information on the tourist 

space usage of a tourist-historic city. Still, pedestrian networks, but also other sorts of tourism 

networks can be studied at different scales, giving different classes of information. In this section the 

following scales of tourist networks will be reviewed on the example of Budapest: first, the networks 

between cities, second, regional networks, third, the city-wide network analysed beforehand, fourth, 

a characteristic cluster of the overall network, in this case the network of Pest, fifth, the networks at 

neighbourhood level, and sixth, the network of pedestrian movements at the level of a singular public 

space or building. 

Large cities are most often singular tourist destinations. Still the relevance of multiple city visit 

trips is high in international tourism. Inside Europe small distances and the emergence of low-cost 

airlines made single city visits fashionable – and the network of airline connections between different 

cities is crucial in this sense – but in the past and also today for tourists visiting other continents a 

route between many cities is the most effective way to use vacation time. Towner (1985) mapped the 

routes of the Grand Tour for the 17th and 18th centuries, resulting in representations similar to 

weighted networks connecting the cities of art. Today similar networks exist for the visits of Asian and 
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American tourists and tour groups to Europe. For the case of the three cities studied in this work, these 

networks are important, as tourists from other continents have limited information about the singular 

Central European cities, and also they have limited time budgets to spend in the Old Continent, 

therefore they maximise the tourist experience by selecting a group of different cities to visit. If 

different cities are marketed together, or if they are well connected by means of transportation, they 

can form networks to be visited by tourists – as often Vienna, Prague and Budapest are three stops in 

a single vacation journey. The cities by the River Danube form a tourist network, connected not only 

culturally, but also by river cruise ships. A typical cruise starts at Passau, Regensburg or Nuremberg in 

Germany, touches Linz, Melk, Vienna in Austria, Bratislava and finally Budapest, but some of them 

continue down south towards Belgrade. Many companies include flights to Prague and Salzburg in 

these cruises, making such inter-city networks even more complex. 

The next level of tourist space networks are regional ones, a scale much studied in spatial 

planning (Kádár & Rab, 2011). Large cities have smaller destinations around, and a longer vacation 

often comprehends visits to these. Budapest has some popular destinations within an hour of travel 

from its centre. Szentendre, Visegrád, Esztergom, Vác and Gödöllő are the most popular ones, but 

visitors to Budapest often take organised trips to more distant rural destinations such as Hollókő or 

the “Puszta” as well. 

City-wide tourist networks were described in detail in the previous Chapters, these describe best 

the tourist functions of a given city. However in larger cities the system can be divided into more 

separate clusters of tourist attractions. These can be connected with a pedestrian system, though the 

differences in functions of morphology separate them in tourists’ mental maps and also in their visiting 

patterns. Tourists often visit one cluster a time, leaving the next one to another day. Shoval & Raveh 

(2004) identified four clusters of tourist sight in the city of Jerusalem, having direct connections, still 

clearly divided in the city, while Pearce (1998) identified similar clusters in Paris. In the three Central 

European cities analysed it is more difficult to cluster places of interest inside of the city. In Vienna the 

Schönbrunn area and the Prater area is clearly disconnected from the centre, and it can be analysed 

as a separate spatial system at the level of the singular attraction, or even at neighbourhood level. In 

Prague only the Vysehrad area forms a separate cluster. Both cities have a central area that is hard to 

subdivide in smaller clusters. In Prague this is true despite the fact that the Castle is on a hill, the centre 

is formed by four mediaeval towns, and a river divides it into two. The axial elements – like Charles 

Bridge and Karlova – bound together these parts too intensely. The case of Budapest is somehow 

different. The City Park forms a clear separate sub-system, but also the places of interest of Buda 

somehow fall off the integrated system. Tourists do the 300-500 metres long walk across one of the 

four bridges, but the Castle Hill and the Citadella are both on steep hills, forming clearly separated 

places on the mental maps of visitors. Indeed tourists tend to visit the Castle District separately from 
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the attractions of Pest. Usually a half day is spent in the castle, giving a clear spatio-temporal division 

of this area. For this reason the integrated pedestrian network of Pest can be analysed by itself.  

A zoomed graph of the pedestrian tourist space system of Pest (Figure 25) was created, as it will 

be needed in the analysis of section 6.4. Such graph comprehends points of the bridges integrated into 

the system, which are also the limits of the network. It is assumed in this model that tourists crossing 

the bridge to go to Buda enter a new spatial cluster, where they will spend an integrated portion of 

their time without returning to Pest. In exchange the network of Pest can be further enriched with 

points of interest not included in a city-wide network. These new points are not primary attractions, 

but secondary ones, having less visitors according to the spatial quantification of geotagged 

photography. In this refinement of accuracy large attraction systems can be further divided into more 

places of interest, like in the case of Váci utca, divided to the original northern part and to the later 

pedestrianised southern part, or in the case of Erzsébet square, where the large cluster drawn by the 

positions of tourist photographs can be divided today in three parts, Deák Square, Erzsébet Square 

where the Gödör (now Aquarium) is the main attraction, and the western part of the square connected 

to Petőfi Street, where recently there is a new attraction during high season, the Ferris Wheel. The 

resulted network has again 40 places of interest. Such a zooming is comparable to the networks of 

other cities only if the same rules are adopted into the abstraction of the system. Therefore it is 

problematic to compare the space system of Pest with the one of “central” Vienna, as few places can 

be clearly cut off latter’s original city-wide network – probably only the interior gardens of Belvedere 

palace – while the number of its places of interest would increase. As a result the network of Pest 

would result to be poorer because it would have less places of interest, which is valid, as Pest only 

together with Buda can compete with Vienna as a destination. 

Using similar rules, the different neighbourhoods or zones inside the integral centre can also be 

viewed as separate systems. This is useful at the level of planning, as smaller areas having a clear 

integration in functions or identities are easier to manage and develop unitedly. For example at this 

level Prague’s historic neighbourhoods can be analysed as separate clusters. The neighbourhood level 

is a useful but also unavoidable aggregation in the case of Budapest, where district municipalities have 

the highest competences for urban development by law (Dingsdale, 1999). The governance of such 

districts helped by separate urban development offices and chief architects usually oversee the 

possibilities and potentials in developing a networked tourist space system inside their areas. Chief 

architect of the 9th district expressed its will to “develop the line into a square” in the case of Ráday 

Street, a pedestrian friendly axis popular for its restaurants (Locsmándi, Körner, & Rab, 2009). The 

street now leads from Kálvin Square towards the outside without evident anchors at the end. By 

connecting it to the Danube, making a loop to be finished at the Main Markethall – also integrating 

the newly developed Bálna (CET) – a better tourist space usage of the district would be possible. Similar 

was the scale of a work completed by the author in 2014 for the Municipality of Józsefváros, the 8th 
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district of Budapest (Kádár, 2014b). The “Tourism Development Concept” of Inner Józsefváros, called 

“Palotanegyed” proposed an integrated pedestrian tourist space system at the level of the 

neighbourhood, connecting at the gate spaces to the tourist network of the whole city. The planning 

of such a network was important at this level to maximise the potentials of the neighbourhood’s 

commercial capacities – creating shopping streets where high numbers of empty storefronts existed 

– and to distribute evenly tourists now arriving only at one axis to the area of Mikszáth Square. Such 

districts on the border of the integrated central part of Pest have usually developed one dead-end axis 

of tourists’ interest (J. Szabó & Rab, 2010), but these need to evolve into networked systems in order 

to avoid tourist-local segregation on these axis, and to capitalise the tourist potentials of the given 

district.  

Finally tourist space networks can be analysed and planned at the level of the singular attraction. 

It is evident that tourist flows must be managed inside historical buildings, museums and similar 

attractions. While such management tasks inside buildings fall outside from the field of this study, 

there are cases of parks and public spaces which are much related to urban planning. This is a scale 

where networked models of tourist flows can be effectively constructed with space syntax, as 

mentioned in Chapter 3. 

 

6.4 Positive and negative examples from the developments of the tourist space system of 

Budapest 

  

The role of Budapest in this study is prominent both because of past processes in the 

development of its pedestrian spatial structure and because of future possibilities in its tourism 

development. While Prague and Vienna are established exemplars of the two final development 

possibilities of a tourist space system, Budapest is not only in between them, but evolving constantly, 

giving both positive and negative examples of tourism developments. The evolving system of Budapest 

is not at all a final one, it has much more potentials for further development than its rivals, settled in 

their positions. For these reasons the past and possible future development trajectories of the tourist 

space system of Budapest will be further analysed in the last sections of this thesis. Some instructive 

cases of tourism related developments can highlight the role of integrated planning. As a positive 

example of planning and development, the integrated pedestrian-friendly space system of Pest will be 

described, while the Castle District, the developments of the Millennium City Centre, and the 

touristification of Inner Erzsébetváros will be analysed as cases where a better planning practice would 

be needed. 

Budapest was subject to an intensive development in its pedestrian tourist space system since 

the 1980s. As described in section 4.5, the mean integration value of its city-wide network rose from 
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3.82 to 5.41. The network became richer with 13 new connections and 6 new places of tourists’ 

interest, all in Pest. As described in the previous chapter, it is possible to analyse the graph of Pest as 

a tourist cluster without the spaces visited in Buda, therefore at a closer zoom level (Figure 25). On 

this graph the changes in the system since 1989 became more evident. The new zoomed system 

comprehends all developments done since then. The mean integration value is 6.29, with a minimum 

of 3.76 (outermost part of Andrássy Avenue), and a maximum of 9.50 (Petőfi Sándor street, basically 

the geometrical centre of the system, connected to Deák and Erzsébet squares, to Váci utca, to 

Ferenciek Square – all central nodes). Six points have values above 8, and the whole system shows an 

ideal interconnectedness. The differences with the original system of 1989 are enormous. Past as a 

system had a mean i-value of only 4.17, with minimum 2.07 and a maximum of 6.49 at Deák Square. 

Some differences are evident. The system in 1989 contained a long section of the Great Boulevard, 

with a continuous connection between Margit Bridge and Octogon. As mentioned before the 

commercial status of this ring road declined immensely in the 1990s, and did not recover since. Once 

this boulevard was the main shopping street of Budapest together with the more touristy Váci utca. 

Today some portions are still used by some tourists, but the system does not connect to the integrated 

central core. In 1989 it could form part of the integrated system by the rules defined only because it 

reached Andrássy Avenue. Most other changes in the system since then are improvements. 

The semi-lattice form of the present tourist system is mainly a consequence of the municipal 

programme “The Heart of Budapest” initiated in 2006 (Illustration 21). An idea’s competition was held 

to set up the basis of the revitalisation of the 5th district. In this competition a large part of the urban 

planning and architecture profession took part, and many of the conclusions were similar. The jury 

summarised the common direction of the projects: to develop the existing pedestrian zone, to increase 

the role of walking, bicycling and public transport, to push back car traffic. They concluded: 

“…at least one more pedestrianised or pedestrian friendly connecting axis is needed in north-south 
direction apart from Váci utca. The competition works recommend to revive the formerly designated 
urban axis of Kecskeméti Street, Petőfi Sándor Street, Bécsi Street, complementing the network with 
new branches towards the Danube, connecting to the Danube promenade” 

The winner of the first prize – the group of Teampannon kft – was later commissioned to design 

most of these new pedestrian friendly public spaces. In their winning entry they were already talking 

of “main networks” and “the spatial system of the inner city”, drawing up an ideal pedestrian network 

for the centre (Illustration 22). They wrote: 

“Both on the southern and on the central area of the inner city we calculate with the expansion of the 
existing pedestrian network, complementing it and developing it into a tissue-like web.” (Koszorú, 
Golda, Mohácsi, & Madzin, 2006, p. 8) 

The documentation proves that the semi-lattice form of the present pedestrian network is a 

result of conscious planning attitude, and a fortunate process of implementation. In 2011 the main 
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axis was opened, and important extensions followed: The refurbishment of the Small Boulevard, of 

Március 15 Square, Ferenciek Square and additional spaces.  

The integrative work of the “Heart of Budapest” programme could be successful because of 

previous public space pedestrianisation, implemented in some cases as smaller networks, in others as 

more isolated developments. New pedestrian streets connected by this integrated system include 

Zrínyi Street (2007, connecting the Chain Bridge and the Basilica), Deák Street (2009, connecting the 

Vigadó Concert Hall and Deák Square), but also older ones from the 1980s connecting to Váci utca. 

The axis connects the thence renewed Kossuth Square of the Parliament with Kálvin Square. All 

previous programmes of pedestrianised street conversions of the 6th, 7th, 8th and 9th districts connect 

to this integrated core. Still there is space for further developments in these districts peripheral to the 

tourist-historic core, as many of the pedestrian routes do not even reach out until the Great Boulevard, 

leaving dead-end branches. In fact an ambitious programme in cooperation of the 6th, 7th and 8th 

districts was started in 2007 entitled “Europe’s Downtown, Budapest”. A series of pedestrianized 

streets had to interconnect these areas inside the Great Boulevard, forming a new rehabilitation area 

(Locsmándi, 2011). This project, originally conceived with an interconnected pedestrian friendly 

network tying together more districts, was carried out only in small fragments, as the EU founds were 

largely taken by other projects, like the “Heart of Budapest”. 

No such programs existed in Buda until recently. The Castle District is one of the most 

segregated parts of the tourist space system, where the dominance of tourists are traceable also from 

the high tourist/local user quotients of the Flickr database. The tourist activities are well readable from 

the geo-visualisations, which correlate with the findings of an extensive study on the district’s tourism 

(Michalkó, 1996). This district is the part of Budapest with most tourist pressure, still the out-crowding 

effect of tourism does not exist at the level of the property market. The main cause for this is the 

micro-ownership of the housing stock typical to Budapest, which makes the selling of an entire 

apartment house to one owner difficult. This way most houses in the Buda Castle are still residential. 

Another difference between this neighbourhood and Prague’s centre lies in the number of shopping 

facilities. These were never in abundance in the Buda Castle, where originally commerce took place in 

the gateways of the houses – now used regularly as simple entrance gates. The relatively small 

population of the castle district is used to go “down” to the rest of the city for shopping purposes, but 

the storefronts which can serve tourists are also limited in numbers. Therefore the relationship of 

tourism with the neighbourhood is a strange one. Tourists come to the attractions of the castle, but 

do not use much services here, nor do they make noise in bars. Some do gaze on the medieval streets, 

but these streets not only lack of services, but they serve as parking places for locals, ruining the 

historic atmosphere (Illustration 19b). Therefore the Castle District is neither a typical tourist bubble, 

nor a typical local neighbourhood, which makes it underused. The built heritage in itself does not lead 

to a functional and sustainable tourism system, but this does not mean that the Castle District should 
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be converted to a tourist-only area. Planning with the participation of locals is needed to resolve issues 

of connectivity, parking and more lively services. The revitalisation process has started, and an 

important connection able to make the space system more integrated has been made through the 

Várkert Bazár, but the effects of this development and the very recent projects are to be analysed in 

a later stage. 

There is a negative example of urban development in Budapest, when city-wide or even local-

scale integration of public spaces have not became an issue. The area marketed as “Millennium City 

Centre” is a new riverfront development south from the centre of Pest, started in 2001 according to 

the urban plan of the 9th district (Locsmándi, 2011). Initially the chief architect of the district negotiated 

for the necessity of a planning competition, but this was disapproved in fear of reducing the maximum 

built up area, and at the end the planning side of the development was marginalised, resulting in a 

quite desolate urban area (Bodnár & Veres, 2013). The relevance for tourism in this development was 

evident, as the central government decided to place here the National Theatre and a new Palace of 

the Arts, housing two new concert halls and the Ludwig Museum. In 2002 the plans of the new city 

centre contained many lively functions with a clear emphasis on tourism. The opening of 4 new hotels 

with 1620 rooms was on schedule for 2004-2005, together with Hungary’s largest conference centre 

and a representative promenade called “Street of Restaurants” (Behringer, Indra, Kiss, & Veszelka, 

2002). None of these functions were realised, most of the buildings apart from the two large cultural 

institutes are for office or residential use today. The problems and prospects of the area were mapped 

in an international research project lead by the author (Kádár, 2010a, 2011b). Zsolt Szendrei (2011) 

revealed the double-sided inadequacy of the site’s networks of connectivity. First of all the entire 

development area is cut from the Danube by the suburban railway line, and cut from the city by one 

of the busiest roads of Pest. Public transport connections are insufficient, and direct pedestrian 

connection with any of the adjacent areas is practically non-existent. On the other hand the internal 

spatial structure of the area is also questionable. The development consists of large wall-like buildings 

facing the Danube, cutting the city behind from the waterfront. These buildings and the public spaces 

do not compensate much, as they too have no connections to the water, and the internal connections 

are unidirectional, basically consisting of one axis without any nodes. The “heart” of the area is a public 

space from where the Palace of the Arts has its access, still this square is looking at the backstage of 

the National Theatre. The functional homogeneity – residential at the north, office in the middle, 

culture in the south – and the spatial system isolated from outside and too simplistic from the inside 

make this development devitalised. In the spatial system of Pest the Palace of the Arts could have 

become a new place of interest, but the spatial planning of the area impeded it to connect to the 

tourist network of the city. The lack of services and street-life shows that without an integrated system 

tourist functions cannot settle.  
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The inner 7th district is another problematic neighbourhood in Budapest, but for different 

reasons: here the spatial integration is exemplar, but a mono-functional tourist offer cannot be well 

integrated with the residential functions. The area is known as the “Jewish” or recently “party” district 

of Budapest (Zátori & Smith, 2014). The empty shops and protected but ruined heritage buildings were 

out of use and definitely not on the mental maps of tourists until the mid-2000s, when a slow 

gentrification process started, and many young people moved in (Csanádi, Csizmady, & Olt, 2011; Olt, 

Csizmady, & Csanádi, 2010). After the founding of the first “Ruin Pub” in 2001 – the Szimpla Kert – this 

alternative use of empty buildings became popular (Lugosi et al., 2010). A clustering of such places in 

the district lead to the fast development of many hostels and bars, making this the centre of nightlife 

in Budapest, attracting tourists and locals alike. The district became a hub for creative industries as 

well, hosting fashion designers and creative grassroots (Tóth, Keszei, & Dúll, 2014), but the majority of 

the shops are being used for pubs, bars or dance clubs, and the young generation moving here in the 

2000s makes good money renting out their properties to tourists. Two student research papers 

supervised by the author reveal much about the tourist functions of this district. A survey among 

tourists (Frazão, 2013) showed that 42% of tourists under 45 years have visited a Ruin Pub during their 

stay, which means its popularity is near to the famous heritage attractions, like the Parliament (44%). 

Tourists just arriving to Budapest have heard much less about these venues (31%), which means Ruin 

Pubs are secondary attractions which have to be discovered, but once tourists visit these places they 

feel they find something worthwhile the visit, as 83% of those who have been there were satisfied. 

The sudden transformation of the district is shown by another paper (Silva, 2013) researching the 

distribution of pubs and hostels. Out of 38 pubs analysed 23 were founded after the year 2010, and 

only 2 (!) before 2000. Out of 47 hostels only one operated before 2000, and 21 opened after 2010. 

The municipality was opposing the expansion of these functions disturbing locals for many years 

(Lugosi & Lugosi, 2008), but after the financial crisis it had to realise that there are no other feasible 

ways to utilise the district’s many empty venues. Therefore the municipality started to support this 

process, investing in more pedestrian-friendly public spaces, refurbishing Kazinczy Street and Dob 

Street respectively. A dense and integrated tourist network developed from scratch in the district, with 

incredible development pace in the last few years, but this brought a segregation of uses causing 

conflicts between the young tourists and the local population (Illustration 20). The constant noise 

during the night, drunk tourists, littering and even worst practices make many of its streets 

uninhabitable at long terms (Csanádi, Csizmady, & Olt, 2012). Many tourists visiting this district are 

only staying for the “party” night, so do not visit other attractions, nor spend money for 

accommodation. These tourists do not upload photographs to Flickr.com, as the experience they are 

involved might be interesting to social media like Facebook.com, but is not memorable as a typical 

tourist place consumption. Still, positive impacts from such a visit can lead to repeat visits to Budapest 

(Thurnell-Read, 2012).  
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Abovementioned examples show that tourism development needs planning in every case. 

Spatial planning can prevent failures and conflicts, and enhance the tourist experiences, but in most 

cases spatial development can only give desired results with cautious functional, social and economic 

planning and management.  

 

6.5 Possible future developments in Budapest for a sustainable tourism network 

 

This thesis made an attempt to give a comparable model of tourist space systems in tourist-

historic cities, functional as a tool for analysis, but also as a tool to support urban planning. The 

arguments discussed in Chapters 1, 5, and 6 support the firm position of the author that only a spatially 

balanced, dense and integrated tourist space network can serve a sustainable urban tourism beneficial 

for locals and appealing to visitors. A linear spatial system where attractions are accessible in a 

“successive arrangement” can lead to the functional segregation of tourism, museumification of the 

tourist-historic part of the city, and as a consequence to diminished urban experiences from the 

visitor’s side. Conscious planning and an advantageous urban morphology created a good network in 

Vienna, while uncontrolled boom in the tourist industry together with a hard topography and 

labyrinthine morphology lead to a much more linear system in Prague. As Budapest is in an in-between 

situation, still developing its tourist system and having good and bad examples of change, the author 

wishes to give some concluding recommendations regarding the future developments of the 

Hungarian capital city. All recommendations are based on the findings of this study. 

First of all, the role of planning resulted to be critical in the spatial development of urban tourism. 

A wide collaboration between professionals of different fields and the actors of urban tourism is 

needed, permitting a thoughtful participation of residents as well. Budapest has not commenced yet 

such a complex municipal structure of tourism planning and development as Vienna did. Still, the best 

examples of the development of the tourist system of Pest are tied to a complex process of planning 

involving many professionals. The open competition of “The heart of Budapest” based on previous 

studies and concepts, and the inclusion of the winning team in the implementation of the project 

delivered good results. Such planning procedures were not present in the evolution of the Party 

District, but not even in the Millennium City Centre development. The first was a spontaneous process, 

the second was a closed development process managed by private interests, rarely having positive 

results at an urban scale. The example of the tourist usage of Buda’s Castle District also demonstrates 

the need for planning – an ongoing process to be analysed in a later stage.  

Second lesson for Budapest comes from questions of its authenticity and its potentials. Staying 

at the above mentioned examples, the creation of a completely new cultural district was not an 

effective tool to increase the cultural centrality of Budapest, nor to attract cultural tourists. The 
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development of Millennium City Centre could not avoid to have a globalised image, therefore will not 

be a unique in the competitive market of European cities, even if the new conference venue and some 

hotels will be completed once. Examples of authentic and Budapest specific tourism products are the 

historic thermal baths or more recently the Ruin Pubs. The positive side of the Ruin Pub phenomena 

is that it demonstrated the possibilities to create a marketable story out of the constraints of a 

controversial built environment and lack of development resources (Lugosi & Lugosi, 2008). A research 

and design work comparing seven Central European capital cities showed that there are plenty of 

abnormal urban situations in Budapest, having surprising development potentials (Kádár, 2010a, 

2011b). Public funds should be used more to develop the environment, the connectivity and to make 

an effective marketing for tourism, and less to create new, often controversial attractions in Budapest, 

as there are plenty of truly authentic products still not marked for tourist consumption. It is much 

harder to plan an authentic urban feature than to plan a system in which authentic features can easily 

arise. 

The third recommendation comes from the main moral of this study, the interconnected 

network as a model for the tourist space system. In Budapest a good practice has emerged in public 

space design, that is worth to be continued in a balanced pace. The present network of pedestrian 

friendly public spaces should be completed and continued in an integral way. The tourist space system 

should be integrated at all scales, from the largest city-wide network to the scale of the 

neighbourhood. Connections – edges of the graph – should be carefully selected to be catalysts, not 

barriers of a lively neighbourhood. The streets designated for such connecting roles should have 

abundant storefront spaces for businesses and services able to profit from increased pedestrian traffic. 

Other connections would be needed to stop the isolation of some sites. Such sites are the Citadella 

and Castle District in Buda, posing an interesting question of planning in difficult topographical 

situation. The refurbished Várkert Bazár is a good example of development, as it extends the places of 

interest and gives a new connection to the Royal Palace with an escalator. The planned funicular to 

Citadella would also create a much needed new connection. Such forms of mechanical transport do 

effectively complement the pedestrian system in hilly areas, and close historic gaps in a spatial system.  

 The forth advice is connected to the previous one: the development of new attractions should 

consider the extendability of the existing tourist space system. New places of interest should be added 

only in neighbourhoods which can profit from the increase of demand without endangering the local 

liveability. New attractions conceived in urban spaces outside the integral pedestrian system can also 

be successful in special cases, as these can also help to relieve tourist pressure from the city centre. In 

the case of Vienna the Schönbrunn Palace is such an attraction, and in Budapest the City Park must be 

considered similar. Prague for example does not have main attractions outside its core, therefore all 

tourist pressure is on the central spatial system. But the development of such external attraction 

places has many risks as well. In fact a tourist attraction not connected to the urban areas of the tourist 
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space system should never be a competitor to the urban areas. Tourists visiting Schönbrunn spend half 

a day there, returning to the city where they eat and shop afterwards or before. Tourists’ spending 

therefore concentrates to the rest of the day, as in Schönbrunn palace – not having urban functions – 

they usually just pay for the entrance tickets. If such a site entertains tourist for an entire day, they will 

not go back to the urban areas afterwards. Very few cultural institutions – created partly to boost 

tourism – generate profits from operational incomes. The example of Graz was previously mentioned 

(Marling et al., 2009), but the case of the most famous cultural investment in the past decades, the 

Guggenheim Museum of Bilbao is also revealing. Plaza (2006) demonstrated how the museum 

generated a positive balance after 7 years of operation, paying back its investment and costs – but 

only with additional revenues. The museum’s operational balance was deeply negative, causing 8 to 

10 million Euro deficit each year. In exchange it had an economic effect of more than 30 million Euros 

a year due to urban tourism it generated. It must be noted that this museum in Bilbao is tightly 

integrated to the space system of the city, where tourists actually had generated this revenue. For 

Budapest it is therefore recommended to plan both financially, both spatially its new attractions in 

order to make them generate profits for the urban economy. Instead of few large and isolated projects 

a larger number of smaller places of interests might be more effective. Such new attractions should 

be placed in urban areas in need of economic upgrade, so the streets having a potential to host new 

services should be marked as connections to the existing integrated tourist system. Budapest has 

plenty of attractive neighbourhoods commercially under-used, with vacant shops and a need for 

rehabilitation. The existing tourist space system should be extended more in the 9th (connections 

perpendicular to the Danube, joining the Museum of Applied Arts with Ráday Street and the new point 

of attraction, the Whale), 8th (Gutenberg Square and the area of the Hungarian Radio) and 6th (area 

beside the Nyugati Railway Station) districts, as well as along the Danube north of the Parliament, or 

on the Buda side. The Víziváros could connect the Castle District with the Danube and Margit Bridge. 

New attractions inserted into the urban fabric would be needed to achieve such developments. 

Possible places of intervention forecasting an ideal tourist space system are represented in Figure 26. 

The planning of such system requires the collaboration of professionals and decision makers of 

different levels in the complex multi-level municipality system of Budapest. 

 The last recommendation can be considered the most important: only a liveable city can have 

a sustainable tourist system. Budapest can hope to be attractive to tourists as an urban destination 

only if it manages to become an attractive place to live. The thoughtful planning of a balanced tourist 

space system can help this process to some extents – mainly in avoiding congestion, museumification, 

and isolated development clusters. But it takes much more than just urban planning to sustain and 

develop Budapest as a lively city. 
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Conclusions – towards a sustainable spatial system in urban tourism 
 

In present thesis I attempted to find some generally applicable rules on how tourists consume 

the spatial structure of cities, to describe how such rules had effects on the tourist system of selected 

Central-European capital cities, and to define how planning can make spatial changes in such tourist-

historic cities according to these rules. 

 
An ideal future state of the tourist space system of Budapest proposed by the author  
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The methods and overall model presented cannot lead to a complete understanding of the 

complex phenomena of postmodern urban tourism in historic cities, but they aim to describe some of 

the spatial relationships of tourism researched by other scholars as well, and usable for the planning 

profession. Nor the resulting observations, nor the methods of analysis and planning can lead to a 

universally valid methodology to plan ideal and sustainable tourist cities. Still the main purpose was to 

give usable tools to the profession of architecture and urban planning for the development of a more 

sustainable tourist space system in tourist-historic cities. Sustainability in this study refers to a tourist 

system which offers constant experiences and satisfaction to visitors, while using the benefits of 

tourism to enhance the quality of urban life and avoiding the dangers of tourism to out-crowd local 

life and inhabitants from urban centres. Only some criteria of sustainability were discussed: the 

capacity to avoid tourist overcrowding, and the capacity to attract longer staying cultural tourists who 

mingle with locals and spend more than day-trippers. The tourist system refers to the spatial 

distribution of tourists and tourist infra- and superstructures in urban space. More precisely it refers 

to the network of public spaces used by tourists in a city to consume or to move between places of 

consumption. 

In brief my task was: - to study urban tourism - in a tourist-historic context - analysing the 

activities of tourists in the public spaces and near the attractions of the city - differentiating first-time 

visitors form all other leisure-time users of the city (locals) - searching for spatial structures that can 

be identified as partial causes of overcrowding and tourist-local conflicts - searching for planning tools 

to alter such negative spatial structures.  

The methods used to research the three Central European capital cities were in part developed 

as original methods by the author in order to be able to quantify and model tourist activities in these 

urban spaces. The two new methods elaborated in this thesis – regarded to be relevant contributions 

to the field of urban studies, applicable to many tourist-historic cities – were presented in Chapters 2 

and 3. I call the first method of data retrieval “spatial quantification of geotagged photography”, while 

I call the second method of modelling “network model of pedestrian tourist space systems”. 

 Conventional methods were also needed to complete the research. Multiple field trips to all 

three cities have been carried out by the author, collecting personal impressions and the opinions of 

locals, but also making some systematic urban analysis. The quality of urban spaces, their pedestrian-

friendliness and accessibility were recorded and evaluated, photographed and later mapped. These 

analysis overtaken on site by foot were the basis of the morphological maps and partly of the tourist 

space system graphs created. Over these methods the work obviously relies on literature sources of 

different disciplines, necessary or to gather data for the analysis, or to understand and support the 

validity of some findings and correlations regarding the spatial arrangement of urban tourism. 
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The conclusions of this research can be summarised by unfolding the five principal results of 

the thesis, which I consider original and relevant in urban tourism studies.  

1. (Kádár & Gede, 2013; Kádár, 2014a) – Chapter 2 

I presented a new method to measure tourist activities in cities which I called the “spatial 

quantification of geotagged photography”. Tourism studies are still in need of comparable data and 

quantitative methods to refine the geography of urban tourism. Statistical tools could only measure 

controllable agents, but in urban tourism few of these exist. I found that tourist photography – so 

much described as an indispensable tool of tourist consumption – is an important subject of study not 

only at a qualitative level, but also in quantitative analysis of tourist behaviour. 

We defined a method to retrieve geographical data from image sharing websites like Flickr.com 

together with a cartographer, Mátyás Gede. Previous attempts to use tourism related spatio-temporal 

data from Flickr.com separating tourists from locals (Girardin et al., 2008) was further refined. Users 

were considered to be tourists if they took pictures in the geographical area of the city in a time-span 

of no more than 5 consecutive days (based on the average of 2.5 days spent by a tourist in a Central 

European capital city). I named all users taking pictures in a larger time-span locals, based on studies 

confirming the large differences in the space usage of first time visitors and longer staying or repeat 

visitors (Donaire & Galí, 2008; Popp, 2012; Russo, 2002). Mátyás Gede (2012a, 2012b) developed the 

method to retrieve data from the API of Flickr.com, using only the geo-tagged images with the 

maximum accuracy (meaning that GPS enabled devices were used or the manual placement on a map 

happened at maximum zoom level). We were able to measure and compare spatial activities of first-

time tourist and other leisure-time users of cities. 

We also defined a method for the geo-visualisation of tourist and local space usage, using the 

geo-visualisation technique of 3d bar diagrams in a grid of 10x10 meters also used by Shoval (2008), 

but separated for tourist photos and local photos. Mátyás Gede (2012a, 2012b) created the geo-

visualisations on the virtual globe of Google Earth, which enabled the geographical analysis and the 

precise measuring of data. The geo-visualisations showed the differences in space usage of users 

considered tourists and those considered locals. 

To demonstrate how this is a valid method for measuring tourist activities in cities, I verified 

that data retrieved with the method of “spatial quantification of geotagged photography” correlates 

with existing tourism statistics. Flickr data from 16 European tourist-historic cities were downloaded, 

and four correlation coefficients between the numbers of photographs, users, registered bed nights 

spent and tourist arrivals were calculated. The correlation coefficient between registered tourist bed 

nights and both user numbers and number of photographs was a considerable 0.92 for the year 2011. 

I also verified that the largest clusters of geo-tagged photography are found around the most popular 

urban attractions.  
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For the measurement of the intensity of tourist use in an urban place I defined the quotient (q) 

of tourist users (Ut) / local users (Ul) uploading to Flickr.com. I showed the places of exclusive tourist 

usage, where tourist users (first time visitors) are present more than 1.5 times more than all other 

users (called locals). I also found a connection between the number of photography a user makes at 

an attraction and the visual and functional complexity of that tourist attraction. The visual richness of 

a tourist place leads to more photographs only among tourist users, while functional richness leads to 

more photographs only among local users. 

2. (Kádár, 2012, 2013a) - Chapter 3 

I completed an original graph model of the pedestrian tourist space system, capable to 

compare the tourist space usage of different cities. I applied a method of mathematical comparison 

between graphs of different tourist space systems by calculating integration values deriving from 

depth calculations of the graphs.  

A method of abstraction had to be defined to create graphs of tourist space usage using the 

metric data from “spatial quantification of geotagged photography” and the geometric constraints 

from the morphology and from levels of pedestrian accessibility of urban spaces studied on-site. For 

the pedestrian tourist space system I defined the nodes of the graphs as the places of tourists’ interest, 

using the most popular spatial clusters of geo-tagged tourist photography, and the edges of the graph 

as the public spaces offering a pedestrian-friendly connection used by tourists. The resulting graphs 

represent the aggregated mental maps of tourists and describe the choice of movements an average 

tourist had in the urban space. 

I managed to construct the pedestrian space systems of previous historical moments before 

data from the “spatial quantification of geotagged photography” existed. The graph projected back to 

a year before a pedestrian friendly connection was developed cannot contain that edge, and a graph 

from a year before an attraction was marked or constructed cannot contain that node, this way 

different time periods can be reconstructed back to some decades from when there was sufficient 

data. 

By combining the Space Syntax method of spatial analysis (Hillier, 1996) with a spatial system 

corresponding to the mental maps (Lynch, 1960) of tourists defined by their actual urban movements, 

I further developed the method proposed by Gospodini (2001) to analyse the tourist space system of 

urban areas. I could retrieve numerical evidence of the level of integration or segregation of tourist 

space systems using the Agraph software (Manum et al., 2005) capable to calculate integration values 

from complex graph depth analysis with the method used by Space Syntax, but using the constructed 

graphs of pedestrian tourist space usage instead of syntactic spatial maps. Finally I could apply the 

observations of Alexander (1965) and Salingaros (2005) regarding urban systems and of Gospodini 

(2001) regarding tourist systems to the pedestrian tourist space systems of cities, stating that a 
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network similar to a “tree” graph, having lower integration values causes more congestion and less 

experience than a network more similar to a “semi-lattice”, having higher integration values. 

3. (Kádár, 2013b, 2014a) – Chapter 4. 

I compared the tourist space systems of Vienna, Prague and Budapest using these new 

methods. The data of geo-tagged Flickr.com images for Vienna, Prague and Budapest was analysed 

using more than 100,000 results for each city. I compared the number of tourist and local images and 

users and their Ut / Ul coefficients using only data from the whole year 2011. I found that tourists 

outnumber locals in Vienna and Budapest by 20%, while in Prague by 100%. Half of the places of 

tourists’ interest in Vienna, one third in Budapest, and none in Prague had Ut / Ul coefficients lower 

than 1. 

I drew the graphs of pedestrian tourist space usage for these cities, making the 3 graphs 

comparable by using the first 40 most photographed sites being interconnected by a pedestrian 

friendly network. I calculated the integration values of the graphs using Agraph software, resulting in 

the lowest i values for Prague, the highest i values for Vienna, and a value in-between for Budapest. 

The structure of the graph of Vienna is similar to a semi-lattice with few branches extending outwards 

the integrated core. The structure of the graph of Prague consists of few linear elements (axis) 

intersecting each other at only few nodes, resulting in many tree structured sub-graphs. Budapest has 

a hybrid structure more similar to the tree structure of Prague in the Buda side and to the semi-lattice 

form of Vienna in the Pest side. 

Decomposing the graphs of 2011 by subtracting any public spaces reconstructed for pedestrian 

friendly use since 1989 (edges) and by subtracting any attractions not marked or developed back then 

(nodes), I could draw the graphs of pedestrian tourist space usage for Vienna, Prague and Budapest 

from the year 1989, prior to the politic and socio-economic changes in the region. I found that the 

tourist space system of Budapest developed the most in this period, creating a semi-lattice structure 

from an underdeveloped tree-like structure in central Pest, but leaving the tree-like structures of Buda 

without developments. 

4. (Kádár, 2013b) – Chapter 5. 

I evaluated the effects of the level of integration of the tourist space systems on local space 

usage and on the tourist experiences, demonstrating negative effects in relation with the low 

integration of the system of Prague, and showing how no such negative effects can be uncovered in 

relation to the more integrated tourist system of Vienna. I also demonstrated how the intensive urban 

renewal program that took place in Budapest after 2000 had a positive effect both on the integration 

of the tourist system and on the experiences of tourists and locals. 
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I demonstrated how the socio-economic tensions described in the centre of Prague (Charlie 

Cooper & Morpeth, 1998; Deichmann, 2002; Hoffman & Musil, 1999; Simpson, 1999) are in correlation 

with the tree-like structure of the tourist space system. The special historic morphology and the 

sudden transition to market economy parallel to re-privatization lead to a tourist space system where 

most visitors follow few beaten tracks, causing congestion and out-crowding all local functions. Local 

functions are concentrated around the tourist-historic centre, resulting in segregation between locals 

and tourists, diminishing also the authentic and urban experience of visitors. 

In the integrated semi-lattice tourist space system of Vienna none of the problems described 

in the case of Prague could be found. I attributed Vienna’s ideal system to a more rationally planned 

urban development (from the roman structure through the baroque and historicist interventions like 

the Ring until today’s MQ and Danube Canal developments) and a carefully planned and supervised 

tourism management integrated into urban planning. All urban areas (except single monuments) 

showed a healthy balance between local and tourist space usage here, the tourist space system 

distributed ideally visitors in the centre, and the attractions were developed to give varied experience. 

Tourism in Vienna today has more benefits than costs, resulting in one of the most liveable cities in 

the World. 

I presented how the development of the tourist space system of Pest lead to positive results in 

the tourist and local space usage, and how it was a planned process connecting previous small 

interventions into a consistent network from 2010 in the “Heart of Budapest” program (section 6.4). I 

also showed how parts of the tourist space system not developed coherently cannot offer a desirable 

tourist experience (Buda Castle, Millennium City Centre), or they do cause conflicts between tourists 

and locals (Inner-Erzsébetváros) 

5. (Kádár, 2014b) – Chapter 6. 

I presented how the model of the tourist space system based on the methods of tourist 

quantification and graph abstraction is an appropriate tool to use in urban planning, urban design and 

architecture, even in the evolved morphology of the tourist-historic city. I demonstrated how urban 

planning can develop the tourist space system to be more integrated, how urban design and urban 

space renewal can develop more connections (edges) and also new places of interest (nodes) in the 

system, and how architecture can be used to convert existing buildings to places of tourist 

consumption, forming again new nodes in the system. 

By analysing the planning processes from the past 25 years regarding the tourist space systems 

of Vienna, Prague and Budapest, I demonstrated how only consistent urban planning lead to a more 

integrated pedestrian network, resulting in better tourist experiences and less conflicts between locals 

and tourists. In Vienna most tourism development was always tied to a complex planning processes, 

while Prague failed to use spatial planning practices to develop its tourist system in the period of 
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transition. In Budapest I could identify important programs based on consistent planning but also 

situations where planning was not used properly. I deduced from these cases that developing the 

pedestrian tourist space system is a task of urban planning, and I identified the basic principles to carry 

out a balanced development. 

I presented how tourist space systems in different scales can be used to achieve balanced 

tourist networks from a city-wide level to the level of the singular districts and neighbourhoods, and 

also tourism related spatial networks of smaller or larger scales can be rational, though not examined 

in this thesis. I showed how the use of integrated tourist space systems are useful tools in different 

scales of urban planning. 

I showed how tools of urban design can be used to enrich the tourist space system both with 

nodes and with edges. Refurbished public spaces can become attractions themselves, if they are 

designed to carry both visual and functional attractiveness. The refurbishment of public spaces is the 

only effective tools to create new connections (edges) in the space system of a tourist-historic city 

having an evolved morphology. Even in a historic urban context with much of the morphology and 

building stock being protected there are possibilities to develop more places of interest with tools of 

architectural design (Kádár 2011a). New buildings, or old ones converted for new uses, or heritage 

building being re-interpreted for tourist consumption can become new nodes of the tourist space 

system if proper architectural tools are being used.  

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The tourist space system of Pest  
in 2011 and in 1989 with the paths used by 
tourists compared to the edges of the 
abstracted graph.  
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EPILOGUE 

I started the introduction of this thesis admitting how straightforward my initial motivations to 

study urban tourism were. To conclude I shall reveal how my motivations became much more personal 

while doing this research. There is a quite clear focus on Budapest in this work, compared with two 

rival cities which are all more mature tourist destinations today, posing two clear models of 

development to follow. All aspects analysed confirm that Budapest can develop its tourism system in 

the right direction, and it would be able to approximate its rivals, but no academic method can predict 

if the city will be successful in this or not. In this sense there is only my personal belief and high hopes 

in a great city, deserving to profit more from its outstanding qualities. 

A city capable to learn from the mistakes and successes of others – and most importantly form 

its own ones – might build sustainable systems of urban life. One of such systems is tourism. It can 

bring immense benefits – economic, cultural and environmental – but it can also cause conflicts. 

Tourism already does have its benefits in Budapest. I have no illusions that so many restaurants, pubs 

and designer shops that opened to my true satisfaction could not be maintained in the city centre 

without the financial contribution of tourists. It were also the tourists paying for a better environment 

that I can be beneficiary of.  

Therefore my main motivation is to support the development of a sustainable tourism in 

Budapest, which – of course – supports a lively city. In this study I searched for methods to support 

such sustainable processes. I have the intention to further develop the results of this thesis, continuing 

the studies on urban tourism. I believe that responsible planning must be backed up with up-to-date 

research, therefore I will remain involved in both, trying to connect these two worlds. 
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Figure 1 - Comparison of the patterns of tourist space usage in Vienna, Prague, and Budapest 

Figure 2 - Geo-visualisation of tourists (black) and locals (green) taking photographs in Vienna in 2011 

Figure 3 - Geo-visualisation of tourist photographs in Vienna – Elaborated by Mátyás Gede (2012) 

Figure 4 - Geo-visualisation of tourists (black) and locals (green) taking photographs in Prague in 2011 

Figure 5 - Geo-visualisation of tourist photographs in Prague – Elaborated by Mátyás Gede (2012) 

Figure 6 - Geo-visualisation of tourists (black) and locals (green) taking photographs in Budapest in 2011 

Figure 7 - Geo-visualisation of tourist photographs in Budapest – Elaborated by Mátyás Gede (2012) 

Figure 8 - Quantification of geotagged photography in different time intervals and between different users 

Figure 9 - Different patterns of tourist space usage between 1-day visitors and 10 day tourists 

Figure 10 - Drawing the pedestrian tourist network – an example from Prague 

Figure 11 - Identifying places of interest using the quantification of geotgged photography in Budapest 

Figure 12 - Pedestrian tourist space network of Vienna, 2011 (top) and 1989 (bottom) 

Figure 13 - Pedestrian tourist space network of Prague, 2011 (top) and 1989 (bottom) 

Figure 14 - Pedestrian tourist space network of Budapest, 2011 (top) and 1989 (bottom) 

Figure 15 - Morphology of spaces used by tourists in Vienna 

Figure 16 - Morphology of spaces used by tourists in Prague 

Figure 17 - Morphology of spaces used by tourists in Budapest 

Figure 18 - Space Syntax analysis of the pedestrian tourist space system of Vienna, native colour visualisation of 
Agraph software  

Figure 19 - The pedestrian tourist space system of Vienna in 2011 and in 1989.  

Figure 20 - The pedestrian tourist space system of Prague in 2011 and in 1989. 

Figure 21 - The pedestrian tourist space system of Budapest in 2011 and in 1989.  

Figure 22 - The tourist space system of Vienna in 2011. Visualisation of the proportion of tourist/local users and 
the paths they use compared to the abstracted graph 

Figure 23 - The tourist space system of Prague in 2011. Visualisation of the proportion of tourist/local users and 
the paths they use compared to the abstracted graph 

Figure 24 - The tourist space system of Budapest in 2011. Visualisation of the proportion of tourist/local users 
and the paths they use compared to the abstracted graph 

Figure 25 - The tourist space system of Pest in 2011 and in 1989 with the paths used by tourists compared to the 
edges of the abstracted graph. Integration values calculated by Agraph 

Figure 26 - Pedestrian tourist space network of Budapest – recommended development possibilities 
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Figure 1 

 Comparison of the patterns of tourist (left) and local (right) space usage 
 in Vienna (top), Prague (middle), and Budapest (bottom) 
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Figure 2 - Geo-visualisation of tourists (black) and locals (green) taking photographs in Vienna in 2011 
  

 

 

 

 

Figure 3 – Geo-visualisation of tourist photographs in Vienna – Elaborated by Mátyás Gede (2012) 
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Figure 4 - Geo-visualisation of tourists (black) and locals (green) taking photographs in Prague in 2011 
-  

 

 

 

 
Figure 5 – Geo-visualisation of tourist photographs in Prague – Elaborated by Mátyás Gede (2012) 
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Figure 6 - Geo-visualisation of tourists (black) and locals (green) taking photographs in Budapest in 2011 
  

 

 

 

 

Figure 7 – Geo-visualisation of tourist photographs in Budapest – Elaborated by Mátyás Gede (2012) 
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Figure 8 – Quantification of geotagged photography in different time intervals and between different users 
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Figure 9 – Different patterns of tourist space usage between 1-day visitors and 10 day tourists 
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Figure 10 – Drawing the pedestrian tourist network – an example from Prague 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11 – Identifying places of interest using the quantification of geotgged photography in Budapest 
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Figure 12 – Pedestrian tourist space network of Vienna, 2011 (top) and 1989 (bottom) 
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Figure 13 – Pedestrian tourist space network of Prague, 2011 (top) and 1989 (bottom) 
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Figure 14 – Pedestrian tourist space network of Budapest, 2011 (top) and 1989 (bottom) 
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Figure 16 - Morphology of spaces used by tourists in Prague 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 15 – Morphology of spaces used by tourists in Vienna 
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Figure 17 - Morphology of spaces used by tourists in Budapest 
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Figure 18 – Space Syntax analysis of the pedestrian tourist space system of Vienna,  

native colour visualisation of Agraph software  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 19 - The pedestrian tourist space system of Vienna in 2011 and in 1989. Integration values elaborated with Agraph 
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Figure 21 – The pedestrian tourist space system of Budapest in 2011 and in 1989. Integration values elaborated with Agraph 

 
 

 
Figure 20 - The pedestrian tourist space system of Prague in 2011 and in 1989. Integration values elaborated with Agraph 
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Figure 22 – The tourist space system of Vienna in 2011.  

Visualisation of the proportion of tourist/local users and the paths they use compared to the abstracted graph 
 
  

 
Figure 23 - The tourist space system of Prague in 2011.  

Visualisation of the proportion of tourist/local users and the paths they use compared to the abstracted graph 
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Figure 24 - The tourist space system of Budapest in 2011. Visualisation of the proportion of tourist/local users and the paths 

they use compared to the abstracted graph 
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Figure 25 - The tourist space system of Pest in 2011 and in 1989 with the paths used by tourists compared to the edges of 

the abstracted graph. Integration values calculated by Agraph 
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Figure 26 – Pedestrian tourist space network of Budapest – recommended development possibilities 
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Table 1 – Bed nights spent in Vienna, Prague and Budapest between 1985 and 2013 

Table 2 – Correlation co-efficient calculated between arrival and bed night numbers of 16 European tourist-
historic cities and tourist user and image numbers for the same cities retrieved from Flickr – year 2011 

Table 3 – Statistics of registered visitors in Vienna 

Table 4 – Quantification of geotagged images from Flickr.com in Vienna, images and users separated as tourists 
and locals 

Table 5 – Quantification of geotagged images from Flickr.com in Prague, images and users separated as tourists 
and locals 

Table 6 – Quantification of geotagged images from Flickr.com in Budapest, images and users separated as 
tourists and locals 

Table 7 – Calculations of integration values for the points of the graphs of Vienna and Prague, year 2011 

Table 8 – Calculations of integration values for the points of the graph of Budapest in the years 2011 and 1989 

Table 9 - Calculations of integration values for the points of the graph of Pest in the years 2011 and 1989 

  

144 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 1 – Bed nights spent in the three cities between 1985 and 2013 

1985 8 516 497 5 535 803 1 886 636 
1986 8 606 807 5 239 035 2 171 700 
1987 9 093 756 5 878 000 2 491 740 
1988 8 125 770 6 290 864 2 812 130 
1989 8 291 924 6 751 080 4 400 000 
1990 6 585 883 8 079 035 4 524 000 
1991 5 032 401 7 616 755 4 700 000 
1992 4 518 511 7 605 823 4 363 631 
1993 4 148 748 7 226 470 3 514 537 
1994 4 373 275 7 492 891 4 556 176 
1995 4 327 671 7 622 972 5 104 409 
1996 4 508 626 7 878 223 6 939 050 
1997 4 450 438 7 848 799 8 015 627 
1998 4 590 159 8 230 615 8 231 598 
1999 4 384 310 8 122 431 8 326 216 
2000 4 873 013 8 235 084 7 333 182 
2001 5 107 923 8 196 975 8 149 150 
2002 4 947 623 8 179 126 6 824 268 
2003 5 156 380 8 523 726 8 424 567 
2004 6 035 821 9 081 869 10 666 629 
2005 6 536 950 9 476 164 11 204 950 
2006 6 008 950 10 087 923 11 277 671 
2007 6 160 708 10 397 015 12 200 291 
2008 6 015 145 10 976 905 12 174 591 
2009 5 402 165 10 516 874 11 218 200 
2010 5 853 942 11 676 434 12 090 367 
2011 6 598 989 12 246 204 13 214 304 
2012 7 300 022 13 119 077 14 443 143 
2013 7 810 000 13 544 789 14 654 282 
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Year 2011 arrivals bed nights 
geotagged 
images Flickr users 

tourists' 
images 

tourist 
users 

Vienna 5 694 392 12 246 204 42 062 1 698 10 163 924 

Prague 5 132 042 13 214 304 34 978 1 908 18 257 1 273 

Budapest 2 813 139 6 598 989 27 557 1 646 9 862 910 

Berlin 9 866 088 22 359 470 102 987 4 667 24 626 2 409 

Barcelona 7 894 885 16 911 093 92 657 5 145 27 384 2 680 

Madrid 8 330 158 16 376 844 78 756 4 678 13 800 2 102 

München 5 931 052 11 738 112 25 122 1 118 10 002 616 

Lisbon 2 863 699 6 416 433 33 278 1 993 11 571 1 104 

Helsinki 1 956 271 3 366 564 24 050 1 165 3 248 476 

Dresden 1 785 632 3 803 045 7 948 605 3 259 340 

Tallinn 1 498 462 2 791 094 6 718 499 3 610 321 

Salzburg 1 272 880 2 293 208 7 575 446 4 735 336 

Krakow 805 664 1 846 690 9 109 510 3 927 317 

Bratislava 783 618 1 548 522 2 859 277 1 646 184 

Graz 488 681 907 964 4 488 176 1 131 89 

Ljubljana 425 163 794 646 3 370 252 1 668 167 

              

CORRELATION 
Arrivals / 
images 

Arrivals / 
users 

Bed nights / 
images 

Bed nights / 
users     

co-efficient 0,8895 0,9129 0,9201 0,9175     
 

Table 2 – Correlation co-efficient calculated between arrival and bed night numbers of 16 European tourist-historic cities and 
tourist user and image numbers for the same cities retrieved from Flickr – year 2011 
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Rank Attraction 
number of visitors 

2011 
1 Schloß Schönbrunn/Schauräume 2 665 000 

25 Palm House Schönbrunn Palace 139 491 

2 Schönbrunn Zoo 2 355 149 

3 Austrian Gallery Belvedere 871 296 

4 Hundertwasserhaus 841 629 

5 Hundertwasser Village 674 190 

6 Imperial Palace/Apartments/Silver collection/Sisi Museum 627 000 

12 Spanish Riding School 343 202 

19 Austrian National Library: State Hall 169 551 

29 Kunsthist. Museum: Neue Burg und Museum f. Völkerkunde 104 128 

7 Albertina 574 740 

8 St. Stephen's Cathedral 560 000 

9 Museum of Natural History 552 997 

10 Museum of Fine Arts 528 040 

11 Haus des Meeres 410 535 

13 Technical Museum 295 734 

14 Leopold Museum (Museumsquartier) 294 389 

17 Kunsthalle Wien (Museumsquartier) 195 288 

24 Museum of Modern Art MUMOK (Museumsquartier) 148 219 

28 Zoom Children's Museum, Museumsquartier 113 387 

15 Museen der Stadt Wien 235 107 

27 Vienna Museum Karlsplatz 128 378 

16 Imperial Burial Vault 220 000 

18 KunstHausWien 190 247 

20 House of Music 166 801 

21 Museum of Applied Arts (MAK) 156 212 

22 Heeresgeschichtliches Museum 154 336 

23 Botanischer Garten der Universität Wien 150 000 

26 Mozarthaus Vienna (Figarohaus) 130 382 

30 Secession 99 641 
 

Table 3 – Statistics of registered visitors in Vienna 
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Rank No Attraction 

Geo-
tagged 
images 

Flickr 
users 

tourists' 
images 

tourist 
users 

locals' 
images 

local 
users 

all 
images 
/ users 

tourists' 
images / 

users 

locals' 
images 
/ users 

tourist 
users / 

local 
users 

1 2 St. Stephen's Cathedral 10225 1608 5297 1042 4928 566 6,36 5,08 8,71 1,84 

2 7 Hofburg 9466 1298 4319 795 5147 503 7,29 5,43 10,23 1,58 
3 3 Graben / Peterskirche 4583 1016 2072 580 2511 436 4,51 3,57 5,76 1,33 

4   Schönbrunn Palace 6736 882 3861 547 2875 335 7,64 7,06 8,58 1,63 
5 0 Opera 3261 816 1734 505 1527 311 4,00 3,43 4,91 1,62 

6 
37 Rathaus 

5763 811 1997 419 3766 392 7,11 4,77 9,61 1,07 36 Burgtheater 

7 9 
Museums of Natural 
History and Fine Arts 6075 768 3075 430 3000 338 7,91 7,15 8,88 1,27 

8 
29 Karlsplatz 

5033 742 1545 414 3488 328 6,78 3,73 10,63 1,26 28 Karlskirche 

9 41 Prater Park 4404 700 1771 380 2633 320 6,29 4,66 8,23 1,19 
10 35 Parliament 2841 677 1200 381 1641 296 4,20 3,15 5,54 1,29 

11 6 Michaelerplatz 3430 670 1635 394 1795 276 5,12 4,15 6,50 1,43 
12 10 Museumsquartier 6415 623 990 317 5425 306 10,30 3,12 17,73 1,04 

13 11 Albertina 2239 579 839 340 1400 239 3,87 2,47 5,86 1,42 
14 27 Belvedere 2950 494 1178 280 1772 214 5,97 4,21 8,28 1,31 

15 31 Naschmarkt 2624 418 682 190 1942 228 6,28 3,59 8,52 0,83 
16 32 Burggarten 1739 416 678 235 1061 181 4,18 2,89 5,86 1,30 

17 22 Stadtpark 1422 344 580 177 842 167 4,13 3,28 5,04 1,06 
18 8 Burgring 1602 338 414 152 1188 186 4,74 2,72 6,39 0,82 

19 40 Hundertwasserhaus 1659 335 932 222 727 113 4,95 4,20 6,43 1,96 
20 15 Hoher Markt 1431 320 547 155 884 165 4,47 3,53 5,36 0,94 

21 1 Kartner street 765 300 309 140 456 160 2,55 2,21 2,85 0,88 
22 39 Votivkirche 1264 305 459 152 805 153 4,14 3,02 5,26 0,99 

23 25 Schwarzenbergplatz 1305 296 435 153 870 143 4,41 2,84 6,08 1,07 
24 30 Secession 1054 291 451 163 603 128 3,62 2,77 4,71 1,27 

25   Schönbrunn Zoo 5808 286 1101 120 4707 166 20,31 9,18 28,36 0,72 

26 19 
Schwedenplatz 

Donaukanal 1064 280 236 116 828 164 3,80 2,03 5,05 0,71 
27 12 Jozefplatz 987 240 425 141 562 99 4,11 3,01 5,68 1,42 

28 20 Uranien 1204 210 304 83 900 127 5,73 3,66 7,09 0,65 
29 23 Kursalon 853 201 281 97 572 104 4,24 2,90 5,50 0,93 

30 13 
Neuer Markt / Imperial 

Burial Vault 828 155 342 78 486 77 5,34 4,38 6,31 1,01 

31 18 Jesuitenkirche 844 152 298 73 546 79 5,55 4,08 6,91 0,92 
32 38 Schottentor 724 148 143 62 581 86 4,89 2,31 6,76 0,72 

33 17 Greichengasse 938 145 167 65 771 80 6,47 2,57 9,64 0,81 
34 16 Rotenturms 515 141 112 54 403 87 3,65 2,07 4,63 0,62 

35 4 Am Hof 565 134 148 50 417 84 4,22 2,96 4,96 0,60 
36 33 Haus des Meeres 899 128 149 31 750 97 7,02 4,81 7,73 0,32 

37 4 Judenplatz 464 128 196 66 268 62 3,63 2,97 4,32 1,06 
38 26 Lower Belvedere 498 126 111 53 387 73 3,95 2,09 5,30 0,73 

39 34 Volksteather 407 118 88 47 319 71 3,45 1,87 4,49 0,66 
40 14 Franziskanerkirche 516 108 183 50 333 58 4,78 3,66 5,74 0,86 

41 5 Cafe Central 443 97 203 44 240 53 4,57 4,61 4,53 0,83 
42   Minoritenkirche 365 97 46 35 319 62 3,76 1,31 5,15 0,56 

43 21 Postsparkasse 428 89 138 42 290 47 4,81 3,29 6,17 0,89 
44 24 Schubertring 301 89 84 38 217 51 3,38 2,21 4,25 0,75 

45   KunstHausWien 364 86 215 57 149 29 4,23 3,77 5,14 1,97 
46   Technical Museum 404 46 121 13 283 33 8,78 9,31 8,58 0,39 

 
Table 4 – Quantification of geotagged images from Flickr.com in Vienna, images and users separated as tourists and locals  
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Table 5 – Quantification of geotagged images from Flickr.com in Prague, images and users separated as tourists and locals 

  

Rank No Attraction 

Geo-
tagged 
images 

Flickr 
users 

tourists' 
images 

tourist 
users 

locals' 
images 

local 
users 

all 
images 
/ users 

tourists' 
images / 

users 

locals' 
images 
/ users 

tourist 
users / 

local 
users 

1 1 Old Town Square 27464 3358 17277 2477 10187 881 8,18 6,97 11,56 2,81 
2 4 Charles Bridge 14512 2669 9592 1910 4920 759 5,44 5,02 6,48 2,52 
3 8 Cathedral 14323 1656 9137 1169 5186 487 8,65 7,82 10,65 2,40 
4 7 Hrad Entrance 5227 1159 3377 803 1850 356 4,51 4,21 5,20 2,26 

5 
19 Republiky 

5016 917 3001 623 2015 294 5,47 4,82 6,85 2,12 18 Gunpowder Tower 
6 23 Museum 3643 906 1855 589 1788 317 4,02 3,15 5,64 1,86 

7 3 
Karlova / Old Town 

Bridge Tower 3024 875 1796 599 1228 276 3,46 3,00 4,45 2,17 

8 
12 Manes Bridge 

2426 783 1619 517 807 266 3,10 3,13 3,03 1,94 14 Rudolfinum 
9 6 St Nicholas 3304 774 1729 495 1575 279 4,27 3,49 5,65 1,77 

10 29 Dancing House 2010 742 1225 506 785 236 2,71 2,42 3,33 2,14 
11 27 Smatanovo Enbankment 2298 726 1278 478 1020 248 3,17 2,67 4,11 1,93 
12 22 Wenceslas Square 3569 701 1405 402 2164 299 5,09 3,50 7,24 1,34 
13 15 Jewish Cemetery 2596 609 1740 420 856 189 4,26 4,14 4,53 2,22 

14 30 
Velkoprevorsky / Water 

Mill 1913 580 1083 395 830 185 3,30 2,74 4,49 2,14 
15 9 Gold Lane 2284 558 1408 371 876 187 4,09 3,80 4,68 1,98 

16 33 
Schwartzenbersky Palace 

Surroundings 1505 487 937 322 568 165 3,09 2,91 3,44 1,95 
17 10 Castle Gardens 1484 471 915 307 569 164 3,15 2,98 3,47 1,87 
18 40 Petrin 2287 459 1300 281 987 178 4,98 4,63 5,54 1,58 
19   Vysehrad 3583 447 1730 208 1853 239 8,02 8,32 7,75 0,87 
20 37 Legii Bridge 1312 433 620 256 692 177 3,03 2,42 3,91 1,45 
21 28 National Theatre 992 417 431 231 561 186 2,38 1,87 3,02 1,24 
22 0 Jakubská / Tyn 1252 398 818 274 434 124 3,15 2,99 3,50 2,21 
23 5 Mostecka 1145 391 592 259 553 132 2,93 2,29 4,19 1,96 
24 2 Karlova / Klementinum 1201 375 571 236 630 139 3,20 2,42 4,53 1,70 
25 38 Kampa 1051 370 577 226 474 144 2,84 2,55 3,29 1,57 
26 20 Havel 1127 368 773 220 354 148 3,06 3,51 2,39 1,49 
27 21 Mustek 824 346 473 206 351 140 2,38 2,30 2,51 1,47 
28 11 Malostranska 860 339 556 226 304 113 2,54 2,46 2,69 2,00 
29 16 Vysoká Synagogue 1038 329 733 222 305 107 3,16 3,30 2,85 2,07 
30 13 Kaffka Museum 700 306 497 202 203 104 2,29 2,46 1,95 1,94 
31 17 Spanish Synagogue 807 300 545 215 262 85 2,69 2,53 3,08 2,53 
32 32 Strahov Monastery 1545 268 920 176 625 92 5,76 5,23 6,79 1,91 
33   Wallestein Palace 1218 260 589 153 629 107 4,68 3,85 5,88 1,43 
34 34 Cechuv Bridge 614 243 383 160 231 83 2,53 2,39 2,78 1,93 

35 24 
Hlavní Nádrazí Train 

Station 1050 239 640 136 410 103 4,39 4,71 3,98 1,32 
36 31 Loreta 838 203 501 126 337 77 4,13 3,98 4,38 1,64 
37   TV Tower 774 193 414 105 360 88 4,01 3,94 4,09 1,19 
38   Podebrad 777 191 423 106 354 85 4,07 3,99 4,16 1,25 
39 35 Metronome 453 164 174 87 279 77 2,76 2,00 3,62 1,13 

40 39 
Victims of Communism 

Memorial 354 162 185 89 169 73 2,19 2,08 2,32 1,22 
41 25 Jindriska 816 149 204 89 612 60 5,48 2,29 10,20 1,48 
42   Zoo Praha 2659 118 870 36 1789 82 22,53 24,17 21,82 0,44 
43 26 Bethlehem Chapel 274 114 167 71 107 43 2,40 2,35 2,49 1,65 
44   Vynohrady 623 113 238 40 385 73 5,51 5,95 5,27 0,55 

45   
Franciscan Cloister at 

Jungmannuv 313 113 137 60 176 53 2,77 2,28 3,32 1,13 
46 36 Hanavsky Pavilion 287 111 155 57 132 54 2,59 2,72 2,44 1,06 
47   Vitkov Memorial 275 64 46 19 229 45 4,30 2,42 5,09 0,42 
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Table 6 – Quantification of geotagged images from Flickr.com in Budapest, images and users separated as tourists and locals 

Rank No Attraction 

Geo-
tagged 
images 

Flickr 
users 

tourists' 
images 

tourist 
users 

locals' 
images 

local 
users 

all 
images 
/ users 

tourists' 
images / 

users 

locals' 
images / 

users 
tourist users 
/ local users 

1 
24 Mathias Church / Fischerman's Bastion 8278 1116 5287 768 2991 348 7,42 6,88 8,59 2,21 
21 Chain Bridge 

4470 1004 2680 653 1790 351 4,45 4,10 5,10 1,86 2 22 Clark square 
3 8 St Stephen's Basilica 4087 815 2410 536 1677 279 5,01 4,50 6,01 1,92 
4 7 Szechenyi square 3108 780 1507 478 1601 302 3,98 3,15 5,30 1,58 
5 46 Heroe's square 3959 765 1914 444 2045 321 5,18 4,31 6,37 1,38 
6 10 Parlament 3487 747 2025 487 1462 260 4,67 4,16 5,62 1,87 
7 27 Royal Palace 3204 745 1989 501 1215 244 4,30 3,97 4,98 2,05 
8 23 St György square 3028 618 1643 400 1385 218 4,90 4,11 6,35 1,83 
9 36 Citadella 2301 613 1343 358 958 255 3,75 3,75 3,76 1,40 

10 4 Main Markethall 2320 504 1375 296 945 208 4,60 4,65 4,54 1,42 
11 12 Ferenciek square 2123 439 607 223 1516 216 4,84 2,72 7,02 1,03 
12 2 Vörösmarty square 1838 450 840 236 998 214 4,08 3,56 4,66 1,10 

13 
1 Erzsébet square 

1846 446 548 216 1298 230 4,14 2,54 5,64 0,94 0 Deák square 
14 17 Opera 1879 423 904 234 975 189 4,44 3,86 5,16 1,24 
15 6 Vigadó / Danube promenade 1175 414 632 243 543 171 2,84 2,60 3,18 1,42 
16 5 March 15th square 1788 412 882 220 906 192 4,34 4,01 4,72 1,15 
17   Vajdahunyad Castle 1826 400 956 216 870 184 4,57 4,43 4,73 1,17 
18 39 Batthyany square 1109 382 480 217 629 165 2,90 2,21 3,81 1,32 
19 37 Rudas 1117 363 598 204 519 159 3,08 2,93 3,26 1,28 
20 35 Gellért square 1242 358 639 204 603 154 3,47 3,13 3,92 1,32 
21 29 Andrássy / House of Terror 1184 351 682 217 502 134 3,37 3,14 3,75 1,62 
22   Margit Bridge 1185 347 349 151 836 196 3,41 2,31 4,27 0,77 
23   Margit Island 1769 321 321 116 1448 205 5,51 2,77 7,06 0,57 
24 18 Octogon 1174 321 563 163 611 158 3,66 3,45 3,87 1,03 
25 34 Szabadság Bridge 860 307 336 165 524 142 2,80 2,04 3,69 1,16 
26 16 Synagogue 1878 299 904 193 974 106 6,28 4,68 9,19 1,82 
27 48 Szechenyi Bath 1109 293 642 190 467 103 3,78 3,38 4,53 1,84 
28 9 Szabadság square 1084 289 449 134 635 155 3,75 3,35 4,10 0,86 
29 25 Bécsi Gate 

1266 281 675 162 591 119 4,51 4,17 4,97 1,36 30 26 Castle District 
31 44 Western Railway Station 1030 275 316 104 714 171 3,75 3,04 4,18 0,61 
32 31 New York Palace / Blaha 1001 268 338 121 663 147 3,74 2,79 4,51 0,82 
33 30 Jewish District 2150 263 471 98 1679 165 8,17 4,81 10,18 0,59 
34 14 Kálvin sq 1814 228 196 88 1618 140 7,96 2,23 11,56 0,63 
35   Keleti Railway Station 1544 227 907 113 637 114 6,80 8,03 5,59 0,99 
36 38 Corvin square 589 208 384 125 205 83 2,83 3,07 2,47 1,51 
37 49 Zoo 2026 185 768 65 1258 120 10,95 11,82 10,48 0,54 
38 11 Shoe Memorial 437 185 262 120 175 65 2,36 2,18 2,69 1,85 
39 28 Rondella 523 181 262 105 261 76 2,89 2,50 3,43 1,38 
40 15 Astoria 548 158 132 69 416 89 3,47 1,91 4,67 0,78 
41 47 Városliget Park 1333 140 298 49 1035 91 9,52 6,08 11,37 0,54 
42   Olympic Stadium 1508 110 115 33 1393 77 13,71 3,48 18,09 0,43 
43 3 Váci street North 288 110 222 84 66 26 2,62 2,64 2,54 3,23 
44 43 Vígszínház 800 109 98 32 702 77 7,34 3,06 9,12 0,42 
45 20 Király Street / Gozsdu 735 103 241 64 494 39 7,14 3,77 12,67 1,64 
46   Óbuda Sziget 2367 102 251 35 2116 67 23,21 7,17 31,58 0,52 
47 45 Westend Shopping Centre 482 94 50 24 432 70 5,13 2,08 6,17 0,34 
48 50 Museum of Arts and Crafts 347 94 186 32 161 62 3,69 5,81 2,60 0,52 
49   Olympic Centre / Stadion 1467 93 96 28 1371 65 15,77 3,43 21,09 0,43 
50 13 Egyetem sq 381 93 72 40 309 53 4,10 1,80 5,83 0,75 
51   Váci street South 288 89 200 75 88 14 3,24 2,67 6,29 5,36 
52   Kopaszi Dam 259 78 10 7 249 71 3,32 1,43 3,51 0,10 
53 33 Ráday 317 75 63 27 254 48 4,23 2,33 5,29 0,56 
54   National Museum 1230 74 66 33 1164 41 16,62 2,00 28,39 0,80 
55   Millenáris 521 71 32 17 489 54 7,34 1,88 9,06 0,31 
56 19 Liszt Ferenc square 231 66 164 50 67 16 3,50 3,28 4,19 3,13 
57 32 Mikszáth sq 768 64 166 23 602 41 12,00 7,22 14,68 0,56 
58   CET 154 45 13 10 141 35 3,42 1,30 4,03 0,29 
59   National Theatre / Millenium District 323 44 209 30 473 105 7,34 6,97 4,50 0,29 
60 51 Corvin District 323 44 11 9 312 35 7,34 1,22 8,91 0,26 
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PRAGUE point of interest TDn MDn RA i  VIENNA point of interest TDn MDn RA i 
0 Tyn 187 4,79 0,19 5  0 Opera 117 3 0,1 9,5 
1 Old Town sq 153 3,92 0,15 6,5  1 Kartner st 126 3,23 0,11 8,51 
2 Klementinum 151 3,87 0,15 6,61  2 Stephansdom 128 3,28 0,12 8,32 
3 Prazske Blehatny 144 3,69 0,14 7,05  3 Graben 136 3,48 0,13 7,63 

4 Charles bridge 145 3,71 0,14 6,99  4 
Am hof - Holocaust 
memorial 167 4,28 0,17 5,78 

5 Mostecka 156 4 0,15 6,33  5 Cafe Central 147 3,76 0,14 6,86 
6 St. Nicholas 180 4,61 0,19 5,25  6 Michaelerplatz 134 3,43 0,12 7,8 

7 Hradcanske 207 5,3 0,22 4,41  7 
Hofburg 
Heldenplatz 133 3,41 0,12 7,88 

8 Catedral 232 5,94 0,26 3,83  8 Burgring 139 3,56 0,13 7,41 

9 Gold Lane 221 5,66 0,24 4,07  9 
Maria-
Theresienplatz 174 4,46 0,18 5,48 

10 Castle gardens 232 5,94 0,26 3,83  10 MQ 205 5,25 0,22 4,46 

11 
Malostranska - 
Wallestein 197 5,05 0,21 4,68  11 Albertina 140 3,58 0,13 7,33 

12 Manes bridge 170 4,35 0,17 5,65  12 Jozefplatz 136 3,48 0,13 7,63 
13 Kafka museum 181 4,64 0,19 5,21  13 Neues markt 159 4,07 0,16 6,17 
14 Rudolfinum 152 3,89 0,15 6,55  14 Franziskanerkirche 166 4,25 0,17 5,83 
15 Jewish cemetery 158 4,05 0,16 6,22  15 Ankerurh 164 4,2 0,16 5,92 
16 Synagogues 158 4,05 0,16 6,22  16 Rotenturms 148 3,79 0,14 6,79 

17 
Spanilska 
synagogue 196 5,02 0,21 4,71  17 Greichengasse 183 4,69 0,19 5,14 

18 Gunpowder tower 211 5,41 0,23 4,3  18 Jesuitenkirche 171 4,38 0,17 5,61 
19 Republiky 249 6,38 0,28 3,52  19 Danube canal 181 4,64 0,19 5,21 
20 Havel 177 4,53 0,18 5,36  20 Urania 204 5,23 0,22 4,49 
21 Mustek 207 5,3 0,22 4,41  21 Postsparkasse 200 5,12 0,21 4,6 
22 Wenceslas sq 239 6,12 0,26 3,7  22 MAK - Stadtpark 167 4,28 0,17 5,78 
23 Muzeum 275 7,05 0,31 3,13  23 Kursalon 158 4,05 0,16 6,22 

24 
Hlavni Nadrazi 
train station 313 8,02 0,36 2,7  24 Schubertring 138 3,53 0,13 7,48 

25 Jindrisska 277 7,1 0,32 3,11  25 Schwarzenberg 169 4,33 0,17 5,7 
26 Bethlehen, St Jilji 151 3,87 0,15 6,61  26 Lower Belvedere 205 5,25 0,22 4,46 
27 Smetanovo 172 4,41 0,17 5,57  27 Belvedere 243 6,23 0,27 3,63 
28 National Theatre 200 5,12 0,21 4,6  28 Karlskirche 173 4,43 0,18 5,52 
29 Dancing House 238 6,1 0,26 3,72  29 Karlsplatz 147 3,76 0,14 6,86 
30 Water mill 184 4,71 0,19 5,11  30 Secession 134 3,43 0,12 7,8 
31 Loreta 245 6,28 0,27 3,59  31 Naschmarkt 170 4,35 0,17 5,65 
32 Strahov monastery 283 7,25 0,32 3,03  32 Burggarten 123 3,15 0,11 8,82 
33 Schwarzenbersky 209 5,35 0,22 4,35  33 Flakturm 208 5,33 0,22 4,38 
34 Cechuv bridge 192 4,92 0,2 4,84  34 Volkstheater 198 5,07 0,21 4,66 
35 Metronome 228 5,84 0,25 3,92  35 Parlament 163 4,17 0,16 5,97 
36 Hanavsky pavilion 266 6,82 0,3 3,26  36 Burgtheater 172 4,41 0,17 5,57 
37 Legii brige 211 5,41 0,23 4,3  37 Rathaus 210 5,38 0,23 4,33 
38 Kampa 212 5,43 0,23 4,28  38 Schottentor 171 4,38 0,17 5,61 

39 
Monument of 
victims 249 6,38 0,28 3,52  39 Votivkirche 209 5,35 0,22 4,35 

  TDn MDn RA i        
 Min 144 3,69 0,14 2,7   Min 117 3 0,1 3,63 

 Mean 205,2 5,26 0,22 4,75   Mean 165,4 4,24 0,17 6,18 
 Max 313 8,02 0,36 7,05   Max 243 6,23 0,27 9,5 

 
Table 7 – Calculations of integration values for the points of the graphs of Vienna and Prague, year 2011   
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BUDAPEST 
2011 point of interest TDn MDn RA i  

BUDAPEST 
1989 point of interest TDn MDn RA i 

0 Deak sq 139 3,56 0,13 7,41  0 Deak sq 115 3,38 0,14 6,92 
1 Erzsebet sq 136 3,48 0,13 7,63  1 Erzsebet sq 122 3,58 0,15 6,37 
2 Vorosmarty sq 131 3,35 0,12 8,05  2 Vorosmarty sq 130 3,82 0,17 5,84 
3 Vaci utca 142 3,64 0,13 7,19  3 Vaci utca 123 3,61 0,15 6,3 
4 Main Markethall 163 4,17 0,16 5,97  4 Main Markethall 145 4,26 0,19 5,05 
5 Marcius 15 158 4,05 0,16 6,22  5 Marcius 15 170 5 0,24 4,12 
6 Vigado 147 3,76 0,14 6,86  6 Vigado 137 4,02 0,18 5,44 
7 Szechenyi sq 126 3,23 0,11 8,51  7 Szechenyi sq 129 3,79 0,16 5,9 
8 Bazilika 131 3,35 0,12 8,05  8 Bazilika 144 4,23 0,19 5,1 
9 Szabadsag sq 167 4,28 0,17 5,78  9 Szabadsag sq 175 5,14 0,25 3,97 

10 Parlament 205 5,25 0,22 4,46  10 Parlament 208 6,11 0,31 3,22 

11 
Shoe holocaust 
memorial 164 4,2 0,16 5,92  11 Ferenciek sq 149 4,38 0,2 4,87 

12 Ferenciek sq 147 3,76 0,14 6,86  12 Egyetem sq 182 5,35 0,26 3,79 
13 Egyetem sq 175 4,48 0,18 5,44  13 Kalvin sq 170 5 0,24 4,12 
14 Kalvin sq 170 4,35 0,17 5,65  14 Astoria 152 4,47 0,21 4,75 
15 Astoria 163 4,17 0,16 5,97  15 Synagogue 140 4,11 0,18 5,29 
16 Synagogue 152 3,89 0,15 6,55  16 Opera 142 4,17 0,19 5,19 
17 Opera 154 3,94 0,15 6,44  17 Octogon 171 5,02 0,24 4,09 
18 Octogon  185 4,74 0,19 5,07  18 Liszt Ferenc sq 202 5,94 0,29 3,33 
19 Liszt Ferenc sq 202 5,17 0,21 4,54  19 Chain bridge 144 4,23 0,19 5,1 
20 Kiraly st - Gozsdu 169 4,33 0,17 5,7  20 Clark sq 161 4,73 0,22 4,41 
21 Chain bridge 146 3,74 0,14 6,92  21 Szent Gyorgy sq 184 5,41 0,26 3,74 
22 Clark sq 168 4,3 0,17 5,74  22 Matyas church 214 6,29 0,32 3,11 
23 Szent Gyorgy sq 196 5,02 0,21 4,71  23 Becsi gate 246 7,23 0,37 2,64 
24 Matyas church 231 5,92 0,25 3,85  24 Uri st 214 6,29 0,32 3,11 
25 Becsi gate 268 6,87 0,3 3,23  25 Royal Palace 215 6,32 0,32 3,09 
26 Uri st 231 5,92 0,25 3,85  26 Rondella 248 7,29 0,38 2,62 

27 Royal Palace 232 5,94 0,26 3,83  27 
New York palace - 
Blaha 235 6,91 0,35 2,79 

28 Rondella 270 6,92 0,31 3,2  28 Szabadsag bridge 174 5,11 0,24 4 
29 Terror museum 223 5,71 0,24 4,02  29 Gellert 205 6,02 0,3 3,28 
30 Jewish district 182 4,66 0,19 5,18  30 Citadella 238 7 0,36 2,75 

31 
New York palace 
- Blaha 220 5,64 0,24 4,09  31 

Rudas - Erzsebet 
Bridge 156 4,58 0,21 4,59 

32 Mikszath sq 208 5,33 0,22 4,38  32 Corvin sq 192 5,64 0,28 3,55 
33 Raday 208 5,33 0,22 4,38  33 Batthyanyi sq 225 6,61 0,34 2,93 

34 
Szabadsag 
bridge 197 5,05 0,21 4,68  34 Raday st 203 5,97 0,3 3,31 

35 Gellert 233 5,97 0,26 3,81        
36 Citadella 271 6,94 0,31 3,19        

37 
Rudas - Erzsebet 
Bridge 196 5,02 0,21 4,71        

38 Corvin sq 204 5,23 0,22 4,49        
39 Batthyanyi sq 242 6,2 0,27 3,65        

             
 Min 126 3,23 0,11 3,19   Min 115 3,38 0,14 2,62 

 Mean 186,3 4,77 0,19 5,41   Mean 170 5,17 0,25 4,25 
 Max 270 6,94 0,31 8,51   Max 248 7,29 0,38 6,92 

 
Table 8 – Calculations of integration values for the points of the graph of Budapest in the years 2011 and 1989  
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PEST 
2011 point of interest TDn MDn RA i  

PEST 
1989 point of interest TDn MDn RA i 

0 Deak sq 124 3,17 0,11 8,71  0 Deak sq 97 3,23 0,15 6,49 
1 Erzsebet sq 136 3,48 0,13 7,63  1 Erzsebet sq 113 3,76 0,19 5,24 
2 Vorosmarty sq 120 3,07 0,1 9,14  2 Vorosmarty sq 109 3,63 0,18 5,5 
3 Vaci utca 127 3,25 0,11 8,42  3 Vaci utca 115 3,83 0,19 5,11 
4 Main Markethall 171 4,38 0,17 5,61  4 Main Markethall 177 5,9 0,33 2,95 
5 Marcius 15 152 3,89 0,15 6,55  5 Marcius 15 132 4,4 0,23 4,26 
6 Vigado 145 3,71 0,14 6,99  6 Vigado 126 4,2 0,22 4,53 
7 Szechenyi sq 134 3,43 0,12 7,8  7 Szechenyi sq 130 4,33 0,22 4,35 
8 Bazilika 144 3,69 0,14 7,05  8 Bazilika 119 3,96 0,2 4,88 
9 Szabadsag sq 165 4,23 0,17 5,88  9 Szabadsag sq 146 4,86 0,26 3,75 

10 Parlament 188 4,82 0,2 4,97  10 Parlament 175 5,83 0,33 3 

11 
Shoe holocaust 

memorial 166 4,25 0,17 5,83  11 Ferenciek sq 123 4,1 0,21 4,67 
12 Ferenciek sq 121 3,1 0,11 9,03  12 Egyetem sq 145 4,83 0,26 3,78 
13 Egyetem sq 146 3,74 0,14 6,92  13 Kalvin sq 150 5 0,27 3,62 
14 Kalvin sq 165 4,23 0,17 5,88  14 Astoria 111 3,7 0,18 5,37 
15 Astoria 133 3,41 0,12 7,88  15 Synagogue 107 3,56 0,17 5,64 
16 Synagogue 136 3,48 0,13 7,63  16 Opera 103 3,43 0,16 5,95 
17 Opera 138 3,53 0,13 7,48  17 Octogon 115 3,83 0,19 5,11 
18 Octogon 200 5,12 0,21 4,6  18 Liszt Ferenc sq 131 4,36 0,23 4,3 
19 Liszt Ferenc sq 176 4,51 0,18 5,4  19 Chain bridge 159 5,3 0,29 3,37 
20 Kiraly st 152 3,89 0,15 6,55  20 Erzsebet Bridge 161 5,36 0,3 3,32 
21 Chain bridge 172 4,41 0,17 5,57  21 Szabadsag bridge 206 6,86 0,4 2,47 
22 Október 6 street 134 3,43 0,12 7,8  22 National Museum 133 4,43 0,23 4,22 
23 Ferris Wheel 126 3,23 0,11 8,51  23 Rókus 128 4,26 0,22 4,43 

24 Petőfi S. Street 114 2,92 0,1 9,88  24 
New York palace – 

Blaha 137 4,56 0,24 4,06 
25 Váci utca South 152 3,89 0,15 6,55  25 Erzsébet Blv 138 4,6 0,24 4,02 
26 National Museum 157 4,02 0,15 6,27  26 Teréz Blv 136 4,53 0,24 4,1 

27 Gozsdu Court 146 3,74 0,14 6,92  27 
Nyugati Railway 

st. 159 5,3 0,29 3,37 

28 
Andrássy – 
Broadway 169 4,33 0,17 5,7  28 Vígszínház 184 6,13 0,35 2,82 

29 House of Terror 238 6,1 0,26 3,72  29 Jászai Sq 211 7,03 0,41 2,4 
30 Kazinczy 190 4,87 0,2 4,9  30 Margaret Bridge 240 8 0,48 2,07 

31 
New York palace – 

Blaha 203 5,2 0,22 4,51        
32 Mikszath sq 152 3,89 0,15 6,55        
33 Raday 203 5,2 0,22 4,51        
34 Szabadsag bridge 209 5,35 0,22 4,35        
35 Bálna – CET 209 5,35 0,22 4,35        
36 Hajós Street 176 4,51 0,18 5,4        
37 Erzsebet Bridge 190 4,87 0,2 4,9        
38 MNB Secession 203 5,2 0,22 4,51        

39 
Parliament Visitor 

Centre 226 5,79 0,25 3,96        
             
 Min 11 2,92 0,1 3,72   Min 97 3,23 0,15 2,07 
 Mean 162,7 4,17 0,16 6,37   Mean 142,5 4,74 0,25 4,17 
 Max 23 6,1 0,26 9,88   Max 24 8 0,48 6,49 

 
Table 9 - Calculations of integration values for the points of the graph of Pest in the years 2011 and 1989 
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Pictures, maps and other illustrations referenced with the dissertation 

 

 

 

 

 

Illustration 1 – Contemporary tourist pointing at a graffiti a tourist from ancient Rome left on the Philae temple 
in Egypt 

Illustration 2 – Pilgrims visiting the Seven Churches of Rome during the Holy Year of 1575 (Antonio Lafreri) 

Illustration 3 – Fair and fun in the medieval town -  Dorfkirmes anagoria, 1590 (Gillis Mostaert) 

Illustration 4 – First steamer on Balaton at Balatonfüred (Lajos Libay, 1860) 

Illustration 5 – Map of the Millennium Exhibition in the City Park of Budapest 

Illustration 6 – The Corso and Industrial Hall of the Millennium Exhibition in 1896, Budapest 

Illustration 7 – Advertisement of Konstantinápoly, amusement park by the Danube in 1896   

Illustration 8 – Early Eastman Kodak photo camera advertisements   

Illustration 9 – Random captions of images from Flick.com showing the differences in variety of viewpoints (top: 
Secession pavilion from Vienna having few typical points of view – middle: Hofburg in Vienna having different 
points of view – bottom: Ferenciek Square in Budapest having many different views) 

Illustration 10 – Ancient representation of Vienna 

Illustration 11 – Ancient representation of Prague 

Illustration 12 – Ancient representation of Buda and Pest 

Illustration 13 – Map of Prague from 1858 (published by John Murray) 

Illustration 14 – Map of Vienna from 1858 (published by John Murray) 

Illustration 15 – Tourism marketing for Budapest in the late 1930s 

Illustration 16 – Tourist spaces in Vienna, 2013 (photos by Alex Diem, CC by 2.0) Top (a): Graben – Middle (b): 
Danube Canal – Bottom (c): Museumsquartier 

Illustration 17 – Mass tourism in Prague along the Karlova, 2009  

Illustration 18 – Mass tourism and tourist buses in Budapest, 1960s and 1970s 

Illustration 19 – Problematic areas in the pedestrian space usage of Budapest Top (a): Rákóczi Street – Middle 
(b): Buda Castle district – Bottom (c): Danube embankments 

Illustration 20 – Map of the “party district” of Pest by 444.hu, showing 284 venues, and nightlife in the district 

Illustration 21 – Renewed public spaces in the „Heart of Budapest” programme: 2010-2013  

Illustration 22 – Concept sketches, pedestrian network design from the winning entry of the “Heart of Budapest” 
competition - authors: Lajos Koszorú, János Golda, Sándor Mohácsi, Attila Madzin – Város-Teampannon Kft  
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Illustration 23 
Contemporary tourist pointing at a 

graffiti a tourist from ancient Rome 
left on the Philae temple in Egypt 

Illustration 2 
 Pilgrims visiting the Seven Churches of 

Rome during the Holy Year of 1575 
(Antonio Lafreri) 

 

Illustration 3 
Fair and fun in the medieval town  

Dorfkirmes anagoria,  
1590 (Gillis Mostaert) 
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Illustration 4 – First steamer on Balaton 
at Balatonfüred (Lajos Libay, 1860) 

Illustration 7 – Advertisement of Konstantinápoly, 
amusement park by the Danube in 1896   

Illustration 5 – Map of the Millennium Exhibition in the City Park of Budapest 

Illustration 6 – The Corso and Industrial Hall of the 
Millennium Exhibition in 1896, Budapest 
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Illustration 8 – Early Eastman Kodak photo camera advertisements   
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Illustration 9 – Random captions of images from Flick.com showing the differences in variety of viewpoints  
Top (a): Secession pavilion from Vienna having few typical points of view  

Middle (b): Hofburg in Vienna having different points of view  
Bottom (c): Ferenciek Square in Budapest having many different views 
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Illustration 12 – Ancient representation of Buda and Pest 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Illustration 11 – Ancient representation of Prague 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Illustration 10 – Ancient representation of Vienna 
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Illustration 14 – Map of Vienna from 1858 (published by John Murray) 

 
 
 
 

 
Illustration 13 – Map of Prague from 1858 (published by John Murray) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

160 



  

 
Illustration 15 - Tourism marketing for Budapest in the late 1930s 

 
 
 
 
 

161 



  

 
Illustration 16 – Tourist spaces in Vienna, 2013 (photos by Alex Diem, CC by 2.0) 

Top: (a) Graben – Middle (b): Danube Canal – Bottom (c): Museumsquartier 
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Illustration 17 - Mass tourism in Prague along the Karlova, 2009 (photos by the author) 
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Illustration 18 - Mass tourism and tourist buses in Budapest, 1960s and 1970s 
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Illustration 24 

Problematic areas in the pedestrian space usage of Budapest (photos by the author) 
Top (a): Rákóczi Street – Middle (b): Buda Castle district – Bottom (c): Danube embankments 
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Illustration 25 

Map of the “party district” of Pest by 444.hu, showing 284 venues, and nightlife in the district 
(source for map and photos: 444.hu)  
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Illustration 26 

Renewed public spaces in the „Heart of Budapest” programme: 2010-2013  
(photos by: belvarosfoutcaja.hu, budapestszive.bkk.hu)  
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Illustration 27  

Concept sketches, pedestrian network design from the winning entry of the “Heart of Budapest” competition 
Authors: Lajos Koszorú, János Golda, Sándor Mohácsi, Attila Madzin – Város-Teampannon Kft  
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