INTRODUCTION

This paper analyses how the heritage city of York in north east England is performed, evaluated and contested by what Cheong and Miller (2000) call ‘the tripartite of brokers, locals and tourists’.  Over the last two decades the city’s ‘historic core’, which is centrally located and bounded by the old city walls, has entered a new tourism development phase characterised by a typically postmodern coupling of enterprise and heritage (Meethan 1996; cf. Corner and Harvey 1991). Here cultural attractions are integrated with retailing and gentrification to form a ‘tourist enclave’ (Endensor 2000) that is built on ‘spectacle and entertainment’ and aligned to ‘a specific reading of the city’s heritage’ (Meethan 1996: 331), which Voase (2000: 295) remarks is ‘evolving into a simulacrum of itself’.  Of particular importance in this are issues of power and control regarding what are the optimum activities or set of performances the historic core is meant for, and, perhaps more importantly, who are the most valued groups to enact these performances? Performance in this context refers to the symbolic interactions, discourses and signifying practices intimately embroiled in the reproduction of space, habitus, group membership and the display of ‘cultural capital’ (Bourdieu 1984).  This applies as much to local people as it does to tourists and tourist brokers because the acting out of daily life by anyone involves performance in all public circumstances (Goffman 1959). Moreover, when tourists and locals occupy the same space, as in York city centre, the scene is set for a variety of performative conflicts to arise.  
The use of performance as a metaphor for tourist practice has become a critical focus of attention in the literature in recent years (see, for example, Edensor 2000; 2001; Chaney 2002; Coleman and Crang 2002).  Nonetheless, considering how local people encode and enact performances that compare and compete with those of tourists who occupy the same space is a fresh vein of analysis. Although these are embodied performances that engage all the senses as people move through space, they are also discursive (cf. Tulloch 1999) because through narrative people author what they and others do to create and contest places as ‘performative events’ (Coleman and Crang 2002). The analysis here focuses on narrative, and from qualitative data gathered through field observations, interviews and a range of secondary sources, it explores how different actors within the ‘tripartite system’ (Cheong and Miller 2000) view their own and others’ performative rights and competencies within the historic core. The aim is to provide an original, ‘horses mouth’ study of how social exclusion is integral to the way the historic core is performed, regulated and reproduced primarily for middle-class consumption.  
Performing, regulating and globalising tourist space

Chaney (2002) argues that tourist sites are especially rich performative arenas where the organization and interpretation of space provides a framework within which locals and visitors ascribe and contest meaning.  In many studies such contestation is configured as tourism impacts, where the activities of visitors impinge upon locals in rather linear fashion. However, Chaney (2002) points out that locals and visitors do not constitute homogenous categories, and that the meaning of place for them will be dispersed, exist on a number of dimensions and will change according to differing expectations. Arguably, the most important dimension is social access, and Griffiths (1993) shows that cultural consumption in city centres is a local reflection of wider socio-economic power. The upshot is a 'dual city' where the middle-classes are elevated into the socio-spatial core, while lower social stratas are exiled to the socio-spatial periphery because they have neither the cultural nor economic capital to be significant consumers of culture. 

Edensor (2000) also alludes to how social exclusion is commonplace in tourism enclaves because classificatory struggles produce discourses that rise to prominence to author what is appropriate activity within their boundaries. “Undesirable elements” and social practices …are likely to be deterred’ (ibid: 328). This is particularly pronounced in urban landscapes redolent of heritage where ‘aesthetic appreciation of particular landscape styles and patterns of consumption can be subtly defined and redefined to exclude others’ (Duncan and Duncan 1997:170; also see Duncan 1999).  Likewise, the official designation of landmark historic districts are ‘often influenced by which social groups will consume [them]… moreover, a landmark designation creates both monopoly rents and a monopoly of consumer rights’ (Zukin 1990: 42). The resulting ‘spatial narrative’ is constructed around ‘a symbolic quest for authenticity, validation and monumentality, as well as a myth that an historically preserved enclave – and others like it – represent the real, historical city’ (ibid.). Furthermore, historic enclaves confer a sense of place and therefore a sense of authenticity to the things being sold within them (Halewood and Hannam 2001). Their landscapes are cleaned up and extensively signed, let out at high rents to businesses and other tenants, property values rise, and are generally turned into consumption spaces that take full advantage of the cultural and economic synergies between heritage, tourism, shopping and gentrification. Through this the cultural capital of place is wedded to the habitus of new middle-class groups (Zukin 1990) who are particularly prominent in the creation and consumption of culture and heritage (also see Tunbridge and Ashworth 2000). Whether these middle-class groups are made up of locals, local elites, business proprietors or tourists matters less than their respective stocks of cultural and economic competencies.  The right to perform in such landscapes is thus socially contested, something achieved, even earned, rather than something that is a right of say citizenship or residency. 

While these issues may be played out locally they indicate the global nature of the socio-economic relations of tourism development. Moreover, in western heritage tourism there is a recursive tendency to follow a formulaic norm that reproduces an aesthetic of ‘pastness’ in urban space (Corner and Harvey 1991).  In business parlance, cities become ‘products’ needing to perform in the global market, consisting of ‘resources’ by which attractions considered part of the authenticity and uniqueness of place are often mixed with other more ‘exotic’ attractions that have blanket appeal to cosmopolitan consumers.  The result is a de-differentiation of the local and global in which local particularity becomes disembedded, or as Robins (1991: 31) puts it: ‘torn out of time and place to be repackaged for the world bazaar’. Thus, when ‘global tourists’ (ibid. 38) seek place distinction, they are complicit in a paradoxical effacement of local difference by the tourism industry, because in the competition for tourists places simultaneously offer uniqueness and global standards of service delivery.  This tourism ‘glocalisation’ both ensures the ‘quality’ of the ‘product’ in universal terms and compels the staging of place particularities and local cultures as attractions.

Heritage, power/knowledge and tourism

These variegated socio-economic and spatial crosscurrents create what Tunbridge and Ashworth (2000) term ‘dissonant heritage’.  This refers to the discordant ways in which heritage is commodified and packaged into ‘place products’ that are ‘multi-sold’ and interpreted for a variety of individuals and interest groups while excluding ‘others’.  The question thus arises whose heritage, and by extension whose heritage city, is being interpreted by whom and for what purpose?   In practice, even though heritage is culturally constructed, the economic imperative usually dominates this political question. Therefore, while the heritage of any place is open to multiple claims and interpretations, it is generally target marketed and ‘shaped for the requirements of specific consumer groups (ibid.: 8).  Furthermore, the ‘spatial hierarchy’ through which the heritage is purveyed gives rise to inevitable conflicts between local, national and global interpretations and consumption of heritage (ibid.: 221).  

According to Voase (1999) global forces have so staged York center that, for the benefit of locals and tourists alike, it is in need of ‘a fresh injection of the ‘authentic’’ (ibid.: 295). He argues that locals and tourists are now alienated from each other, and to restore York center’s integrity as an authentically lived space and ‘genuine’ tourist attraction, its stage-management should be curtailed.  Voase does not, however, discuss these issues with either locals or tourists in his research, but does concede that the very idea of authenticity is negotiable and contestable.  This flags the role of ‘power/knowledge’ (Foucault 1977) in the negotiation and performance of York centre because, as Jamal and Hill (2002: 103) note, the ‘political and experiential nature of authenticity’ lends itself to the analysis of how ‘power is enacted discursively’ in tourist space. It is at this point that Cheong and Miller’s (2000) Foucauldian perspective provides a useful analytical platform, although their discussion of the ‘tripartite system’ of brokers, locals and tourists implies perhaps an all too neat delineation of each group. 

At one level Cheong and Miller (2000) state that there is the expert knowledge deployed by professional brokers drawn both from the private and public sectors who ‘negotiate how far development should proceed, what type of development is optimal, who should enter as tourists, and so forth’ (ibid.: 381). This power/knowledge is reenacted on a daily basis by ‘on-site brokers’ such as tour guides and attractions employees who direct, choreograph, interpret, educate, manage and monitor tourists on behalf of their superiors to ensure appropriate actions are performed and that maximum revenue is earned.  With regard to locals who do not earn a living directly from tourism, Cheong and Miller (2000) argue that rather than being victims in the tourism system, as many mainstream views would have it, locals can exercise considerable power over tourism either by endorsing or resisting it, or by ‘controlling the behaviour of tourists in subtle but effective ways’ (ibid.:382).  This can happen informally through face-to-face interaction with tourists in which their local status is used to socialize tourists into local traditions, manners and values.  More formally, strategies might include lobbying officials and participating in research and media investigations to ensure their voices are given weight by being part of discourses heard in the public domain. 

Conversely, Cheong and Miller (2000) argue that tourists are Foucauldian ‘targets’ because they are the objects of the disciplinary gaze of brokers and locals. Rather than exercising normalizing power through ‘the tourist gaze’ (cf. Urry 2002) then, tourists are first the recipients of brokers’ power/knowledge strategies that script what they can know about the locality prior to their arrival. This is done through marketing and other means of information management. Once tourists have arrived in the destination they are compelled to act in accordance with the local arrangements of space, internal marketing and promotion of different attractions, and the nature of the contact with local people.  All these tactics combine to inculcate tourists into the range of performances ‘acceptable’ to the setting.  Somewhat like the prisoners in Bentham’s Panopticon (Foucault 1977), tourists come to internalize the gaze of locals and brokers and discipline their own performances accordingly.  Consequently, Cheong and Miller (2000: 387) conclude that ‘the success or failure of ‘’appropriate”, or “sustainable” tourism programs lies more substantially in the power of brokers and locals than in the power of tourists’. 

Edensor (2000), while acknowledging the power of scripting in this way, warns against spatial determinism and asserts that tourists also contest what is ‘appropriate’ activity in a given setting.  He sees their roles in a more dynamic light, arguing that even in enclavic tourist space some tourists engage in ‘tactical revolts’ in which they follow their own generative performances.  Not wanting to overstate this generative potential, Edensor also remarks that ‘many tourists acknowledge and accept the controlled nature of these enclavic spaces and the monitoring of their own performances but are prepared to trade self-expression for the benefits of consistency, reliability, and comfort’ (ibid: 331). 

York
The city has a population of 174,400 and receives an estimated 3.84 million visitors each year (City of York 2001).  The annual income from tourism is around £247 million, there are 9,570 tourism-related jobs in York, and one in ten of its working population are in tourism-related employment (Economic Development Officer for York City Council 2003). This outstrips manufacturing employment which dropped from 17800 in 1981 to 11300 in 1991 and again to 8500 in 1996 (Census of Employment, NOMIS, 1998). The historic core is the focus of tourism in York, whose old boundary walls divides the city into two distinct zones ‘the industrial and the pre-industrial’ (Meethan 1996: 327). It is especially renowned for the Minster, its medieval street layout and its museums, of which the Jorvik Viking Centre is particularly well-known. There are also a number of guided tours, historical events and festivals which occur in the historic core throughout the year.  

Shopping remains a mainstay activity within the city centre, although its complexion has changed in recent years.  While some of the ubiquitous ‘multiples’ that are found in any British city are evident, ‘increasingly, shopping for everyday needs has… been moving out to the out-of-town shopping malls’ (City of York 2001).  There are also many gentrified specialist shops selling souvenirs, antiques, specialist clothing and jewellery clustered around the major attractions. Numerous cafés, restaurants, fast food outlets, tea and coffee houses offering ‘typically’ British or more international fare combine with an array of street entertainers from around the world to complete the now extensively pedestrianised historic core’s admixture of heritage, exotica, entertainment, commerce and retailing. Peter Addyman, Chairman of the York Archaeological Trust (YAT) who owns the Jorvik Viking Centre, celebrates these developments, stating that heritage attractions provide ‘cultural foci in the midst of commercial zones, enabling adjacent developments…to have a better chance of succeeding’ (Addyman, 1991: 80).

Methodology

Field observations were made in twenty separate visits to York between 1996 and 2002. The interviews took place between May and November 1996 in York city centre when fourteen depth interviews were conducted with thirty five domestic and international tourists; two resident focus groups were held with twelve people; and another two individual depth interviews were carried out with residents (originally mistaken as tourists).  A further five ‘key informant’ depth interviews were conducted with ‘professional brokers’ (Cheong and Miller 2000), these were: the Chair of Leisure Services for York City Council, the Economic Development Officer for York City Council, the Chief Executive for the York Tourism Bureau, the Director of Attractions for the YAT, and a former chair of the York Group for the Promotion of Planning. 

All respondents were identified by networking in York and chosen because of the positionality of the information they could offer.  The interviews were underpinned by topic/issue schedules to ensure consistency of approach, and were tape-recorded, transcribed then imported into the software package HyperResearch to facilitate examination.  The whole respondent selection and interviewing process ceased when issues and opinions became repeated to the point of saturation.  Comments cited in this paper are used to illustrate the range and depth of bodies of opinion respondents held (see Cook and Crang 1995 on ‘doing ethnographies’). This research was then supplemented by another interview with the Economic Development Officer for York City Council in November 2003. Finally, secondary data was collected between 1996 and 2003, consisting of reports, city plans and newsletters supplied by the York Tourist Bureau, York City Council, and the YAT. 

The major benefit of this ethnographic approach is that it allowed an in-depth investigation of how local tourism performances are specific yet mediated by global processes, and are part of a dialectic between the expert and the everyday in which official and street level discourses intertwine (Tulloch 1999). This applies both to respondents’ narratives and the spatial narratives that signify the tourist milieu. The study thus examined the wider influences on the stories told and shed light on the local practices their authors reflexively construct by way of praxis. In this, the ideological provenance of discourses aimed at regulating York’s historic core by scripting the type of performative conventions ‘appropriate’ to it were disclosed (cf. Edensor 2000), while alternative discourses that might challenge these were made available to the investigation.    

A limitation of this research is that it does not quantify how representative respondent opinions are across the populations under investigation.  Future research could be designed to do this, however, by building upon the findings here which lend themselves to quantification or more triangulated research.    

Performing the product and product performance

Peter Addyman’s views on the efficacy of juxtaposing culture and commerce within the historic core have gained currency in York’s official quarters over the years. Of note is the sea change in attitude towards tourism of the labour-led council.  Up until the mid 1980s the council doubted the quality of jobs the tourist industry offered and balked from promoting tourism development because it did not want to be seen favoring this over community development for local people. Such prudence was politically wise because 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’ (Meethan, 1996, page 329). However, with the continuing decline in manufacturing jobs in the city, by the end of the 1980s the council took a much more proactive role in the development of tourism.  This culminated in the launch of the First Stop York tourism development strategy in 1995 which had aims to create a public/private partnership where: 1) economic, employment and training benefits would be maximized 2) the city would be recognized as a high quality tourism destination 3) the potentially negative impacts of tourism would be managed to benefit both the quality of life for residents and the enjoyment of York’s visitors 4) local citizens would give tourism their support, and 5) the industry in York would possess the means to understand and respond to national and international business trends (Tourism Strategy Group, 1995: 3). 

These aims remain central to the development of tourism in York and indicate that although tourism moved to the fore of the council’s thinking, old concerns regarding ‘quality’ issues prevailed.  For example, maximizing of employment benefits not only means increasing tourism-related jobs numbers but increasing the quality of the jobs themselves, which equates with enhancing the quality of the product to meet national and international standards.  The Chair of Leisure Services for York City Council put it thus:

There is a recognition that part of the experience for tourists coming here is the quality of the human encounter they have… If the 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. 

To manage quality in these terms the council introduced a tourism training award scheme for local businesses in the early 1990s, and First Stop York took it over in 1995.  Ostensibly, it is about creating a ‘centre of excellence’ in tourism training by increasing the take-up of qualifications by employers and employees; and by monitoring customer care improvements through customer satisfaction surveys (Tourism Strategy Group 1995).   The scheme works by controlling the tourism product through controlling the performances of front-line actors and those who employ them.  However, it is not compulsory for employers but operates by appealing to the circular market logic that ‘quality’ training and employment practice equate with good business practice.  The process of award giving ensures this ideology is propagated throughout York’s tourism sector and the quality control loop is completed by customer satisfaction surveys.  

Such monitoring challenges Cheong’s and Miller’s (2000) analysis, because using customer surveys as a management tool means that tourists are enlisted as Foucauldian agents within the corporate system of product management and surveillance and are not simply targets of its gaze.  Tourists can thus play a dual role in tourism production and consumption because they can switch from being targets to agents depending upon the part(s) they are performing at the time. In this duality tourists read and correspond with the performative codes (i.e. spatial arrangements, brochure descriptions, service provision and surveys etc.) the industry scripts for them.  In turn producers gain knowledge that helps increase the market effectiveness of what they do, and the reciprocation continues within a circuit of cultural production and consumption.

The corporate reach of First Stop York also extends to enlisting the support of locals who do not work in tourism. A survey conducted in 1991 by Snaith and Haley (1999) found that this group was most likely to be negative about tourism, was in favor of more government control of tourism, and expressed ‘a growing concern for inappropriate growth’ (ibid.: 602). Given this, and given that locals are a tacit part of the tourist product, it is little wonder that heading off long-standing anti-tourist sentiments within the city was/is important to First Stop York. Between 1996 and 1998 it allocated £107000, around 7.5% of total budget (Augustyn and Knowles 2000), for a variety of PR initiatives designed to do exactly that. Specifically, the partnership aimed to ‘develop residents’ involvement in the tourism industry and improve their contact with visitors’ (Tourism Strategy Group 1995: 4-5), which was reiterated in its review of strategic objectives in 1998 (Augustyn and Knowles 2000: 349). Thus, as with tourists, depending upon the context of the roles they are performing within the local tourism system, locals can be construed as either agents or targets of the corporate gaze. As complainants asking for more management of tourism they are quite literally agents of control; alternatively, as the focus of PR and internal marketing strategies they are control targets. 

This begs the question: what success has the corporate approach to tourism development in York had in terms of marrying the management of locals with the aims of achieving global standards of product performance? There is some statistical evidence that by the mid to late 1990s there were successes in this area.  For instance, in a management analysis of First Stop York, Augustyn and Knowles (2000) report that in 1996 83% of residents were broadly positive about tourism development in the city. Customer surveys indicate that York achieves a high level of tourist satisfaction: in 1995-96 67% of tourists interviewed for the City of York Council said they ‘enjoyed York more than other places’; and in 1997-98 the figure for this was 71% (City of York 2001).  However, Augustyn and Knowles (2000: 345) observe that over the same period little had been done regarding the ‘enhancement of the quality of the residents’ life and enjoyment of York by visitors through the management of impacts’.  Thus, successes concerning locals have been more to do with propagation of the corporate tourism development ethos than addressing concerns about ‘inappropriate growth’ (Snaith and Haley 1999) and ‘better’ management of tourists (cf. Meethan 1996).  Alternatively, improvements in tourist satisfaction have come about through better management for tourists, regarding better reservations systems, better signage, new customer care courses, and the installation of other customer information provisions (Augustyn and Knowles 2000).  Either way these successes have been achieved discursively but have a material effect upon the way locals and tourists experience, perform and contest the historic core.

Local responses 

Quality jobs, quality tourists and place belonging

As per the findings of Augustyn and Knowles (2000), the local people interviewed for this research were, by-and-large, positively disposed toward tourism development.  This was because they saw it as vital to York’s economy, but despite such economic pragmatism there were deep concerns expressed about the effect tourism was having on their ‘quality of life’.  Three issues were seen as pivotal: 1) the quality of tourism employment 2) the quality of the tourists themselves, and 3) local people’s growing sense of disembeddedness from the city centre. 

Starting with employment, between 1993 and 1996 there was a 5.2% increase in tourism employment in the city, reaching 8,833 (Augustyn and Knowles 2000), and by   2002 this figure had risen to 9,570, constituting a 14% rise since 1993 (Economic Development Officer for the City of York 2003). However, the locals in this research were skeptical about the prospects and pay that such jobs offered. Typical comments were: ‘a lot of people who work in the tourist industry work as volunteers, or are very low paid’ (young woman resident, arts administrator, lived in York all her life), another replied ‘I would agree they are low paid’ (middle-aged male resident, part-time health trust worker, lived in York nearly all his life).  One local woman - a graduate in her thirties looking for a career job, who was interviewed independently, and who had lived in York for fourteen years - had even decided to leave York altogether because she was so despondent about what she described as the preponderance of low-grade, tourism-related work available in the city. Another former student, who was also interviewed independently, corroborated this, saying: ‘There's a lot of part-time work,... I really can't see there being many career opportunities in York.   Luckily at the moment I'm not looking for a career... If that's what I wanted I wouldn't stay in York (young male, early twenties, lived in York three years). Talking from the employers perspective, the Economic Development Officer for York City Council declared that there were few ‘quality people coming into tourism jobs, making it difficult for the tourism industry to maintain the level of quality of service that is required by an increasingly demanding consumer/visitor base in York’.  It seems, then, that from both supply and demand viewpoints the quality tourism employment aspirations of the council were not being met by the various initiatives, although there was an increasing number of jobs available. This suggests that the market alone was still driving job creation in terms of both quantity and quality; and in subsequent years there has been no evidence to suggest that this has changed.  Between 1996 and 1998 £214000 (around 15% of budget) had been put into training and employment initiatives by First Stop York. As shown, since then the job total has continued to rise, though Augustyn and Knowles (2000: 349) state that ‘it is difficult if not impossible to assess whether this trend can be associated with the training projects’.  

With regard to the quality of tourists, the issues around this are long-standing. Meethan (1996: 329) declares that during the mid-1970s anti-tourist sentiments were especially targeted at ‘day-trippers as opposed to long-staying visitors, as the former were seen to provide little to the local economy while the latter were regarded as big spenders’.  There is evidence, however, that York has been consistently successful at attracting the higher income groups who may be predisposed to spend more in the city. Back in 1988 NOP Market Research reported that British visitors were predominantly ‘middle-class’ with ‘two thirds’ occupying the ABC1 social grouping. Just under half of all British visitors though were day visitors from the north of Britain (NOP 1988).   The findings of The York Visitor Survey of 1995-1996 match these figures and showed that 61% of visitors were from the ABC1 groupings; the following year this figure had risen to 72%, and day-trippers accounted for 46% of all visitors (City of York 2001), of which the majority come to York for shopping (Augustyn and Knowles 2000).

 
Just as these figures show relative consistency, so too does the long held concern in the city about the value of day-trippers.  In 1996 the President of York and North Yorkshire Chamber of Commerce said that York was too dependent on retail consumption and mass tourists who do not stay long enough to spend their money (Yorkshire Evening Press, ‘Business Report’, September 18 1996: 3). This viewpoint was echoed in the focus group discussions, where one member said of day-trippers: ‘I don't think they bring money to the town because they don't spend that much.  I live in the suburbs where there are a lot of guest houses and I don't know how they keep in business because they are virtually empty’ (young woman resident, arts administrator, lived in York all her life).  Another remarked:

The key issue here is quality.  What we need are not day-trippers who come in, go round the town, go into the Minster, look at the free attractions, perhaps buy an ice-cream, some fish and chips, a jacket potato for lunch, that sort of thing… What we need are people who are going to stay overnight, possibly for more than one night… If you concentrated on the value end of the market, rather than the cheap day-tripping, you would also have a lot less congestion.

(young male resident, insurance administrator, lived in York all his life)

One key informant cited west Yorkshire people as constituting the main ‘problem’:

There just isn't enough money to go around from what I call trippers rather than tourists, because they come here in vast numbers from the West Riding.  Well this is a long tradition that went on long before the First World War when… they would get on a cheap day return to York to get away from the horrible industrial surroundings in which they were living presumably.  And who can blame them… but they were not money spenders, they'd buy their fish and chips and their beer and they'd go back home.  And York, I'm afraid, still suffers from that. 

(retired male, former chair of the York Group for the Promotion of Planning, and owner of an art gallery in the historic core, lived in York forty five years)

Like the previous comment, this last statement rejects day-trippers as worthwhile consumers of York because their performative scope extends to consumption requiring low levels of both economic and cultural capital. He also reveals condescending sympathy for day-trippers’ social circumstances - which are stereotypically seen as constitutive of proletarians living in industrial west Yorkshire.  On these terms, day-trippers rights of access to York are not so much matters of geography, regarding their local status, or indeed determined by tradition, but are principally matters of class. 

The city’s tourism professionals are not so dismissive of day-trippers, even though they too value staying visitors highly. This is not because of altruistic reasons or notions of citizenship and public access, or York’s importance to the region, but about consumer demand and market realism.  For instance, when asked if day-tripping visitors should be ignored by First Stop York marketing campaigns, the chief executive for the Yorkshire Tourism Bureau replied: ‘No.  I don’t think we could afford to yet.  OK, yes, when the hotels are full and the restaurants feel they are full then yes, maybe we can start being more selective’. Notwithstanding accommodation revenues, shopping is the most lucrative tourist activity for the city: accounting for an average £26 spend per visit in 1997, which compares with £18.50 spent on food and drink and £18 spent on visitor attractions in the same year (City of York 2001).  Thus, while visitors staying one night or more will spend more per visit than these average figures, the volume of the day-tripping market means that it is crucial to the economic performance of the city. 

Such facts and professional opinion seem to offer little succour to residents concerned about the impact of tourism on their ‘quality of life’.  As one focus group member said about getting around the city centre, ‘It’s very difficult to get through the town because of people cluttering up the pavements..., they are just wandering, especially in the narrow streets, and it just stops you from getting anywhere’ (young woman resident, arts administrator, lived in York all her life). Although overcrowding was of general concern to local respondents, more troubling was their changing sense of place.  The Economic Development Officer also alluded to this, relating that residents were frequently voicing ‘the philosophical argument’ to the council that ‘the city is no longer theirs; somehow it belongs to outsiders’.  He elaborated by saying it was worsened by the loss of many locally owned shops in the centre because ‘market forces’ had resulted in high business rates, making shop failures quite common. In a recent discussion (2003) he alluded to how these fundamental concerns were enduring, although he expected they would abate as residents adjusted to the changes.  

The focus group members were exercised by these issues; and one retired woman complained: ‘There’s nothing there now… in the centre of town. There's no grocery shops, there used to be the lot’ (lived in York all her life).  Speaking about the ‘trinketisation’ of the shops, another commented ‘If you'd have come ten years ago in York you'd have found that Stonegate was a high quality, high class street full of quality shops. To my mind now it’s a load of tat’ (middle-aged male resident, health trust worker, lived in York nearly all his life).  The official City of York web-site (City of York.com), takes something of a sideswipe at such criticism, stating that ‘Despite York residents’ moans about the city being turned into a ‘visitors’ museum’, there is plenty of shopping activity’.  Though it does concede that there are a large number of tourist shops in the centre, with many ‘seeming to have a short life’ (ibid. 2001). 

Nowhere are these issues more germane than in the Shambles, which is adjacent to Stonegate and the most well-known tourist street in the heart of the historic core.  Originally a street full of butchers, it is now almost exclusively the domain of specialist souvenir shops with facades evoking a Dickensian ‘old curiosity shop’ aesthetic which in a strictly historical sense is out of context with what the Shambles was all about.  On this the Director of Attractions for the YAT mused: ‘I certainly noticed a difference in places like the Shambles, where you could buy a pound of meat and now you can't, its all post cards and trinkets....  I prefer things not to move on but I realize that life has to move on’.

This illustrates the difficult position of brokers in their efforts to provide tourist facilities even though they may wish to preserve the historical integrity of place. While hinting that a place’s authenticity is relative to its time, the director obviously laments recent changes. This is ironic given that the YAT owns the Jorvik Viking Centre, which is the exemplar attraction of the coupling of enterprise and heritage in the historic core (Meethan 1996).

The regular street entertainment in York centre provides a vivid performative signifier of the way it has evolved as a tourist destination in recent years. Performances can range from the traditional, such as Morris Dancing, to ‘exotic’ entertainments from around the globe, such as South American pan-pipe ensembles.  While the acts change frequently, the multi-cultural theme of much of the street entertainment is a fairly constant part of the core’s spatial aesthetic in the summer months. For some local respondents, however, this global pastiche is hard to take:

You go in one square and you've got fire eaters and jugglers and conjurers, and the next square it’s the same or similar. 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?

(middle-aged male resident, archivist, lived in York sixteen years)

He went on to say that this type of staging was so endemic that the people of York were pacified by it and seemed increasingly resigned to their eroding sense of belonging. ‘There's nothing, no context, it’s as if the people in York aren't really proud of York.  People come for these things and we are offering things that you can get… anywhere, it’s television entertainment’ (ibid.).  The suggestion is that tourists do not want ‘real’ heritage or even staged authenticity, simply theatre and entertainment.  Similarly, local people are detached from ‘real’ York as it becomes commodified for the global market, whereupon placelessness is created through its staging and its cultural eclecticism (cf. Robins 1991).  In this, York is de-differentiated from many other places and its spatial aesthetic is assimilated into a universal, decontextualised tourism culture akin in consequence to the pop culture of TV entertainment. 

Such views were not shared unanimously by local respondents. Another focus group member stated: ‘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’ (middle-aged male resident, health trust worker, lived in York nearly all his life). A young woman focus group member agreed with him strongly, but others were less committed one way or the other. Though the woman resident who was interviewed independently, did articulate her feelings on this well: 

It’s not really cosmopolitan...  I don't like the fact that so much emphasis is put on tourism so that we get things done for tourists and then there's nothing done for residents... 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.

(woman resident in her thirties, unemployed graduate, lived in York fourteen years)

She also stressed that for her York’s cosmopolitan aesthetic is only a superficial byproduct of tourism in the city centre, and that although York’s population is made up of a mix of ethnic groups, this is invisible in the cultural preferences that dominate the historic core.  Indeed, Meethan (1996) supports her argument, stating that evocations of an English idyll overshadow the historic core’s smatterings of exotica, whereby old buildings and winding narrow streets are garnished with period street furniture and flowers to indulge the many aesthetic stereotypes redolent of the English rural village. 

Tourist responses

Negotiating an authentic tourist experience 

In general, tourist interviewees also had strong opinions regarding the quality and integrity of the city centre.  However, because of their particular vantage point(s), these issues were broached in the research in terms of the quality of the tourist experience and the importance of authenticity to this.  Reflecting the issues Voase (1999) raises, questions were directed at discovering whether tourists thought the city centre was over-staged and over-commercialized, whether these issues mattered, and what they as individuals wanted and did while visiting the city? 

As with other research findings (cf. NOP 1988; Augustyn and Knowles 2000) visitors from the north east region of England tended to be day-trippers who enjoyed leisure shopping.  They also tended to regard York as significant to their own regional and national identity, as one woman’s comments exemplified: ‘York is part of the national heritage, it is important to us born and bred in Middlesbrough… We haven't got the lovely little boutiques like they have in the Shambles, and the gorgeous little old jewelers’ (retired woman day-tripper from Middlesbrough).  A young woman on a day-trip from Leeds with her mother similarly compared shopping in York to shopping in her home city: ‘We are going to the Shambles because there are different sorts of shops there.  But we are not doing chain store, city centre shopping, nothing serious’.  A slightly different perspective came from another visitor from the region, who enjoyed York for ‘a day out’ but lamented the loss of the locally owned shops in the historic core, saying: ‘There used to be lots of little shops up these little streets, individually owned dress shops, they've all gone now, [but] even if we don't buy anything we just like walking round York, up the Shambles and round the little streets’ (retired woman from Pontefract, on a day-trip with her husband).  For these three day-trippers even though York is not a physically distant place its centre is exceptional because it not only contains many historical buildings and ‘olde worlde’ shops, its whole spatial aesthetic marks it out as different to the more modern, (post)-industrial places where they live.  Therefore, quite ordinary activities like shopping or walking through busy streets take on a qualitatively different performative status; they become events and experiences that are culturally and ‘sensuously ‘other’ to everyday routines and places’ (Urry 2002: 155). Moreover, these comments show that day-trippers can feel cultural pride in York’s status as a heritage city, and, as the woman from Pontefract demonstrated, share an affinity with locals on issues that plainly affect them both. 

With regard to possible contradictions between safeguarding the historical integrity of York against its staging as a heritage attraction, no tourist respondent saw the preservation of York’s heritage as something necessarily antithetical to the development of tourism. Comments from a young man from Scotland (visiting for three days) illustrated this attitude: ‘if this hadn't taken off as a thriving tourist area, what the hell would all the buildings be like, what kind of state would they be in?’.  His young female companion concurred: ‘I don't see anything wrong with selling history as long as it’s reasonable and accurate’.  Similar sentiments were expressed by other tourists, whose comments ranged from: ‘I think it’s very commercialized, but we are on holiday so we came to do the commercial stuff, to see the sights’ (young woman from London, visiting York for four days with her mother), to, ‘it’s a bit touristified… [but] done in a good way’ (middle-aged woman from Norway, visiting York for two days with her family). 

At the same time, tourist interviewees were acutely aware of the threats of over-commercialism; though they tended to see the manner in which the city’s planners, entrepreneurs and residents approached the development of tourism as the central issue.  One young woman particularly warned against the processes of gentrification:

The pretty stuff in the centre will probably be overtaken by outsiders with money, and I think the place could lose its authenticity. It's not the tourists that make the place lose its authenticity it's the people who come in and buy property.  The local culture is then badly affected.  As a tourist you don't have time to do damage. 

(young woman student from Germany, visiting York for a day with her partner)

This is a reflexive comparison of the ephemeral nature of the tourist condition against the much more embedded power of gentrifiers who are able to physically stamp their economic and cultural superiority onto the landscape.  From this perspective, the staging of place is consequent to social power over it, which is rooted in property relations. 

Such a view could imply that tourists have no choice but to accede to the physical and social arrangements of York’s tourist space. However, further investigations showed that tourists can interpret, perform and reproduce it in very different ways.  For example, a young woman from Turkey deliberately avoided the history scripted by the likes of guides, heritage centres and museums: 

 It seems like history is embroidered in the little shops here and there… When you visit, say, a place and you are able to touch things or hear the story of things, not the official history, not the official stories, the story that comes from the walls, then you experience history, that's functional history.

(visiting York for one day with her partner)

Here authenticity is a personal, tactile, even phenomenological event arrived at via a subjective immersion in place.  Official stories that focus on what Wang (2000) calls the ‘objective authenticity’ of historical (arti)fact simply get in the way. Interestingly, though, the gentrification and trinketization of the shops apparently does not.  

By contrast, a mother and daughter from Scotland who were visiting York for ‘a few days’ sought out the official stories, with little interest in the shops. A highlight of their stay was a three hour guided tour of the historic core, which was free and organized through the Tourist Information Centre (TIC). 

Daughter: We are just not shoppers… It’s nice to look at the windows outside but what was more interesting was to learn what the Shambles had been used for in the past.

Mother: When you see the butcher’s hooks and things it was interesting. We got the information from the guide.  I've been up and down the Shambles off and on for a period of years I suppose, and I had never seen these until he pointed them out.

The shops were only a backdrop for these respondents but the narrative of the guide was central to their ‘authentically’ performed experience - which was reliant on the plausibility of the stories he told.  The mother explained that they were assured of this by the guide’s apparent depth of knowledge, his status as a local volunteer, and that he was formally recommended by the TIC.  Alternatively, a married couple from Essex were more equivalent when discussing the relative importance of shopping and museum visiting.  For them the difference in value of either was determined mostly by cost:

Woman: We probably wouldn't have worried about the shopping if the things hadn't been as dear as they were.  We probably would have gone into the museums.

Man: So we are going to spend the money in the shops that we might have spent in the museums...  to take something back from York.

(in their thirties, visiting York for a week)

In their opinion they were not exchanging an authentic experience for a false one in an unholy trade-off.  Rather they were establishing performative priorities within material constraints; and a distinct advantage of shopping was that they could take something of York with them in the form of a tangibly ‘authentic’ souvenir/signifier of the place/visit (c.f. Halewood and Hannam 2001).  Arguably, shopping for souvenirs also represents a more personally empowered immersion in place than museum visiting because it is self-determined, free at the point of entry and multi-sensorial, whereby exhibited goods can be gazed at, handled, smelled, and owned if desired. By this process souvenirs are commodities that have much more existential performative value than artefacts set up for public gaze alone; and though nearly all the museums in York have a museum shop they charge an entrance fee for what remains a predominantly visual experience. 

It was put to tourist respondents that although being convenient and entertaining, the staging of the historic core actually separates them from the locality and its real history (cf. McCannell 1976). None of them accepted this, with many stating they could get beyond the tourist pap when desired, intimating that they were able to perform on different levels depending upon mood and imagination rather than a flat reliance on producer scripts and performances.  The young woman from Germany discussed this by reference to the Shambles and, as with other respondents, tended to see it as being emblematic of the whole of the historic core:

You don't expect to have the real old shops in there because then it really would be an open museum.  As it is now, it is more real than that.  If the shops weren't there as they are now, kind of modern, it would be a dead place, like a museum... Overall,  it fits the present and the past at the same time.

(visiting York for a day with her partner )

Place integrity then is not about fixing the past in aspic, but about allowing a place to be reproduced performatively through time. The Shambles is a real place and not simply an exhibit, because it is lived and in process, with a present as well a past.  Therefore, rather than its touristic aesthetic compromising its historical integrity, it is integral to it. 

Conclusion

The tourists interviewed would seem to concur with Cheong’s and Miller’s (2000) conclusion that sustainable tourism lies more within the power of brokers and locals than with that of tourists. However, they adopt this position from the premise that tourists are Foucauldian targets while brokers and locals are Foucauldian agents.  The problematic is that this categorizes behaviour within the typologies of their tripartite system rather than seeing behaviour as performative, dynamic and not readily centred within a priori identities. From a performance perspective, it is what people do and say that is important not their classification as brokers, locals, or tourists. For instance, this research has shown that locals and tourists can interchange and co-act, albeit often unwittingly, as either Foucauldian targets or agents depending on what they are doing and saying at the time.  Sustainable tourism, then, will be a process performed reflexively by a range of actors who subscribe to its base-line ideology, yet transform its meaning(s) as they play through the dialectic of expert and everyday discourses and practices at the local level (cf. Tulloch 1999). Performances that are not reflexive or emanate from less ‘sustainable’ scripts will also contest the discursive terrain and field of activity.  

Focusing on action and discourse rather than on fixed identities does not suggest that locals and tourists are ostensibly the same or are free to do as they please. As Sherlock (2001: 277) states, ‘the distinction between host and guest is important in terms of identity markers and… are still important common-sense terms’. Although a distinct population, locals do not represent a single vantage from which tourism development in York can be assessed, just as the appellation ‘local’ does not represent an undifferentiated social or ethnic community. The range of local responses here reflect this and reveal that the impacts of tourism in York engage highly nuanced relations of power, as Cheong and Miller (2000) argue. Nonetheless, there is a political economy aspect to this power which Cheong’s and Miller’s  poststructuralist account side steps, because there are ‘classificatory struggles’ (cf. Bourdieu 1984) between groups in York that cut across the local/tourist dualism. In this context the performance of local space is a homologous power play in which brokers, locals and tourists use their relative cultural and economic competencies, as well as their positions within the ‘tripartite system’, to choreograph production and consumption performances and socially determine the ‘appropriateness’ of the actors who perform them. A gamut of formal and informal spatial practices are deployed that range from the First Stop York strategy to market research and the construction of particular ‘spatial narratives’ within the historic core to the everyday symbolic interactions between locals, tourists and tourism brokers.  Such praxis means that a spatial hegemony is discursively brokered in the historic core by the more powerful actors, which lauds dominant class interests as being synonymous with the cultural and economic interests of the city as a whole. At the same time, voices that might raise issues relating to social access and coterminous cultural ownership of the historic core are much less audible.  The challenge for brokers concerned with managing tourism for sustainability is to include these voices both now and in the future within negotiations of how, and for whom, tourism is to be developed in the city.  

This is not to suggest there is an exclusionary conspiracy in York nor, as some local respondents in this research have done, to both underestimate the economic importance of day-trippers and fix them in straight forward class terms. Neither is it possible to cleanse the market in the way that some locals’ comments have suggested. The social and economic circumstances around the historic core are too complex for such managerialism to succeed. Indeed, the Yorkshire Tourism Bureau’s chief executive hints at this and points to the economic folly of such a position - although she indicates the desirability of being more socially ‘selective’ if the city could afford to ignore the day-tripping market.  Moreover, if excluding day-trippers from the historic core were possible it would exacerbate its delocalization even further, to the chagrin of many York residents. This dilemma between maintaining the city’s local integrity and enhancing its market status is palpable. At issue is an eroding sense of place whereby the ordinary, minute and routinely distinctive processes of reproducing everyday local life are being decentred or selectively relegated to the much less obviously staged ‘industrial zone’ (Meethan 1996) beyond the old city walls.  What is left within is a more universally banal and regulated spectacularization of the locale as gentrified space and tourist attraction. This far from banishes the everyday from the historic core however. On the contrary, it is the continuity between wider society and tourism that compels such developments because, as shown, tourism is a process constitutive of quotidian and broader power structures.  

Continuity between tourism and the everyday is also reflected in the way locals willingly perform as tourists in the historic core, even though concerns over its globalisation and employment benefits prevail. For example, some locals expressed their enjoyment of York’s newly found aesthetic cosmopolitanism even though the dominance of tourism and the loss of everyday markers like locally owned shops were regrettable to them. Some tourists expressed similar concerns – notably day-trippers – yet too enjoyed the staging of the historic core.  Indeed, all the tourists interviewed seemed capable of performing the historic core in ways that suited their personal tastes and pockets. They could avoid the tourist pap if needed for a more didactic engagement with York’s heritage or enjoy the tourist shops and winding streets as part of the tourist spectacle.  Interestingly, issues around the authenticity of such performances seemed to be of little concern to most tourists interviewed because they were confident of negotiating these for themselves.  That is not to say they were arbiters of the ‘objective authenticity’ (Wang 2000) of the heritage on display.  The tourists interviewed variously relied upon stories produced via local ‘experts’, guide-books, spatial narratives and arrangements, as well as the existential experience of place, to interpret performative codes effectively.  Such competencies suggest that they were also variously armed with the requisite cultural skills developed from their social, personal and perhaps previous touristic experiences to enable this.  Moreover, York ever more successfully offers many possibilities for consumers who are able to read and perform it in ‘appropriate’ ways.  For those who do not, struggles will continue to control both their behaviour and their numbers.  
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