Tourism, Urban Governance and Public Space 

Abstract

This paper considers the relationship between tourism development, urban governance and urban public space.  It focuses on the way the ‘new urban governance’ mediates the activities and interests of mobile capital and consumption on the one hand, and the spaces of everyday life on the other which are increasingly subject to ‘urban renaissance’ strategies and spectacularizations as tourist attractions.  By drawing on research undertaken in York, England, the paper illustrates the socio-spatial issues at stake for urban centres that have used tourism and culture as major drivers of economic development.  Finally, it challenges the axiomatic status of the local/tourist dualism in various tourism management discourses as being inadequate for understanding how tourism articulates with socio-spatial mobility generally, and how this raises difficult issues in relation to urban citizenship and the governance of public urban space.  
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Introduction

The last three decades have produced significant changes in what Harvey (1989a) calls ‘the urban process’.  Many western cities have been restructured as places of consumption as well as places to live and work in which cultural assets are show-cased and turned into commercial products that are integrated into the fabric of central public spaces.  Urban centres are also subjected to branding strategies aimed at attracting tourists while promising that a particular town or city provides a uniquely exquisite location in which to do business and a ‘quality of life’ that meets service class workers ‘lifestyle’ aspirations. Initiatives such as these are seen in the urban studies literature as particularly interesting features of many post-industrial cities’ economic development aspirations, where, because of ‘the collapse of the industrial base of their cities and the rise of the service sector, city decision-makers [have] prioritized economic development and turned to the arts and culture as one area with considerable potential’ (Bayliss, 2004: p. 818).  Furthermore, many ‘heritage cities’ (Urry, 1995) are affected by the same commercial forces, whose managers also deploy strategies to attract a diversity of investment capital and fend off increased competition from more cultural spaces opening up to the ‘tourist gaze’ (Urry, 1991).  
These seemingly universal trends are not just a matter of globalization visiting remorseless homogenization and commodification upon varied people and places, but are outcomes of complex negotiations between the global and the local that involve ‘institutional elements as much as the micropolitics of daily experiences’ (Meethan, 1997: p. 334; after Healey et al, 1995).  The main filter of mediation happens at the level of urban governance because this is the formal decision-making switch-point between the local and the global - though the consequences of decisions made here will be felt most tangibly at street-level.  It is, therefore, important to understand how this mediation process affects the spaces of everyday life that are subject to ‘urban renaissance’ strategies and spectacularizations as tourist attractions. The paper broaches this issue in an urban tourism context by coupling an analysis of how urban governance has changed in recent years with a critical assessment of how the new mixing of commerce and culture makes new demands on the nature, use and meaning of urban public space for ‘everyday’ people and practices.  Furthermore, by drawing upon a range of empirical work undertaken in York city centre in North East England, these critical insights are grounded to provide an illustrative example of how city centre space is contested and reproduced by processes of tourism development and urban renaissance, and by ‘the public’ who live and consume it through street-level interactions. 

Urban renaissance and the new urban governance

Theorists have situated the changing urban process within the shifts of Fordism to post-Fordism (see Lipietz, 1993; Harvey, 1989a, 1989b).  A main tenet of this thesis is that increased competition between places for footloose global capital has, since the early 1970s, brought more entrepreneurial forms of urban governance.  US cities have been trend-setters in this, which Molotch (1976) described as ‘growth machines’ that would form ‘growth coalitions’ between private and public agencies to attract investment and consumption capital into tired downtown spaces.  Typically, synergies between culture, retailing, tourism, property development and restoration would be sought to gain competitive advantage.  The beneficiaries of these strategies, however, were ostensibly the cities’ powerful elites rather than their communities at large because property development was more profitable than community development (Logan and Molotch, 1987; Molocth, 1976; Madrigal, 1995).  Pittsburgh and Baltimore are often cited examples of how declining industrial economies were subject to what became known in the US as ‘boosterism’ based on place promotion and spectacular urban regeneration (see Harvey, 1989a; 1989b; and Griffiths, 1993). 

This consumerist/promotional model of urban renaissance also became dominant, though by no means universal, in Europe (Griffiths, 1993).  In 1980s Britain, Glasgow was a notable adoptee, although many post-industrial British cities pursued ‘boosterist’ like strategies at this time (Bianchini, 1990). The momentum gathered pace in Britain during the 1990s, notably in cities controlled by previously resistant Labour-led councils (Hughes, 1999), and a ‘new urban governance’ has emerged, which is about 

working across boundaries within the public sector or between the public sector and the private sector or voluntary sectors. It focuses attention on a set of actors that are drawn from but also beyond the formal institutions of government.  A key concern is processes of networking and partnership. (Stoker, 2000: p. 3)

Integral to this are discourses and practices of ‘new public management’, advocating management strategies adopted by the private sector in order to create ‘modernized’, efficient and effective public institutions (Astleiner and Hamedinger, 2003).  Astleneir and Hamedinger (2003: p. 54), however, like Hughes (1999), warn that this movement sees people ‘as consumers rather than citizens’, and question whether it represents ‘a de facto downgrading of the role of the public’.  Thus new urban governance does not only represent structural shifts in the way cities are managed in the name of a previously failed public but are about new ways of addressing, thinking, knowing, interpreting and disseminating what ‘the public’ is, what is in its interest and how it should be ‘served’.  What this might mean for the status of urban public space is a salient issue, especially given that what constitutes boundaries between the state, the market and civil society are being challenged.
Discussing the growing significance of tourism to urban development and regeneration, Shaw and Williams (2004) note ‘that national and local governments have increasingly sought to build [public/private] partnerships for local development that are focused on, or incorporate, tourism’ (ibid.: p.206). They point out that this ‘new entrepreneurialism’ brings benefits regarding increasing the capacity to tackle complex development problems because traditional government boundaries, interests and response capabilities are not sufficiently attuned to, and do not easily map onto, the multi-complexity of underlying social processes. However, they echo other authors’ concerns by arguing that these types of initiative result in a troublesome ‘blurring of the boundaries between the public and the private’ (ibid.).  The problematic is that rather than transcending inequalities in society, tourism partnerships could reinforce them by representing the interests of the most powerful partners more effectively.  The payback for private interests, then, would be greater access to street-level interactions and the legitimation of their own priorities as being synonymous with ‘the public good’ or the greater interests of the city in which the partnership is located.  From such a perspective, partnerships are not radically new in that they have greater potentialities to deliver more effectively democratic urban development, but are effective in their ability to reach into everyday urban life while maintaining the power of strategic focus.  
Governance, tourism and public space

How governance infiltrates everyday life is an important topic in the writings of Foucault, whose postructuralism has been applied by some tourism theorists in recent years (see Hollinshead, 1999; Cheong and Miller, 2000; Edensor, 2000).  For Foucault (1997), bureaucratic administration is a means of surveillance by which the state exercises normalizing power over ‘subjects’ rather than citizens.  His use of Bentham’s Panopticon as a metaphor of urban governance is important here because its purpose was to imprison subjects within a system of the utmost disciplinary efficiency.  Through rising ‘governmentality’, coupled with the privatization and atomization of space, people’s everyday interrelations become more routinized and visible to the disciplinary gaze of the state. Moreover, through habitual quiescence subjects come to internalize this gaze and self monitor their actions accordingly.  It is the corporeality of people’s spatial interactions that makes such management and surveillance so effective because the threat of being seen is always present. This is not a one way street, however, individuals offer multiple points of resistance and micro-level strategies to combat such omnipotence because the mind is less available to normalization than the body, and anyway the capillaries of the social are many and complex (Thrift, 2004).
In their analysis of local/tourist encounters, Cheong and Miller (2000) argue that agents of the state, like urban managers, extend the panopticon through employing ‘strategies that entail education, instruction, persuasion, advice, interpretation, surveillance and coercion’ (page 383).  Such disciplinary tactics, they contend, are primarily targeted at tourists but that ‘[a]t times, agents are buffers who protect tourists from the ethnocentricism of locals (and locals from the prejudices of tourists) via the communication of cultural manners and mores’ (ibid.).   Governance, then, goes beyond such things as public/private partnership arrangements and the organization and policing of space, into realms of public discourse, social contact, knowledge management and manipulation.  Furthermore, Edensor (2000) describes how local authorities in conjunction with powerful commercial interests develop ‘tourist enclaves’ that are subjected to high degrees of regulation.  So often found in urban settings, tourist enclaves are purified spaces that are aesthetically and socially set apart from everyday urban life, where “undesirable elements’ and social practices are likely to be deterred (: p.328)’.   Spontaneous social contact between locals and tourists is likely to be minimal in the enclave not only because of high levels of spatial regulation but because of the array of spectacles and consumption opportunities designed to focus the tourist gaze in particular ways.  These include things like street entertainments, tourist shopping, hotels, restaurants, various cultural attractions, and tourist signage.  The tourist enclave is thus a stage within which local performances and exhibitions are highly managed, and mixed with a ‘soupcon of exotica’ (ibid.), where global standards of service delivery are provided that stand comparison with competitor stages.  
How inclusively ‘public’ these tourist enclaves are is a moot point, although it would be too simplistic to assume that once tourism comes to town public space is  given over to ‘tourist space’ (McCannell, 1976).  Indeed, authors such as Sennet (1974, 1994) and Jacobs (1961, 1984) have long argued that the erosion of public space in city centres is a feature of modern urban development and spatial management generally, because they inhibit intermingling and spontaneous contact between strangers.  Thus the conditions for social alienation are to a large extent set before tourist enclaves take up a particular form. Sennett (1974; 1994), for example, points out that zoning locates the upper and middle-classes in the choice urban suburbs while the lower social stratas live in less salubrious parts.  City centres consequently become places of appearances only, where people pass through displaying who they are in a world of surfaces and conspicuous consumption.  Moreover, he argues that the creation of more democratically inclusive public spaces would provide an antidote to the socio-spatial divisiveness that plagues the modern city.  Similarly, Jacob’s (1961, 1984) argues that more mixing of land uses attracts a greater mix of people onto the streets and therefore more natural surveillance where strangers and neigbours would cooperate in securing their everyday spaces of mutual interest.  The safety and civility of streets is thus proportional to the mix and amount of people on them (Hughes 1999).  Arguably, then, tourists could contribute to urban life more fully but for their corralling in special enclaves that value private consumption over public vitality. 
The contradictions between public space as a lived experience and the instrumental rationality of governance over it are also issues of significance in the work of Lefebvre (1996).  For him, space is not a container of activity in the way that mainstream planning and management view it, but is a socially produced dialectical relation.  The main issue for Lefebvre is not about certain rights of certain people to be in certain spaces but about rights to urban life itself.  Here, play, creativity and the capacity of all urban dwellers to be fully immersed in the city’s rhythms of daily reproduction are what give cities vitality and meaning (Bridge and Watson, 2002). Such rhythms arise ‘out of the teeming mix of city life as people move in and around the city at different times of the day or night, in what appears to be a constant renewal process, week in, week out, season after season’ (Allen, 1999: p. 56). These are immediate and sensorial rhythms punctuated by distant mechanisms like traffic regulations, the opening times of shops and public institutions and the itineraries produced by tour operators, and so on.  The city’s rhythms are also constituted by less intense events: like children going off to school, the surprised meeting of friends, and the arrival of shoppers and tourists anticipating what lies ahead of them (see Amin and Thrift, 2002). The spatio-temporal flows of the city are thus a very human poetics emanating from a multitude of sources and interactions that are both spontaneous and planned.  The challenge of Lefebvre’s ‘rhythmanalysis’ is to reflect on the city’s rhythms rather than impute spatial order and to ‘connect the powers of orchestration to the rhythms of urban life and then to analyse their spatial manifestations’ (Hughes, 1999: p. 132).
Contrary to mainstream tourism management views which configure tourism as an external force delivering positive and negative impacts, these insights indicate how tourism intertwines with local and global processes. Furthermore, they challenge the notion of a single public space being maintained by a largely benevolent public management system that ensures ‘the public’ has unrestricted access and rights of way.  Different publics, and public bodies, create and contest space in material and symbolic ways (see Atkinson, 2003; Bridge and Watson, 2000; Fyfe and Bannister, 1996).  The next section will attempt to throw empirical light onto these issues, by focusing upon the way tourism development has proceeded in York City to create a central public space that is subject to increasing rounds of governance from above that meets with varied support, acceptance and resistance from below. 

York: an old place under new management
York is both a post-industrial city and an internationally recognized heritage city.  Until relatively recently manufacturing was the mainstay of its economy and tourism was of little significance till the mid 1960s, when a tourist infrastructure began to emerge (Meethan, 1996).  Between 1981 and 1996 manufacturing employment dropped from 17800 to 8500 while tourism-related employment rose from 4100 in 1981 to 9,279 in 2003, representing one in ten of the workforce (Census of Employment, NOMIS, 1998; York Tourism, 2005). These relative positions are reflected spatially in the way the city is divided into what Meethan (1996: p. 327) calls ‘the industrial and the pre-industrial zones’, demarcated by the old city walls that envelop the historic central core.  Attractions such as the Minster, the Jorvik Viking Centre, the Castle Museum, the medieval street layout, various guided tours, historical events and festivals, all lie within the historic core, which draws in something like four million tourists each year - of which 19.5% are from overseas, mostly from North America and Europe (York Tourism, 2005).  This level of activity has also meant that the centre has ‘taken off as a ‘leisure shopping’ destination… [with] much bigger and better shops than its catchment area could support’ (Falk and King, 2003).  Outside the old city walls lives more than 80% of York’s population (ibid.), which shares a mix of features like public and private housing estates, factories and business parks, offices, and ‘out of town’ shopping centres, familiar to the everyday environs of any post-industrial British city.

Meethan (1996) points out that since the early 1980s York’s historic core has gone through an identifiably postmodern tourism development phase, and has many characteristics typical of Edensor’s (2000) ‘tourist enclave’.  It is a highly regulated space replete with tourist signage, pedestrianised streets, street entertainments, period street furniture, gentrified shops and cafes, and a host of local trails telling a themed ‘spatial narrative’ (Zukin, 1990) of multiple consumption opportunities. Such dramaturgy has been encouraged by a pragmatic city council which, in the face of a declining manufacturing base, fundamentally changed its position on tourism from one of suspicion about the ‘candy floss’ nature of the industry and the low quality jobs it offered, to a one that accepted that tourism was critical to the city’s future (Meethan, 1996, 1997).  In 1995 this resulted in the Labour-led administration formalizing its links with the city’s private sector through the formation of the ‘First Stop York Tourism Partnership’, which is still in operation. The partnership is ostensibly a tourism growth coalition that spans a host of local government departments - of which the economic development unit takes the leading role – and a range of external bodies, including: the Yorkshire Tourist Board, the York Tourism Bureau, York and North Yorkshire Chamber of Commerce, York Hospitality Association, and York Hoteliers, that between them represent more than 600 private members (York Tourism, 2005). The main aim of the partnership is ‘the maximization of the economic and employment advantages of tourism in York to the benefit of businesses, employees, residents and visitors’, with destination marketing, product development and staff training being its core functions (ibid.).  While voluntary groups are not significant in the partnership it endeavours to reach out to the local populace via marketing and PR strategies that promote the interests of tourism as being synonymous with the interests of the city as a whole (Snaith and Hayley, 1999). This is done through such things as publishing the regular ‘Partnership Newsletter’ and ‘The York Tourism Times’, and organizing a ‘Residents’ 1st Weekend’ which takes place every January when residents are given free entrance to participating heritage sites (York Tourism, 2005). 

The need for such tactics indicates that tourism policy and practice can be controversial with York’s residents.  Indeed, Meethan (1996) tells that as far back as the mid-1970s ‘anti-tourist sentiments within the city ran high, and there were calls for the numbers to be limited or, at least, better managed’ (page 329).  Augustyn and Knowles (2000), however, show that it is not tourism per se that is the (political) issue for residents, rather it is the ‘quality’ of the tourists, the lack of quality employment in the local tourism sector, and a growing sense of disembededness from the city centre that many York residents feel (Mordue, 2005). On this latter issue, the city council has publicly admitted that there are many ‘resident’s moans about the city centre being turned into a ‘visitors’ museum’’ (City of York, 2002). Furthermore, research conducted by Falk and King (2003) reveals that locals are concerned about York becoming a ‘twin track’ city with a divide between the quality of life of many wealthy incomers and the life of residents living in the suburbs, and that the city is starting to lose its unique identity because of its success as a tourism and leisure shopping destination. When locals were asked about their worst fears for the future, ‘many spoke of increasing polarization and alienation’ (ibid: p. 18). Voase (1999) observes similar discontent in York, and argues that too much stage-management in the city centre has resulted in a loss of authenticity that is alienating on three interconnected levels. Firstly, it alienates locals from the city centre itself, secondly, tourists are alienated by the staged nature of their consumption, and thirdly, both tourists and locals are alienated from each other because genuine social encounter is precluded, causing locals to retreat into the ‘back-stages’ of everyday local life that are unavailable to tourists.  

Influencing the encounter between locals and tourists has been a major aspect of First Stop York’s panoptic reach. Indeed, one of its strategic aims is to ‘develop residents’ involvement in the industry and improve their contact with tourists’ so they can be ‘at ease with visitors’ (Tourism Strategy Group, 1995, 1998; Augustyn and Knowles, 2000). Its training programmes, internal marketing and PR campaigns have been key in delivering on this front. For example, training has focused on scripting front-line staff’s interactions with tourists because, as York’s Chair of Leisure Services has stated: 

[t]here is a recognition that part of the experience for tourists coming here is the quality of the human encounter… If a person behind the desk is rude and grumpy and badly paid and badly trained, that is not very good for the individual’s business or the business of York as a whole. (in Mordue, 2005: p. 185)

While rudeness - and spontaneity - can be scripted out of hired performances, First Stop York’s power is more neutered, but subtle, when it comes to locals not working in tourism. These locals, particularly working class locals living in the periphery, have a tradition of calling for more government control of tourism (Snaith and Hayley, 1999; Meethan, 1997). This is a direct result of the growing alienation they feel from the historic core as a space given over to middle-class tourists and incomers who ‘are in a position both spatially and financially to take advantage of the cultural facilities and specialist shopping which now dominate the city centre’ (Meethan, 1997: p.339).  Locals’ protests have also been expressed ‘in a more individual, if somewhat boorish, fashion, [by] giving misleading directions and information to visitors’ (ibid.).  Little wonder, then, that since its inception First Stop York has endeavored to influence encounters between locals and tourists, and shows preparedness to trade local spontaneity for managed predictability and, as Voase (1999) has noted, local indifference.  


This said, surveys show that most locals are broadly positive towards developing tourism in the city despite the problems (Augustyn and Knowles, 2000; City of York, 2005; York Tourism, 2005).  It would seem that the PR and marketing strategies have been successful in getting their messages across in this regard, because Augustyn and Knowles (2000) report that little of First Stop York’s effort has been about the actual management of tourism impacts in the city. However, local support for tourism has always been pragmatic, qualified and ambiguous, and needs to be seen in context of the city’s changing economic circumstances.    In other words, many locals see tourism development as a less than perfect means to help replace the loss of manufacturing, but a development option that the city has little choice but to take up.  That this economic realism sits uncomfortably with local people’s connectedness to the city centre is illustrated by the words of one York resident:

I was walking through Parliament Street the other day and there was a Highland group playing bagpipes at one end and some Brazilian/Spanish samba band or something at the other end.  I mean that's fine and a lot of people like it [but] what's it got to do with York? (Mordue, 2005: p. 191)
Drawing from a range of depth interviews with residents in York, Mordue (2005) shows that local feelings on these issues are anything but clear-cut. For instance, another resident’s comments illustrates that such tourist performances can also be enjoyable local performances: ‘when I’m in the city I quite like to hear all these sounds and make my way through Parliament Street, I like to see people from different countries, I like the cosmopolitan atmosphere and think York is a very parochial, dull place without such things’ (ibid.). Yet another resident criticized such cosmopolitanism as being only aesthetic, akin to a cultural muzak that does little to penetrate the social and cultural purity of the historic core. For her the city centre is not true to the city as a whole but a spatial signifier of the people who predominantly manage, administer, control and consume it: ‘It’s not really cosmopolitan...  There is a massive cultural issue that the city has become to be seen as a pretty place, a middle-class, white place... All the tourism policies are somehow culturally steered to that, all those elements are emphasized’ (ibid.: p. 189). 

Other residents seem much more concerned with the narrower question of who should consume the historic core rather than what is being consumed or what its staging represents. As one put it, ‘[t]he key issue is quality… What we need are people who are going to stay overnight… If you concentrated on the value end of the market, rather than the cheap day-tripping, you would also have a lot less congestion’. Supporting such sentiments, another said ‘[t]here just isn’t enough money going around from what I call day-trippers rather than tourists, because they come here in vast numbers from the West Riding’ (ibid: 188-189).  For these residents, rights to the city centre are all about spending capabilities rather than rights of citizenship, and given that most day-trippers will live within daily traveling to and from York it is the most local visitors that these discourses of exclusion are trained upon.   These are not uncommon opinions either (see Mordue, 2005), and Meethan (1996: p. 329) indicates that day-trippers have long been at the sharp end of anti-tourist sentiments in the city because they are seen by many ‘to provide little to the local economy’. 

First Stop York empathizes with such views, even though surveys consistently show two thirds or more of all York’s visitors come from the ‘ABC1’ socioeconomic groupings - that is groups like managers, business proprietors and professional members of the service class (City of York, 2005; York Tourism, 2005).  Under the heading ‘Partnership Successes’, it proudly reports that since the partnership started ‘longer visitor stays’ are up by an average of 14.8% and visitor spend is up by 22.4% (York Tourism, 2005). It also states that the long term success of tourism in the city ‘is not a matter of visitor volume: we want visitors who stay longer [and] spend more money’ (ibid.) - making it clear that day-trippers and anyone without spending power will remain well outside First Stop York’s social radar.  
In a report commissioned by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation, Craig (2003) questions such narrowness of purpose and doubts whether the current economic development trajectory of the city can even begin to meet the social needs of York as a whole.  He points out that in ‘an apparently reasonably prosperous city’ around 18% of its population are living in poverty, a ‘situation [that] has changed little in the past 60 years’ (ibid: p. 52); and that the council needs to address the issue of poorer residents feeling excluded from the city centre. He concludes that 

the costs of development associated with general economic change or specific tourist and heritage-related initiatives have to be assessed and apportioned between tourists and local residents… [A]t the very least a stronger focus on ‘social tourism’ which makes explicit the costs and benefits to local residents might help to protect poor residents from costs which are not of their making. (ibid: p. 57)

While Craig does not outline what is meant by ‘social tourism’ it implies something much more equitable than is happening at present or indeed what First Stop York is planning to happen.  Voase (1999), however, offers a different, but equally tentative recommendation, which is aimed at the development of more ‘non-tourist sites’ based on the creative and cultural industries. He argues that that these will satisfy the consumption demands and sociability needs of locals and tourists alike because ‘the atmospheric benefits which they potentially offer… creates a vibrancy of social relations which injects a new authenticity into city life’ (page 295).  This is the language of ‘urban renaissance’ but with a hope that cultural industries will be egalitarian in the way that their global consumer appeal cuts across already established local/tourist boundaries.  

A recent development in York indicates that its managers share aspects of Voase’s vision.  First Stop York, in partnership with the city council and the regional development agency, Yorkshire Forward, has embarked on a new initiative entitled ‘Renaissance’ which aims ‘to develop ‘’state of the art’’ installations in public spaces… to combine cultural objectives with those of the tourism and creative industries in York’ (Tourism York, 2005). Projects supported so far involve an evening trail for families around the city centre based on children’s stories set in York, and various artistic exhibitions and performances that will be illuminated at night.  This desire to open up night time York has spawned another initiative called ‘York:Light’ which is a ten year plan to use high-tech lighting to illuminate ‘the city’s major buildings and heritage sites, streets, parks, open spaces and riverside walks’ (ibid).  The aim is to ‘enhance the safety and prosperity of the city-centre for residents and visitors alike’ by increasing ‘footfall’ in the centre at night which in turn will increase ‘the level of informal surveillance’ (ibid).  Although there is perhaps some social value in these strategies, they are more about stretching the temporalities of city centre consumption and increasing capacity than increasing the social mix of people in it  (cf Jacobs, 1961, 1984; and Sennet, 1974, 1994). Indeed, these new rounds of consumption are unlikely to challenge the social purity of the city centre at all but extend the First Stop York panopticon in a way that is self policing and economically efficient both in terms of investment and cost of operation. 

Overall, the development trajectory of the city seems to remain indifferent to the concerns that both Voase (1999) and Craig (2003) raise.  Their recommendations are anyway overly trained on the local/tourist dualism, which sweeps past the most pernicious structural divides in York that are not so much between locals and tourists but between people of different capabilities in accessing cultural and economic power.  Tourism in York has only exacerbated inequalities that have existed in the city for a long time, in that they have taken on new aesthetics and a new spatial order, particularly during its ‘postmodern development phase’ (Meethan, 1996). 
Concluding comments
Many of the issues that York faces are particular to its situation, however many are ‘indicative of problems facing many cities at both macro- and micro-levels… that must impact on the daily lives of the inhabitants’ (Meethan, 1997: p. 340).  There are several interrelated aspects that are important here. They also raise issues that are undeveloped in the tourism literature, and therefore warrant further discussion in this final section of the paper. These are: the axiomatic status of the local/tourist dualism, the escalation of socio-spatial mobility, the changing nature of urban citizenship, and the governance of urban public space.  
Producing neat socio-spatial categorizations, as Lefebvre (1996) contends, is symptomatic of a positivist gaze that avoids much of the complexity of human spatial relations in favour of seeking manageable spatial order.  Similarly, the local/tourist dualism can be an over-simplistic imposition that has commonsense appeal but one that hardly grasps the dynamics of the social circumstances within which varied people contest urban space (Chaney, 2002).  Such ordering all too frequently reduces the social complexity in and around tourism development to other dualisms like the cost/benefits of so-called negative and positive tourist impacts, and so on.  In such discourses tourists tend to be configured as outsiders invading local space, upsetting some pre-existing authenticity or order therein. Mordue’s (2005) research in York, however, demonstrates that such binary divides can be more assumed than real.  Moreover, and rather ironically, local discourses and practices aimed at addressing so-called tourist impacts in York tend to distil to the social exclusion of apparently low value groups in order to accommodate higher spending consumers – whether the excluded are locals or tourists hardly seems to matter. More generally, perspectives that reify the local/tourist dualism as the primary source of conflict fail to acknowledge` the new (dis)order in which distinctions like ‘home’ and ‘away’ are collapsing as a consequence of the greater mobility that is sweeping the globe (Urry, 2002).  Tourists are only one aspect of this mobility.
The ability to be mobile as a matter of individual choice is, of course, unequally distributed.  Bauman (1997) uses the metaphors of vagabonds and tourists to illustrate the inequities, where vagabonds are located on one end of the mobility continuum as enforced travelers pushed into the margins to eke out their existence, while tourists travel for pleasure as their preferences dictate. Mobility is thus dependent on one’s position in the postmodern hierarchy:

One can be (and often is) a tourist or a vagabond without ever traveling physically far… We are all plotted on a continuum stretched between the poles of the ‘perfect tourist’ and the ‘vagabond beyond remedy’ – and our respective places between the poles are plotted according to the degree of freedom we possess in choosing our life itineraries.  Freedom of choice… is in postmodern society by far the most seminal among the stratifying factors. (ibid: p. 93)

Mobility is not just about the corporeality of movement, it is also about the ability to determine one’s direction and position in life and the places that we are able to inhabit and visit on life’s journey. The ‘perfect tourist’ is the ultimate postmodern consumer, rich both in economic and cultural capital, who represents the ideal that cities such as York now try so hard to attract as either residents or tourists.  Once again the issue is not about tourists’ needs versus locals’ needs, in the way that many commentators contend, but about rights to the city itself as Lefebvre’s (1996) spatial dialectics reveal.
To talk of rights to the city is to talk about citizenship, and Urry (2000) demonstrates how the private interests of consumers and the public rights and obligations of citizens have been dissolved by the flows and mobilities of nascent post-Fordism. Things like the rise in consumer rights, the increased delivery of public services by private organizations and the way in which the state has formed governance partnerships with private, voluntary and quasi-public organizations have all impacted on what has traditionally been considered as citizenship, fixed by territorial belonging (cf. Marshall, 1992).  In these circumstances, Urry argues that traditional citizenship is replaced by a more hybrid ‘consumer citizenship’ and that the role of the state can now only regulate the performances and standards of the various organizations that deliver on this front, because its territorial boundedness gives it less jurisdictional purchase on the contemporary flows and movements of capital and people.  Public spaces have thus become public/private hybrids, or ‘highways of consumption’ where the ably mobile dictate the cultural, economic, and therefore public, terms. The less advantaged groups play more passive public roles, often as spectators watching from the pavements and sidewalks as the world of mobility rushes by. 
This is an evolving set of circumstances, and in York, for example, conflicts are evident in the way residents protest about it being a ‘twin track city’ and a divided city (Faulk and King, 2003; Meethan, 1996; 1997) while others call for more market cleansing of the historic core in order to increase its social purity (Mordue, 2005). The First Stop York coalition, however, as might be expected, sees the private interests of its partners as synonymous with the public interests of the city as a whole. The hybridity to which Urry (2000) refers is thus not a completed state of affairs by any means but is constitutive of an ongoing struggle between varied private and public rights and interests.

Harvey (1989a, 1989b) argues that in the post-Fordist city public/private coalitions have meant that the public service ethics of the old urban elite have been reduced to focusing more on aesthetics – both in the presentational focus of urban politics and economic development strategies, and in the creation of highly aestheticised urban spaces.  The result is a postmodern urbanism that has forsaken the ideals of ‘becoming’ for a state of ‘being’ that has no real hope or expectation of constructing a better urban future for all. For Goldberger (1996: p. 135) this produces 

[a] measured, controlled, organized kind of city experience… [that] disdains randomness, the difficulty, and the inconsistency of real cities.  It is without hard edges, without a past, and without a respect for the pain and complexity of authentic urban experience. It is suburban in its values, and middle class to its core. (in Atkinson, 2003: p. 1841)
The ‘real’ city is thus something mobile urban dwellers are generally well guarded from.  Living in the better parts and having good access to private transport, they can pass-by the less palatable districts and avoid the ‘urban jungle’ as they make their way to work, travel to and from the airport, or relax in comfortable houses and hotels (see Urry, 2000 on ‘automobility’ and citizenship).  In this context, mobility is safe and domesticated (Atkinson, 2003), and city life is framed by the car windscreen or some other environmental filter. 
On the other hand, Amin and Thrift (2002: p. 135) note how there is increasing concern about the erosion of urban public space as a backlash to ‘encroaching privatization and urban dereliction’, which is represented by the perils of things like gated communities and secluded zones, ghettoization, increased public surveillance, and the segregation of once communal areas. Urban leaders are therefore coming under growing pressure to recover the situation through initiatives like the reintroduction of cafes, fairs and bazaars in public spaces, ending urban dereliction, planning more multifunctional urban spaces and encouraging local parades and street festivals, and so on.  In short, such initiatives would be about stimulating the kind of intermingling and social interaction that Sennet (1974, 1994) and Jacob’s (1961, 1984) advocate.  For cities like York, then, it might be possible to imagine an urban future in which the full spectrum of local people, tourists and other urban consumers are invited to share the city centre on equal terms, creating an urban cosmopolitanism that chips away at established divides.  
This, however, seems a hope too far given the structural nature of these divides and the way in which they are reproduced performatively both in official and unofficial quarters.  As Bauman (1997: p.33-34) provocatively deliberates: 
[T]he postmodern modern setting does not so much increase the total volume of individual freedom, as redistribute it in an increasingly polarized fashion: intensifies it among the joyfully and willingly seduced, while tapering it almost beyond existence among the deprived and panoptically regulated.  
The intransigence of the issues also leads Amin and Thrift (2002) to doubt whether more intermingling of strangers would be enough to produce a progressive ‘politics of propinquity’ (Copjec and Sorkin, 1999).   It may produce a much more vibrant urban aesthetics and perhaps even new public spaces of tolerance and sociability, but ‘there is a limit to how far the new cosmopolitanism can be tied to the city’s public spaces’ (ibid. 137).  The problem is that views which focus on fostering greater social interaction in public spaces imply clear separation between the public as civic sphere on the one hand, the state as institutionalized power on the other, and the market as being purely private. The real urban picture, according to Amin and Thrift, is much more fluid than this and anyway there is no single public or undifferentiated ‘public good’ that can be applied equally to all urban dwellers. 
[O]nce we accept that the public realm is not a civic arena that brackets difference and private interests, any lingering notion of a shared citizenship emerging out of co-presence or exchange in the public sphere [is] questionable. Besides, what makes us sure that the piazza is the space of effective politics, so long as the real political decisions are made in the piazza (Martinotti, 1999). (ibid.: p. 136)
Political energy, then, needs to be directed at the structures and the socio-economic dynamics of the new urban governance as well as on creating more democratic urban spaces of participation. Tourism is not necessarily antithetical to any of this and can add its own rhythms to the multiple harmonies and discords in urban life. Thus rather than calling for better ‘tourism management’ strategies in urban settings a democratic gaze should be trained on how tourism development policy and practice sit with urban governance more generally. For this, more proactive governance is needed that embraces the differences and the difficulties that intersect the mobilities and the spatial fixities of urban life, rather than pursue initiatives that regulate, sanitize and domesticate the urban experience for some while alienating others.  As the York case shows, certain urban dwellers can all too easily become disenfranchised from the city, not because of tourism, but because they do not fit the partial map of the world that coalitions like First Stop York and their supporters insist on drawing.
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