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Abstract
Purpose – The study aims to recommend initiatives that can be adopted to overcome overtourism in host destinations of mega sport events.
Design/methodology/approach – The study adopt qualitative research design that involved
20 semi-structured interviews with key informant stakeholders of the London 2012 Olympic
Games. An exploratory case study approach was used to investigate strategies used to leverage
tourism benefits in host destinations, and we used thematic analysis to present strategies to
overcome over-tourism in host cities.
Findings – This study emphasises the need for spreading tourists beyond the host city as a
main strategy. To do so, three main initiatives were recommended: (1) Spreading domestic
tourism outside the host city, (2) Showcasing destination beyond the host city and (3)
Promoting regional collaboration.
Research implications – This research provides tourism practitioners and DMOs in host
destinations of mega sport events with an advanced strategic insights to capitalise on mega
sport events. We suggest considering the events as a “theme” through event planning process
in order overcome potential over-tourism in unique host cities.
Originality/value – As over-tourism is mainly researched form impacts points of view on
visited destinations, this study argue that over-tourism can be generated by mega sport events.
The paper offers an extended insight into overcoming over-tourism by implementing strategic
event tourism leveraging initiatives that can be extended in use to reach geographic areas
beyond host cities of mega sport events.
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1. Introduction
Sport event tourism have always been an important pillars of the tourism sector (Daniels et al.,
2003; Mhanna et al., 2017; Schulenkorf and Schlenker, 2017). This is because it is associated
with a vast variety of tourism products offered in event destinations. An important category of
tourism involves attending sporting events as the primary factor for travelling to host
destinations (Faulkner et al., 1998; Gibson et al., 2003; Kriemadis and Kartakoullis, 2009;
Weed, 2001). In the last few decades, mega sport events such as the Olympic Games became
a determining factor for travel that is capitalised on by host destinations to enhance their image
worldwide and appeal to the wide range of visitors (Chalip et al., 1998). Therefore, because of
the sports function in such destinations, visitor activities are enhanced or created to produce an
autonomous formulas of travel and tourism (Higham, 2007; O’Brien and Chalip, 2008). The
Olympic Games as a mega sport event is a complex project and subject to destinations’ tourism
development strategy (Broudehoux and Sanchez, 2015), and requires long-term strategic
planning (Chalip, 2004; Higham, 2007; Preuss, 2007; Mhanna et al., 2017), to generate
significant tourism impacts (Chalip, 2004; Essex and Chalkley, 2004).

Securing the right to host the Olympic Games brings public and private sector interests to
execute development projects that thought to distribute significant impact within and beyond
their host cities (Roult et al., 2015; Smith, 2012 & 2014). Since London in 2005 won the bid
to host the 2012 Games, there was an obligation to strategically design initiatives to ensure
long-term tourism legacy for the UK as a host nation, particular that London was considered a
unique tourism destination. In the early stages of planning for the London 2012 Olympic
Games, setting strategic objectives by different stakeholders within host cities and beyond
proved to be a challenging exercise. Aptly, there was an intention not only to benefit London
as a host city, but also to have a long-term tourism strategy for the whole of the country.
However, such an objectives normally face ideological, economic, social and political
challenges due to the nature of stakeholders’ conflicting interests (Raco and Tunnet, 2010
references). In such phenomenon, the power of the large Olympic project may connect
beneficiaries of various interests (Horne and Manzenreiter, 2006). Bramwell (1997), Cashman
(1999) and Getz (1991, 2008) all wrote about the importance of setting core objectives, with
coherent coordinated leveraging activities before hosting the event.
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However, major stakeholders such as the local organising committee of the Olympic Games
(OCOG) may negatively affected such long-term vision by giving much attention to the 16
days of event operation and satisfying strategic partners and sponsors rather than contributing
to a forward-looking strategy (Mhanna et al., 2018). Getz (2008) and Preuss (2007) voiced
related concerns in their research and called for joint-up approach by mega events stakeholders.
Given the practical nature of this research and its implications, we reflect on such concern and
we respond to research calls in this context (Smith, 2014; Mhanna et al., 2017 and Wynsberghe,
2016). We present the case of the London 2012 project, where tourism and non-tourism
stakeholders attempted to adopt a forward looking strategy that is in line with clear goal set of
leveraging tourism beyond the host city. This paper contributes by presenting analysis of
stakeholders’ leveraging initiatives to benefit destinations beyond host cities from event
tourism activities, and simultaneously contribute to overcoming over-tourism in host cities.

Structurally, the following sections provide a background of over-tourism and its potentials in
major cities. We draw on potential over-tourism issues in host cities of mega sport events as a
rationale for this research to explain how stakeholders have to up their game despite the
challenges they face and the limitation of capitalising on mega sport events. The methodology
adopted to gather information from key stakeholder informant of the London 2012 Olympic
Games is then presented. After presenting our findings and discussing the initiatives explored
in this research, we close by articulating the main contributions of this research within recent
mega-event contexts, reflect on the paper’s implications and propose future research in this
area.

2. Background and Rationale

Watching sport is a unique and exciting experience (Deply, 1997; Gibson, et al., 2003; Weed,
2006). Event sport tourism became a niche sector for the tourism market as it is demonstrated
by the mass tourism promotion of host cities (Chen, 2012; Kim et al., 2010). Cities hosting the
Olympic Games for instance may target specific market segments during the planning of the
Games (Bramwell, 1997; Chalip 2001; Getz, 1997; O’Brien and Chalip, 2008). Therefore,
understanding sport tourist market can be significant in the development of destination tourism
(King et al., 2015). Indeed, the Olympic Games is one of the most widely researched event
within sport tourism. However, the event per se may not be the main attraction for tourists.
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This means that event may attract visitors for whom watching sport is not the primary purpose
of being in the host city (Chalip, 2004; Jarvie; 2008), which may cause an increase in the
number of visitors in the lead up to and during the event’s short period of time.
Sport and tourism authorities in host cities of the Olympic Games have to establish a set of
conditions to warrant avenues for tourism development (Agha et al., 2012; Faulkner et al.,
1998). The build-up to such mega-event must involve coordinated leveraging initiatives by
which sport and tourism stakeholders can effectively promote the host destination not only for
sport competition spectators but also the event non-attendees (Chalip and Leyns, 2002; Chalip,
2004). Such strategic event leveraging demands a clear understanding of tourism development
that goes beyond the period of the event itself and its host city (Dickson et al., 2011; Mhanna
et al., 2017; Smith, 2014). Numerous studies were dedicated to measuring sport event tourism
impacts (e.g. Getz, 1989, 1991; Hall, 1992; Kang and Perdue, 1994; Carvalhedo, 2003; Chalip
& McGuirty, 2004; Dwyer et al., 2004; Blake, 2005; Solberg and Preuss, 2007). Several other
studies focus on other aspects of the impacts by measuring and predicting trends (Burns et al.,
1986; Ritchie, 1984, 1996; Mules and Faulkner, 1996). Unlike such previous focus, Sydney
2000 Olympic Games was a starting point to shift the focus from the immediate impact of mega
sport events towards a more prominent pre-orchestrated leveraging initiative (Dickson et al.,
2011; O’Brien and Chalip, 2007).
The Olympic Games have always influenced travel (Neirotti et al., 2001; Currie and Delbosc,
2011). This type of sporting events can be used to predict interest and intent to travel (Chalip
et al., 1998; Neirotti et al., 2001). For example, in an attempt to investigate the motivations of
tourist to visit the host cities of Barcelona 1992 and Atlanta 1996 Olympic Games, Delpy
(1992, 1997) found that although such events are orchestrated for global media broadcasting,
for those visiting host cities, nothing compared with the enjoyment of “being there” (see
International Olympic Committee, 1997). Therefore, as high number of domestic and
international visitors will potentially target host cities, this may raise over-tourism concerns.
This is because such increase in tourists’ numbers can bring negative impacts to host cities. It
can be argued that the exploitation of event sport tourism can disrupts the capabilities of host
cities to cope with such phenomenon. To successfully and sustainably overcome this and to
use mega sport events as a catalyst to development the tourism industry, host destinations have
to accommodate for additional tourist activities within the host cities and beyond (Choi and
Murray, 2010).
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Over-tourism occurs when destinations suffer the strain of tourism (Butler, 2018; Richardson,
2017; Seraphin et al., 2018a). Therefore host cities may reach their carrying capacity, meaning
the maximum limit of tourism development (Canestrelli and Costa; 1991; van Der Borg et al.,
1996). Singh (2018, p. 415) added ‘The presence of overtourism can be suspected when local
people cannot walk on the street without rubbing shoulders with crowds of tourists’.
Furthermore, the challenges of over-tourism phenomenon are perceived in different forms such
as pollution, littering, damaging the freshness and amenity of tourism attractions, traffic
congestions; degradation of landscapes, vandalism and concerns amongst local people
(Seraphin et al. 2018b; Singh, 2018). When locals have concerns about such challenges, they
stop enjoying their place due to the exceeding number of visitors (Singh, 2018). Therefore,
they avoid contact with them particularly with the current behaviour of visitors who are
‘flocking’ to some destinations (Seraphin et al. 2018ba; Seraphin et al. 2018b; Milano, 2017).
Indeed, Venice is a good example of such phenomenon. Milano (2017) referred to it as “Venice
Syndrome’ and added that it is a “phenomenon of tourism saturation and the exodus of local
residents to the surrounding urban centres’ (p. 9). This issue can be measured by tourism
stakeholders through the host communities’ perceptions and attitudes towards such
phenomenon. Therefore, stakeholders and DMOs can build on this to absorb tourist
development before negative impacts are perceived in order to reduce such impacts on the
carrying capacity of host cities (Muler-Gonzáles et al., 2018). Host cities have to determine
their ability to cope with amounts of tourist flow in advance before hosting the Olympic Games
for instance. To avoid uncontrolled tourism in host cities, acknowledging the carrying capacity
is a valuable tool when planning to overcome the problems (McCool and Lime, 2001; Zelenka
and Kacetl 2014). In this context, it is important for tourism stakeholders and DMOs to
understand and recognise the support available for tourism development and leverage it.
Normally, mega-event host cities are unique tourism destination with various types of
attractions and tourism products. Hence, non-host destinations within a host country maybe
struggling in the development of tourism. Nowadays, much of the attention is given to host
cities, despite the claims that these types of events contribute to the economic development of
host countries. There need to be a capitalisation on types of attractions and augmented activities
beyond host cities as a tool to overcome potential over-tourism. Then, the questions arises: how
do such destinations really look upon the development of the tourism industry? And how to
overcome over-tourism in host cities?
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Several studies have been conducted on host communities’ perceptions towards the impact of
tourism (e.g. Madrigal, 1995; Lindberg and Johnson, 1997; Andereck et al., 2005; Choi and
Murray, 2010; Garau-Vadell et al., 2013; Sharpley, 2014). Indeed, tourism can bring
consequences such as overcrowding to host cities (Andereck et al., 2005; Zhou and Ap, 2009).
For instance, cities may experience crowding as a result of over-tourism in the lead up and
during mega sport events, which can lead to locals’ negative perception toward the tourism
industry (Zhou and Ap, 2009; Muler-González et al. 2018). However, current studies mostly
takes the economic point of view into account and limited studies have concentrated on other
viewpoints, such as strategies to overcome potential over-tourism in already crowded cities
that host mega sport events. Few studies have been done on leveraging what stakeholders
beyond host cities can do for the tourism development (e.g. Beeseley and Chalip, 2011).
Therefore, stakeholders beyond host cities may face significant challenges in terms of
sustainable tourism due to their geographical delimitation.
Host cities may experience a complex flow of visitors that can lead to over-tourism (Zhou and
Ap, 2009), which can be driven by media exposure when prompting the city (Andranovich et
al., 2001). As a result, during the Olympic Games, the city may experience traffic congestion,
accommodation shortfall and other impacts from over-tourism. As discussed above, there is a
growing body of literature which adopts a critical approach towards the impacts of events on
host communities. Much of the research on mega sports event has focused on maximising the
number of visitors and their spending patterns as an indicator of the economic activities to
impacts on host cities. However, Bull and Weed (1999) argued that whilst tourism related to
the Olympic Games in major cities is evident, the potential “elsewhere” might be less
appreciated. This is reinforced by the fact that there is a lack of research on potential tourism
“elsewhere” beyond host cities. Without doubt, the challenge for mega sport events’
stakeholders is to identify exact tactics for leveraging opportunities within the host destination.
From sport tourism market perspective, promoting host cities, their tourism capabilities, their
tourism infrastructure requirements and the associated tourist experience may stand in
significant contrast. Thus, Chalip and Costa (2005) added failure to achieve careful
collaborative planning among stakeholders can be problematic. Based on the discussion above,
because host cities may face an over-tourism issue as a result of hosting mega sport events,
identifying strategies to overcome such issue deserve more attention from academics and
practitioners. We recognise the paucity of research over-tourism within this context and the
imitated work on event leveraging beyond host cities to overcome. Studies, such as that of
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Seraphin’s et al. (2018a and 2018b) illustrate the need to apply ambitious and imaginative
strategies to assure a destination socially sustainable instead of the reduction of the tourist
activity. Thus, using the London 2012 Olympic Games, this paper attempts to address such
gaps and presents leveraging initiatives perceived to be useful to overcome over-tourism in
host cities.

3. Methodology
This study followed an interpretivist epistemological perspective because it involves
stakeholders’ perceptions (Denzin and Linculn, 2003). The ontology of subjectivism was used
in order to garner details of a situation to understand its reality within a qualitative exploratory
study design (Guba and Lincoln, 2005; Yin, 2009). The preliminary step involved identifying
key stakeholders of the London 2012 Olympic Games who could be considered for capturing
data on the tourism impacts of such mega sport event. To do this, the authors applied a
purposive sampling strategy (Walliman, 2011). By applying Mitchell et al’s (1997)
Stakeholder Salience Model, we shortlisted key informant practitioners in leading
organisations that had commitments and roles during the staging of the event. As the aim of
this research is to explore strategies used to overcome over-tourism in a host destination of
mega sport events, we construct meanings from practitioners’ point of view in relation to this
paper’s aim and reflect their perspectives (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011; Denzin and
Lincoln, 1998). Primary research was gathered through 20 qualitative semi-structured
interviews with informants who held managerial or organisational roles related to the London
2012 Olympic Games. Interviewees held roles at VisitBritain, VisitEngland, UK Trade and
Investment, Tourism Alliance, London and Partners, London 2012 sponsors, UK Olympic
research centres and local councils.

Following previous studies into over-tourism, research questions were framed around
strategies perceived to overcome over-tourism in host cities of mega sport events (London in
this case), allowing those practitioners to provide both facts and their perception of such
strategic initiatives (Mason, 2002; Oppenheim, 2000; Yin, 2009). We decided to end data
collection due to reaching saturation based constant and iterative thematic data analysis
(Holloway and Wheeler, 2010; Spencer et al., 2003). Interviews were recorded, transcribed
and analysed in NVivo and simultaneously were printed off in order to undertake manual

8

thematic analysis. Existing literature provided a backdrop but did not direct the coding process
of the data, thus the analysis process was structured in a way to reveal practical strategies that
can be used to counter a phenomenon of over-tourism. Subsequent readings led to final
presentation of the data in the section that follows.

4. Spreading tourist around the host country

The Olympic Games in London was considered as a catalyst for tourism development.
Practitioners interviewed for this research argued that as London is a unique city and already
getting high numbers of visitor, it can be critical to shift tourism away from the host city.
Initiatives to leverage immediate tourism in non-host UK destination can be a tool to avoid
over-tourism and can be incorporated in the strategic planning of the event (Mhanna et al.,
2017; Berg et al., 1995; Bramwell, 1997; Chalip, 2004; Preuss, 2007). The data revealed that
it can be useful to spread tourists around the host country due to the fact that the Olympic
Games was already considered a “fast-track” tourism development factor (Preuss, 2004), in the
UK government agenda. The next sections present key initiatives discussed with key
stakeholders/practitioners that can be helpful to overcome over-tourism in the host cities of
mega sport events:

4.1. Spreading domestic tourism outside the host city
Growing domestic tourism in England was the main objective of VisitEngland by capitalising
on showcasing factor of the Games (VisitEngland, 2010). In the lead up and during the event,
different regions of England were showcased to a wide range of UK audiences and therefore,
the result VisitEngland’s campaign have been very positive (Discussed with VisitEngland
Interviewee). Furthermore, Olympics Games may displace tourism in the host city (Mhanna et
al., 2017). Indeed, this can be an element to entice regional and domestic holidays. If tourists
undertake such domestic visitations rather than holidaying overseas or in the host cities,
economic impact in such destinations will be leveraged not only in England, but also in the
whole of the UK.
Influencing tourists’ decision for domestic tourism is a difficult task. Efforts were made at the
UK level to encourage staycations so that also the money can be retained in the local economy.
In this case, whilst this contribute to overcoming over-tourism in London, there is no leakage
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of economic impacts out of the country’s economy. Mainly, the impact will be on domestic
labour, local supply and resources (Argued by Tourism Alliance Interviewee). Therefore, as
this is a difficult task, domestic tourism products and activities were needed in advance to
attract domestic tourism. In Weymouth and Portland, to avoid seasonality effects as the
Olympic Games took place in summer 2012, a strategy for long-term domestic tourism based
on innovative thinking was adopted. This means that by running tourism activities before the
summer Olympic and attracting domestic tourists to destinations away from the host city, this
can lead targeted tourist to persuading them to avoid the host city during the Games. For
instance, regions that have been based on the summer seaside activities like Weymouth and
Portland were encourage capitalise on all-year-round tourism activities that grow the domestic
market (Added by VisitEngland Interviewee).
This finding demonstrate the importance of tourism stakeholder’s advance thinking to
overcome over-tourism by offering continuous activities in different regions of the host
country. This initiative may inspire tourists to stay domestically and avoid overcrowded host
cities of mega sport events. This is in line with Jaakeon (1986) and Minnaert et al. (2007, 2009)
who referred to the tourism social dynamics that outdoor and other tourist activities offer in
their physical space. Host countries of mega sport events with improved urban, rural and
coastal infrastructure can offer access to various tourism activities away from the host city.
Thus, tourists who decide to holiday domestically during an Olympic event for instance will
consider the passive recreation for domestic tourism (Perkins and Thorns, 2001). Moreover,
the initiative discussed in this section suggests that in order to overcome over-tourism, a change
in holiday taking patterns can be influenced. Tourists who were initially going to visit the host
city during the Olympic Games can be enticed to recognising the range of good tourism product
offered by non-host regions.

4.2. Showcasing destination beyond the host city
In light of the previous section, whilst London “the unique city” already receive high number
of visitors, it is also already showcased on the global stage. In the lead up and during the
London 2012 Olympics, the city offered continuous events for accredited and non-accredited
media to experience London and its attractions within London boroughs (Discussed with
London and Partners). However, another initiative found in this research was that tourism
stakeholders did set up a series of activities and tours for non-accredited media to visit, write
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and broadcast about attractive locations in various UK regions outside London. VisitEngland
and VisitBritain arranged a number media trips around the South-East and the Lake District for
example. Furthermore, Olympic national teams that were spread around the country for training
camps in the leas up to the Games were accompanied by their media teams. Thus, tours and
events for non-accredited media were key factors for showcasing different regions in the UK
as host country of the Olympic Games (Jutbring, 2014). Spreading media teams in different
parts of the country was an initiative to overcome potential over-tourism by attempting shifting
tourists’ attention from the host city via advertising and reporting stories from various regions,
cities and towns (Added by VisitEngland and VisitBritain).

Indeed, this initiative in London and other parts of the country was considered a re-positioning
factor of the UK for domestic and international tourism. Journalists can add colour to their
reports by finding useful stories and visuals from different parts of the host country (Chalip,
2004; Chalip and Heere, 2014; Jutbring, 2014). From a tourism perspective, the UK
Government gave attention to non-accredited media early enough to capitalise on this factor.
There was a push towards encouraging tourism stakeholders in different regions and tourism
attractions to offer prepared stories to the visiting non-accredited media to enhance the
showcasing exposure of their destination (Discussed by UKTI, VisitBritain and VisitEngland).
Using such tactic before and during a mega sport event can be introduced to future host cities
and countries as a tourism strategic planning initiative to prepare for potential over-tourism in
host cities. Certainly, this can enhance the event’s appeal to target markets, which reinforce the
destination’s image in the domestic and international market (Brown et al., 2002; Chalip, 2004;
Blain et al., 2005; Hede, 2005; Weed, 2008). Consequently, communities and tourism
stakeholders beyond the host cities of mega sport events are considered as “host nation”.
Therefore, their collaboration with the host city is a critical factor in attracting visitors to their
destinations and contributes to the mission of overcoming over-tourism in host cities.

4.3. Promoting regional collaboration
The first two initiatives above require the alignment of stakeholders’ activities in order to
maximise their influence in overcoming over-tourism in host cities and thus promoting for
domestic and international tourism. A collaborative approach between host city and regional
stakeholders is essential within an arranged pre-event joined up approach. As shown in subsection 4.2, encouraging domestic tourism around a host country is one initiative to avoid over11

tourism in the host city of London. Therefore, collaboration amongst domestic stakeholders is an
essential supporting initiative to achieve this objective (Agree by all stakeholders). For instance,
domestic stakeholders such as VisitEngland, English Heritage, Natural England and Sport England
all campaigned to promote domestic travel (Added by Tourism Alliance). Such collaborative
approach was orchestrated in London; while London and Partners worked with London
stakeholders on promoting London attractions, VisitEngland worked with English destination

stakeholders on destination marketing activities, which led to promoting their regions, cities
and towns (Discussed by London and Partners and VisitEngland).
Thus, there was a need for a destination marketing platform where materials can be created and
shared jointly between government bodies and tourism stakeholders in different regions
(Agreed by all stakeholders). This could help maximising the impacts of the two initiatives
above and contribute to avoiding over-tourism in London. Interestingly, there was a weakness
in the collaborative approach due to the initial lack of co-ordination in the decision making
process. This is because one of the central government priorities was increasing the number of
international tourists from emerging markets such as China. Decisions were made by one
Government department with a limited attention to the capability of London to cope with such
a sudden increase number of visitors. Working in partnership and lobbying was a challenge
(Discussed by VisitEngland). Discussions with Government Ministers took place, but the
impact was limited as tourism stakeholders concentrated on briefing on the real value of
tourism outside London and how it interrelates with other sections of the UK tourism economy.
It is observed that non-tourism stakeholders can play a central role in the host country’s tourism
strategy. However, more work was needed on co-ordinating activities with tourism
stakeholders to promote destinations beyond the host city. UK Trade and Investment for
instance worked collaboratively with VisitBritain on shared missions overseas to improve
inward investing and inward tourist numbers in various cities and towns of the UK (Discussed
by UKTI and VisitBritain informants). This required regional partnership with business
organisations, major visitor attractions and major hotels and regional DMOs (Added by UKTI
informant). This means that in host destinations of mega sport event, regional stakeholders with
different tourism products can work together with major country’s stakeholders on
international missions to attract visitors to their destinations. This contribute to both shaping
the host country’s image globally as well as reinforcing initiatives to overcome overcrowding
the host city with visitors (Agreed by all stakeholders). Consequently, this wide collaboration
style on overseas missions can be adopted at regional level in a host country. For example, in
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Weymouth and Portland, with regard to hosting the sailing event of the Olympic Games,
different stakeholders determined to work together to develop the 2012 Legacy Unit (Discussed
by Tourism and Events Stakeholder at Weymouth and Portland). Mega sport events can be seen
as an opportunity for destinations in a far proximity from the event host city (Smith, 2015), to
establish a collaborative approach (All stakeholders). Forming such alliances amongst
stakeholders as in the example from Weymouth and Portland was based on capitalising on the
Olympic Games long-term legacy project to action the destination’s tourism development
programme. This include traffic and transport, local business tourism and regeneration.

What is interestingly emerging here is that forming regional tourism partnerships should not
be temporal and led by the event period (Mhanna et al., 2017; Smith, 2015). This is because
the tourism objective of “spreading tourists around the host country” can be to mutually take
tourism forward, and thus contribute to reduce the impact of over-tourism in host cities. This
is also a call for both public and private practitioners to work together and look at potential
funding in order to collectively brand non-host destinations for tourism (Voiced by all
stakeholders). This finding agrees that partnership serves multiple purposes (March and
Wilkinson, 2009; Verbole, 2003; Pavlovich, 2003; Dyer, 2000; Davis and Spekman, 2004;
Wilkinson, 2008), and it is in line with early studies undertaken by Boivin (1987), Gunn (1988)
and Stevens (1988) who recommended that joint destination marketing can benefit the various
social objectives of both public and private tourism stakeholder.

5. Discussion and Conclusions
It is becoming apparent that mega-event destinations’ can succeed in growing tourism both
domestically and internationally as such events attract large number of visitors (Grix, 2012;
Ziakas, 2018). However, the problems that may emerge is that destinations being unable to
satisfactory handle the sudden increased numbers and in a way that does not provoke resistance
from local residents of event destinations (Colomb and Novy, 2016; Muler-Gonzalez et al.,
2018). Some mega-event destinations with tangible heritage attractions such as London in this
case may already be suffering from an over-tourism phenomenon. We argue that the issue of
over-tourism generated by events such as Olympic Games for instance adds a new dimension
of intangible heritage as a cause of opposition by the permanent residents of the city. Indeed,
tourists come to host destinations of the Olympic Games in waves and the host community
became mobbed with people that cities historic atmosphere had been lost. There is a need for
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a collective effort by destination stakeholders early in the planning stages of mega-events to
understand the capacity limits unique host cities in order not to threaten their authenticity
(Koens et al., 2018; Muler-Gonzalez et al., 2018; Seraphin et al., 2016). A wave of tourists in
this context want more activities and things to do, and tourists normally travel in groups to visit
exactly the same places at the same time. In order to reduce such pressure, Butler (2017)
recommended creating new destinations or improving the resilience of existing one. In this
regard, the challenge is to forecast issues that may arise as a result of the sudden increased
number of visitors to host cities. Furthermore, it is essential to identify potential new
destinations or attractions with additional activities (Butler, 2018), within the host country and
to make them capable of accommodating the growing number of visitors. This will involve,
DMOs and stakeholders shifting the emphasis from attracting more visitors to host cities of
mega sport events to making other destinations within the host country capable of handling
current visitors effectively, thus future leverage for tourism in destinations at proximity from
the event site.

Therefore, this paper unpacks important initiatives that can be implemented by tourism
stakeholders to overcome over-tourism in host cities of mega sport events. We provide practical
recommendations on how to influence holiday decision making in order to spread domestic
tourism beyond Olympic host cities. We also reflect on the role of re-positioning regions, cities
and towns away from mega event city such as London. In this context, the research also
provides actionable tactics that local and national DMOs and business tourism organisations
may wish to use in similar conditions that may arise in the planning of future mega sport events.
Despite the sometimes conflicting interests of tourism stakeholders and varied objectives
associate with the Olympic Games project, this case proves that without national and regional
joined-up collaborative approach, the task of overcoming over-tourism in a host city can be a
difficult task. Tourism and non-tourism stakeholders in host cities and beyond, have to
collectively amplify their voice in order to empower their opportunities from mega sport events
that can be beneficial for the whole host nations. Unlike the traditional ad-hoc reactive
approach of facing challenges in host cities, we argue that overcoming over-tourism in host
cities require early planning and forward thinking for positive impacts and legacies for host
countries (Mhanna et al., 2017; Smith 2014; Ziakas, 2014).

The interviews reported here have shed light on the case UK as the host country of the London
2012 Olympic Game. Spreading tourists around the host country may face the challenges of
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potential short-term measures, if stakeholders’ collaboration was a reaction to face the
challenge. Ok-Lyu and Hyoung-Han (2017) recommended that DMOs and tourism
stakeholders can be in control such challenges by advanced acknowledgment of types of
tourism products and destinations’ additional augmentations that can be bundled with a
particular mega sport event. In this context, if non-host destinations beyond the host city
managed to jointly tailor their tourism products with the Olympic project and proactively
showcased them, the strategy of spreading tourists around the host country to avoid overtourism and crowding the host city may prove a success. Mhanna et al (2017, p. 161) echoed
this: “Perhaps stakeholders could interact more with the event, setting and circumstances at
an early stage of the event planning process to overcome potential challenges. In other words,
there needs to be some sort of matching between the event itself, leveraging strategies and what
stakeholders exactly seek to achieve…”. We strongly argues that within the coherent and jointup strategy this paper recommend, proactivity throughout the event planning process may be
fundamental for host destinations to be ready with tactics to deal the challenges of over-tourism
in unique host cities. Therefore, stakeholders who may find themselves facing this challenging
situations, will be equipped with tactics to shift the demand from host cities towards other
regions cities in the hoist country.
This paper demonstrated the values in adopting the concept of ‘event-themed’ leveraging
(Smith, 2013 and 2014; VanWynsberghe, 2016; Mhanna et al., 2017). We find this vital the
context of long-term mega event projects because it offers an effective lens for future mega
sport event to identify strategic initiatives and apply them throughout the event planning
process. Indeed, the results of this research propose forward thinking steps for practitioners to
re-direct flows of host destinations’ visitors beyond the host cities. However, we still have to
note that in future mega sport event scenarios, initiatives to spread flows of tourists beyond
host cities as a way to overcome potential over-tourism, are to be considered in conjunction
with future host destinations’ tourism policy and tourism development criteria in order to
account for contextual differences. It can be claimed that, through stakeholders’ engagement
with our proposed initiatives, the findings in this paper promote and open up spaces for
practitioners in host cities and beyond to identify their destinations in conjunction with mega
sport events.

This study proposed a three main initiatives to overcome over-tourism within a strategy of
spreading tourists around the host country of mega sport events. Using the London 2012
15

Olympic Games in this context of mega sport event research, it would be one of the required
steps toward investigating initiatives to overcome over-tourism by different academics and
practitioners from different backgrounds. Further research is required, particularly that mega
event such as the Olympic Games involve a large number of stakeholders and beneficiaries
who may wish to voice their ideas of tourism development needs when destinations win the
right to host such events. We recommend expanding our work by other scholars and
practitioners in this area, and we acknowledge that this paper may presents a starting point.
Follow-up research is still necessary to establish more balanced views from various host
destinations.

6. References
Agha, N., Fairley, S. and Gibsob, H. (2012), “Considering legacy as a multi-dimensional
construct: The legacy of the Olympic Games”, Sport Management Review, Vol.15 No.1,
pp.125-139.

Andereck, L, K., Valentine, M, K., Knopf, C, R. and Vogt, A.C. (2005), “Residents’
perceptions of community tourism impacts”, Annals of Tourism Research, Vol.32 No.4,
pp.1056-1076.

Andranovic, G., Burbank, J, M. and Heying, H, C. (2001), “Olympic Cities: Lessons Learned
from Mega-Event Politics”, Journal of Urban Affairs, Vol.23 No.2, pp.113-131.

Beesley, G, L. and Chalip, L. (2011), “Seeking (and not seeking) to leverage mega-sport events
in non-host destinations: The case of Shanghai and the Beijing Olympics”, Journal of Sport &
Tourism, Vol.16 No.40, pp.323-344.

Berg, L. van der., Borg, J. van der. and Meer, J. van der. (1995), “Urban tourism: performance
and strategies in eight European cities”. Aldershot: Avebury.

Blain, C., Levy, E. S. and Ritchie, J. R. P. (2005), “Destination Branding: Insights and Practices
from Destination Management Organizations” Journal of Travel Research, Vol.43 No.4,
pp.328-338.

Blake A. (2005), “The Economic Impact of the London 2012 Olympics”. TTRI Olympic
Discussion paper. No: 2005/5.
16

Bramwell, B. (1997), “Strategic planning before and after a mega-event”, Tourism
Management, Vol.18 No.3, pp.167-176.

Brown G., Chalip, L., Jago, L. and Mules, T. (2002), “The Sydney Olympics and Brand
Australia”. In: Morgan, N., Pritchard, A. and Pride, R. (Eds.) Destination Branding, Creating
the Unique Destination Proposition (pp.163-185). Oxford: Butterworth-Heinemann.

Broudehoux, A. M., and Sanchez, F. (2015), “The politics of mega event planning in Rio de
Janeiro: Contesting the Olympic city of exception”. In: V. Viehoff, & G. Poynter (Eds.) Mega
event cities: Urban legacies of global sport events (pp. 109-123). London: Routledge.

Boivin, C. A. (1987), “Public-private sector interactions in Canada. Travel and Tourism: Thrive
or Survive147–150”, Travel and Tourism Research Association, Seattle, WA.

Bull, C. and Weed, M. (1999), “Niche markets and small island tourism: the development of
sports tourism in Malta”, Managing Leisure, Vol.4 No.3, pp.142-155.

Burns, J. P. A., Hatch, J. H. and Mules. T. J. (1986), The Adelaide Grand Prix-The Impact of
a Special Event. Adelaide: Centre for South Australian Economic Studies at University of
Adelaide.

Butler, R.W. (2017), Tourism and Resilience. CABI: Wallingford.

Butler, R.W (2018), "Challenges and opportunities", Worldwide Hospitality and Tourism
Themes, Vol.10 No.6, pp.635-64.

Canestrelli, E. and Costa, P. (1991), “Tourist Carrying Capacity: A Fuzzy Approach”, Annals
of Tourism Research, Vol.18 No.2, pp.295-311.

Carvalhedo, A. (2003), “Tourism as a cultural legacy of the Olympic Games”. In: De Moragas,
M., Kennett, C. and Puig, N. (Eds.) The legacy of the Olympic Games, 1984 -2000 (pp.195204). Lausanne: International Olympic Committee.

Cashman, R. (1999), “Beyond the Games”. In: Cashman, R. and Hughes, A. (Eds.). Staging
the Olympics: The event and its impact. Sydney, Australia: University of New South Wales
Press Ltd.

17

Chalip, L., Green, C. and Vander Velden, L. (1998), “Sources of interest in travel to the
Olympic Games”, Journal of Vacation Marketing, Vol.4 No.1, pp.7-22.

Chalip, L. (2001), “Sport and tourism: capitalising on the linkage”. In: Kluka, D. and Schilling,
G. (Eds.). Perspectives: The Business of Sport (pp. 77-89). Meyer & Meyer, Oxford, UK.

Chalip, L. and Leyns, A. (2002), “Local business leveraging of a sport event: Managing and
event for economic benefit”, Journal of Sport Management, Vol.16 No.2, pp.132-158.

Chalip, L. (2004), “Beyond Impact: A General Model for Sport Event Leverage”. In: Ritchie,
W. B. and Adair, D. (Eds.) Sport Tourism, Interrelationships, Impacts and Issues (pp.226-252),
Clevedon: Channel View Publications.

Chalip, L. and McGuirty, J. (2004), “Bundling sport events with the host destination”, Journal
of Sport Tourism, Vol.9 No.3, pp.267-28.

Chalip, L. and Costa, C. A. (2005), “Sport event tourism and the destination brand: Towards a
general theory”, Sport in Society, Vol.8 No.2, pp.218-237.

Chalip, L. and Heere, B. (2014), “Leveraging Sport Events: Fundamentals and Application to
Bids”. In: Henry, I and Ko, L. (Eds.) Routledge Handbook of Sport Policy. Oxon: Routledge.

Chen, N. (2012), “Branding national images: The 2008 Beijing Summer Olympics, 2010
Shanghai World Expo, and 2010 Guangzhou Asian Games”, Public Relations Review, Vol.38
No.5, pp.731-745.

Choi, C.H. and Murray, I. (2010), “Resident attitudes toward sustainable community tourism”,
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, Vol.18 No.4, pp.575-594.

Colomb, C. and Novy, J. (2016), Protest and Resistance in the Tourist City, London:
Routledge.

Creswell, J.W. (2013), Qualitative Inquiry & Research Design: choosing among five
approaches, 3rd ed., London: SAGE Publications.

18

Currie, G. and Delbosc, A. (2011), "Assessing Travel Demand Management for the Summer
Olympic Games: Transportation Research Record”, Journal of the Transportation Research
Board, Vol.2245 No.1, pp.1-7.

Daniels, J.M., Norman, W.C. and Henry, S. M. (2004), “Estimating Income Effects of Sport
Tourism Events”, Annals of Tourism Research, Vol.31 No.1, pp.180-199.

Davis, E. and Spekman, R. (2004), Extended enterprise; Gaining Competitive Advantage
through Collaborative Supply Chains. Financial Times Prentice Hall.

Denzin, N.K. and Lincoln, Y.S. (1998), Collecting and interpreting Qualitative materials.
London: SAGE Publications.

Denzin, N. K. and Lincoln, Y.S. (2005), The SAGE handbook of qualitative research.
Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.

Delpy, L. (1992), “A profile of the 1992 summer Olympic Games spectator”, Paper presented
at the North American Society for the Sociology of Sport Conference, Toledo, Ohio.

Delpy, L. (1997), “A profile of the 1996 Summer Olympics spectator”, Paper presented at the
Twelfth Annual Conference of the North American Society for Sport Management, San
Antonio, Texas.

Dickson, J.T., Benson, M.A. and Blackman, A.D. (2011), “Developing a framework for
evaluating Olympic and Paralympic legacies”, Journal of Sport & Tourism, Vol.16 No.4,
pp.285-302.

Dwyer, L., Forsyth, P. and Spurr, R. (2004), “Evaluating tourism’s economic effects: new and
old approaches”, Tourism Management, Vol.25 No.3, pp.307-317.

Dyer, J. (2000), Collaborative advantage. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Essex, S. and Chalkley, B. (2004), “Mega-sporting events in urban and regional policy: A
history of the Winter Olympics”, Planning Perspectives, Vol.19 No.2, pp.201-204.

Faulkner, B., Tideswell, C. and Weston, A. (1998), “Leveraging tourism benefits from the
Sydney 2000 Olympics: Keynote presentation, Sport management: Opportunities and change”,
19

Fourth annual conference of the sport management association of Australia and New Zealand,
Gold Coast, Australia, 26-28 November.

Garau‐Vadell, B.J., Díaz‐Armas, R. and Gutierrez‐Taño, D. (2014), “Residents’ Perceptions of
Tourism Impacts on Island Destinations: A Comparative Analysis”, International Journal of
Tourism Research, Vol.16 No.6, pp.578-585.

Getz, D. (1991), Festivals, Special Events, and Tourism. New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold.

Getz, D. (1997), Event Management and Event Tourism. New York: Cognizant
Communication Corporation.

Getz, D. (2008), “Event tourism: definition, evolution and research”, Tourism Management,
Vol.29 No.3, pp.403-428.

Gibson, H., Willming, C. and Holdank, A. (2003), “Small-Scale Event Sport Tourism: Fans as
Tourists” Tourism Management, Vol. 24 No.2, pp.181-190.

Grix, J. (2012), “‘Image’ leveraging and sports mega-events: Germany and the 2006 FIFA
World Cup”, Journal of Sport & Tourism, Vol. 17 No. 4, pp.289-312.

Guba, E.G. and Lincoln, Y.S. (2005), “Paradigmatic controversies, contradictions, and
emerging confluences”. In: Denzin, N. K. and Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.) The SAGE handbook of
qualitative research (pp. 191-216), 3rd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.

Gunn, C. A. (1988), Tourism planning. NY: Taylor & Francis.

Hall, C.M. (1992), Hallmark Tourist Events-Impacts, Management and Planning. London:
Belhaven Press.

Hede, A. (2005), “Sports-events, tourism and destination marketing strategies: an Australian
case study of Athens 2004 and its media telecast”, Journal of Sport & Tourism, Vol.10 No.3,
pp.187-200.

Higham, J. (2007), “Sport tourism destinations: issues, opportunities and analysis”. In:
Higham, J. (Ed), Sport Tourism Destinations: Issues, Opportunities and Analysis (pp.1-14).
London: Routledge.
20

Horne, J. and Manzenreiter, W. (2006), “An introduction to the sociology of sports mega‐
events”, The Sociological Review, Vol.54 No.2, pp.1-24.

Holloway, I. and Wheeler, S. (2010), Qualitative Research for Nursing and Healthcare.
Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.
International Olympic Committee. (1997), Olympic Market Research Analysis Report.
Lausanne, Switzerland: International Olympic Committee.

Jaakeon, R. (1986), “Second-Home Domestic Tourism”, Annals of Tourism Research, Vol.13
No.3, pp.367-391.

Jarvie, G. (2008), “Narrowing the gap through sport, education and social capital?” In: M.
Nicholson and R. Hoye (Eds.), Sport and social capital. Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Jutbring, H. (2014), “Encoding destination messages in media coverage of an international
event: A case study of the European athletics indoor championships”, Journal of Destination
Marketing & Management, Vol.3 No.1, pp.29-36.

Kang, S. and Perdue, R. (1994), “Long-term impact of a mega-event on international tourism
to the host country: a conceptual model and the case of the 1988 Seoul Olympics”, The Journal
of International Consumer Marketing, Vol.6 No.3/4, pp.205-225.

Kim, M., Kim, M.K. and Odio, M.A. (2010), “Are you proud? The influence of sport and
community identity and job satisfaction on pride of mega-event volunteers”, Event
Management, Vol.14 No.2, pp.127-136.

King, C., Chen, N. and Funk, C.D. (2015), “Exploring Destination Image Decay: A Study of
Sport Tourists’ Destination Image Change after Event Participation”, Journal of Hospitality
and Tourism Research, Vol.39 No.1, pp.3-31.

Lindberg, K. and Johnson, L.R. (1997), “Modeling resident attitudes toward tourism”, Annals
of Tourism Research, Vol.24 No.2, pp.402-424.

Madrigal, R. (1995), “Residents’ Perceptions and the Role of Government”, Annals of Tourism
Research, Vol.22 No.1, pp. 86-102.

Mason, J. (2002), Qualitative Researching, 2nd ed. London: SAGE Publications.

21

March, R. and Wilkinson, I. (2009), “Conceptual tools for evaluating tourism partnerships”,
Tourism Management, Vol.30 No.3, pp.455-462.

McCool, F.S. and Lime, W.D. (2001), “Tourism Carrying Capacity: Tempting Fantasy or
Useful Reality?” Journal of Sustainable Tourism, Vol.9 No.5, pp.372-388.

Madrigal, R. (1995), “Residents’ Receptions and the Role of Government” Annals of Tourism
Research, Vol.22 No.1, pp.86-102.

Milano,C. (2017), “Overtourism and Tourismphobia: Global trends and local contexts”,
Barcelona, Ostelea School of Tourism and Hospitality.

Mitchell, R.K., Agle, B.R. and Wood, D.J. (1997), “Theory of Stakeholder Identification and
Salience: Defining the Principle of Who and What Really Counts”, The Academy of
Management Review, Vol.22 No.4, pp.853-886.

Minnaert, L., Maitland, R. and Miller, G. (2007), “Social Tourism and its Ethical Foundations”,
Tourism Culture & Communication, Vol.7 No.1, pp.7-17.
Minnaert, L., Maitland, R. and Miller, G. (2009), “Tourism and Social Policy: The Value of
Social Tourism”, Annals of Tourism Research, Vol.36 No.2, pp.316-334.

Mhanna, R., Blake, A. and Jones, I. (2017), “Challenges Facing Immediate Tourism
Leveraging: Evidence from the London 2012 Olympic Games”, Managing Sport and Leisure,
Vol.22 No2, pp.147-165.

Mhanna, R., Blake, A. and Jones, I. (2018), “Sponsor Right Protection at Mega Events Examples from the London 2012 Olympic Games”. In: Seraphin, H. and Korstanje, M. (Eds)
International Event Management Bridging the Gap Between Theory and Practice (pp.65-80),
Nova Science.

Muler Gonzáles, V., Coromina, L. and Galí, N. (2018), “Overtourism: residents’ perceptions
of tourism impact as an indicator of resident social carrying capacity - case study of a Spanish
heritage town”, Tourism review, Vol.73 No.3, pp.277-296.

Mules, T. and Faulkner, B. (1996), “An economic perspective on special events”, Tourism
Economics, Vol.2 No.2, pp.107-117.

22

Neirotti, D.L., Bosetti, A.H. and Teed, C.K. (2001), “Motivation to Attend the 1996 Summer
Olympic Games”, Journal of Travel Research, Vol.39 No.1, pp.327-331.

Pavlovich, K. (2003), “The evolution and transformation of a tourism destination network: the
Waitomo Caves, New Zealand”, Tourism Management, Vol.24 No.2, pp. 203-216.

Perkins, H.C. and Thorns, D.C. (2004), “Gazing or Performing? Reflections on Urry’s Tourist
Gaze in the Context of Contemporary Experience in the Antipodes”, International Sociology,
Vol.16 No.2, pp.185-204.

Preuss, H. (2004), The economics of staging the Olympics: A comparison of the Games 19722008. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.

Preuss, H. (2007), “The Conceptualisation and Measurement of Mega Sport Tourism”, Journal
of Sport & Tourism, Vol.12 No.3/4, pp.207-228.

O’Brien, D. and Chalip, L. (2008), “Sport events and strategic leveraging: Pushing towards the
triple bottom line”. In: Woodside A. G. and Martin, D. (Eds.) Tourism Management: Analysis,
Behaviour and Strategy (pp.318-338). Oxfordshire: CAB International.

Ok-Lyu, S. and Hyoung-Han, J. (2017), “Assessing preferences for mega sports event travel
products: A choice experimental approach”, Current Issues in Tourism, Vol.20 No.7, pp.740758.

Oppenheim, A.N. (2000), Questionnaire design, interviewing and attitude measurement.
London: Continuum.

Raco, M. and Tunney, E. (2010), “Visibilities and invisibilities in urban development: Small
business communities and the London Olympics 2012”, Urban Studies, Vol.47 No.10, pp.
2069-2091.

Richardson, D. (2017), “Suffering the strain of tourism”, available at:
https://www.ttgmedia.com/wtm/wtm-news/wtm-2017-europe-suffering-the-strain-of-tourism12206 (accessed on 28th March 2019).

Ritchie, J.R.B. (1984). “Assessing the impact of hallmark events: Conceptual and research
issues”, Journal of Travel Research, Vol.23 No.1, pp.2-11.

23

Ritchie, J.R.B. (1996), “How special are special events? An impact study of the National
Mutual New Zealand Masters Games on Dunedin’s economy”. In: Kearsley, G. (Ed.) Tourism
down under II; Towards a more sustainable tourism (PP.73-79). Centre for Tourism:
University of Otago, Dunedin.

Roult, R., Adjizian, J. and Auger, D. (2016), "Tourism conversion and place branding: the case
of the Olympic Park in Montreal", International Journal of Tourism Cities, Vol.2 No.1, pp.7793.

Schulenkorf, N. and Schlenker, K. (2017), “Leveraging sport events to maximize community
benefits in low- and middle-income countries”, Event Management, Vol.21 No.2, pp.217-231.

Seraphin, H., Butcher, B. and Korstanje, M. (2017), “Challenging the negative images of Haiti
at a pre-visit stage using visual online learning materials”, Journal of Policy Research in
Tourism, Leisure and Events, Vol.9 No. 2, pp.169-18.

Seraphin, H., Sheeran, P. and Pilato, M. (2018a), “Over-tourism and the fall of Venice as a
destination”, Journal of Destination Marketing & Management, Vol.9, pp.374-376.

Seraphin, H., Gowreesunkar, V., Zaman, M. and Bourliataux-Lajoinie, S. (2018b),
“Community based festivals as a tool to tackle tourismphobia and antitourism movements”,
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2018.12.001

Sharpley, R. (2014), “Host perceptions of tourism: A review of the research”, Tourism
Management, Vol.42, pp.37-49.

Singh, T. (2018), “Is over-tourism the downside of mass tourism?, Tourism Recreation
Research, Vol.43 No.4, pp.415-416.

Smith, A. (2012), Events and urban regeneration: The strategic use of events to revitalise
cities. New York: Routledge.

Smith, A. (2014), “Leveraging sport mega-events: New model or convenient justification?”
Journal of Policy Research in Tourism, Leisure and Events, Vol.6 No.1, pp.15-30.

Solberg, H.A. and Preuss, H. (2007), “Major Sport Events and Long-Term Tourism Impacts”,
Journal of Sport Management, Vol.21 No.2, pp. 215-236.

24

Stevens, B. (1988), “Co-operative activities in competitive markets. Tourism research:
Exploring boundaries”. Travel and Tourism Research Association, 139-141 (Montreal).

Spencer, L., Ritchie, J. and O’Conner, W. (2003), “Analysis: Practices, Principles and
Processes”. In: Ritchie, J. and Lewis, J. (Eds.) Qualitative Research Practice: a guide for social
science students and researchers (pp. 199-218). London: SAGE Publications.

Van Den Borg, J., Costa, P. and Gotti, G. (1996), “Tourism in European Heritage Cities”,
Annals of Tourism Research, Vol.23, No.2, pp. 306-321.

Verbole, A. (2003), “Networking and partnership building for rural tourism development”. In:
Hall, L. Roberts, D. and Mitchell, M. (Eds.) New directions in rural tourism. Burlington:
Ashgate.

VisitEngland., 2010. England: A Strategic Framework for Tourism 2010-2020. London:
VisitEngland.

Walliman, N. (2011), Research methods: the basics. Abingdon: Routledge.

Weed, M. (2006), “The Story of an Ethnography: The Experience of Watching the 2002 World
Cup in the Pub”, Soccer & Society, Vol.7 No.1, pp.76-95.
Weed, M. (2008), Olympic tourism. Oxford: Butterworth-Heinemann.

Wilkinson, I. (2008), Business relating business: Managing organisational relations and
networks. London: Edward Elgar.

VanWynsberghe, R. (2016), “Applying event leveraging using OGI data: A case study of
Vancouver 2010”. Leisure Studies, Vol.35 No.5, pp.583–599

Yin, R.K. (2009), Case Study Research: Design and Methods, 4thed. London: SAGE
Publications.

Zelenka, J. and Kacetl, J. (2014), “The Concept of Carrying Capacity in Tourism”, Amfiteatru
Economic Journal, Vol.16, No.36, pp. 641-654.

Ziakas, V. (2014), “Planning and leveraging event portfolios: Towards a holistic theory”,
Journal of Hospitality Marketing & Management, Vol.23 No.3, pp.327- 356.
25

Ziakas, V. (2015), “For the benefit of all? Developing a critical perspective in mega-event
leverage”, Leisure Studies, Vol.34 No.6, pp.689-702.

Ziakas, V. (2015), “Integrating Sport Events into Destination Development: A Tourism
Leveraging Event Portfolio Model”, available at:
https://marjon.collections.crest.ac.uk/17216/1/Tourism%20event%20portfolio%20leverage_Z
iakas.pdf (accessed on 28 March 2019).

Zhou, Y. and Ap, J. (2009), “Residents' Perceptions towards the Impacts of the Beijing 2008
Olympic Games”, Journal of Travel Research, Vol. 48 No.1, pp.3-13.

26

