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󰏮  SEOUL: A TIMELINE OF CONDITIONAL HOSPITALITY

1945

Liberation

End of Japanese 
occupation; Korean 
identity reclaimed

1970s

Industrialization

Export-led 'Miracle on the 
Han River'; foreign capital 

flows in 1988

Olympics

720K residents displaced; 
Seoul showcased to the 

world

1997

Hallyu

Korean Wave ties national 
identity to tourism revenue 2020s

Overtourism

Bukchon residents feel 
commodified; conditional 

welcome persists

720,000 people displaced for 1988 Olympics Hallyu exports →  80% trade increase with communist nations (1988)

Park (2021); IOC (2020); Bae et al. (2017)



🗽  NYC: A TIMELINE OF RESENTMENT

1940s

Redlining

Racist housing policy 
excludes Black & Hispanic 

residents

1970s

Fiscal Crisis

City rebrands itself as a 
tourism product to survive 2001

9/11 Boost

Post-9/11 tourism push; 
overcrowding normalized 

as civic duty

2010s

Airbnb Era

Homesharing inflates rents; 
tourists displace local 

communities
2016

60M Visitors

Record tourism; 
infrastructure costs borne 

by residents

60M yearly visitors by 2016

(2× the 1990s figure)

1920s — Chinatown marketed as 'exotic' to 

white tourists

City priorities: 
visitors > residents

Petro (2018); CUNY (n.d.); Holley (2017); HKS Student Policy Review (2023)



HOFSTEDE & HALL: A HISTORICAL LENS HOFSTEDE HALL

How each city's history shaped its cultural communication style toward outsiders

󰏮  SEOUL 🗽  NEW YORK CITY

VS

85 25HOFSTEDE
Collectivism

Post-1945 Confucian revival → group harmony above individual rights. Olympics 
(1988) mobilised entire nation as collective host.

Post-WWII individualism + immigrant autonomy → each community defends its 
own turf. Grievances are personal, not collective.

78 28HOFSTEDE
Power Distance

Hierarchical Confucian norms mean tourists must defer to elders & locals. 
Violation = social transgression, not mere rudeness.

Low hierarchy: no deference expected. Fiscal-crisis rebranding (1970s) cast 
tourists as customers — equals at best, burdens at worst.

High LowHALL
Context

High-context: meaning lives in relationships. Silence, eye contact, queue order 
carry weight — invisible to outsiders since 1988 influx.

Low-context: meaning is explicit. Resentment toward tourists is stated bluntly — 
'Tourism is eating New York alive' (Holley, 2017).

Hofstede (1980); Hall (1976); Park (2021); IOC (2020); Holley (2017)



Community Involvement
Who gets a voice in tourism decisions? 

๏Who is included vs excluded?        ๏How do communities respond?      ๏Does input actually shape policy



󰏮  SEOUL: Limited but Growing Voice

6.4 Million Visitors v.s 
6,000 residents

Residents Protested Over 
Tourism  -> Policy Changes

Park (2021); IOC (2020); Bae et al. (2017)

Top-down decisions

● Bukchon became a tourist site 
without resident input

Resident protest → change

● Protests led to curfews + zoning 
rules

Still limited

● Feedback only partially included
● Some groups underrepresented

Takeaway:
 Community input is reactive, not 
proactive



🗽  NYC: Stronger but Uneven Participation

60M yearly visitors by 2016

(2× the 1990s figure)

City priorities: 
visitors > residents

Petro (2018); CUNY (n.d.); Holley (2017); HKS Student Policy Review (2023)

Airbnb listings ↓ over 90% 
after Local Law 18

Community advocacy reshaped 
tourism → housing debate

Park (2021); IOC (2020); Bae et al. (2017)

More formal involvement

● Public hearings + advocacy 
groups

Real impact

● Community pressure → Airbnb 
law (LL18)

More formal involvement

● Public hearings + advocacy groups

Real impact

● Community pressure → Airbnb law 
(LL18)



Community Involvement = Power

60M yearly visitors by 2016

(2× the 1990s figure)

City priorities: 
visitors > residents

Petro (2018); CUNY (n.d.); Holley (2017); HKS Student Policy Review (2023)

Tourism decisions reflect who holds 
power, not just who is affected

Community voices shape policy —> 
but only after conflict begins

Park (2021); IOC (2020); Bae et al. (2017)

Who has influence

● Governments and tourism industries lead 
decision-making

● Policies prioritize economic growth and 
visitor volume

Who gets left out

● Residents included after problems escalate
● Marginalized groups often 

underrepresented 

What community action does

● Protests and advocacy force policy changes
● Reframes tourism as a social justice 

issue

What still fails

● Participation is reactive, not proactive
● Power remains uneven across stakeholders




















