
https://research.tilburguniversity.edu/en/publications/d0d54772-1619-4b23-ba54-f96d7d8c0491


Rethinking Cultural Tourism



RETHINKING TOURISM

This series offers a forum for innovative scholarly writing that reflects the 
new and previously unforeseen challenges, competing interests and changing 
experiences that tourism faces. It showcases authored books that address key 
themes from a new angle, expose the weaknesses of existing concepts and 
arguments, or ‘re-frame’ the topic in an innovative way. This might be through 
the introduction of radical ideas, through the integration of perspectives from 
other fields or disciplines, through challenging existing paradigms, or simply 
through a level of analysis that elevates or sharpens our understanding of the 
subject.



Cheltenham, UK • Northampton, MA, USA

RETHINKING TOURISM

Rethinking Cultural 
Tourism
 

Greg Richards
Professor of Placemaking and Events, Breda University of 
Applied Sciences and Professor in Leisure Studies, Tilburg 
University, the Netherlands



© Greg Richards 2021 

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a 
retrieval system or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical or 
photocopying, recording, or otherwise without the prior permission of the publisher.

Published by
Edward Elgar Publishing Limited
The Lypiatts
15 Lansdown Road
Cheltenham
Glos GL50 2JA
UK

Edward Elgar Publishing, Inc.
William Pratt House
9 Dewey Court
Northampton
Massachusetts 01060
USA

A catalogue record for this book
is available from the British Library

Library of Congress Control Number: TO COME

This book is available electronically in the 
Geography subject collection
http://dx.doi.org/10.4337/9781789905441

ISBN 978 1 78990 543 4 (cased)
ISBN 978 1 78990 544 1 (eBook)



For Chris Devereux (1946–2020) 
A great teacher and an even better friend. 





vii

Contents

Acknowledgements viii
Preface x

1	 Cultural tourism as a dynamic social practice� 1

2	 Actors in cultural tourism practices� 19

3	 The changing contexts of cultural tourism� 49

4	 The consequences of cultural tourism practices� 87

5	 New rituals and the dynamics of cultural tourism practices� 127

6	 Emerging research agendas in cultural tourism� 161





Acknowledgements ix

Thanks also go to Leontine Onderwater and the team at ATLAS for their 
untiring support of the Cultural Tourism Research Project over the years. This 
has included not only the data collection process, but also the hosting and 
supervision of many project staff, organizing international events and produc-
ing many publications. 

Work for this book received funding from the SmartCulTour Project within 
the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme 
under grant agreement No. 870708. The opinions expressed in this book are 
solely those of the author. 

Co-funded by the European Union



x

Preface

In the preface to his fascinating Recent Earth History, my mentor Claudio 
Vita-Finzi revealed that his book was an intended elephant that became 
a mouse. In producing Rethinking Cultural Tourism I failed to follow 
Claudio’s good example, managing to conjure an elephant from my intended 
mouse. I must thank my editor at Edward Elgar, Katy Crossan, for her creativ-
ity in dealing with this transformation.

The space afforded by placing this book in the Rethinking series allowed 
me to diverge from my previous work. Although the text is the product of 30 
years of research on cultural tourism, this book provides a radical departure 
from traditional approaches based on production and consumption. It has also 
been an opportunity to move beyond cultural tourism in a narrow sense, as 
culture produced for and consumed by tourists. The holistic view adopted here 
is important because the cultural tourism field is constantly expanding and 
changing, incorporating new cultural trends as it does so. 

I make no apology for drawing extensively on my own research for this 
text. This is the material I know best, and it reflects my developing thinking 
on the subject. This book does not attempt to provide an objective view, rather 
a personal curation of information I consider useful for analysing the cultural 
tourism field. It reflects the positive sociology approach of an itinerant geog-
rapher turned jack of all trades. The approach is European in outlook, urban in 
content and focussed on contemporary culture rather than the past. This book 
attempts to develop new perspectives on cultural tourism, rather than repeating 
analyses offered elsewhere. 

The book presents a model that I hope will be useful for students and 
researchers in understanding and analysing cultural tourism as a field of 
practice. The main innovation lies in developing a ‘third generation’ practice 
approach which highlights the mechanisms through which cultural tourism 
practices are propagated and maintained.
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1. Cultural tourism as a dynamic social
practice

THE EVOLUTION OF CULTURAL TOURISM

Recent decades have seen a significant increase in the scale and importance 
of cultural production and consumption. Tourism has also contributed to these 
trends, with culture becoming an object of travel for growing numbers of 
people around the globe, and destinations profiling themselves through their 
cultural assets to distinguish themselves and attract tourist attention. This 
combination of culture and tourism, which only relatively recently came to be 
labelled cultural tourism, has become a global social practice. 

The traditional view of cultural tourists as cultured people visiting high 
culture attractions arose during the Grand Tour, which reached its peak in 19th 
century Europe. This form of ‘conspicuous leisure’ (Veblen, 1899) was origi-
nally reserved for the social elite, those who could afford to spend long periods 
of time travelling to complete their cultural education. The democratization of 
tourism, springing from the package tours organized by Thomas Cook in the 
mid-19th century, gradually broadened the market for cultural tourism, and 
opened a wider range of cultural destinations. Cultural tourism was further 
boosted by the growth of mass tourism during the 20th century, as air travel 
allowed people to travel further afield and discover new, and relatively exotic 
long-haul destinations. 

By the 1990s, cultural tourism had become established as a major segment 
of global tourism, with the United Nations World Tourism Organization 
(UNWTO) claiming that 40 per cent of international tourists were cultural 
tourists (Bywater, 1993). Surging cultural tourism demand was met by a flood 
of places seeking to put themselves, and their cultures, on the global map. 
Countries used culture to forge new identities and create homogeneous national 
cultures. Regions and cities employed culture for economic development, fed 
by the spending of relatively wealthy visitors. Cultural tourism was also seen 
as a relatively ‘good’ form of tourism, with high spending visitors supporting 
local cultural heritage and economies (Richards, 2001). The role of cultural 
tourism in supporting heritage also meant it made an important contribution 
to the ‘heritage boom’ in the developed world in the 1980s (Hewison, 1987). 
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by art museums. Similarly, in Canada and the USA, Silberberg (1995) found 
the cultural tourism audience to be older, more highly educated, high spending 
and more likely to be female. He also found that only 15 per cent of tourists 
were greatly motivated by culture, compared with 20 per cent partly motivated 
by culture and 20 per cent who were ‘accidental cultural tourists’. As we will 
see in Chapter 2, in this respect little seems to have changed in the cultural 
tourism field in recent decades. 

As international travel expanded, it also formed part of the lifestyle of those 
highly educated, high earning people interested in culture. In his seminal 
volume The Tourist, Dean MacCannell (1976) charted how visitors to Paris 
and other centres of high culture would celebrate the differentiations of moder-
nity by visiting famous landmarks and sights. John Urry (1990) in The Tourist 
Gaze argued that people wanted to experience things that were different from 
their everyday life, and that this was creating a ‘culture of tourism’ (Craik, 
2002). Interest in cultural tourism continued to grow among sociologists and 
anthropologists, who examined emerging styles of tourism in the developing 
world (Hitchcock and King, 2003), and the growth of heritage production 
and commodification in the developed world (Halewood and Hannam, 2001; 
MacLeod, 2013). Concern emerged for the alteration of local and traditional 
cultures and their resulting commodification by tourism, often spearheaded by 
the cultural tourists in search of ‘authentic’ local culture. 

The cultural turn was sharpened by the recognition of culture as an eco-
nomic force. Studies of the cultural economy in the 1990s often cited tourism 
as an important driver and as a means for spreading wealth to peripheral or 
depressed regions. Many economic impact studies demonstrated the important 
role of tourism in economic development, and culture was seen as an impor-
tant factor attracting tourists (Smith, 2007). Economists began to demonstrate 
the important job creation role of cultural tourism, not just for static cultural 
attractions such as museums, but also for events such as the Edinburgh Festival 
or Salzburg (Gratton and Richards, 1996). 

The economic role of cultural tourism fitted the political climate of the 
time, spurred on by the liberalization of the 1980s and 1990s, and the rise of 
Thatcherism and Reaganomics. Heritage developments provided opportunities 
to support entrepreneurship (Corner and Harvey, 1991) and publicly funded 
museums were encouraged to earn more of their own income (McDonald, 
1998). The need for cultural institutions to find new audiences in the face 
of economic austerity also led them to adopt a more marketing-orientated 
approach, in which tourism became an attractive and lucrative market. 

Cities began to feel the cold winds of austerity, as globalization removed 
the relative protection of the nation state. City centres became hubs for cultural 
development (Zukin, 1995), and cultural resources were employed in the 
competitive struggle to attract more consumers, tourists and attention. New 
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postmodern museums and cultural attractions began to emerge, stimulated 
by increasingly fragmented consumer markets and demand for greater inter-
activity and involvement. New areas of cities were highlighted as culturally 
interesting places to visit, leading to what Maitland (2007) termed ‘new tourist 
areas’. These were often based on ethnic diversity and the novelty provided by 
everyday life, rather than the glass display cases of the high culture museum. 

In the volume Cultural Attractions and European Tourism (Richards, 2001) 
we charted the spread of cultural tourism, with a growing range of must-see 
sights fed by bodies promoting culture for a range of different reasons. As de 
Haan (1997) noted, the increase in cultural tourism in this period did not reflect 
increasing cultural interest on the part of consumers, so much as a growing 
tourist market meeting a rising tide of cultural provision. This fed a spiral 
of cultural tourism growth, where the arrival of visitors to consume new 
attractions was used to justify the construction of more attractions, therefore 
stimulating more supply-driven cultural tourism. In the case of Hong Kong, 
for example, Ng (2002) argues that efforts to diversify the tourism product 
with new cultural attractions and events led to a ‘Cultural Turn of the Tourism 
Industry’, which transformed tourism into a cultural practice.

Growth in cultural tourism was also linked to the shift towards the sym-
bolic economy. Guy Debord (1967) had already announced the advent of 
the Society of the Spectacle, and spectacular consumption stimulated the 
growth of cultural destinations. George Ritzer (1999) noted that the means 
of production had now been transformed into the means of consumption, 
based on the creation of new ‘Cathedrals of Consumption’. Examples of these 
included the Pompidou Centre in Paris, the Bilbao Guggenheim museum and 
the Massachusetts Museum of Contemporary Art (MASS MoCa) in North 
Adams. The growth of cultural tourism generated more academic analyses of 
demand for museums and other cultural sites, including studies by Richard 
Prentice, Duncan Light and Nick Merriman in the UK, Greg Ashworth and Wil 
Munsters in the Netherlands and Alf Walle in the USA. 

Growing research on cultural tourism production and consumption stirred 
a realization that these processes were intimately linked (Richards, 1996). 
Gradually the outlines of what became the experience industry began to be 
discernible, with the emergence of new ‘experience makers’, including art 
historians, journalists, media commentators, gallery owners and cultural tour 
operators (Richards, Goedhart and Herrijgers, 2001). 

The Mobilities Turn 

The 1990s saw continued global expansion of tourism and cultural consump-
tion, and by the turn of the Millennium, the volume of international tourism 
had increased to almost 690 million arrivals, a growth of over 50 per cent 
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compared with 1990. This expansion was supported by increased tourism 
infrastructure, including airports, hotels and attractions. This generated atten-
tion for the growth of ‘non-places’, including airports and motorways, which 
are designed for constant motion (Augé, 1995), while Castells (1996) identi-
fied the emergence of a global ‘space of flows’ being created by the network 
society. It was against this background that John Urry (2000) launched the 
mobilities paradigm. Some argued that mobilities meant ‘the end of tourism’ 
(Gale, 2009), but hindsight suggests the opposite – there were more tourists, 
being more mobile than ever. Cultural tourism also took on a more global 
dimension, as Boniface and Fowler (2002) described in their analysis of herit-
age tourism in the ‘global village’. 

Globalization also drew more attention to cultural differences and their 
consequences. Cultural diversity, in particular, came to be seen as a stimu-
lus for creativity, innovation and growth. The nascent network of cultural 
observatories, such as Interarts in Barcelona and Fondazione Fitzcarraldo in 
Turin, began to chart the consequences of the growing mobility of culture and 
people, not just in terms of cultural tourism, but also social cohesion, cultural 
outreach and urban identities. Pioneers such as Eduard Delgado, founder of 
Interarts, argued for a new vision of cultural plurality and more attention for 
regional and peripheral cultures, which could also increase their visibility 
and revive their traditions through cultural tourism (Belda and Laaksonen, 
2001). Interarts also convened an international group of researchers to start 
the discussion that produced the volume Cultural Tourism: Global and Local 
Perspectives (Richards, 2007).

These efforts marked a realization that globalization, seen by authors such 
as Augé (1995) as erasing culture and difference, was itself creating new forms 
of local differentiation. This ‘glocalization’ trend (Robertson, 1994) marked 
the increasing resistance of local places to the forces of globalization and the 
eradication of tradition by the forces of modernity. This was part of the process 
described by Nijman (1999, p. 148) as ‘cultural globalization’ or ‘acceleration 
in the exchange of cultural symbols among people around the world, to such an 
extent that it leads to changes in local popular cultures and identities’. Nijman 
also argued that cultural globalization was dependent on an expanding culture 
of consumption. 

As Richards (2007) observed, the globalization of cultural tourism was part 
of this process. As culture became the ubiquitous global object of tourism 
consumption, it also produced a counter movement towards the local. If 
‘McGuggenheimization’ produced an aesthetic of culture as a global branded 
good, differentiation had to be sought in the local, the everyday. After all, 
once everywhere had a Guggenheim, what would be the point of going there? 
A similar trend began to be recognized in the field of intangible culture, with 
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a proliferation of events and festivals around the globe. Places everywhere 
were suddenly the victims of ‘festivalization’ (Häussermann and Siebel, 1993).

These shifts produced debates about the meaning of cultural tourism. What 
could cultural tourism mean in a postmodern world of global cultural brands 
and copycat events? If we could no longer be sure about the authenticity of 
places based on appeals to originality, as MacCannell (1976) had suggested, 
then perhaps the meaning of cultural tourism could be found in a particular 
style of consumption? 

By the turn of the Millennium, there were arguably both grounds for pessi-
mism and optimism (Richards, 2007, p. 293). 

In the view of some, local authenticity is rapidly being replaced by global pastiche, 
and local communities seem powerless to stop this process. In the view of others, 
local communities still have the power to create new and authentic forms of culture, 
which can satisfy the visitor as well as strengthening local identity. This division 
seems to mirror wider debates about the rise of ‘cultural pessimism’ …. linked to 
environmental, moral, intellectual and political narratives of decline in the ‘post-
modern’ world at the end of the 20th century.

The Performative Turn

The performative turn had its origins in the work of Goffman (1959) and 
Turner (1969). Goffman also influenced the work of MacCannell (1996) on 
staged authenticity, but the performative turn took a long time to filter through 
to mainstream tourism studies.

Harwood and El-Manstrly (2012) reviewed the performative turn in tourism, 
and concluded that it ‘attempts to explain practices through the act of some-
thing being performed’. They identifed different uses of the term, including 
transformation, enactment, being, negotiation and efficiency. One of the 
first extensive studies of cultural tourism performance was Edensor’s (1998) 
research on the Taj Mahal, an iconic World Heritage Site in India. Edensor 
identified different performance dimensions: 

1.	 Spatial and temporal (e.g. the stage on which performances take place);
2.	 The regulation of the stage (e.g. managing boundaries and choreography);
3.	 The accomplishment of the performance itself (related to the perceptions 

of the audience and the performers).

This analysis reveals that the interactions between tourists and tourism pro-
viders, and between tourists themselves, were becoming central to the perfor-
mance of tourism. Edensor also distinguished two basic types of performance 
spaces: homogeneous and heterogeneous. The homogeneous spaces are those 
produced by or for tourism, which exclude the local (such as hotels and attrac-
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tions). Heterogeneous spaces, on the other hand, are not specifically designed 
for tourist use, but shared between residents and visitors, and therefore have 
disorganized and emergent qualities. Other studies around this time also 
emphasized the performance qualities of tourism in different contexts, such as 
backpacking and local gastronomy (Diekmann and Hannam, 2012; Noy, 2008; 
Ren, 2010). Valtonen and Viejola (2011, p. 176) noted a paradigmatic shift 
in the conceptualization of agency in tourism, with ‘the shift from the gaze to 
the body…, from authenticity to performatively …, and from representations 
to everyday habits and practices’. More attention was paid to material aspects 
of tourism practices, particularly by those following an actor-network (ANT) 
approach (van der Duim, 2007). The performative turn has also produced 
a stronger link between tourism and ritual – a point we return to in Chapters 
4 and 5. 

Growing attention for performance led tourism scholars to connect cultural 
tourism more strongly with the everyday, shifting attention away from the 
symbolic to the embodied and collaborative (Russo and Richards, 2016). 
Performance and creativity were also highlighted in the ‘creative turn’.

The Creative Turn

The creative turn emerged at the end of the 1990s with growing calls from 
policy makers and consultants to generate economic value from creativity 
and the rapid growth of the creative industries. Creativity was also important 
in the development of the experience economy, where the creation of value 
arguably depended on narrative, theming and performance. Cities and regions 
began to profile themselves as creative places that could attract the creative 
class (Florida, 2002). Richards and Wilson (2006) identified three basic forms 
of creative experiences in tourism – spaces, spectacles and creative tourism. 
Creative spaces include creative and cultural clusters where creative producers 
and artisans help provide creative environments for tourism consumption 
(Marques and Richards, 2014). Creative spectacles include iconic buildings 
and shows staged by creative companies such as Cirque du Soleil. Creative 
tourism originally emerged as a concept related to small-scale courses 
and workshops showcasing the creativity of the destination, but gradually 
expanded to cover a wider range of practices (see Chapter 5). 

Kjær Mansfeldt (2015) characterizes the creative turn as being more prag-
matic than the performative or mobilities turn. The creative turn responded 
to, but also extended the concept of cultural tourism. The concept of ‘creative 
tourism’ (Richards and Raymond, 2000) identified a reaction against standard-
ized and unengaging cultural tourism experiences in the face of globalization 
and the serial reproduction of culture. At the same time, creative tourism, or 
the active involvement of tourists in the creative life of the places they were 
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visiting, also provided new possibilities for creative, more fulfilling cultural 
tourism experiences. 

Creative tourism also emphasized relationality, with tourists actively 
involved in the co-creation of their own experiences, together with producers 
(Binkhorst and den Dekker, 2009). Creative tourism incorporates elements of 
the other tourism turns: emphasizing the everyday, the intangible, the sponta-
neity of creative experience, and mundane as opposed to specialized tourist 
spaces. This heralded an important repositioning of the ‘local’ with respect to 
tourism – and the local becoming a new arbiter of authenticity (see Chapter 4). 

The creative turn marked a growing integration of tourism and creativity, 
particularly through the growth of the creative economy (OECD, 2014) and 
increasing references to ‘cultural and creative tourism’ (Carvalho, Ferreira 
and Figueira, 2016). Using the creative industries as a means of boosting the 
economy and attracting visitors arguably had advantages over more tradi-
tional cultural tourism strategies (Richards and Wilson, 2007). The creative 
industries have a more dynamic image than the traditional, staid image of 
high culture, and they are broader in scope, also encompassing sectors with 
high knowledge content and levels of innovation. The new Millennium there-
fore witnessed many developments that integrated tourism and the creative 
industries. The most prominent of these were the creative districts that sprung 
up around the world (Marques and Richards, 2014), and which have been 
developed into mega-attractions in China (see Chapter 3). Value was added 
to tourism facilities using design, including design hotels (Strannegård and 
Strannegård, 2012), design districts (Koskinen, 2009) and iconic wineries built 
by starchitechts (Webb, 2005). 

The creative turn helped to drive new spatial distributions of tourism in 
both cities and rural areas, as described in Chapter 3. It also stimulated the 
development of new networks and clusters related to creativity and tourism. 
These included the global Creative Tourism Network (Couret, 2015) and the 
CREATOUR project in Portugal (Bakas and Duxbury, 2018; Duxbury and 
Richards, 2019).

The Curatorial Turn

The most recent turn in cultural tourism thinking comes from art. The curato-
rial turn was first signalled in museum studies in the 1980s (O’Neill, 2007). It 
represents a shift in the system of artistic value creation away from the tradi-
tional intermediation role of the art broker or the gallerist, towards the curator, 
who exercises cultural power by selecting ‘the value to come’, or sources of 
future value (Venturi, 2018). In performing the role of the selector, the curator 
indulges in a process of ‘stylistic innovation’ (Wijnberg, 2004), or presenting 
something new in a way that enhances its future value. For the curator, this 
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involves selecting emerging artists whose work is not currently valued (or 
selected) by others, and essentially betting on their work to increase in value. 
In tourism, curation is linked to the identification of places or attractions that 
are currently underrated or undervalued, which can be harnessed to stimulate 
future tourism growth (such as the ‘cool neighbourhoods’ identified in Chapter 
3). 

The art of curation has become essential in the digital age, with its morass 
of unorganized information. Content curators act as ‘trusted guides’, helping 
us to understand the world around us and ourselves: ‘Culturally, these curated 
resources are not just shortcuts to the “essence” of something, but they also 
shape and define the character, the perimeter of who we are, of what we are 
interested in, what we like, give value to and seek’ (Good, 2017, p. 7). 

Good (2017) argues that content curators act as gatekeepers to cultural 
portals, and as ‘multifaceted lighthouses’ scanning the digital landscape for 
places, things and people deemed worthy of attention. In this sense, cultural 
curation also becomes an act of placemaking, highlighting locations that 
tourists can identify with and where they can experience meaningful things. 
Content curation, as a process of ordering information to generate value, 
is spawning the growth of ‘content curation sites’ in tourism (Miralbell, 
Alzua-Sorzabal and Gerrikagoitia, 2013). There are many examples in cul-
tural tourism, such as Culture Trip in the UK, the Cultural Curator, Cultural 
Tourism DC in Washington and the Creative Tourist platform. The latter fea-
tures ‘creative things to do in Manchester and the North’ of England and also 
advises other destinations on cultural and creative tourism development. These 
sites create value by ordering information, and through their role as selectors. 
Cultural curation sites highlight the people responsible for the selection, 
staking their claim to the position of content organizer and gatekeeper. The 
curatorial turn marks a shift from exchange value to relational value.

The eventification of cultural tourism also allows curators to select 
specific moments that are significant in cultural consumption. This is most 
evident in the staging of exhibitions that present ‘once in a lifetime’ opportu-
nities to see particular works or curated selections of art. But it also underpins 
selections of festivals to visit, or times to be in specific cities and places. The 
curator, by paying attention to a specific location at a certain time, signals an 
increase in the value of that place, and hence stimulates visitation to destina-
tions that are ‘cool’ at a specific moment (Pappalepore, Maitland and Smith, 
2014). 

The effects of the curatorial moment were charted by Richards (2010) in 
his dissection of the dilemma posed for Canadian architectural critic Sanford 
Kwinter in October 1997. Rather than attending the opening of the Bilbao 
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Guggenheim, he was at the fiftieth anniversary re-enactment of the first super-
sonic flight by Chuck Yeager in the Mojave Desert. Kwinter chose the desert: 

because we believe in shock waves, we believe them to be part of the music of 
modernity, not something to watch a ribbon be cut from, but something to feel with 
our diaphragms, eardrums, genitals and the soles of our feet. We wanted to be in 
the desert badlands that day with nothing but the sun, the baked dirt, the pneumatic 
tremors, and the unbroken horizon. (Kwinter, 2010, p. 89)

Richards explains this in curatorial terms: Kwinter had decided that the 
Guggenheim represented the past, an event that would attract his fellow 
critics in droves, whereas the desert represented the value to come. In the end, 
however, Kwinter’s bet on a supersonic future proved a poor one, curtailed 
less than three years later with the crash of Air France Concorde Flight 4590 
near Paris (Richards, 2010). Many cultural tourism curators seem to follow 
Kwinter’s strategy: they look for places that are currently undiscovered, or 
‘under the radar’ of the mass cultural tourist and other selectors, but which 
are likely to become more popular in future, such as Dundee in Scotland and 
Tirana in Albania (Lonely Planet, 2018).

Each of the turns outlined above have marked changes in the position and 
nature of cultural tourism, with concomitant shifts in the actors and structures 
involved, requiring new research approaches. This book adopts a practice 
approach, as explained in the next section.

TOWARDS NEW APPROACHES TO CULTURAL 
TOURISM

In recent years the theory and practice of cultural tourism have undergone sig-
nificant transformation. From a simple addition of ‘culture’ and ‘tourism’ in the 
1980s, cultural tourism began to be perceived and analysed as a self-contained 
field, and perspectives on cultural tourism have also responded to the different 
turns in social theory. Initial academic interest in the field can be traced back 
to the cultural turn, with growing attention for the stratification and significa-
tion of cultural tourism consumption. The mobilities turn focussed attention 
on the constant movement of cultural tourists and problematized the original 
concept of the tourist gaze. The performative turn generated more attention 
for the agency of the cultural tourist, who was not just a consumer but also 
a performer of cultural experiences. The creative turn has also highlighted the 
multiplication of new identities and roles in cultural tourism, and the rise of the 
‘local’ as a category of ‘authentic’ cultural tourism experience.

The successive academic turns, the expansion of cultural tourism demand, 
the supply of cultural sites and events and the growing range of actors pro-
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moting cultural tourism have also stimulated a growing body of knowledge. 
From isolated academic studies in the 1980s, the cultural tourism literature has 
expanded to almost 9000 publications a year in 2019, almost 10 per cent of the 
total publication output in the field of tourism (Richards, 2018). This growing 
output covers a number of main themes, including cultural tourism as a form of 
cultural consumption, motivations for cultural tourism, the economic aspects 
of cultural tourism, the relationship between tourism and cultural heritage, 
the growth of the creative economy, and the links between anthropology and 
cultural tourism. 

These studies show a tendency to concentrate either on the consumption 
of culture (motivation, behaviour) or the production of cultural experiences 
for tourists (authenticity, satisfaction). However, as the previous discussion 
has emphasized, it is increasingly difficult to separate consumption and 
production. In particular, the idea of a relatively passive tourist gazing on 
the sights offered to them by producers in the tourism industry came under 
increasing scrutiny. The performative turn shed light on the relatively active 
role that many tourists have in constructing their own experience (Ek, Larsen, 
Hornskov and Mansfeldt, 2008). By the turn of the Millennium, there was also 
more attention for co-creation between producers and consumers to develop 
tourism experiences (Binkhorst and den Dekker, 2009; Campos, Mendes, 
Valle and Scott, 2018). Providers realized they needed to get closer to tourists 
to understand their needs in fast-moving consumer markets, and that this could 
be achieved by enlisting them in the experience production process. Vargo and 
Lusch (2008) outlined similar changes in the emergence of service dominant 
logic, and the concomitant shift from using operand (tangible resources) to 
operant (skills and knowledge) resources.

One of the changes that facilitated co-creation was the shift towards intan-
gible cultural resources in tourism experiences (OECD, 2014). This enabled 
consumers to contribute more of their own knowledge and skills to the expe-
rience (Richards and Wilson, 2006). The rise of the Internet and digital tech-
nologies also transformed the information flows in tourism from a system of 
broadcast by producers (Poon, 1993) towards ‘new tourists’ as co-producers of 
information. As tourists began providing information to their peers, they also 
penetrated areas that suppliers had found it difficult to reach. Tourists began to 
consume more areas of ‘everyday life’, or the elements of the destination that 
fell outside the framing activities of the tourist industry. The ability of visitors 
to expand the scope of cultural content produced a more fragmented landscape 
of cultural tourism demand, with many new niches emerging (Richards, 2011). 
These were exploited by an army of new cultural and creative intermediaries 
eager to offer new experiences, leading to innovation and even more fragmen-
tation. This more diverse cultural tourism scene also became more democra-
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tized, as the framing power of the tourism industry declined, and new cultural 
forms began to challenge the previous hegemony of high culture. 

The changing nature of cultural tourism consumption and production 
was recently summarized in the UNWTO Report on Tourism and Culture 
Synergies (2018). This signalled some important shifts in the relationship 
between tourism and culture:

1.	 A shift from tangible to intangible heritage in cultural tourism consump-
tion and production;

2.	 A growing focus on everyday life, or ‘living like a local’ (Russo and 
Richards, 2016);

3.	 Fragmentation of cultural tourism into a series of niches, such as heritage 
tourism, art tourism, gastronomy tourism, film tourism and music tourism 
(Richards, 2011);

4.	 An eventification of cultural tourism supply and demand as a means of 
generating attention and spreading demand (Richards, 2013);

5.	 The rise of new intermediaries and systems of curation (Tribe, 2008);
6.	 A shift from elite to mass culture and the rise of new forms of distinction;
7.	 A broadening concept of culture as an object of tourism.

This growing complexity means that traditional discipline-based approaches 
to cultural tourism often fail to capture the nuances of the relationships 
between the actors and structures in the cultural tourism field. As Bargeman 
and Richards (2020) have outlined, there is a need to take a broader, more 
integrated approach to the study of tourism to resolve the actor-structure 
dichotomy and deal with increasing fragmentation of demand and supply and 
the rise of co-creation. Such a new approach also needs to deal with the ques-
tion of how consumers and producers become entrained into practices, such as 
cultural tourism, and why they maintain or cease their participation. 

Three basic moves are enfolded in this practice-based approach. Firstly, 
a practice view of tourism integrates actor and structure-related factors, 
seeing practices as routine-based configurations of activities shared by groups 
of people as part of their everyday life, through which social structures are 
produced, which in turn guide the actions of participants in the practice. The 
actors include all those individuals and organizations who can influence or 
who are influenced by the (cultural tourism) practice. Previous distinctions 
between producers and consumers in tourism therefore fade: both are enlisted 
in the creation and maintenance of the practice. 

Secondly, we view social practices as a form of interaction ritual (Collins, 
2004), which allows us to explain motivations for joining and adhering to 
tourism practices. Building on studies of leisure practices by scholars from 
Tilburg University (e.g. van der Poel, 1997), and shaped as a research agenda 
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by Richards (2010), this work has been consolidated and extended by a wider 
group of researchers also incorporating Breda University of Applied Sciences 
(e.g. Bargeman, Richards and Govers, 2018; Richards, 2014; Simons, 2019, 
2020). 

Thirdly, we attempt to address a weakness in Collins’ original view of 
rituals or practices by paying attention not just to the conditions that produce 
emotional energy, but also the contexts and the dynamics of practices. Chapter 
3 examines the contexts of cultural tourism practices in more detail, high-
lighting the way in which the locations and times of cultural tourism practices 
affect, and are affected by, the actors involved. Based on the work of Shove 
and her collaborators (Shove, Pantzar and Watson, 2012), we also examine 
how the dynamics of practices evolve through the interaction of competences, 
materials and meaning. 

As Richards (2011) outlines, Shove and Pantzar (2005) argue that a focus 
on practices produces a new set of research questions, which also apply to the 
study of cultural tourism:

1.	 What it means to participate in a practice;
2.	 How enthusiasms develop and flourish;
3.	 The demands that practices make of those who follow them;
4.	 Specific mechanisms of attraction and defection for practitioners;
5.	 The relationship between individual practitioners and the unfolding entity 

of the practice.

These are questions that we will also develop through the remainder of the 
book, seeking to explain how cultural tourism practices come to be through 
the interactions of actors and structures. Chapter 2 considers the wide range of 
different actors involved in cultural tourism practices, and how they collabo-
rate and interact to co-create cultural tourism experiences. The actions of these 
different actors are heavily influenced by social structures (such as markets 
and regulatory frameworks) and take place in different spatial and temporal 
contexts. In Chapter 3 we consider how such contexts shape cultural tourism 
activities, and how they are in turn shaped by the dynamics of cultural tourism. 
Cultural tourism practices also have a range of consequences or outcomes, 
both intended and unintended. These include economic benefits to local econ-
omies and the cultural system, but also overcrowding at major cultural sites 
and threats to ‘authenticity’. These issues are dealt with in Chapter 4, which 
also provides a new practice-based definition of cultural tourism. This chapter 
also develops a model incorporating Collins’ (2004) perspectives on interac-
tion rituals, which emphasize relationality and embodiment through physical 
co-presence and processes of entrainment among groups of actors. Chapter 
5 illustrates some of these cultural tourism rituals, including placemaking, 
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creative tourism, photography, gastronomy and eventification, which are often 
manifested as bundles of practices – in ‘new urban tourism’, for example. In 
the final chapter we look towards the future, sketching emerging research 
agendas relating to a practice approach. We also pay attention to the issue of 
interrupted practices: drawing on the experience of the Covid-19 pandemic, 
which suggests the future of cultural tourism might not be so routine as sug-
gested by traditional practice analysis.

The structure of the text is shown in Figure 1.1, with a progressive focus on 
different elements of the cultural tourism practice, from actors in Chapter 2, to 
the contexts of practices in Chapter 3. The interaction of actors and context in 
the practice serve to generate consequences or effects, which are analysed in 
Chapter 4. One of the important consequences is the development and main-
tenance of the practice itself, which are dealt with in the context of Collins’ 
interaction ritual in Chapter 5. 
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2.	 Actors in cultural tourism practices

INTRODUCTION

The cultural tourism field unites many actors, individuals and organizations, 
encompassing tourism, culture and many other areas. The culture and tourism 
fields are very different in terms of their modes of operation, their values 
and objectives. Bringing these fields together is difficult, because they speak 
different languages (OECD, 2009). Actors in the cultural sector tend to have 
a discourse related to autonomy, artistic quality and creativity (Kaare Nielsen, 
2003), whereas the discourse of the tourism sector is related to economic value 
and efficiency. The report produced by the UNWTO (2018) on synergies 
between tourism and culture shows that cultural tourism experts see differ-
ences in objectives between the sectors as the main challenge for tourism and 
culture collaboration.

Traditional analyses of cultural tourism have tended to focus on particular 
groups of actors, such as consumers or producers. Cultural tourism is often 
seen as an experience produced by tourism and/or cultural actors and con-
sumed by tourists. In a practice approach, however, the focus shifts to how 
actors interact with one another and with the structures that encompass the 
practice. In seeking to resolve the duality of actors and structures, our focus 
shifts from the behaviour and motivations of actors, or the structures that 
bound their actions, towards the recursive nature of actor-structure relation-
ships. Whereas previous studies of cultural tourism have concentrated on the 
influence of structures such as class or education in determining action, we 
argue that actions shape the structures that in turn influence action. In this 
chapter we concentrate on the actors who produce and reproduce cultural 
tourism practices, and in Chapter 3 we focus on the ‘field’ or context that these 
practices support, shape and constitute.

The division between supply and demand, or between producers and con-
sumers is a common duality in tourism studies. This stems from the economic 
or management basis of much tourism analysis, which in the past treated the 
tourism industry as the supplier of products to the tourist, or consumer. During 
the 1990s approaches emerged that began to challenge the basic division of 
supply and demand. For example, Smith’s (1994) model of the generic tourism 
product highlighted the role that consumers play in the creation of tourism 
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services, through freedom of choice and involvement. Such ideas began to 
crystallize with the emergence of the experience economy (Pine and Gilmore, 
1998), in which their original ‘first generation’ conception of experiences still 
gave basic control of the experience to the producer (Boswijk, Thijssen and 
Peelen, 2006). Subsequent studies underlined the increasing co-creation of 
experiences (Binkhorst and den Dekker, 2009) in which tourists were included 
in the experience creation process.

Over time there has been growing attention for agency in (cultural) tourism. 
The actors able to exert agency include the tourists and experience producers 
and other actors related to the development and supply of experiential oppor-
tunities, such as cultural organizations and tour operators. Because of the 
important public value generated by culture (Holden, 2006), cultural tourism 
also has a significant element of public sector involvement. 

The range of cultural tourism actors is also expanding, as Gravari-Barbas 
(2018) notes, partly due to globalization processes. Because of the constantly 
expanding constellation of individual and organizational actors in cultural 
tourism, we focus not so much on the actors themselves, but on their actions, 
interactions and relationalities. Drawing on our model of cultural tourism prac-
tices in Chapter 1 (Figure 1.1), we see that actor-related factors include not just 
socio-demographic characteristics such as education, age and class, or individ-
ual motivations, which are extensively dealt with in the cultural tourism liter-
ature, but also on co-creation processes, and the role of previous experiences, 
skills, knowledge and emotions, which have more recently received attention. 

MOTIVATIONS FOR CULTURAL TOURISM 

According to Richards and Munsters (2010, p. 2), ‘the search for cultural expe-
riences has become one of the leading motivations for people to travel’ and 
this ‘has attracted the attention of a growing number of researchers and policy 
makers, vastly increasing the scope of cultural tourism research’. Motivation 
is key to conceptualizing cultural tourism and is the basis of most definitions. 
Richards (2018, p.  13) proposed a definition of cultural tourism based on 
motivational factors: ‘Cultural tourism is a type of tourism activity in which 
the visitor’s essential motivation is to learn, discover, experience and consume 
the tangible and intangible cultural attractions/products in a tourism destina-
tion.’ Not all visitors to cultural sites have a cultural motivation, however, and 
therefore arguably should not be categorized as cultural tourists (Richards, 
2001). This is important from the perspective of policy, since tourists who are 
motivated by culture will react to cultural tourism marketing and development 
initiatives, whereas visitors with other motivations may not.

Much previous research has focussed on what motivates people to engage 
in cultural tourism, and the extent to which this behaviour is driven by cul-
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tural motivations. Early studies by the Association for Tourism and Leisure 
Research and Education (ATLAS) revealed that cultural visitors indicated 
learning new things and experiencing the ‘atmosphere’ of the cultural site as 
their most important motivations (Richards, 1996). The importance of learning 
as a driver for cultural tourism was also more recently confirmed by Falk, 
Ballantyne, Packer and Benckendorff (2012) and Chen and Rahman (2018). 
The ATLAS research also distinguished between tourists with a specific 
cultural motivation, related to seeing a specific site or cultural artefact, and 
a general cultural motivation where culture was not a specific objective of the 
trip. 

The distinction between general and specific cultural motivations has also 
been underlined in other studies, for example by Bywater (1993), who distin-
guished between tourists with a cultural motivation, those who were culturally 
inspired and those attracted by culture. The varying ‘depth’ of desired cultural 
experience was confirmed as an important distinction between cultural tourist 
types by McKercher and du Cros (2002) and Galí-Espelt (2012) also catego-
rized tourists in terms of the degree of ‘culturedness’, which she related to the 
length of visit and the cultural content of the experience. 

Richards (2002) confirmed the important role of cultural attractions in stim-
ulating travel, with data from the ATLAS research providing strong support 
for Leiper’s (1990) idea that tourists are ‘pushed’ towards attractions by their 
motivations rather than being drawn by the magnetic ‘pulling power’ implied 
by the term ‘attraction’ (Gunn, 1988). Cultural visitation was shown to be 
strongly related to motivation and the resulting use of attraction markers. The 
ATLAS research also indicated that those with stronger cultural motivations 
experienced higher levels of satisfaction, indicating a link between the ante-
cedents and outcomes of cultural tourism behaviour (Richards, 2002). 

Bond and Falk (2013) presented a theoretical model of identity-related 
tourism motivation, arguing that how tourists see themselves is important in 
motivating cultural visits as opposed to other forms of tourism. 

There is evidence to suggest that core identity attributes may be a primary motiva-
tion for certain types of tourism (such as cultural or heritage tourism); however, it is 
unlikely that a person’s cultural or religious identity is the primary motivator behind 
a visit to a zoo or a theme park. (p. 432)

One of the differences between visiting cultural and other types of sites may 
also be related to people’s self-identify as ‘cultural tourists’. Figures from the 
ATLAS research in the Albanian city of Vlora in 2018, for example, indicate 
that just over 23 per cent of tourists identified themselves as cultural tourists 
(Richards, 2019). 
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Important motivations for cultural tourism include the desire to learn and 
nostalgia. Cultural tourism has been connected with learning since antiquity 
(Ivanovic, 2008) and this link was strengthened during the Grand Tour, which 
educated the upper classes about history, literature and art through travel to 
countries such as Italy, France and Germany (Towner, 1985). The link to 
learning remained even after the democratization of travel in the 20th century, 
because inquisitiveness about other people, places and histories have remained 
important travel motivations.

Learning was seen as an important element of the motivation of cultural 
tourists by McKercher and du Cros (2002), who argued that cultural tourists 
for whom culture was a central motivation would also see learning about 
the culture of the destination as a major reason for visiting. Lynch, Duinker, 
Sheehan and Chute (2011) examined tourist interest in Mi’kmaw Aboriginal 
cultural tourism in Nova Scotia, Canada. They found that ‘most respondents 
were motivated to participate in Mi’kmaw cultural tourism for reasons of 
education, learning, and gaining a better understanding of Mi’kmaw culture’ 
(p. 981). There was also a strong link between education level and cultural 
tourism participation and interest. International tourists had a particularly 
strong desire to participate in cultural learning activities, which was related to 
the longer distances travelled. Lynch et al. also emphasized that the learning 
process applied not just to the tourists, but also the host community, which 
used the visitor centres as meeting places and as an opportunity to learn more 
about their own culture. 

McIntosh (2004) argued that tourists in New Zealand wanted to learn about 
contemporary Maori life as well as historical elements of their culture. She 
interviewed international tourists arriving and departing from Christchurch 
International Airport and found that most respondents had ‘learnt something 
new’ about Maori culture. Learning was primarily informal, through meeting 
and talking to Maori people. However, she found that this learning was 
shallow, and covered different aspects of Maori history, traditional lifestyle, 
Maori legends and stories and customs. Most tourists had little prior knowl-
edge of Maori culture, and they held traditional stereotypical impressions, but 
they gained an increased understanding and appreciation for Maori culture 
from their visit. Moscardo and Pearce (1999) studied visitors to an Aboriginal 
cultural park in Australia and identified different groups in terms of their 
desire to learn about indigenous culture. The Passive Cultural Learning Group 
accounted for just under a quarter of respondents, exhibiting high levels of 
interest in ethnic tourism, particularly focussed on cultural learning rather than 
direct contact experiences.

It is noticeable that many early studies of learning in cultural tourism were 
conducted in the context of indigenous cultures, which have long been under 
threat from the forces of modernity. The position of indigenous groups reflects 
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Motivational Segmentation

Motivation is often seen as the key to defining and understanding cultural 
tourism. However, as Howard Hughes (2002) notes: ‘confusion has arisen 
because all tourists at cultural attractions are often regarded as cultural tourists’ 
(p. 172), regardless of their motivation. More recently, Brida, Dalle Nogare 
and Scuderi (2016, p. 261) observed that ‘Tourists who occasionally consume 
cultural services while on holiday are often mistaken for agents whose main 
motivation in choosing a holiday destination is to experience the destination’s 
rich supply of cultural services.’ 

Much current motivational segmentation can be traced back to a pioneering 
paper by Silberberg (1995). He proposed a segmentation based on the degree 
of motivation to experience culture, ranging from those who were ‘greatly 
motivated’ by culture (15 per cent), in part motivated by culture (30 per cent), 
those for whom culture was an ‘adjunct’ to their visit (20 per cent) and the 
‘accidental cultural tourist’ (20 per cent), who did not intend to consume 
culture at all, but encountered it anyway, and a final 20 per cent of tourists 
who would not consume culture ‘under any circumstances’. The distribution 
of tourists between these different groups was not based on empirical research, 
but rather estimates. 

Subsequent empirical work has confirmed differences in motivation and 
behaviour in the cultural tourism audience. Howard Hughes (2002) 
dis-tinguished ‘culture-core’ and ‘culture-peripheral’ tourists. Those in 
the culture-core choose to travel to experience a particular aspect of the 
culture. This group can in turn be divided into two groups: the primary 
culture-core, whose main purpose in travelling is to visit a specific 
cultural site, and multi-primary culture core, for whom different cultural 
attractions are of equal importance as a reason for visiting. The culture-
periphery group does not have culture as a central motivation for their visit. 
These visitors can also be divided between the ‘incidental’ culture-
peripheral tourists, for whom culture was a secondary reason for the visit 
(equivalent to Silberberg’s ‘adjunct’), and ‘accidental’ culture-
peripheral tourists for whom culture does not feature at all in the decision 
to visit, but who still consume culture in some form during their trip. 

Based on surveys of visitors to Hong Kong, McKercher and du Cros 
(2002) produced a similar motivational segmentation of cultural tourists, 
combining the desired depth of cultural experience and the importance of 
cultural moti-vations in the decision to visit. Based on these two 
dimensions, they propose five different types of tourist: serendipitous; 
purposeful; incidental; casual; and sightseeing. Özel and Kozak (2012) used 
cluster analysis to identify five distinct groups, labelled: ‘Relaxation 
Seekers’, ‘Sports Seekers’, ‘Family Oriented’, ‘Escapists’, and 
‘Achievement and Autonomy Seekers’. The divi-
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sion between those seeking culture and those using it as a form of escape is 
highlighted by Correia, Kozak and Ferradeira (2013). They identified push 
and pull satisfaction factors in visits to Lisbon, including the intrinsic desire to 
learn about aspects of culture (such as Fado music) and a search for novelty. 

Over time, studies have employed increasingly sophisticated segmentation 
techniques. In their analysis of the Spoleto Festival in Italy Formica and Uysal 
(1998) used motivational segmentation based on factor and cluster analy-
sis. Spoleto is a small city northeast of Rome, with a rich cultural heritage. 
Visitors to the annual festival exhibited six motivational factors labelled: (1) 
Socialization and Entertainment, (2) Event Attraction and Excitement, (3) 
Group Togetherness, (4) Cultural/Historical, (5) Family Togetherness, and 
(6) Site Novelty. Two clusters of visitors could be identified – Moderates and 
Enthusiasts. The Enthusiasts were thirsty for a variety of cultural experiences, 
enjoyed the mix of culture and history and mixing with the festival crowds. 
The Moderates were less interested in the festival content and were particularly 
attracted by the uniqueness of the event. The Moderates showed little interest 
in interacting with other visitors and tended to avoid festival crowds. 

Brida et al. (2016) identified two dimensions of cultural consumption 
among tourists with Multiple Correspondence Analysis, which they labelled 
‘light consumption’ and ‘hard consumption’. The former they link to a more 
recreational motivation, and the latter with a more intellectual motive. They 
see the former type as occasional cultural tourists, for whom cultural tourism 
behaviour is the consequence of a temporarily large amount of leisure time 
combined with a lack of alternatives, in an unfamiliar environment. This rec-
reational motivation tends to result in fewer visits to museums than those with 
an intellectual motivation.

In recent years, however, the vaguer boundaries between high and popular 
culture, and the mixing of educational and other motives have produced more 
complex motivations. Moreno Gil and Ritchie (2009) examined the relation-
ship between motivation and satisfaction of cultural tourists at museums in 
Gran Canaria, and they found that ‘to learn’ and ‘to be entertained’ combined 
in a single dimension, which they termed ‘rich experience’ (or edutainment).

Demographic Segmentation

Empirical evidence from different countries suggests that all age groups are 
represented in the cultural tourism audience. The ATLAS research has consist-
ently indicated that the most frequent respondents at cultural sites and events 
tend to be aged 20–29. Richards (2001) argues that participation of younger 
cultural tourists is stimulated by rising higher education levels as well as the 
expansion of cultural tourism supply into popular and contemporary culture. 
In Macau, Vong (2016) also found that cultural tourists tended to be younger, 
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mainly between 15 and 34 years old. Interestingly, in this research serendipi-
tous cultural tourists reported the highest visitation to heritage sites, even sur-
passing the purposeful cultural tourists. However, there is also evidence that 
points to an older profile, as Brida et al. (2016) found that museum attendance 
increases with age, also for tourists. Eurostat (2015) statistics also indicate that 
older people (aged 65 to 74 years) in the European Union (EU) were more 
likely to visit cultural sites than attend live performances or go to the cinema.

Richards and van der Ark (2013) suggested that cultural tourists may 
develop a cultural ‘travel career’, as younger visitors tend to consume more 
contemporary art, creativity and modern architecture, whereas older visitors 
are more prevalent at more traditional monuments and museums. This may 
represent a generational shift, or a preference for contemporary culture among 
the young. Establishing if this is a cohort or age-related effect will be important 
in assessing future patterns of cultural tourism demand.

Cultural tourists are also often characterized as relatively wealthy travellers, 
which in turn makes them attractive for tourism firms, cultural organizations 
and policy makers. ATLAS data confirm that cultural tourists have higher 
average incomes than most other types of tourists (Richards, 2001, 2015). 
In addition, Santos (2020) shows that cultural tourism firms extract higher 
average profits, although they also appear more vulnerable to periods of crisis 
and expansion than other tourism firms.

Behavioural Segmentation

As studies progressed, the segmentation methods employed also evolved to 
become more multi-dimensional and more advanced statistical techniques 
were adopted, allowing more complex patterns of behaviour to be analysed. 
For example, van der Ark and Richards (2006) used latent class analysis 
(LCA) to differentiate between cultural tourists based on frequency of visit 
and perceived attractiveness of 19 European cities. They found three classes 
of cultural tourists, corresponding broadly to specific cultural tourists, general 
cultural tourists, and infrequent visitors with a preference for popular culture 
and entertainment.

Pulido-Fernández and Sánchez-Rivero (2010) adopted a LCA approach to 
cultural tourism, surveying 2983 visitors to medium-sized towns of Andalusia. 
They found three groups of cultural tourists: Museum culturophiles (49 per 
cent of the total) with a high level of museum visits; Roaming culturophiles 
(20 per cent) who were more likely to visit cultural events; and Culturally inac-
tives (31 per cent) with a low level of cultural visitation. They also concluded 
that cultural tourism practices are largely determined by age and income, with 
older, more wealthy people engaging more often in cultural tourism. 
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argued that the city used images of masculinism, militarism and nationalism 
to create gendered spaces, places and landscapes. Tucker’s (2007) research in 
the Turkish region of Cappadocia indicated that women became more present 
in tourism-related work. In the 1990s, few women worked in tourism and 
they were also confined to the ‘backstage’. By 2005, many more women were 
visibly engaged in cultural tourism activities, inviting tourists to view their 
cave-houses and selling handicrafts. The role of women in tourism was also 
strengthened by female tourists coming to the village and then staying as res-
idents, changing the attitudes of local women, and forging new gender roles. 
These changes enabled women to negotiate new spatial and moral boundaries 
to find a role for themselves in the tourism economic realm. 

Much work on cultural tourism and women has been in emerging economy 
contexts. Babb’s (2012) study of gender and race in cultural tourism in Peru 
and Mexico revealed that although gender inequality is still prevalent in 
society, indigenous females can generate new cultural capital in the form of 
appearance, dress, language, artistic ability and everyday practices, which 
may bring economic advantage. Analysing cultural and experiential tourism 
(turismo vivencial) in Peru, Babb found that visitors want to know about the 
lives and culture of the indigenous Quechua-speaking people. The descriptions 
of the experiences emphasize the value of staying with or meeting a craftsman, 
a beekeeper, a musician, a weaver or a toolmaker – all men. Only men attended 
workshops where they were taught how to receive guests and interact with 
them. Women are behind the scenes or serving food, ‘men are the designated 
hosts and play the leading public role in experiential tourism in the community, 
women are critically important to its success’ (p. 43). In Chiapas, in Mexico, 
Babb found that tourists do not recognize the diversity of local indigenous 
peoples, seeing them as essentialized Indians. However, indigenous women 
are seen by tourists as being ‘culturally authentic’, giving them an economic 
advantage in tourism. Women have been empowered by artisan cooperatives 
where they control production and marketing, enabling them to be ‘cultural 
standard bearers’. Babb notes that tourists often seek to interact with indige-
nous women, bringing the women into more active engagement with tourism. 
Ironically, increased engagement may reduce the apparent authenticity that 
attracts tourists in the first place. Female identities are shifting in response to 
tourism, creating both challenges and opportunities for historically marginal-
ized groups. Arguably, the short-term gains offered by cultural tourism can 
advance the more strategic individual and collective interests of women: ‘In 
times and places where women recognize the need to assert their rights, they 
clearly tend to have a more prominent role both in political mobilization and in 
tourism development’ (p. 47).

In Northern Tanzania, Bayno and Jani (2018) argue that cultural tourism 
activities occupy much of women’s time as well as being more valuable to 
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them as a source of income. Within cultural tourism activities, dancing, tour 
guiding and warrior fighting are relatively dominated by males, whereas 
women devote more time to making and selling souvenirs. Women had both 
more positive and negative attitudes to cultural tourism compared to men, 
perhaps reflecting a greater awareness of the impacts. Having higher education 
levels raises the chances of both women and men having a more positive atti-
tude towards cultural tourism.

Moswete and Lacey (2015) analysed cultural tourism in rural Botswana, 
which remains a patriarchal society with serious discrimination towards 
women. Government cultural tourism policies generated a sense of female 
empowerment, which gave them more freedom from economic dependence 
on men and their families. Women became actively involved in culture-related 
tourism ventures, which gave them more freedom to ‘make choices, purchase 
land, build homes, pursue additional business interests, provide for their fam-
ilies, educate their children, travel, and engage socially with a wide range of 
people including foreign tourists’ (p. 614).

In Bali, Long and Kindon (2005) found that women were considered par-
ticularly well suited for work in cultural tourism because: 

1.	 Women are socialized to be sensitive to the needs of others.
2.	 Women are reputed to be verbally better than men at language acquisition 

so they can learn foreign language easier.
3.	 Women are considered caring and good at routine jobs.
4.	 Women are considered more attractive than men.

However, these supposed advantages are not matched by a significant female 
role in tourism production. 

Many other potential areas of research on the role of women as actors in 
cultural tourism also remain. These include the relative under-representation 
of women in cultural institutions, which does not reflect their dominance 
as consumers of culture or their representation in art. The representation of 
female artists in major museums has hardly changed over the past couple of 
decades, for example (Guerrilla Girls, 2020). 

CULTURAL TOURISM AS SKILLED CONSUMPTION

Social practices, as Shove, Pantzar and Watson (2012) emphasize, involve 
actors acquiring and developing skills and competences. Consuming culture 
while on holiday can be an educational process, usually through informal skill 
acquisition. Bourdieu (1984) examined how different groups acquired cultural 
capital, or skills in deciphering culture, from their cultural consumption, for 
example by visiting art museums. One of Bourdieu’s key observations was that 
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some cultural intermediaries used their increased cultural capital as a means 
of increasing their economic capital. By gaining expertise in particular forms 
of culture, they could sell their skills in the growing market for symbolic 
consumption. A specific cultural tourism example was the increasing number 
of guides and specialized tour operators related to art history. From the 1980s 
onwards, as cultural tourism became a mass market, art historians and other 
culture buffs began to earn a living by developing cultural tourism products 
and tours (Richards, Goedhart and Herrigers, 2001). At that time, Destination 
Marketing Organizations (DMOs) were just discovering the potential of 
cultural tourism for increasing spending and reducing seasonality. They sup-
ported theme years, such as the Van Gogh Year in the Netherlands in 1990, and 
increasingly tried to attract events related to the European Capital of Culture 
and other cultural labels (Richards, 1999). In the pre-Internet age cultural 
tourism products were mainly distributed by intermediaries such as tour oper-
ators and DMOs. Cultural tourism specialists such as the German company 
Studiosus (founded in 1954) had a particularly important role as producers of 
tour packages. With the advent of the Internet in the 1990s, many companies 
and networks moved online, and created websites featuring cultural tourism 
destinations and experiences. For example, the Art Cities in Europe network 
spawned the arttourist.com website, a curated listing of ‘Experience Culture’, 
including art, theatre, dance, jazz, new music, photography, film, design and 
literature in a wide range of destinations throughout Europe. The providers of 
cultural experiences, often centred on cities, were keen to establish their role 
as experts in both high culture and local culture, underlined by their ability to 
arrange tickets for important cultural events as well as providing ‘insider tips’ 
(Welk, 2004) on culture. 

Cultural capital or cultural consumption skills were of course also essential 
for the cultural tourist. Without the requisite capital it would be impossible to 
appreciate or enjoy the cultural experiences on offer. As expanding leisure time 
and rising incomes also made it possible to spend more time and travel further 
and more frequently to consume culture, so the fledgling cultural tourists were 
able to indulge in what Scitovsky (1976) dubbed ‘skilled consumption’. 

Scitovsky argued that people either seek or avoid stimulation. Boredom 
is related to a lack of stimulation, spurring a search for greater stimulation, 
whereas stress represents an overload of stimuli, leading to stimulus avoid-
ance. However, not all tourism activities provide the same level of stimulation. 
Low-skill activities, such as beach holidays or theme park visitation, can be 
stimulating when tried for the first time, but can quickly become boring when 
repeated. Attractions such as theme parks, which are based on ‘unskilled 
consumption’ therefore need to innovate frequently to add new sources of 
stimulation for the unskilled consumer. Activities such as cultural tourism 
are based on ‘skilled consumption’ and offer opportunities for participants 
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to learn and develop new skills, which in turn stimulates repeat consumption 
(Richards, 1996). 

Scitovsky (1976, p. 226) considered culture as knowledge, more specifically 
the knowledge required to make stimulation enjoyable: ‘Culture is the prelimi-
nary information we must have to enjoy the processing of further information.’ 
In this sense, Scitovsky adds to the motivation of securing economic capital 
outlined by Bourdieu (1984), also considering the importance of intrinsic 
motivations. Scitovsky further argues that this explains why some cultural 
activities are more highly regarded than others – a person is considered ‘cul-
tured’ because their consumption involves more skills, which take more time 
and effort to acquire. 

Higher levels of education, resulting in greater consumption skills, drove 
growth in cultural tourism from the 1990s onwards (Richards, 2001). Tourism 
shifted away from sun, sea and sand destinations towards urban and cultural 
sites. Cities have become hubs for cultural tourism production and consump-
tion, driven by regeneration strategies and the growing attractiveness and 
popularity of city centres. Cultural tourism became a major focus for many 
destinations, based in part on forecasts of enormous growth. For example, 
Bywater (1993) reported that cultural tourism would grow by an average 15 
per cent a year, well above the long-term global average of around 4 per cent 
per annum.

Skilled consumption also linked cultural tourism consumers and producers. 
Research by ATLAS revealed that just under 30 per cent of cultural tourists 
had a cultural occupation (Richards, 2015). For those directly involved in the 
production of cultural experiences, such as those employed in museums or 
working as cultural tour operators, the experience of being a tourist helped 
them to gain more cultural skills and at the same time learn more about how 
culture was being produced for and consumed by tourists. As in the case of 
Bourdieu’s new cultural intermediaries, therefore, cultural capital was trans-
formed into economic capital.

More recently, the intertwining of consumption and production skills has 
been linked to the concept of co-creation, which Binkhorst (2007) defined 
as the involvement of individuals in designing or co-creating, undergoing 
and evaluating their own experiences. This is increasingly evident in cultural 
tourism, and particularly in creative tourism (Richards, 2011). Producers and 
consumers come together at particular touchpoints, or ‘consumption junctions’ 
(Spaargaren, Weenink and Lamers, 2016), but as Tan, Lim, Tan and Kok 
(2020) note, producers can also co-evolve with consumers. In the context of 
creative tourism, they argue that interaction allows consumers to value the 
skill of the producer as they develop their own skills. This can lead to a change 
in the meaning of crafts, from an association with the artisan (lower status) 
to ‘entrepreneur/creator/artist’ (higher status). The role of artists in shaping 
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places and contributing to tourism attractiveness was also examined by Slak 
Valec (2020) for artists in residence in Abu Dhabi. She found that artists in res-
idence derive ‘working pleasure’ from their stay, inspired by the new setting 
and landscapes, particularly the experience of the desert. This inspires them to 
promote the destination through their future work and via social media.

Cultural tourism has therefore shifted from a simple meeting of supply and 
demand, into a system in which producers and consumers contribute skills and 
knowledge to actively collaborate in co-creating value. The close relationship 
of consumption and production challenges Scitovsky’s (1976, p. 226) asser-
tion that ‘Consumption skills, therefore, are part of culture, while production 
skills are not.’ For Scitovsky, culture is enjoyment, which can only come from 
consumption. In fact, consumption skills are increasingly an important raw 
material in the production of cultural experiences – as producers need to know 
what it means to consume an experience in order to make it engaging. 

DIVERSITY AND IDENTITY

Cultural diversity is an important element in cultural tourism development, 
with destinations vying to emphasize their cultural and creative diversity to 
woo visitors. The importance of diversity as an element of urban development 
increased significantly with the publication of Richard Florida’s The Rise of 
the Creative Class in 2002. Florida argued that creative people were attracted 
to diverse, tolerant places, and that this helped to make places attractive for 
others, including tourists (Richards and Wilson, 2007). 

Tolerance of different forms of diversity is becoming an increasingly 
important issue. As people from diverse backgrounds travel, they also want to 
feel welcome and safe in the destination. The problems faced by, for example, 
GBLT travellers have long been the subject of research. Visser (2003) 
describes the confluence of gay spaces and cultural tourism in De Waterkant 
area of Cape Town, ‘Africa’s gay tourist capital’, while Hodes, Vork and 
Gerritsma (2007) examined tourism related to the gay scene in Amsterdam.

Diversity is also seen as being particularly important in the face of globali-
zation, often argued to be homogenizing cultures (Zukin, 2004). Consumption 
of difference and the search for new experiences makes diversity a big issue 
in cultural tourism, because many cultural sites and events depend on cultural 
diversity for their very existence. Places are also keen to use different types of 
diversity to distinguish and profile themselves, and people travel to confirm 
their own identity, as well as consuming the symbols of other people’s identity. 

In cultural tourism, more attention is also being paid to the role of indige-
nous peoples, whose very way of life is often under threat from modernization 
and economic development (Richards, 2018). Indigenous communities have 
been exploited for cultural tourism development, often without having control 
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over how their resources are used or represented. Ochoa Zuluaga (2015) 
studied cultural tourism in the Colombian Amazon, showing that indigenous 
participation in tourism is marked by strong historical power relationships. 
Indigenous populations were incorporated as part of the tourism product from 
the beginning of the tourism industry, which mirrored patterns of transnational 
domination of commodity exploitation. The participation of indigenous com-
munities in tourism is organized at the level of individuals, families and soli-
darity groups, rather than the whole community, and this principle also applies 
to the distribution of the benefits from tourism. Tourism has provided indig-
enous people in the Amazon with higher incomes, but it also changes their 
relationship to the environment, promoting new forms of work, and encour-
aging people to seek individual benefits. Profit becomes the aim of exchange, 
undermining traditional social relations and the community as a whole. This 
mirrors the argument of Korstanje (2012) that indigenous tourism helps main-
tain neo-colonialist attitudes, generating ethnocentric treatment of indigenous 
populations, who are ‘protected’ for tourist consumption. 

Many internal and external actors now link indigenous and Aboriginal 
populations and tourists, and there are increasing moves by these communi-
ties to exert control over tourism development. For example, in Canada, the 
Indigenous Tourism Association of Canada (ITAC) brings together associa-
tions, organizations, government departments and industry leaders promote 
and develop ‘authentic’ indigenous experiences. ITAC is helping different 
regions of Canada with their indigenous tourism development plans, including 
Alberta (Indigenous Tourism Alberta, 2019; Indigenous Tourism Association 
of Canada, 2019). The strategy was based on discussions with Alberta indig-
enous cultural tourism stakeholders, including in-person discussions and 
written feedback and surveys. The resulting vision is to develop: ‘A thriving 
Indigenous tourism economy sharing authentic, memorable and enriching 
experiences.’ The strategy also seeks to improve the socio-economic situation 
of indigenous people by promoting economic development, supporting profes-
sional development and engaging in advocacy, leadership and representation.

The use of race as a source of differentiation also highlights the important 
role of identity in cultural tourism. Lanfant, Allcock and Bruner (1995) 
describe the development of cultural tourism in Bali as a process of identity 
preservation. Faced with the growth of mass tourism, Bali acquired an identity 
bestowed by outsiders. The apparent solution was to develop ‘the doctrine 
of “cultural tourism”, which reconciled apparently contradictory objectives 
of tourism and local culture, by developing “tourist culture”, as the Balinese 
themselves termed it. By means of this device Balinese identity could be pre-
served’ (p. 11). 

Cultural tourism has long been a means of strengthening national identity, 
but increasingly also about local or regional or conflicting identities. The 
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growth of museums in recent decades to some extent reflects this need to 
claim cultural identity. For example, the emergence of new nation states in 
post-Soviet Eastern and Central Europe saw the opening or renovation of 
many museums and monuments. In the Netherlands, the idea of a museum 
of national history has been the subject of debate for many years. Proponents 
argue that it is important to have an institution that projects the cultural history 
and identity of the nation, while opponents link it to the recent rise in national-
ist and populist sentiment. This development is linked by van de Laar (2009) to 
the ‘emotional turn’ in the Netherlands and the influence of new media on the 
contemporary concept of the museum. The founding of new museums by the 
state also points to the fact that these developments are effectively statements 
of power. New states find themselves with the power to assert a new identity, 
and do this through the creation of new institutions. In many countries there 
are also ongoing discussions about who has the power to represent national, or 
regional or local identities.

Ethnic diversity also constitutes a cultural tourism resource in major cities. 
Rath (2007) describes how ethnic quarters became an interesting tool for urban 
tourism authorities. Framing ethnic differences in concrete places in the city 
becomes a means of attracting attention to diversity and developing concentra-
tions of ethnic entrepreneurs who can arguably increase levels of innovation. 
Shaw (2007) examines the development of ethnic enclaves for tourism in 
London (Banglatown) and Montreal (Chinatown), and suggests that these 
can provide new identities for cities previously reliant on national or colonial 
stereotypes. In Sydney, Australia, Collins and Kunz (2007) analyse the role 
of ethnic entrepreneurs and ethnic precincts into tourism circuits. They found 
many conflicts arising from the contested authenticity of the ethnic theming of 
the precincts, as well as a disconnect between the place marketing of Sydney 
as a contemporary global cultural hub and the ethnic difference reflected in the 
various precincts. 

As Oliveira (2019) describes in Lisbon, ethnic entrepreneurs are now much 
more engaged actors in the production of tourism than previous generations. 
Rather than being concerned to maintain links with home, or settling with 
their compatriots, some entrepreneurs from ethnic minorities are more eager 
to indentify new opportunities, wherever they may be. Oliveira recounts how 
a Bangladeshi entrepreneur based himself in Lisbon, because it was easier 
than opening a business in the other locations he researched in London and 
Germany. These developments are appearing in many cities around the world. 
Diekmann and Smith (2015) edited a volume exploring Ethnic and Minority 
Cultures as Tourist Attractions, which features examples from Hungary, 
Belgium, Australia, South Africa and Brazil. There is also a special issue of the 
Journal of Tourism and Cultural Change dedicated to the relationship between 
ethnic minorities and tourism (Timothy, 2019).
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EMOTIONS

Recent years have arguably seen an ‘emotional turn’ (Cohen and Cohen, 
2012) in the social sciences, which has also stimulated more research on 
the emotional dimensions of cultural tourism. For example, Pérez-Gálvez, 
Gomez-Casero, Tito and Alba (2019) identified four groups of tourists at 
the Oruro Carnival in Bolivia, an event designated as UNESCO intangible 
heritage. One group were identified as ‘emotional tourists’, who had a strong 
emotional connection to the event, generating high levels of satisfaction. 
A further study in the city of Sucre, Bolivia (Pérez-Gálvez, Fuentes Jiménez, 
Medina-Viruel and González Santa Cruz, 2020) also identified an emotional 
tourist segment, which comprised 26.5 per cent of the tourists surveyed.

The growing emotional content of cultural tourism experiences also implies 
an increasing amount of emotional labour from actors involved with cultural 
resources (Richards, 2018). For example, Smith and Zátori (2016) analyse the 
presentation of alternative tours in Budapest, finding a focus on surprise and 
novelty and self-development in terms of the presentation and content of the 
tours. The element of surprise is created by framing the ‘everyday’ and the 
‘local’ in new ways for the visitors. The (re)production of the everyday for 
tourists involves a lot of emotional labour on the part of tourist guides and 
others involved in the production and consumption of such spaces. Zátori, 
Smith and Puczko (2018) further examined the role of producers of guided 
tours in Budapest in providing engaging experiences and found that interaction 
between the producers and consumers was the most important influence on 
experience-involvement.

Richards (2014) describes an example of expat tourism entrepreneurship 
in Hidden City Tours, a social enterprise offering walking tours of the gothic 
quarter in Barcelona, guided by homeless people. The founder is an expat: 
Lisa Grace, a market research consultant living in Barcelona since 2004. She 
explained: ‘I felt I had spent far too many years helping the global food, drink 
and cosmetic giants flog more of their products’. While looking for voluntary 
work in the spring of 2013, Lisa stumbled across Secret City Tours, a social 
enterprise in Bath offering homeless walking tours, and decided to copy paste 
the concept to Barcelona. 

Homeless guided walking tours therefore provide another example of the 
global circulation of cultural tourism concepts. The concept can now be found 
in London (Unseen Tours, founded in 2010), Prague (Pragulic, 2012), Berlin 
(Querstadtein, 2013), Amsterdam (Amsterdam Underground, 2015), Ljubljana 
(Nevid(e)na Lublana, 2015), Vienna (Shades Tours, 2015), Athens (Shedia 
Invisible Tours, 2016), Edinburgh (Invisible Edinburgh, 2016). The rapid 
spread of the concept can partly be explained by the fact that a number of these 
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projects are linked to homeless newspapers, which also have an international 
dissemination. However, there is also evidence of these ideas circulating via 
mobile actors, often expats with an extensive travel history. 

For example, Invisible Edinburgh was founded in 2016 by French Zakia 
Malouaoui, who was first inspired by the Invisible Tours in Athens.

Originally from the South of France, Zakia moved to Scotland when she was 21 
years old. For several years, she was Director of International Partner Development 
at the Homeless World Cup Foundation, a global network of street soccer projects. 
After her health took a bad turn and she had to fight bowel cancer, she decided to 
take a break to travel. At the end of 2015, she spent time in Greece and volunteered 
in a refugee camp on Lesvos Island. It is when she returned that she decided to 
set-up her own social enterprise: Invisible Cities. (invisible-cities.org)

Invisible Cities now runs homeless walking tours in Edinburgh, York, 
Manchester, Glasgow and Cardiff. 

These new cultural tourism experiences are capitalizing on previously 
hidden intangible resources in cities, and using emotional capital to grab atten-
tion and create new relationalities in the tourism field. Many of these actors are 
also involved in the curation of experiences offered to tourists.

THE ROLE OF THE CURATOR

As outlined in Chapter 1, the curatorial turn has had a significant effect on 
cultural tourism practices, permitting entry for a range of new actors. A key 
distinguishing feature of curation is the idea of selection, which generates 
exclusiveness. Curated experiences are often counterposed to mass tourism, as 
the Justraveling manifesto outlines:

Be wise and shy away from the sirens of mass tourism, avoid the typical tourist 
hotspots and opt for alternative destinations instead. Always take the road less trav-
eled instead of the well-beaten path, follow the byways (and your instinct). Forget 
about ‘must-see’ attractions and be your own guide. Consider staying at home as 
the best option at ‘peak season’. Avoid global chains, tourist traps, and dangerous 
places. Never pay for what you can get for free. (www​.justraveling​.com/​alternative​
-travel​-manifesto/​)

The ethos promoted by Justraveling emphasizes getting away from mass 
tourism, avoiding tourist traps and commodification and finding authentic-
ity. The curator, in this case the website and its many content contributors, 
provides a section of experiences that will take the onus of difficult decisions 
away from you – ironically providing an anti-tourism experience using tried 
and trusted tourist techniques. 
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The rise of new modes and moderators of authenticity also lends itself to 
the curation of cultural tourism experiences. Culture Trip, a UK-based travel 
content company, curates a vast store of cultural experiences gathered from 
a team of freelance content creators around the globe. Each of these creators is 
an expert, not necessarily on culture, but in the interpretation and transmission 
of cultural experiences. Combining these stories with analysis of their social 
media platform allows Culture Trip to identify gaps in the cultural tourism 
market. For example, they identified a growing demand for street art experi-
ences (see Chapter 3), which were being well served by a wide range of expe-
rience content and tours in London, which was lacking in Berlin, which also 
has a rich supply of street art. This enabled them to commission new pieces 
of content highlighting Berlin graffiti, effectively strengthening a new cultural 
tourism niche in the city.

The curatorial turn has brought a range of new actors into cultural tourism 
practices, including platforms and ‘switchers’ who can link different forms of 
content together in the global space of flows, down to individual creatives and 
expats who can weave a story from local elements of the space of places. 

SHIFTING POWER RELATIONS IN CULTURAL 
TOURISM

In the past, tourism services have often been government regulated and sup-
plied by professionals. This is evident in cultural tourism in the case of tour 
guiding, for example. As Dahles (2002) reported in the case of Indonesia, 
official tour guides were licensed by the state, and their professional status 
was dependent on taking specific qualifications in approved schools. These 
included approved narratives about national history and culture, and state 
ideology, enforced by direct and indirect control. In many other countries, the 
guiding profession was also controlled by government to ensure that locally 
trained guides would be employed ahead of outsiders. 

In recent years, however, neo-liberal policies have undermined such systems 
of professionalization, and guides have found new ways to access their clients 
and express themselves. Also in the case of Indonesia, Salazar (2005) iden-
tified the ‘glocalization’ of guide discourses in the city of Yogyakarta, with 
licensed guides adapting their stories to the needs of different audiences rather 
than following the official script. With the changing role of government in 
many places towards a broader system of governance, there has been greater 
involvement of non-governmental actors in the development of policies and 
actions for cultural tourism. Broader governance systems can encourage the 
involvement of non-governmental organizations (NGOs), cultural and heritage 
bodies, commercial organizations and residents in the development of cultural 
tourism policies. Such systems can also facilitate cross-border cooperation 
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(Stoffelen, Ioannides and Vanneste, 2017). Governance systems can also help 
in the framing of different forms of cultural content for place marketing pur-
poses (Piñeiro-Naval and Serra, 2019). 

The flattening of hierarchies has allowed collaborative economy platforms 
such as Airbnb to carve out a powerful position in the curation of cultural expe-
riences. The development of such platforms has transformed power relations 
in cultural tourism. In the 1970s Nolan (1976) found that American tourists 
were most likely to trust guidebooks and government information sources in 
finding their travel information. The guidebook in particular provided trusted 
information and became an extension of the identity of the user. At the same 
time, the discourse of the guidebook exerts power over the decision-making 
processes of the user (Mazor-Tregerman, Mansfeld and Elyada, 2017). The 
new digital platforms appear to offer choice and convenience, but actually 
present information in ways that benefit their own operation. For example, the 
algorithms used by Airbnb promote the choice of particular accommodation or 
experiences, even though the user is presented with what seems to be an objec-
tive selection (Bialski, 2016). This type of manipulation by digital platforms 
can counter the ‘power of the user’, which is increasingly seen as crucial in the 
marketing of cultural tourism destinations (Serra and Piñeiro-Naval, 2019). 

The shift towards intangible and everyday culture noted in Chapter 1 also 
means that local communities are enlisted, knowingly or unknowingly, as pro-
viders of cultural experiences. In addition to living their daily lives as an input 
to tourist consumption, local communities also have an important relationship 
to cultural heritage. By inhabiting a place, which becomes a destination, we 
are all part of the culture consumed by other tourists. We play a role in the 
reproduction of tourism simply by being there (see Chapter 5). But our daily 
lives also include the maintenance of the communities and places we live in, 
including the use and preservation of heritage. In the book After Heritage: 
Critical Perspectives on Heritage from Below, Muzaini and Minca (2018) 
issue a call to develop more collective heritage processes and practices, 
critiquing ‘the blind-sights of scholarship’ generated by authorized heritage 
discourse (AHD). 

AHD, which privileges the view of experts, is contrasted with the social 
production of heritage. Taken in this way, ‘heritage’ can be anything and 
everything. Popular understandings of heritage are never fixed but are con-
stantly reinterpreted and rejuvenated by actors who produce and reproduce 
‘living heritage’ through use. ‘Heritage’ is seen as anything valuable that can 
be preserved in the present for the benefit of current and future generations. 
Heritage is therefore a process of selection, or curation – establishing the 
future value of the past. The range of actors who negotiate these values is also 
increasing. As Coombe and Weiss (2015, p. 43) note, neo-liberal policies have 
caused a shift from state protection of heritage to new, diverse assemblages of 
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and an international cultural tourism festival every two years, supported by 
local cultural tourism events. The preservation of traditional villages would 
be assured by the Traditional Village Protection and Development Expert 
Committee, which drew up the first list of 646 traditional Chinese villages with 
conservation value. 

A relatively top-down approach by the public sector in China is noted by 
Zhang, Zhang, Law, Chen and Wang (2020), who review the many different 
bodies involved in the reproduction of heritage related to brocade (Nanjing 
Yunjin) in the Chinese city of Nanjing. These have different functions, includ-
ing production of cloth (Yunjin’s weaving department), management, protec-
tion, communication and research. Similarly, in the Chinese city of Tianjin, 
Chauffert-Yvart, Ged, Lu, Mengin and Rousseau (2020) describe a ‘super-
position of heritage actors in an evolving system’, which involves the Tianjin 
Municipal Administration of Cultural Heritage, the Tianjin Planning Bureau, 
the Tianjin Municipal Bureau of Land Resources and Housing Administration 
and the Tianjin Historic Architecture Conservation Committee, under the 
Tianjin Municipal Bureau of Land Resources and Housing Administration. 
Contradictory or parallel strategies for heritage protection are emerging, with 
mixed results. The display of a heritage protection policy masks the exist-
ence of various approaches. They overlap, sometimes conflict, correspond 
to different practices and influences, and are related to initiatives linked to 
individuals much more than to a political strategy established at the national 
level. For example, the former Italian concession in Tanjin has been developed 
into the New I-Style Town. The remodelling of the concession took place in 
the context of developing trade relations between China and Italy, providing 
a showcase for Italian industry in the city. Private sector actors are also active 
in the Chinese cultural tourism market, as Thibault Paquin (2014) reports in 
relation to the development ‘Cultural Tourism Cities’, which refers to new 
urban centres ‘where cultural elements such as museums, shows, themed 
attractions and restaurants, lifestyle retail, etc are forming an attractive and 
creative environment – branded as a destination – for the enjoyment of visitors, 
both locals and tourists’. Developer Sunac plans a series of Cultural Tourism 
City projects in Wuhan, Harbin, Nanchang, Hefei, Qingdao, Wuxi and Guilin. 
Designed to attract millions of visitors a year, they feature theme park features 
such as roller coaster rises, as well as live shows and other cultural content.

As Condevaux, Djament-Tran and Gravari-Barbas (2016) argue, in relation 
to ‘off-the-beaten-track’ tourism, it is difficult to create a clear demarcation 
between civil society actors and tourism professionals, political decision-makers 
and economic actors. There is also growing participation from voluntary sector 
associations, particularly in cities such as Berlin, where tourism has become 
a generalized social issue. Such moves are facilitated through social media 
platforms, which as Gombault argues, ‘result in … major democratisation of 
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The growing popularity of Actor Network Theory enables us to gain a better 
understanding of the tangled relationships between people and things, even 
though, in the context of cultural tourism, this can become ‘messy’ (Ren, 
2010). It provides a focus on relationality, and how actors and things become 
ordered and assembled through relational practices. For example, Ren traces 
the relational contexts of oscypek cheese in the Polish city of Zakopane. This 
locally produced smoked sheep’s cheese is a highly visible part of cultural 
tourism practices, with stands selling the cheese located in the main shopping 
street of the town. Domestic Polish tourists see buying the cheese as an almost 
compulsory part of their trip, with many conversations between tourists and 
cheese sellers revolving around issues of provenance and authenticity. Ren 
argues that the cheese acts as an agent conveying traditional work practices 
and helping to shape the tourism networks of the region. She describes the 
‘cheese discourses’ surrounding the inclusion of oscypek on the EU list of 
regional products. There were fears that the hygiene regulations attached to 
this would affect the traditional production processes and reduce the authen-
ticity of the cheese. The cheese became an actor linking global and European 
debates with regional branding strategies and local politics. 

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter has reviewed the wide range of different actors – public and 
private, individual and collective, tourism and cultural – which have a capacity 
to act in the field of cultural tourism. These actors are driven by a wide range of 
motivations, including a desire to learn, a search for meaningful experiences or 
economic motives. One important implication of adopting a practice approach 
to cultural tourism is that the previous divide between ‘consumers’ and ‘pro-
ducers’ fades, opening up a field of co-creation, in which both consumers and 
producers are involved in the development of experiences. All these different 
actors come together in the field of cultural tourism, and jostle for position 
according to their motivations, their resources and skills. 

We can see power struggles emerging between actors, for example, over 
the control of cultural assets, or the ability to claim particular resources as 
‘cultural heritage’. These struggles intensify as globalization reduces the 
friction of geography and government, and liberalization and democratization 
have given a bigger role to non-governmental actors in the fields of culture 
and heritage. The weakening hierarchies of culture and tourism have also 
facilitated an expansion of the field of cultural tourism, moving away from the 
authorized discourse of traditional cultural institutions towards bottom-up and 
self-organized cultural forms. This has also expanded the range of contexts, 
locations and times in which cultural tourism can be produced and consumed, 
as we discuss in the following chapter. 
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3.	 The changing contexts of cultural 
tourism

INTRODUCTION

The practice approach recognizes that actions are both enabled and constrained 
by a range of structures. These structures are socially constructed, so actors 
also help maintain the structures that affect their own behaviour. This is 
essentially the logic of the ‘field’, as developed by Bourdieu (1984). This is 
a particularly useful starting point for our analysis of cultural tourism contexts, 
since Bourdieu’s field analysis centred on culture. We build on this using 
Warde’s (2004) reconceptualization of the relationship between practices and 
the field.

We will first review the wider field in which cultural tourism practices take 
place, and then the more specific contexts of these practices. We follow the 
logic of Packer and Ballantyne (2016) in viewing the experience of cultural 
tourism as a result of both the antecedents of the consumer and the context, or 
environment provided by the producers and/or other consumers. As discussed 
in Chapter 2, the cultural tourism practice is co-created by a range of different 
actors, who perform contextualized actions that are shaped in interaction with 
a specific setting (Simons, 2020). 

Russo and Richards (2016) argue that as increasing mobility has spread 
tourism physically, the performative turn has departed from a critique of 
MacCannell (1976) to emphasize that tourism can be performed by anyone, 
anywhere. The creative turn also repositions cultural tourism as encounter, 
relationship and negotiation within the symbolic domain of tourist destinations, 
ceasing to be an activity undertaken by ‘tourists’ in specific ‘tourist spaces’ at 
specific times. It is now a mobilized, de-differentiated process of meaning con-
struction engaged in by large numbers of producers and consumers. One result 
of this is the emergence of ‘new localities’ in tourism, non-traditional tourism 
places shaped by recent tourism trends (Russo and Richards, 2016). In the 
field of cultural tourism, these include cultural and creative clusters (Marques 
and Richards, 2014), postmodern museums (Franklin, 2017) and festivals and 
events. This chapter conceptualizes cultural tourism as a co-created social 
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practice occurring in a constantly changing cultural field, featuring a rapidly 
developing cast of actors.

THE CULTURAL FIELD 

Bourdieu conceptualized practices as being performed in a ‘field’, such as 
sport, music, food, politics or language (Warde, 2004). Each field has specific 
features that provide possibilities for distinction. Bourdieu argued that the field 
concept provided a representation of the relational nature of social organiza-
tion, supported by a systematic set of concepts, such as capital, investment and 
interest, that allowed the positions of actors in the field to be analysed. 

A field is a relatively structured autonomous domain or space, which has been 
socially instituted, thus having a definable but contingent history of development. 
One condition of the emergence of a field is that agents refer to its history. (Warde, 
2004, p.12)

Each field is a site of struggle for capital, and the legitimation of different types 
of capital is vital to this process. The dynamics of the field arise from the posi-
tions and position-taking of agents with different resources and dispositions, 
which are reliant on their habitus and capital acquired through experience. 
The field, explains Warde (2004), operates as a game, in which actors adopt 
different strategies, which may include redefining and expanding the field. 
The boundaries of the field are therefore constantly changing. For example, 
eating out is seen by Warde as an identifiable practice, or a coordinated entity, 
recognizable through doings and sayings, and reproduced through perfor-
mances, based on a nexus of shared understandings, competences and reasons 
for engagement.

The features of a field are summarized by Warde as follows:

1.	 Some particular stakes and commitment to their value.
2.	 A structured set of positions.
3.	 A set of strategic and competitive orientations.
4.	 A set of agents endowed with resources and dispositions.

Cultural tourism also arguably represents such a field. What is at stake in 
cultural tourism is the representation of culture, and the value this generates. 
Many actors have adopted positions in this field, as we saw in Chapter 2, and 
they have strategic and competitive orientations. For example, cities compete 
to attract cultural tourists by framing their cultural assets, and museums 
compete through staging attractive exhibitions. These different agents use their 
resources and dispositions (such as knowledge, contacts and cultural capital) to 
compete in the cultural tourism field. 
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The conceptualization of cultural tourism as a field of practices helps us to 
understand the expansion of cultural tourism in recent decades. In the past, cul-
tural tourism was a relatively elite practice, dominated by highly educated and 
wealthy individuals consuming high culture, but the recent cultural tourism 
boom has been fed by a raft of new forms of culture being integrated into the 
field (such as street art and gastronomy), and new intermediaries who have 
secured their position using cultural capital related to these new forms (such 
as street artists or chefs). The boundaries of the field are constantly moving 
because of the strategic positions adopted by these actors, and constantly 
debated in terms of legitimacy. Should we, for example, consider street art 
a legitimate target of the cultural tourism practice? This is a question we return 
to later in the chapter.

Discussions about what might legitimately be considered as ‘culture’ 
are continually pushing the boundaries of the field. This conceptual expan-
sion creates challenges for the study of cultural tourism. On the one hand, 
over-claiming the boundaries of culture may result, as the UNWTO once 
remarked, in all tourism becoming cultural tourism (Richards, 1996). On the 
other hand, a rigid definition of the field, for example restricting it to high 
culture, may lead to an elitist, euro-centric conceptualization that ignores the 
emergence of new cultural forms. 

To what extent can we view cultural tourism as a coherent field? Bourdieu 
(1984) conceived of the cultural field as a collection of social practices through 
which ‘creators’ develop a cultural product, such as works of art or literature. 
In cultural tourism, there are many different cultural fields contributing prod-
ucts or experiences, such as architecture, painting, sculpture, literature, street 
art and so on. As the field expands and develops, actors from these different 
backgrounds jostle for position, and seek to capitalize on their knowledge and 
skills by developing new orientations that will appeal to the market. 

Bourdieu saw the field as being structured by the actions of producers, and 
he did not consider consumers as part of the field itself. More recent readings 
of relational economies, however, would suggest consumers also play a role 
in the field, because they co-create value together with cultural producers. The 
reactions of the audience are ultimately crucial in determining the positions 
and strategies of producers. Cultural audiences range from connoisseurs to the 
mass public, including tourists. The relationship between cultural products and 
audiences is maintained by a multiplicity of institutions, including museums, 
art galleries, the media, knowledge institutions and funding bodies. The role 
of institutions in influencing and structuring the cultural field was examined 
by Cohendet, Grandadam and Simon (2010) in the context of creative cities. 
They divided the field of the city into the cultural Upperground, Middleground 
and Underground. The Upperground is the preserve of the elite cultural insti-
tutions, such as museums, which are also bastions of cultural tourism. The 
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Underground, in contrast, represents the dense fabric of small cultural enter-
prises that generate cultural products and experiences which support the local 
buzz. The Middleground links the Uppergound with the Underground, most 
importantly through events and programmes that bring the small players in the 
Underground to the attention of the gatekeepers of the Upperground. 

The structuring of the cultural field within places also feeds competition 
between these places, as Bathelt, Malmberg and Maskell (2004) indicated. 
Successful cities use the Underground, Middleground and Upperground to 
develop their ‘local buzz’ of cultural activity, which is then linked to global 
markets through ‘pipelines’. If we combine the perspectives of Cohendet et al. 
(2010) on the function of the cultural field within a city with the insights of 
Bathelt et al. (2004) on the links between cities, we have a much more pow-
erful explanation of how specific cultural tourism destinations develop and 
compete with each other. Places need to be culturally attractive, and Cohendet 
et al. (2010) see this depending on the collaboration of different levels of the 
cultural system. However, cultural tourism is also highly dependent on the 
relative attractiveness of cultural destinations. The comparative perspective 
offered by Bathelt et al. (2004) provides an important additional dimension to 
understanding the operation of the cultural tourism field. 

Because the field of cultural tourism conflates tourism and culture, it is 
important to understand how both sectors operate. Culture rarely relies on 
tourism, and generally makes little reference to it. This is arguably because 
the conceptions of value of the cultural and tourism fields, and thus their lan-
guages, are fundamentally different (UNWTO, 2018). But tourism influences 
the cultural field because it represents an increasingly important source of 
external capital – for example, through admission fees for museums or the 
purchase of works of art to develop a collection attractive to visitors (see 
the Bosch500 example in Chapter 5). In the architecture field, spectacular 
buildings that will attract visitors to a city are also increasingly important as 
commissions for ‘starchitechts’. 

The production of value in the cultural field has been extensively studied 
by economists. Throsby (2001), for example, argued that the cultural field 
provides two types of value: economic and cultural. He proposed a concen-
tric circles model in which the cultural content of the output of the cultural 
industries declines as one moves outwards from the core. The value created 
by the ‘core creative arts’ (literature, music, performing arts, visual arts) is 
mainly cultural, whereas the outer rings of ‘other core cultural industries’ 
(film, museums, galleries, libraries), the ‘wider cultural industries’ (heritage 
services, the media, digital content) and the peripheral ‘related industries’ 
(advertising, architecture, design, fashion) rely successively less on culture. 
Throsby (2008) empirically tested this model using employment data from 
Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the UK and the USA (all English speaking!), 
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showing that creative employment progressively declined from the core crea-
tive arts to the peripheral related industries. Hesmondhalgh (2002) also devel-
oped a model working outwards from the ‘core cultural industries’, which he 
saw as creating social meaning through the production and circulation of texts. 
These include broadcasting, film, music media, digital games, advertising and 
web design. These industries compete for resources, limited amounts of dis-
posable consumer income and consumption time. This also explains why the 
cultural industries have entered the tourism field in their search for additional 
resources. 

A key issue raised in these conceptions of the cultural industries, and in 
the study of cultural tourism, is the definition of ‘culture’. Because culture 
is such a multifaceted, dynamic and ambivalent concept, we should arguably 
approach it in a flexible way, so that the distinction between the cultural and 
the non-cultural is seen as ‘porous, provisional and relative’ (Hesmondhalgh, 
2002). Such approaches have been slow to penetrate tourism studies, where 
most definitions of cultural tourism are still based on a fixed list of cultural 
resources consumed by tourists (see below). 

A challenge in using concepts from cultural sociology and cultural econom-
ics in studying cultural tourism is their high level of abstraction. For example, 
a criticism of Bourdieu is that he abstracts the social from other realms, 
including space (Hanquinet, Savage and Callier, 2012). Such approaches are 
limiting, because the boundaries between culture and economy have become 
increasingly vague, to the point where many now refer to a ‘cultural economy’ 
in which value is determined by symbolic worth (Lash and Urry, 1994). These 
changes also have real spatial implications, such as the reformulation of urban 
space into new hybrid forms, such as the concept of ‘holistic dining’ developed 
by the Alchemist restaurant in Copenhagen:

Holistic dining is per definition multi-layered. It draws upon elements from the 
world of gastronomy, theatre and art, as well as science, technology and design, in 
order to create an all-encompassing and dramaturgically driven sensory experience. 
(https://​alchemist​.dk/​holistic​-cuisine/​)

The dynamism of the cultural field is also reflected in the development of 
cultural tourism.

THE EVOLVING FIELD OF CULTURAL TOURISM

Looking at Warde’s criteria cited above, it seems reasonable to refer to cultural 
tourism as a field. Cultural tourism has a particular stake as a ‘good’ and desir-
able form of tourism, both for tourists and the places they visit. It is character-
ized by many set positions, such as the cultural institutions that receive visitors 
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and the intermediaries that direct tourists to particular places. These actors also 
compete for tourism business, and they utilize the resources they have, in terms 
of brand equity and networks, to attract attention and visitors. 

The dynamics of the cultural tourism field are influenced by shifts in both 
culture and tourism. Richards (2014a) analysed the development of cultural 
tourism using Pier Luigi Sacco’s (2011) conceptualization of the evolution 
of culture. In this model, Culture 1.0 represents the origins of public culture 
in the modern era, with museums funded by rich industrial patrons, and later 
embraced by the state as symbols of national power (Table 3.1). If the wealth 
generated by other industries fuelled the early development of culture, it 
was the recognition of culture itself as an industry that heralded the arrival 
of Culture 2.0. Culture began to be seen as a source of jobs and income, and 
as a means of attracting tourists to cities and regions. From the turn of the 
Millennium, however, the diversification of cultural taste, the fragmentation 
of cultural production and access to new technologies and media undermined 
the mass production of culture under Culture 2.0. Alongside economic value, 
culture became to be seen as a means of creating identity, stimulating social 
cohesion and supporting creativity (Culture 3.0). The development of culture 
was also shaped by the evolution of cities, from the industrial city (City 1.0) 
to the rise of cities as consumption spaces (City 2.0) and the emergence of 
creativity and ‘critical infrastructure’ as drivers of urban development (City 
3.0), as Landry (2014) suggests. 

The changes in culture and cities provided new contexts for tourism, with 
the elite Grand Tour that marked Culture 1.0 being supplanted by mass cul-
tural tourism flooding the new museums and other temples of Culture 2.0, 
and finally under Culture 3.0 new forms of cultural tourism emerge, such as 
creative tourism, gastronomic tourism and street art (Duxbury and Richards, 
2019). These changes also reflected shifts in the urban contexts that were 
becoming predominant in cultural tourism around the turn of the Millennium 
(City 2.0 to 3.0). 

The diminishing barriers between the cultural, economic and digital fields 
produce new contexts for cultural tourism, which are increasingly linked 
together in the network society. De Andrade (2018) argues that the work of 
Sacco and Richards takes insufficient account of emerging complex phe-
nomena, such as digital social networks. De Andrade proposes the concept of 
‘cultural e-tourism’, which takes place in urban, cultural and digital networks. 
In this situation, mobile citizens, immigrants and tourists co-produce their own 
discourse through travel, facilitated by TripAdvisor and other platforms. The 
social semantic city emerges as a globalized place where networks are used 
to produce mobile urban cultures and ‘urban and tourist communication’, in 
Culture/City/Cultural tourism 4.0.



Table 3.1	 Phases in the development of culture, cities and cultural 
tourism

Phase Culture City Cultural tourism

1.0 Culture 1.0:  
culture as by-product of industrial 
growth. Wealthy merchants and 
industrialists invested in culture 
as a means of polishing their 
image and/or doing good for the 
community.

City 1.0:
large factories and mass 
production; the mental 
model is the city as 
a machine.

Cultural tourism 1.0: 
Grand Tour, cultural 
consumption by a small 
elite.

2.0 Culture 2.0:  
culture as industry. With 
industrialization and the growth 
of the culture industries, culture 
became an economic field, invested 
in by the public sector to stimulate 
growth and jobs.

City 2.0:
spectacularization, the 
rise of consumption and 
the creative industries. 
Mobility, physical 
connectivity and inclusion.

Cultural tourism 2.0: 
mass cultural tourism, 
development of cultural 
resources as tourist 
attractions.

3.0 Culture 3.0:  
culture as a source of new 
value(s). The diversification of 
cultural taste, the fragmentation 
of cultural production and 
access to new technologies and 
media challenges the monolithic 
production of culture under Culture 
2.0. Alongside economic value, 
culture is also seen as a means of 
creating identity, stimulating social 
cohesion and supporting creativity.

City 3.0:
the ‘social semantic 
city’, harnessing the 
collective imagination and 
intelligence of citizens 
in making, shaping and 
co-creating their city. ‘Soft 
urbanism’, based on digital 
connectivity.

Cultural tourism 3.0: 
culture as a value platform 
for tourism (and vice versa), 
increasing integration of 
tourism and everyday life.

4.0 Culture/City/Cultural Tourism 4.0
Hybrid, creolized contexts and e-cultural tourism actors

Source: de Andrade (2018); Landry (2014); Richards (2014a); Sacco (2011).
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Similar processes are described in the context of China by Liu (2020), who 
traces four stages in China’s tourism development. 

1.	 Before 1980, tourism was mainly used for national diplomacy.
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highlight the storytelling skills of the museum’s Director, Sigurður Atlason, 
but also the emotional appeal of his cat, Mr Hippopotamus. 

Storytelling is also facilitated by cultural routes and trails (Timothy, 2018). 
Cultural routes link cultural resources together, often themed around particular 
periods or styles of cultural production (Puczkó and Ratz, 2007). In Europe, 
for example, the European Cultural Routes include the famous Camino de 
Santiago, and also routes dedicated to architecture, food, historical periods 
and famous individuals, including Vikings, Jewish heritage, olive trees, the 
Phoenicians, ceramics, art nouveau, Le Corbusier, the Reformation, Robert 
Louis Stevenson and Napoleon. Briedenhann and Wickens (2004) explored the 
creation of cultural routes in southern Africa, where the African Dream project 
created 32 routes in four countries, covering a distance of 11,623 kilometres. In 
this context, Lourens (2007) analysed the experience of the Midlands Meander 
in South Africa as a route tourism destination offering of arts and crafts in 
a scenic rural environment in KwaZulu-Natal. 

The links made by cultural routes depend greatly on institutional actors. 
The creation of cultural routes is one of the most frequent actions undertaken 
by national tourism administrations in the development of cultural tourism 
(OECD, 2009). However, after establishing such routes, public administra-
tions often struggle to maintain them. In Brazil, de Pádua Carrieri, Luz and 
Pereira (2014) analyse the experience of the Estrada Real (Royal Road), and 
show that although the route has increased tourism to hotels along the route, it 
suffers from patchy support and coordination from local government(s). 

This review indicates that the field of cultural tourism grows and shifts in 
a fluid way that was not imagined by Bourdieu in his conception of the cultural 
field. Cultural tourism has grown in terms of demand and production, which 
have dialectically responded to each other. The jostling between actors not 
only reorders the actors in the field, but also expands the field itself. 

THE GROWING ATTRACTIONS OF CULTURE

In spite of the growing diversity of cultural attractions, museums and monu-
ments continue to be the mainstay of cultural tourism. The big advantage of 
museums and monuments is that they tend to be permanent and readily acces-
sible, unlike events and other ephemera. Many museums and monuments are 
also elevated in terms of cultural and social status so that they become ‘must 
see sights’ (MacCannell, 1976). Guidebooks indicate the sights that tourists 
should see, or make a detour for, producing a hierarchy of cultural value. 
This was graphically illustrated in the Second World War, when the so-called 
‘Baedeker Raids’ by the German Airforce targeted UK cities listed as being 
of particular cultural value in the Baedeker guidebooks (Rothnie, 1992). Less 
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often mentioned is the fact that the Allies later used Baedeker guidebooks in 
their bombing of German cities (Hohn, 1994). 

Cultural institutions such as museums and monuments in the Upperground 
(Cohendet et al., 2010) serve as platforms that focus global flows of attention 
on specific places and themes (Richards, 2020a). Placing objects in a museum 
raises their cultural value, and draws the attention of different publics, includ-
ing tourists. The UNESCO (1972) Convention on World Heritage gives 
a definition of cultural heritage, which includes monuments (architecture, 
monumental sculpture and painting, archaeological sites), groups of buildings 
and individual sites, which are of ‘outstanding universal value’ in historical, 
aesthetic, ethnological or anthropological terms. This has since been expanded 
to intangible heritage, but the UNESCO view is generally conservative, and 
largely ignores new and emergent cultural forms. 

In early cultural tourism research, identifying and enumerating cultural 
tourism attractions was a means of charting the scale and scope of the prac-
tice. In Canada, Ritchie and Zins (1978) identified 12 main types of cultural 
attractions, including Handicrafts; Language; Tradition; Food; Art and music; 
Local history; Local work traditions and technology; Architecture; Religion; 
Educational systems; Dress; and Local events and leisure activities. Even 
this comprehensive listing omits some areas included in later classifications. 
Typologies developed in a European context tended to distinguish more 
categories of built heritage, such as the European Centre for Traditional and 
Regional Cultures (ECTARC) listing in 1989, which also included archaeo-
logical sites and museums and divided architecture into different types (ruins, 
famous buildings, whole towns). 

Later typologies by Munsters (1994) and Smith (2015) progressively 
covered a wider range of cultural settings related to tangible and intangible 
heritage, attractions and events, and high and popular culture. For example, 
Smith (2015, p. 17) included Industry and commerce; Modern popular culture 
and Special interest activities. Richards (2001) broadened the view of cultural 
tourism settings by conceptualizing a field delineated by the form and function 
of cultural attractions (Figure 3.1). These ranged from a more classic concept 
of cultural tourism being based on artefacts from the past that have an edu-
cational function (e.g. museums and monuments), to those which also seek 
to entertain, for example through animation and re-enactment, to attractions 
based on contemporary culture, with an educational focus, such as arts and 
languages, or primarily focussed on entertainment, such as theme parks or 
musicals. 

The development of static lists of cultural attractions into the more dynamic 
concept of a cultural attraction field mirrored the shift from a view of culture 
as fixed and immutable towards more diverse and fluid conceptualizations of 
culture. Cultural tourism also began to include a more diverse range of sites 



Source: After Richards (2001).

Figure 3.1	 The field of cultural tourism attractions
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and attractions, driven by the desire to reflect a wider view of the culture(s) of 
the places visited by tourists, and by the increasing cultural diversity of tourists 
themselves. Many studies highlighted ‘new’ forms of cultural tourism related 
to popular culture (McKercher, Ho and du Cros, 2004), events (McHone and 
Rungeling, 1999), cultural routes (González and Medina, 2003), popular music 
(Gibson and Connell, 2003), everyday life (Ooi, 2002) and indigenous culture 
(Zeppel, 2002). This expansion demonstrates that the act of cultural tourism 
defined structures and contexts that were being created or redefined by the 
growing practice of cultural tourism. This focussed much research on the 
(new) spaces being occupied by cultural tourism as part of general processes 
of ‘commodification’ or ‘heritagization’.

Rodríguez, Vecslir, Rubio Vaca and Molina Restrepo (2020) analyse how 
Buenos Aires and Bogotá have created new spaces for cultural tourism, based 
on the daily life of the inhabitants. This includes promotion of street art, 
local festivals and spaces that frame local activities. The spatial distribution 
of cultural tourism has extended in these cities, and neighbourhoods such as 
Palermo Soho in Buenos Aires and Usaquén in Bogotá have been transformed 
into new tourist products. These areas have a ‘bohemian’ character, attractive 
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for the local and mobile creative class (Florida, 2002). The aestheticization 
of public space allows entrepreneurs to capitalize on the authenticity of these 
neighbourhoods to distinguish themselves from the rest of the city. As Zukin 
(2010, p. xiii) argued in the case of New York, authenticity became a framing 
device utilized in struggles over the use of urban space. 

the idea of authenticity has an undeniable cultural power. It has a real effect on our 
attachment to our neighborhood, on the stores where we like to shop, on the way we 
see some places as interesting and others as unworthy of our attention as cultural 
consumers.

Growing commodification has also been linked to the privatization of public 
space (Minton, 2006) and the ‘festivalization’ of the city (Häussermann and 
Siebel, 1993). Such debates have grown in recent years as the number of 
events staged in public space has grown. For example, Smith (2015) cata-
logues the growing number of events being held in the Royal Parks in London, 
detailing how public space is being acquired by private companies for profit. 
Other research has highlighted the ability of grassroots movements to reclaim 
or create new cultural spaces in opposition to neo-liberal policies. Novy and 
Colomb (2013) highlight the development of clubs and alternative cultural 
spaces in Berlin and Hamburg. In Rome, the emergence of bottom-up cultural 
spaces has been highlighted by Bragaglia and Krähmer (2018) and Galdini 
(2020), often linked to alternative cultures and squatter movements.

THE HERITAGE INDUSTRY AND THE RECYCLING OF 
OLD CONTEXTS

In both rural and urban contexts, the growth of tourism has been boosted by the 
extension of cultural heritage. Robert Hewison (1987) signalled the dramatic 
growth of heritage that emerged in the late 1970s and early 1980s. He argued 
that heritage represents a past that never existed; a manufactured version of 
history, made palatable and accessible for consumers. Writing about the UK, 
Hewison linked this development to Thatcherism, and a climate of decline 
caused by economic restructuring, de-industrialization and nostalgia for a lost 
empire. In fact, one can identify similar developments taking place around the 
same time in North America and continental Europe, which were also affected 
by economic recession and a loss of manufacturing industry. Looking to the 
past became a means of coping with contemporary adversity and giving a new 
purpose and meaning to post-industrial areas. 

Tourism was an important means of valorizing heritage, and as 
Gravari-Barbas (2018, p. 173) argues, tourism became a ‘a heritage producing 
machine’, in which ‘Heritage development encourages tourism, which in turn 



The changing contexts of cultural tourism 61

contributes to heritage development, which encourages tourism, and so on 
…’ Tourists are important to heritage production because they give value to 
objects abandoned by the host society, including old factories that become 
museums, old markets repurposed as food courts or former banks and jails 
that become hotels. Heritage is also actively produced by tourists through their 
practices, such as photography. Susan Sontag (2001, p. 68) in On Photography 
remarks that today, fewer people have old objects that have attained a patina, 
and instead they use the camera as a ‘featherweight pocket museum’, using 
photographs to turn the past into a consumable object.

The heritagization process has also extended beyond specific sites to include 
whole cultural landscapes, ‘leisurescapes’ and ‘tourismscapes’. Whole coun-
tries and regions have been created and inhabited by heritage, including liter-
ary landscapes such as Shakespeare Country and Bronte Country in the UK 
(Philips, 2011), and heritage landscapes such as the Hanseatic League network 
of medieval ports in northern Europe (Michelson and Paadam, 2016). Van der 
Duim (2007) defines tourismscapes as actor-network assemblages that order 
people and material objects into products suitable for tourism consumption. 
A tourismscape unites a variety of networked actors: firstly people, secondly 
objects, media, machines and technologies, and finally spaces. Van der Duim’s 
research on the Spanish island of Lanzarote shows how the artist César 
Manrique pioneered sustainable tourism development, based on the ‘Manrique 
model’, a philosophy of limited growth and respect for local architecture in 
which tourism, nature and culture are integrated (van der Duim, 2007). Making 
the model work, in the face of global economic forces and national planning 
structures, required creativity, and the supranational resources of the European 
Union. 

The creation of new contexts for cultural and heritage tourism is driven not 
just by the transformation of history into contemporary heritage, but also by 
the growth of tourism itself. Empirical evidence for the synergies between 
tourism demand and heritage supply was provided by de Haan (1997), who 
demonstrated that cultural tourism was growing through an increased supply 
of heritage sites to visit. Richards (1996, p. 278) observed that ‘The supply of 
cultural attractions … grew much more strongly in the 1980s with the result 
that average attendance per heritage attraction actually fell in some countries 
during this period.’

In the Netherlands, the number of museums climbed steadily from 150 in 
1945 to 873 in 2001 (Huysmans, van den Broek and de Haan, 2005), indicating 
possible overcapacity, driven by ‘illusory expectations of the future’. There are 
also more monuments in the Netherlands, up from 44,000 in 1990 to 61,863 
in 2017 (+40 per cent). In recent years, increased attendance and revenue have 
depended to a large extent on tourism. Foreign visits to museums totalled 4 
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because of the designation, although they also concluded that the effects vary 
between different origin countries. 

The UNWTO (2018) has signalled a shift in the focus of national cultural 
tourism policies from tangible heritage (national and World Heritage Sites, 
monuments, historic places and buildings) to intangible heritage (handicrafts, 
gastronomy, traditional festivals, traditional music, oral traditions and reli-
gion). Almost all national tourism organizations included tangible heritage and 
intangible heritage in their definition of cultural tourism, and over 80 per cent 
also include contemporary culture (e.g. film, performing arts, design, fashion, 
new media). Tangible heritage was rated the most important element of cul-
tural tourism, followed by intangible heritage and then contemporary culture. 
A mix of tangible and intangible heritage with contemporary culture was also 
seen as imparting uniqueness to the cultural tourism product of a destination, 
since this mix cannot be experienced elsewhere. The shift to intangible heritage 
and contemporary culture has other important consequences, such as growing 
integration of culture, tourism and technology; the expansion of audiences for 
cultural and creative content; and increased consumption of everyday culture 
(Richards, 2011; UNWTO, 2018). This changes the experience of cultural 
tourism, as Turgeon (2014, p. 8) observes: 

While for a long time visitors were content to marvel at the physical presence and 
symbolic power of objects presented in the museum space, they now require that 
the interpretative process be enhanced with information about the objects’ fabrica-
tion, use and meaning. Further, they want the museum experience to enable them 
to access the intangibility of heritage, to feel the force of its affects. They wish to 
observe real people and live performances in a state of heightened reality, to feel the 
emotions they convey.

Greater use of intangible heritage in museums means that rather than viewing 
objects, the visitor is encouraged to play a more active role in the staging of 
experiential heritage (Williams, 2018). As the idea of history comes closer to 
the present (Richards, 2001), it is also more likely that visitors will consume 
experiences based on their own past and emotional connections. For example, 
one of the most successful events during the European Capital of Culture 
(ECOC) in Rotterdam in 2001 was an exhibition on the 20th century history 
of the city, which attracted many older Rotterdammers (Richards, Hitters and 
Fernandes, 2002). As a result of such shifts, not just styles of cultural tourism 
production and consumption are changing, but also the spaces in which they 
take place. 
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project in Košice in Slovakia, which aimed to decentralize culture to suburban 
areas by converting former heat exchange stations into small cultural centres 
in residential areas of the city. This has motivated cultural tourists to visit 
suburban areas of the city due to their unconventional designs with climbing 
walls, graffiti and skate tracks. Chatzinakos (2020) also examines suburban 
communities in Manchester, focussing on suburban festivals as a means of 
placemaking in seemingly unlikely cultural destinations. 

Barrera-Fernández and Hernández-Escampa (2017) chart spatial changes 
in the Mexican city of Oaxaca as a result of a shift from cultural to creative 
tourism. New creative tourism businesses are emerging in the city, responding 
to travellers who want to mix with locals. These include experiences based 
on local arts and crafts, traditional cuisine and local products such as coffee, 
chocolate, mezcal and mole. These experiences are much more widely spread 
than the cultural tourism activities concentrated on the historic centre. The 
creative tourists initially discovered these facilities, and new establishments 
then opened to cater for the increased demand. The research shows that tra-
ditional cultural tourism relates directly with gentrification in specific urban 
areas, whereas creative tourism activities articulate more widely with the 
city. Creative tourists arguably get more knowledge and a deeper experience, 
and they spread their expenditure over a larger number of businesses. The 
‘discovery’ by creative tourists of neighbourhoods previously considered 
as uninteresting has also attracted attention from policy makers, and these 
areas have subsequently benefitted from regeneration and improvement. 
Barrera-Fernández and Hernández-Escampa (2017) therefore argue that crea-
tive tourism styles produce greater social and economic sustainability.

Cities are now actively using these trends, positioning neighbourhoods that 
are currently ‘off the beaten track’ as cool places for tourists to find locals. As 
Time Out explains in the introduction to ‘The 50 coolest neighbourhoods in the 
world’ (Manning, 2019):

It’s easier than ever to travel like a local these days: we stay in homes instead of hotel 
rooms, we never get lost, we can hail a cab anywhere and translate any language in 
seconds. But in the best cities in the world, there’s still one big difference between 
visitors and residents: location. Experiencing a city like a local means getting off the 
tourist trail and discovering the places where clued-up residents actually hang out. 

This aligns with Maitland’s (2017) argument that tourists increasingly need 
to seek out the real city, the places where the locals are and other tourists are 
not (yet). The Time Out coolest neighbourhoods were selected on ‘uniqueness, 
timeliness, geographic diversity, and cultural brilliance’. There is no objective 
basis for this curation of cultural tourism destinations: it is a list developed by 
critics and experts, people in the know, tastemakers, coolhunters and switch-
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ers. For each neighbourhood the basic attractions are ‘EAT, DRINK, DO, 
STAY and LOCALS SAY’. For example, what locals say about the Number 
1 coolest neighbourhood in the world, Arroios in Lisbon, is: ‘There are lots of 
independent things happening, young people, artists and people from all over 
the world. A neighbourhood that people used to be afraid of is now Lisbon’s 
dynamic, intercultural hub.’ As Oliveira (2019) notes, the top billing for 
Arroios is linked to the fact that the City of Lisbon has placed cultural diversity 
at the heart of its urban development policies, which is reflected in the Time 
Out description: 

A neighbourhood of contrasts, Arroios stands out from the other parishes of Lisbon 
for  the multiculturalism of its people  and places.  Cradle of Amália, the greatest 
Portuguese fado singer of all time, and home to almost a hundred nationalities, 
Arroios is the largest parish in central Lisbon, though you can walk across it in half 
an hour. More than a neighbourhood, it’s a world in itself, and its many impressive 
kilometres of streets are packed with open-air galleries, restaurants from all corners 
of the world, public services, cultural and sporting venues. (Dias da Silva, 2019)

The production of such lists is an act of curation. The new cultural intermediar-
ies responsible for these lists (usually journalists and bloggers) are essentially 
identifying neighbourhoods with future value – their time is still to come, and 
few tourists have discovered them. Other, more established neighbourhoods, 
such as London’s Shoreditch, Barcelona’s Gràcia or Amsterdam’s Jordaan, 
don’t make the top 50 list because they are now overvalued. 

Time Out itself has progressed from a simple London listings magazine 
to global experience producer – another interesting indicator of how urban 
cultural tourism has changed. Originally aimed at residents, as tourism grew it 
started catering to visitors, and more recently to locals aspiring to be ‘tourists 
in their own city’ (Richards, 2017). Time Out started as a London-only pub-
lication in 1968 and has since expanded its editorial recommendations to 315 
cities in 58 countries worldwide. The magazine produced its first guidebook in 
1972, but sales peaked in 2006 and Time Out stopped producing them in 2016. 
Time Out has not only analysed the growth of ‘cool’ places, but has also guided 
people to them and developed its own cool experiences. A food and cultural 
experience, Time Out Market, was launched in Lisbon, Portugal, in 2014, 
followed by Miami, New York, Boston, Montréal and Chicago. New Time Out 
Markets are set to open in Dubai (2020), London (2021) and Prague. In 2018, 
3.9 million visitors came to the Lisbon market to experience the 32 restaurants 
and kiosks, eight bars and cafes, five shops and cooking workshops and other 
events. Time Out has essentially capitalized on its own roles as a curator and 
trendsetter, which enable it to identify and bet on sources of future value.

The fact that markets are now generating many new forms of value creation 
besides selling food ingredients has been noticed by others as well. In many 
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cities, markets have become new spaces of tourism, as in Barcelona in Spain 
(Dimitrovski and Crespi Vallbona, 2018), Auckland in New Zealand (Kikuchi 
and Ryan, 2007) and in Taiwan (Hsieh and Chang, 2006). Revamped markets 
are ideal spaces for tourists seeking the local. They usually focus the flow of 
different people through the neighbourhood and the city and represent points at 
which bundles of practices come together. In the case of Florence, Palomares 
Alarcón (2017) contrasts the liveliness of the San Lorenzo Market with the 
‘city museum’:

Most … who live in the city centre seem to be living in something similar to 
a Renaissance theme park or a shopping centre. You can still feel the most daily 
relationships as buying on the Sant`Ambrogio market. There, life in the city feels 
beyond the numerous tourists who visit Florence just for one day. (p. 723)

However, San Lorenzo Market has become a carefully managed multifunc-
tional space, which combines the essence of the market with leisure functions 
in a beautiful 19th century building. The market is oriented to people from the 
neighbourhood, but also to Florentine residents in general. 

Such developments are often stimulated by public authorities keen to 
kick-start economic development in run-down areas. Markwick (2018) analy-
ses the metamorphosis of Strait Street, the former prostitution hub of Valletta, 
capital city of Malta. Valletta’s hosting of the ECOC in 2018 was linked to 
a strategy to develop more cultural tourism to an island previously dominated 
by beach tourism. The city had an ageing population and declining economic 
activity and cultural facilities. The ECOC was an opportunity to reverse these 
trends by attracting more high-spending cultural visitors to Valletta. The 
Maltese Tourism Organization indicated that only about 14 per cent of tourists 
were ‘culture and heritage’ tourists (Markwick, 2018), and the ECOC was an 
opportunity to change this by positioning Valletta as a short break cultural des-
tination. Following the drafting of a new National Cultural Policy, a cultural 
development emphasis was given to the Valletta 2018 programme. As well 
as the tangible heritage attractions of the island, attention was also given to 
contemporary culture and intangible cultural heritage. This included the devel-
opment of small creative clusters, including Strait Street. The development 
of theatres, exhibitions, burlesque and jazz bars and themed restaurants was 
supposed to enliven the night-time ambiance of the area, particularly to cater 
for a younger, cultural omnivore audience. As Munsters (2011) points out, this 
is challenging given the overwhelming weight of traditional cultural heritage 
in Malta. But many new developments have helped to develop the creativity of 
the old city, including improvements to Strait Street, such as the regeneration 
of the covered market and the old civil abattoir and luxury apartments for 
tourists.
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the popular Bairro Alto District, using an exhibit space managed by GAU. 
This legitimated street art, and in 2009, GAU developed a strategy aimed at 
promoting urban art. This was supported by the organization of exhibitions 
and a festival of street art, Muro Urban Art Festival. GAU also promotes 
internationalization of urban art, working with other cities in the International 
Network for Urban Creativity. One of GAU’s principles is ‘ephemerality’, 
in which street art has a limited life span before it is naturally ‘erased’. This 
contributes to rotation of artworks and the rejuvenation of the urban landscape. 
This basic principle also links with the eventification of the city (see below), 
and the need to develop new cultural tourism attractions to cater to repeat visi-
tors. The flexibility of street art makes it easy to (re)direct the flow of visitors. 
GAU points artists to places where it is permitted to paint, and this spreads 
street art to new spaces in the city – also those with few tourists. 

There are now many street art tours in Lisbon, and Visit Portugal (2020) 
even has a web page dedicated to Street Art in Portugal, classified as ‘art 
and culture’ (Campos and Sequeira, 2019). Increasing attention also attracts 
members of the scene, who open street art businesses. These include the urban 
art shop/cafe/working space Underdogs Public Art store and Stupido 1/1, 
an Urban Art Bar curated by Portuguese artist Vhils. This ‘creative crowd’ 
(den Dekker and Tabbers, 2012) organizes experiences linking street art with 
tourists, including the Lisbon Street Art App, a Lisbon Street Art photobook 
(Wilkinson, 2015), a street art map supported by the Municipality (Street Art 
Lisbon, 2017), an international conference (Neves and Simões, 2015) and 
regular contributions to blogs and formal media. Lisbon was declared the 
best street art city in the world by the Guardian newspaper (Dixon, 2011), 
and features high on other rankings, such as the Best Street Art Cities by the 
Huffington Post. Artists are also looking for the best spots to paint, so they are 
also attracted by a buzzing scene. This in turn will generate more activity and 
business, strengthening the street art scene. 

Tourists are also attracted by this local buzz (Bathelt et al., 2004), fed by 
global media pipelines. Campos and Sequeira (2019) argue that street art tours 
promote ‘touristification’ in Lisbon, and Andron (2018) identifies similar 
processes in London. Street art tours serve to construct and legitimate the 
‘scene’ in Lisbon, and the attribution to a specific artist becomes an important 
element in authorization and authentication. There is also evidence that the 
audience is becoming more specialized and skilled, creating a dialectic rela-
tionship between producers and consumers, who develop in tandem through 
co-creation (Tan, Luh and Kung, 2014). Street art tours attract two basic types 
of tourists: the curious tourist, less familiar with the scene, and the specialized 
tourist skilled in urban art. The recent increase in skilled consumption leads to 
the development of more open, co-created tours in peripheral areas. Campos 
and Sequeira (2019) argue that the tour guides contribute to configuring the 
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urban art scene, which is also becoming a cultural tourism scene. The guides 
help to commodify urban art for tourism, but also help to increase the visibility 
of the scene, which in turn increases their economic capital. The more knowl-
edgeable guides also mediate between artists and potential foreign buyers. 
The discourse of urban art in Lisbon also highlights authenticity being created 
through viewing the ‘alternative city’ or ‘unknown city’, far from the beaten 
paths of mass tourism. In this way, urban art in Lisbon matches the desire of 
the Municipality to project Lisbon as an open, cosmopolitan city, and to spread 
tourism beyond the crowded centre (Richards and Marques, 2018). Street art 
actors therefore become enlisted into a ritual practice which extends itself 
throughout the city, at least in part driven by tourism (see Figure 4.2).

One of the challenges for street art destinations is creating economic value 
from artworks that are essentially openly accessible for all. If a city becomes 
more attractive because of the quality of street art, this generates indirect value 
in terms of tourism volumes, and potentially new residents and businesses. 
Such processes are clearly visible in Beco de Batman (Batman’s Alley) in 
São Paulo, Brazil, which started with a single Batman figure and now boasts 
a dense covering of images that are constantly renewed, and which attract 
many visitors. The crowds in turn attract street vendors, coffee shops and art 
galleries. Most tourists take numerous pictures of the artworks, which also 
generate content for social media sites and websites, attracting still more 
visitors.

The original attraction of cities for many street artists is the availability of 
large painting surfaces, particularly where there are derelict buildings, which 
are easier to paint. In Lisbon and other cities, deprived areas have often been 
at the leading edge of street art production. But as street art helps to raise the 
profile of these places, it also stimulates redevelopment and rising property 
prices, which in the long run reduces the opportunities to make art. 

CLUSTERS – SPATIAL AGGLOMERATION AND 
FRAMING

Formal clusters have their roots in classic economic theory (Marshall, 1919), 
which extols the advantages of locating close to other producers, promot-
ing knowledge spillover effects and innovation. This is also the logic of 
cultural and creative clusters, or cultural districts (Sacco and Blessi, 2007). 
Bathelt et al. (2004) emphasize the value of clusters as places that stimulate 
face-to-face interaction, promoting the exchange of ideas and therefore stim-
ulating innovation.

The development of local clusters can also be seen as a counter movement 
to globalization, valorizing the local as a source of difference and innovation 
(Russo and Richards, 2016). In cultural tourism, glocalization processes are 
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evident in the framing of local culture for consumption by global audiences, 
which also represents a turn from productive arguments for clustering to 
consumption-based rationales (Richards and Tomor, 2012). Cultural clusters 
or precincts (Hayllar, Griffin and Edwards, 2010) are often designed to present 
local culture and creativity in a palatable form for a broad audience, providing 
a cultural theming of an area or district. 

Clusters frame places as sites of cultural production and consumption, and 
therefore as cultural tourism destinations. Governments have actively stimu-
lated this process, identifying areas suitable for cultural and creative activities, 
giving support to businesses located there and sometimes actively managing 
the cluster. Brooks and Kushner (2001, p.  5) defined a cultural district as 
‘a designated area of a city in which arts and culture facilities serve as the 
primary attraction’. They developed a typology related to the extent of public 
sector intervention, ranging from simple designation or labelling to domina-
tion, where the public sector controls all aspects of the cluster. Bertacchini 
and Re (2017, p. 21) note that ‘a cultural district model is particularly suited 
to address cultural tourism demand’, because they concentrate the supply of 
cultural and tourism services and support the production of craft goods and 
material culture.

There are three main themes in cultural tourism cluster research: the use of 
former productive spaces as sites of tourism consumption; the use of ethnic 
minorities as a creative anchor for clusters; and the use of creative activities 
as a means of valorizing specific spaces, both urban and rural (Brouder, 2012; 
Diekmann and Smith, 2015; Shaw, 2007). Clusters are often designated in 
a top-down fashion, aiming to support economic activity through tourism. In 
China, as the OECD (2014) reports, cultural clusters in Shanghai attracted over 
5 million visitors a year, many of these being tourists. O’Connor and Gu (2014, 
p. 6) analysed the development of creative clusters in Shanghai, where they 
identified many ‘bounded, gated and officially recognized entities concerned 
with industrial development; … aesthetically refurbished old factories set to 
provide culturally inflected retail/leisure destinations linked to a “creative 
atmosphere” or “buzz”.’ They suggest that the ‘Chinese government wrapped 
the commercial appeal of the creative industries into its project of “soft 
power”’, adopting the hybrid label ‘cultural creative industry cluster’. Yuan 
Yuan (2020) reviews the development of Cultural-Creative Industries Parks 
in the cities of Shenzhen and Guangzhou and McCarthy and Wang (2016) 
analysed the development of the 798 Art Zone in Beijing, which they argue 
has been important in terms of city branding and tourism, but which has also 
generated gentrification. They identify an increasing emphasis on mainstream 
tourism and consumption-based activities in the Zone, and surveys indicated 
that visitors were attracted both by the art as well as the overall cultural atmos-
phere. Reports indicate that the 798 Art District had become the third most 
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visited tourist destination in Beijing, after the Forbidden City and the Great 
Wall (Sun, 2014). 

Zhou, Tang and Zou (2019) also describe the growth of ‘urban villages’ 
in China as engines of redevelopment in cities such as Shanghai, Beijing 
and Guangzhou, largely with a top-down approach. Other, more bottom-up 
approaches tended to be less successful. In the case of Wuhan, government 
involvement in cultural creative urban villages increased when the city 
staged the 7th Military World Games in 2019. Residents were shown to have 
a positive attitude towards the development of creative cultural tourism in the 
villages, even though 50 per cent of the houses are now occupied by artists and 
entrepreneurs, who have replaced the original inhabitants.

Hitters and Richards (2002) compared the operation of top-down designated 
and managed clusters and more informal creative cluster development in the 
Netherlands. In the case of the Witte de With cluster in Rotterdam, a creative 
district emerged through the activity of local entrepreneurs. The success of 
the cluster attracted more visitors and the attention of the Municipality, which 
integrated the area into its tourism planning and promotion. Over the years the 
cluster has become less creative and more commercial, as creative workshops 
and artist studios have been displaced by higher rents, with a shift towards 
cafes, restaurants and hotels. 

Arguably, such creative clusters have abandoned their origins as productive 
creative spaces, and become hubs for consumption, tourism and leisure. This 
can undermine the creative ‘scene economies’ (Kühn, 2015a) which made 
them popular with hipsters, Bohemians and creative tourists. Scene economies 
are characterized by small-entrepreneurial infrastructures (clubs, shops, media, 
creative producers and distributors) with a value creation chain embedded in 
a subcultural aesthetic. The scene economy is often held together by alterna-
tive and oppositional ideologies, which in the case of Berlin has helped the city 
to become ‘the capital city of the underground’ (Kühn, 2015b, p. 64). Such 
scenes are effectively strategic positions in a field taken by actors who wish to 
underline their own independence and alternative orientation. Colomb (2012) 
describes how the vibrant Berlin club and music scene originally thrived in 
vacant spaces in the city but suffered as it was harnessed to promote Berlin’s 
image as an international creative hub. Tourism is seen as one force that 
drives commodification of these alternative clusters and brings them into the 
mainstream.

EVENTIFICATION

Events can mark out a ‘special time’ in a place, stimulating people to visit, 
also through Fear of Missing Out (FOMO). You only get one opportunity 
to visit an event, because every edition provides a different experience. The 
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growth of events has therefore fed off modern experience hunger (de Cauter, 
1995) and the need of places to attract attention. Eventification has long been 
ignored by researchers, who generally privilege space over time: as tourists are 
seen to travel in space, the spatial aspects of their behaviour are often viewed 
as paramount. However, as Iribas (2004, p. 143) argues, ‘Time is the key to 
tourist consumption, as in the rest of our daily lives: space has become a mere 
instrument for selling time.’

Taking a broad definition of cultural tourism as participation in cultural 
experiences, all tourists visiting cultural events are cultural tourists. Major 
cultural events such as the ECOC are therefore seen as good opportunity to 
develop the cultural tourism market. On average, the ECOC increased the level 
of overnight tourism to the host city by just under 12 per cent in the period 
1985 to 2002, and individual cities have recorded far greater tourism growth. 
Weimar (ECOC in 1999) increased overnight visitor numbers by 56 per cent 
and Graz (ECOC in 2003) by 23 per cent (Richards and Palmer, 2010).

Other ‘blockbuster events’ are now regularly organized to attract tourists, 
although they did not begin this way. In Australia, Berryman (2013) argues 
that the first blockbuster exhibitions in the 1970s were organized for reasons 
of cultural diplomacy, rather than tourism. But in the 1990s the rationale 
changed to stimulating the local economy as cities saw increasing tourism 
revenues being generated. However, some cities found to their cost that block-
busters could also fail financially. The exhibition Masterpieces from Paris: 
Post-Impressionism from the Musee d’Orsay, a blockbuster at the National 
Gallery of Australia in 2010, attracted 480,000 visitors, but still had a shortfall 
of AU$5.4 million. These problems encouraged more cities and museums 
to seek financial guarantees from the government (Berryman, 2013). As 
Gorchakova (2017) found in a review of exhibitions in Melbourne, Canberra, 
Auckland and Wellington, there are also non-economic advantages of staging 
blockbuster events, such as expanding the experiential dimension of the city’s 
tourism offer, improving the tourism mix, strengthening the brand and helping 
to achieve long-term marketing objectives. 

At a smaller scale, eventification has seen the emergence of pop-up 
spaces, often found in major city centres (Richards, 2014b), supporting what 
Pasquinelli (2015) terms ‘temporary urbanism’. Pasquinelli (2015) argues 
pop-up attractions heighten the dispersed nature of urban tourism, allowing 
new spaces to be animated in different parts of a city quickly. Wynn (2016) 
analyses the temporary urbanism generated by music festivals that create 
a hybrid ‘music/city’. Analysing music festivals in the American cities of 
Austin, Nashville and Newport, he identifies ‘citadel’, ‘core’ and ‘confetti’ 
patterns of music events, with increasing levels of integration into the urban 
fabric. These events attract cultural tourists, and develop the cultural fabric 
of the city. Music festivals have helped Austin to grow its economy as well 
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as supporting the creative sector, in a positive, synergistic process that Wynn 
terms ‘festivalization’. Music-friendly policies stimulated Austin festivals, 
which in turn put the city on the map as the ‘Live Music Capital of the World’. 
Richards (2020b) reports that the flagship SXSW festival attracted 289,000 
visitors in 2018, generating US$350 million in economic impact. However, 
growth in music consumption is set against a shrinking music industry, which 
could undermine the long-term sustainability of Austin’s music economy.

De Andrade (2018) argues that the integration of culture, tourism and 
new media (phase 4.0 in Table 3.1) is producing a combination of a mobile 
cyberspace and cybertime. In the public cybertime/spaces of the city, the idea 
of a particular place or time for cultural tourism has been replaced by hybrid 
notions of ‘creolized consumption’. This integration of time and space in 
cultural tourism practices reflects the fact that choosing a space to visit is also 
choosing a particular time to be there. This integration of space and time is also 
evident in the buzz or atmosphere attached to certain places at particular times. 
Eventification provides the software that enables the synchronization of social 
agendas, so that groups of consumers will meet in particular places at specific 
times, providing new structures for the 24/7 cultural economy.

Many places have used eventfulness strategies to generate liveliness and 
movement and provide links to the space of flows. Events are a particularly 
useful tool for cultural, creative and economic development, being flexible, 
relatively cheap and amenable to policy direction. As Richards and Palmer 
(2010) note, eventful cities aim to increase ‘eventfulness’, or a feeling of activ-
ity and animation that helps to increase a sense of well-being and connection 
with the city. Culture often forms a cornerstone of eventfulness, providing 
significant moments that can be celebrated and framed to generate positive 
outcomes (see Chapter 5). Events provide temporal contexts in which actors 
can come together and ‘make things happen’ (Bærenholdt, 2017). 

BUZZ AND PIPELINES

The buzz provided by groups of actors coming together in specific places at 
particular times provides an important stimulus for cultural tourism. Many 
experiences depend on particular space/time relationships through which a mix 
of specific capitals is deployed and encountered. A key finding of research on 
cultural tourism experiences is the importance of ‘atmosphere’. This is a diffi-
cult term to define: we can’t describe the atmosphere of a place, but we know 
when we are in a place with a good atmosphere. Atmosphere is sometimes 
linked with terms such as ‘ambiance’ or ‘buzz’. For example, Vanolo (2008, 
p. 372) emphasizes the importance of social buzz in the creative city concept, 
which he links to scenes with diverse groups of people meeting and chatting.
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For Bathelt et al. (2004, p. 38) buzz refers to the ‘information and commu-
nication ecology created by face-to-face contacts, co-presence and co-location 
of people’, vital to the conduct of business, but which also underpins social 
interaction. The local buzz based on physical co-presence also feeds off distant 
interaction with other ‘scenes’, linked together by global pipelines. Places 
constitute temporary clusters that sustain local buzz and which support global 
pipelines, allowing communities to position themselves both at local and 
global levels (Bathelt and Schuldt, 2010). Pipelines to the space of flows are 
fed by business, the media, and the movement of people, including tourists. 
Tourists inject life and reputational capital into the cultural scene of the places 
they visit, and they expand the consumer base from which the local cultural 
industries can draw support (Richards and Marques, 2018). Cultural tourists 
therefore become an important part of the attention economy of places, helping 
to put them on the map for other tourists, and eventually also businesses and 
investors. 

In the case of Berlin, the relationship between buzz and pipelines became 
very clear in the 1990s, as the city developed a booming music and arts scene, 
which also attracted growing numbers of cultural tourists. Visit Berlin main-
tains that more than half of the city’s visitors come for art and culture:

The three most important reasons given for a trip to the German capital are the 
sights, the art and culture scene as well as the cityscape and architecture.  Over 
the past year, the art and culture scene under the title ‘BERLIN 365/24’ has been 
successfully marketed throughout the world by  visitBerlin  in cooperation with 
Kulturprojekte Berlin. (Visit Berlin, 2017)

Picaud (2019) compared Berlin with its DIY venues and relatively unprofes-
sionalized and unsubsidized music scene with the more classic cultural capital, 
Paris. Whereas Paris has always emphasized high culture, Berlin was ‘poor but 
sexy’, its branding linked to ‘youth and club cultures’ (Picaud, 2019, p. 37). In 
recent years, Berlin has been building the cultural tourism market by renovat-
ing old museums, building new ones and attracting cultural talent. The latest 
addition to the high culture scene is the Humboldtforum, which will occupy 
a reconstructed royal palace on Museum Island, with 30,000 square metres of 
space. The €595 million museum houses Berlin’s ethnological and Asian art 
collections and was launched digitally in December 2020 due to coronavirus 
restrictions. Tim Renner, Berlin’s cultural affairs secretary, stated ‘Cultural 
tourism is an important economic factor for our city, that’s why we’re exerting 
a big effort to make the cultural offerings even more attractive for international 
visitors’ (Fahmy, 2015). 

Berlin attracts not just high cultural visitors, but also those attracted by the 
local buzz. Rapp (2009) identified the ‘Easyjetsetters’ as partygoers who fly to 



Rethinking cultural tourism76

Berlin for one night, with no interest in the traditional cultural offer. Instead, 
they came for the cultural scene attached to the night-time economy:

public authorities soon realized that this ‘subcultural capital’ was instrumental in 
redefining the way their capital was perceived abroad. In Berlin as in Paris, night-
life is instrumental to touristic and urban policies, which are linked to the city’s 
economic development. In Berlin, territorial marketing has been used to develop a 
‘creative’ city. (Picaud, 2019, p. 46)

However, Picaud (2019) charts the complaints of music club owners that 
tourism and gentrification were destroying the alternative  feeling of neigh-
bourhoods such as Kreuzberg. 

The experience of Berlin and other cities highlights the role of different 
elements of the cultural infrastructure of cities in supporting cultural tourism. 
This also reflects the distinction discussed earlier between the Upperground, 
Middleground and Underground of the cultural city (Cohendet et al., 2010). 
The buzz of the underground has long been used to develop (cultural) tourism, 
as in ‘Swinging London’ in the 1960s (Truman, 2010). In the past, the profile 
of the Underground was raised by the intermediaries in the Middleground to 
support more formalized cultural activity and to generate cultural content. 
Today, the tourism sector and other non-cultural intermediaries are also 
involved in the exploitation and dissemination of local buzz, as we saw in the 
case of street art. 

FROM CATHEDRALS OF CONSUMPTION TO NICHE 
MUSEUMS

In major cities the cultural power of the Upperground is demonstrated by the 
new ‘cathedrals of consumption’ – spectacular museums and monuments 
designed for cultural consumption as well as display. Following the opening 
of the Pompidou Centre in Paris in 1977, numerous other cities followed suit, 
with the Bilbao Guggenheim, the Tate Modern in London, the San Francisco 
Museum of Modern Art (SFMOMA) and the Louvre in Abu Dhabi. 

The Bilbao Guggenheim has attracted particular attention, arguably because 
it transformed the once dreary, smelly port of Bilbao into a postmodern cultural 
tourism mecca. Beatriz Plaza followed the development of the museum and 
the city over two decades, mapping the economic, social and cultural effects 
of the Guggenheim. She emphasized the success of the project in generating 
cultural tourism to Bilbao (Plaza, 2000), which generated significant economic 
impacts. The scale and effects of the economic impulse was the subject of 
much debate, however (e.g. Gómez and González, 2001), and over time, Plaza 
also began to reflect on the challenge of the museum in balancing embedded-



The changing contexts of cultural tourism 77

ness in the Basque region with global networking. Plaza and Haarich (2015) 
see the role of the Guggenheim in developing the tourism sector in the Basque 
Country as an important aspect of local embeddedness. The Guggenheim is 
increasingly involved in local and regional planning processes and is central 
to a tourism strategy ‘based on culture, architecture and urban aesthetics, 
haute cuisine and traditional Basque gastronomy’ (p. 1467). The international 
diffusion of the ‘Bilbao effect’ is a reflection of the international networking 
of the museum and the Municipality, which generated a global flow of policy 
makers coming to learn from the city (González, 2011). Plaza and Haarich 
(2015) argue that the Guggenheim ‘can be seen as an atypical multinational 
enterprise as it combines the characteristics of a MNC and a local cultural 
tourism attraction’ (p. 1473).

The ‘Bilbao Effect’ suggests that any city with enough money could attract 
cultural tourists. This message was seized upon by many, and a long waiting 
list of wannabe Guggenheim cities emerged, at one stage with 60 hopeful 
candidates (Richards, 2000). Other major museums followed similar expan-
sion strategies, with the Tate now having four branches (the Tate Britain and 
Tate Modern in London, the Tate Liverpool and Tate St. Ives in Cornwall), 
the Louvre opening subsidiaries in Lens and Abu Dhabi, and the Hermitage 
expanding to Amsterdam, and partnering with the Guggenheim to open an 
exhibition centre in Las Vegas. Evidence is now beginning to emerge of resist-
ance to this cultural colonialism, with Helsinki having decided not to pursue the 
development of a Guggenheim Museum following protests from the cultural 
sector, and the municipality of Barcelona fighting plans to build a Hermitage 
franchise next to the city’s cruise terminal (Richards and Marques, 2018).

The new cathedrals of consumption rooted in the Upperground are also 
being challenged by newcomers, as enthusiastic art collectors themselves are 
now building their own art museums (Franklin, 2017). Franklin estimates there 
are now 317 of these institutions globally with active, living collector-founders. 
Of these, 70 per cent were built after 2000, and many more are anticipated. 
‘They have opened museums of contemporary art in many more countries and 
regions where once there were none, resulting from a massive global expan-
sion of private contemporary art collecting’ (p. 997). The case study used by 
Franklin, the opening of the Museum of Old and New Art (MONA) in Hobart, 
Australia, in 2011, has developed a considerable stream of cultural tourists 
to this provincial city. Franklin (2017) reports that numbers of tourists to 
Tasmania indicating they had visited MONA increased by 30 per cent between 
2011 and 2014. By 2013 the Lonely Planet Guide had ranked Hobart number 
seven in their list of top cities to visit and was listed sixth on Time Out’s top 50 
neighbourhoods list in 2019.
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CONCLUSIONS

The contextual field of cultural tourism shapes possibilities for actors, and in 
turn is shaped by their actions. New actors and cultural forms need to assert 
their legitimacy in the field, reflected in the journey of street art from an illegal 
practice to celebrated artform. Cultural tourism is transformed through evolv-
ing relationships-in-practice, which contain the potential to develop new rela-
tionships (Huijbens and Jóhannesson, 2019). Evolving relationships are fed by 
global pipelines that link areas of local buzz, giving certain places a distinctive 
atmosphere at certain moments in time. This helps to position places on global 
lists and agendas, giving them (albeit often temporarily) a competitive edge in 
cultural markets.

However, simply having cultural resources is not enough. These resources 
need to be given meaning for different audiences and publics, which requires 
creativity on the part of the actors involved (Richards and Duif, 2019). The 
creative application of design, storytelling and curation has generated a flow 
of new cultural tourism experiences, based on popular and everyday culture, 
as well as high culture. The contexts of cultural tourism relate therefore not 
just to physical space, but also the making of places and the use of time, rela-
tionships and power, which bring together different groups of actors and create 
new relationships between them. Researching cultural tourism requires an 
ecosystem approach that links actors and contexts, focussing on the processes 
that connect the different elements of the system. In cities we see negotiations 
between the cultural Upperground, Middleground and Underground, produc-
ing distinctive atmospheres that mark them as ‘the place to be’ at a certain 
time. The combination of spatial and temporal resources stimulates the even-
tification of places for cultural tourism, heightening the Fear of Missing Out 
and producing a wider range of interchangeable experiences. The challenge for 
cultural tourism destinations, therefore, is to emphasize their unique combina-
tion of experiences, which are both embedded in local culture as well as being 
accessible to global audiences. The changing combinations of actors, resources 
and structures have important consequences for cultural tourism practices, as 
considered in the following chapter.
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forces that produce these impacts, or discriminating between different types 
of consequences. Here, we present an argument based on practice theory, 
for a distinction between the internal and external consequences of cultural 
tourism practices. Firstly, we describe a model of cultural tourism practices 
that conceptualizes them as a form of interaction ritual, driven by a search 
for emotional energy, and then we consider the consequences that these ritual 
produce.

PRACTICES AND THEIR CONSEQUENCES

Cultural tourism is a social practice, or more accurately a series of related 
social practices. Schatzki (1996, p.  98) refers to ‘integrative practices’, 
which are ‘the more complex practices found in and constitutive of particular 
domains of social life’. Examples he cites include farming practices, cooking 
practices and business practices. Cultural tourism can also be viewed as an 
integrative practice, and the domain of cultural tourism can be conceptualized 
as a coordinated entity which requires performance for its existence (Schatzki, 
1996).

The doings and sayings of cultural tourism actors are the performances that 
sustain the practice, including activities in a range of different contexts, such 
as visiting museums and monuments, taking photos, buying souvenirs, and 
recounting our experiences to others in person or on social media. Cultural 
tourism is, like any established practice, a collective and historic achievement, 
developed over time by a group of practitioners (McNamee, 1994). Originally, 
the practitioners constituted a small and privileged group following the Grand 
Tour, but as others assumed elements of the practice, the cultural tourism 
market expanded. As the practice became more widespread, it also became 
more widely recognized, and ‘cultural tourists’ became an identifiable social 
group. The field has also been structured through institutionalization, with 
the growth of destinations, specific attractions and facilities, itineraries and 
intermediaries.

One of the major consequences of the performance of a social practice is 
the continuation of the practice itself, which requires the production of goods. 
MacIntyre (1981) recognizes two types of goods generated by social practices. 
Internal goods are intrinsic qualities specific to the practice – rewards that can 
only be attained through subordination to, and immersion in, the practice itself. 
This requires practitioners to acquire competences that facilitate appreciation 
of the internal qualities of the practice and its demands, rhythms and standards 
(Banks, 2012). These internal goods are contrasted with the external goods 
obtained from a practice, such as money or prestige. Whereas internal goods 
tend to be specific to a practice, external goods can be obtained from many 
kinds of practices. MacIntyre (1981) links the development of internal goods 
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to the ongoing achievement of standards of excellence, a shared commitment 
to the practice. The notion of practice therefore relates not to the performance 
of individual actors, but to the collective commitment to the standards of worth 
that are internal to the practice. Without this commitment, the practice will 
wither and die through lack of internal goods. Practices also need to develop 
institutions that provide external goods, such as economic resources, to main-
tain themselves.

Bargeman and Richards (2020) proposed a model accounting for the 
development and maintenance of social practices in terms of their ability to 
generate internal and external goods for groups of practitioners, largely based 
on the ideas of Randall Collins (2004). Collins (2004) argues that much social 
behaviour is organized around Interaction Ritual Chains (IRCs), which Collins 
sees as ‘a theory of individuals’ motivation based on where they are located at 
any moment in time ... in their market of possible social relationships’ (p. xiv). 
Participation in IRCs generates what Collins calls ‘Emotional Energy’, or ‘the 
master motive across all institutional arenas’. People are attracted to particular 
rituals or practices because of the Emotional Energy (EE) they can gain from 
them. Collins identifies some key features of such practices:

1.	 Two or more people in co-presence: bodily assembled and, through neu-
rological feedback loops, able to charge a situation with excitement and 
significance.

2.	 A boundary that demarcates insiders from outsiders, giving participants 
a privileged sense of inclusiveness.

3.	 All parties to the encounter have a common focus of attention.
4.	 Participants share ‘a common mood or emotional experience’.

When the interaction ritual is performed successfully, this produces a number 
of outcomes:

1.	 Individuals feel solidarity with one another; they imagine themselves to be 
members of a common undertaking.

2.	 They are infused with EE, a feeling of exhilaration, achievement and 
enthusiasm which induces action.

3.	 Interaction ritual membership generates collective symbols that are 
defended and reinforced.

4.	 Violations of these symbols provoke righteous indignation towards, and 
sanctions against, those guilty of transgression.

From this perspective, cultural tourism represents a set of social practices, or 
a ritual form of behaviour, which also conforms to the conditions outlined by 
Collins (2004). It has barriers to outsiders (based on ideas about legitimate 
forms of tourist behaviour), a shared focus of attention on cultural objects and 





Source: Developed after Bargeman and Richards (2020).

Figure 4.1	 A model of ritual behaviour in cultural tourism
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physical signals given off by people engaged in the ritual cause entrainment. 
This also happens at cultural tourism sites and events, where the experience of 
being in the shared presence of others consuming culture can induce hushed 
reverence (as in the case of a monumental building) or emotional excitement 
(at a packed music festival). For the collective atmosphere to build, the limits 
of the experience need to be defined, and as MacCannell (1976) suggests, 
cultural tourists are filtered and pointed to sites of significance by a series 
of markers. The markers help to focus attention on specific things worthy of 
note, such as a historic building or the site of a dramatic event, marking out 
‘must-see sights’. The specific atmosphere created by these elements of the 
cultural tourism practice creates a shared mood, which can engender emotional 
connections between people and the places they visit, stimulate contemplation 
and generate feelings of pleasure. The combined product of these ritual ele-
ments is collective effervescence, which has consequences for both actor and 
context.

Figure 4.1 shows two feedback loops: one that circles through emotional 
energy to feed the antecedents of the practice with internal goods, and another 
that provides opportunities essential to support the collective practice through 
external goods, feeding collective identity and securing resources. For the 
individual actor, the generation of EE helps to stimulate emotions, pleasure, 
knowledge and skills, as suggested by Scitovsky (1976), leading to a search 










































































































































































































