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Abstract: Tourism outcomes are often regarded as driven by the tourist. The in¯uence of
tourism on society is often anticipated to be negative. This conceptual paper extends the
power vocabulary of Michel Foucault to challenge the exclusivity of this view. Power is
conceptualized as omnipresent in a tripartite system of tourists, locals, and brokers. The
Foucauldian framework reveals that the touristÐlike the madman and the incarcerated
criminalÐis frequently vulnerable to the composite gaze of others. Further, the framework
shows that productive power generates touristic knowledge. This orientation to touristic
power recommends increased analytical attention to the role of brokers prominent in
tourism development. Keywords: Foucault, power, tourism system, broker. # 2000 Elsevier
Science Ltd. All rights reserved.

ReÂsumeÂ: Pouvoir et tourisme: une observation foucauldienne. Les reÂsultats du tourisme sont
souvent consideÂreÂs comme eÂtant deÂtermineÂs par le touriste. On suppose souvent que
l'in¯uence du tourisme sur la socieÂteÂ sera neÂgative. Cet article theÂorique apporte le
vocabulaire du pouvoir de Michel Foucault pour mettre en question l'exclusiviteÂ de ce point
de vue. Le pouvoir est conceptualiseÂ comme eÂtant omnipreÂsent dans un systeÁme tripartite de
touristes, habitants et intermeÂdiaires. Le cadre foucauldien reÂveÁle que le touriste, tout
comme le fou ou le criminel incarceÂreÂ, est souvent vulneÂrable au regard ®xe composite des
autres. En plus, ce cadre montre que le pouvoir productif geÂneÁre les connaissances
touristiques. Cette orientation au pouvoir touristique fait appel aÁ une attention analytique
intensi®eÂe aux intermeÂdiaires occupant une place importante dans le deÂveloppement du
tourisme. Mots-cleÂs: Foucault, pouvoir, systeÁme de tourisme, intermeÂdiaire. # 2000 Elsevier
Science Ltd. All rights reserved.

INTRODUCTION

From the perspective of Western society, tourism is often under-
stood as a product of the individual decisions of tourists. The re-
lationship forged between the tourist and the local is routinely
depicted as socioeconomic in character; tourists and locals interact
either in a warm social milieu as ``guests and hosts'', or in the econ-
omic marketplace as ``consumers and producers''. Where a power
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relationship is perceived to exist as between First World tourists
and Third and Fourth World locals, this power is interpreted as
colonial and imperialistic with a high potential for negative distribu-
tional outcomes. With this view, the in¯uences of the tourist on the
social world are expected to be at best benign, while more likely to
be seriously negative.

Indicative of the negative perceptions of tourism and tourists in
contemporary Western society are the pejorative connotations of
the terms. Commonly the tourism phenomenon is condemned for
its creation of unthinking and materialistic consumers, and the rise
of an irresponsible and greedy industry. Similarly, people readily
stigmatize others as tourists while denying the applicability of the
label to themselves. Furthermore, power as allegedly exercised by
the tourist over other people produces negative consequences.
These include the display of materialistic consumerism, the commo-
di®cation of culture, and the one-sided domination and exploitation
of members of visited societies by the privileged class. That people
so routinely experience ambivalence about the prospect of becoming
tourists may re¯ect a basic misunderstanding of the position of
tourists in power relationships. This leads to questions as to
whether excess attention to the actions of touristsÐas opposed to
those of other institutional actorsÐis warranted, whether power
should be always identi®ed with the tourist, and whether the exer-
cise of power is one-sided and exclusively repressive.

This paper responds to these questions by invoking the political
thought of Michel Foucault. The thesis developed is that there is
power everywhere in tourism. At the individual level, power re-
lationships in the behavior of tourists among others are often con-
strained and managed. At the institutional level, the industry
produces a vast network of specialties and services. It is thus appro-
priate to review here the ways in which power relations in tourism
have been examined in several academic literatures. In the main
body of the paper, four core features of Foucauldian power are
introduced and subsequently discussed in the tourism context.

A recent report prepared for the World Tourism Organization
(WTO) shows that domestic and international tourism in 1995 com-
bined to created over 200 million jobs worldwide. Output reached
US$3.4 trillion in the same year, and the industry's contribution to
the world's gross domestic product reached 11.4% (Waters 1996:6).
Demographic statistics demonstrate that more people engage in
pleasure and business tourism than ever before. WTO experts have
estimated that in the year 2020 roughly 1.6 billion of the world's 7.8
billion people will take a foreign trip (Crossette 1998:5). In light of
such expansion in the business, tourism studies merit considerable
attention.

Introductory textbooks promoting a multidisciplinary perspective
on tourism have been compiled by specialists with backgrounds in
tourism structure (Gee, Choy and Makens 1997), hospitality and
business management (McIntosh and Goeldner 1990), state plan-
ning and marketing (Gregory and Goodall 1990; Gunn 1988;
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Rosenow and Pulsipher 1979), marketing (Fesenmaier, O'Leary and
Uysal 1996; Plog 1991), and current issues (Shaw and Williams
1994). Relative to the substantial attention given to the practical
business and marketing of tourism and its economic costs and ben-
e®ts, very little is presented about its political nature. Ritchie and
Goeldner's (1987:6±12) edited handbook, Travel, Tourism, and
Hospitality Research, is the only beginning text with a chapter that
focuses on the industry's political dimensions. In recent years, the
political study of tourism has slowly gained recognition as a sub®eld
of its own. Research may be classi®ed into two broad categories. In
the ®rst category are public policy and planning analyses. Richter
emphasizes that ``there is often a political agendaÐwise or foolish,
benign or sel®sh, compatible or incompatibleÐunderlying the expli-
cit tourism program'' (1989:19). However, tourism policy is often
entangled with, or subordinate to, other policies, which may well
hinder policy intervention in development and weaken the represen-
tation of the stakeholders in such places. The policy and planning
studies have addressed this problem and advocated community sol-
utions to tourism opportunities and problems (Elliott 1983; Farrell
1986; Murphy 1985; Reed 1997; Ringer 1993; Whittaker 1997). The
appropriateness of tourism development among planners, develo-
pers, and locals is a hotly debated issue in all this literature. Reed
(1997), for instance, has explicitly explored the power relations
among stakeholders as these are affected by community-based tour-
ism planning activities in British Columbia, Canada.

The second category of research includes political economy and
development studies. One analytical trend has involved a market-
oriented view of development policies and a focus on structural
adjustments to the changing global economy. Researchers such as
Hall (1994), de Kadt (1979), Lea (1988), Matthews (1978), and
Poirier (1995) have documented the process of tourism development
vis-aÁ-vis other national/international development programs. A more
critical approach in development studies is revealed in research that
examines issues of unequal development, and the hierarchical re-
lationships that embody the hegemonic power of developed nations
and transnational corporations. In this regard, such researchers as
Britton (1989), Francisco (1983), Mowforth and Munt (1998), and
Place (1995) point to the perpetual problem of dependency even in
the age of new tourism designed to remedy the unequal balance of
power between rich and poor, and society and environment. The
one-sided ¯ow of power delineated in some of these studies has
been contested in light of the research that explores the global±lo-
cal nexus. In making this case, some researchers (Cameron 1997;
Milne 1998; Oakes 1995; Shaw and Williams 1998) illustrate the
global±local ¯ows of power, claiming that locals are not always pas-
sive when facing economic and social change. Instead of accepting
their predicament, locals can be proactive and resistant, as they
constantly negotiate and contest the direction of development in the
pursuit of their rights and interests.
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The incorporation of local activism in these studies has added a
new dimension to the familiar binary picture of dominated locals
pitted against the dominator industry and tourists. With this
change of perspective, power operates in both directions, and the
assumption of the continual oppression of the locals is rejected.
Even so, few studies have looked at the manner in which power re-
lationships govern the behavior of tourists in tourism systems. To
address this oversight, the paper considers how Michel Foucault's
conceptualization of power is pertinent to the study of tourism.

FOUCAULT, POWER AND TOURISM

Michel Foucault is widely acknowledged as one of the most in¯u-
ential thinkers in the Western intellectual tradition (Dreyfus and
Rabinow 1982; McNay 1994; Sheridan 1980). To date, a small num-
ber of scholars in the overlapping ®elds of postmodernism and cul-
tural studies have employed Foucault's concepts in the study of
tourism. Studies have, for example, concentrated on aspects of gaze
(Hollinshead 1994; Labone 1996; Rojek 1992; Urry 1990), body
(Veijola and Jokinen 1994), and resistance (Wearing 1995). These
studies have, however, interpreted power in very generalized terms
and have utilized Foucault's particular concept of power in oblique
ways. This paper is not concerned with postmodernist theses and
instead focuses intensively on Foucauldian power. This entails an
interest in Foucault more as a political scientist than as a philoso-
pher, social historian, or transdisciplinary ®gure. His interest in
power per se is evident in his study of topics as varied as madness,
criminal punishment, and sexuality. In short, Foucault (1988d:102)
was stimulated to examine how power was ubiquitous and central in
institutions.

Foucault and Power

The key features of Foucauldian power pertinent to a consider-
ation of tourism include three preliminary points. First, Foucault
challenges what he sees to be a mainstream conceptualization of
power as ``a certain strength'' with which people are endowed
(1978:93). Elaborating on his idea, he explains:

By power, I do not mean ``Power'' as a group of institutions and
mechanisms that ensure the subservience of the citizens of a given
state. By power, I do not mean, either, a mode of subjugation,
which, in contrast to violence, has the form of the rule. Finally, I
do not have in mind a general system of domination exerted by
one group over another, a system whose effects, through succes-
sive derivations, pervade the entire social body (1978:92).

Second, Foucault reconsiders power in a more ¯uid way than that
brought to mind by an inventory of formal laws and rules, or a
vision of an exercise of power by one dominant group over another.
Power for Foucault is a ``complex strategical situation'', consisting
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of ``multiple and mobile ®eld of force relations'' that are never com-
pletely stable (1978:93±102). In viewing power as a relationship
rather than an entity, and in seeing power to ¯ow in multiple direc-
tions, Foucault ®nds common ground with most political scientists.
Third, Foucault insists that power is so inextricably wedded to
knowledge that one cannot be analytically considered without the
other. In recognition that ``[t]he exercise of power perpetually cre-
ates knowledge and, conversely, knowledge constantly induces
effects of power'', Foucault (1980a:52) meshes the two concepts into
``power±knowledge'' in many of his writings.

Against this backdrop, several main features of Foucauldian
powerÐits omnipresence, its form as relationships, its gaze, and its
repressive and productive aspectsÐare presented next. (For
detailed discussion of how Foucault regards the mechanisms and
technologies of power, see Foucault 1980a:38±39; 1977:19, 135±169.)

The Omnipresence of Power. Focusing primarily on power in
explaining all human affairs, Foucault virtually assigns himself the
role of a political scientist. He sees power everywhere,

. . .not because it has the privilege of consolidating everything
under its invincible unity, but because it is produced from one
moment to the next, at the very point, or rather in every relation
from one point to another (1978:93).

This leads one to interpret all situations as embedding power re-
lationships. Hence, power exists `between every point of a social
body, between a man a woman, between the members of a family,
between a master and a pupil'' (1980 d:187). Given such an orien-
tation, power is to be expected to be present in institutions of all
kinds. Foucault makes the case that the question of power is not
limited to institutions of economic signi®cance but extends to the
lesser ones of ``psychiatric internment, the mental normalization of
individuals, and penal institutions'' (1980c:116). Thus, seemingly
nonpolitical institutions also create speci®c power relations and par-
ticular mechanisms of power useful for the general functioning of
the formal politics.

Power in a Network of Relations. For Foucault, power is not a com-
modity or a possession tied to a particular individual or collective
entity:

We must not look for who has the power . . . and who is deprived
of it; nor for who has the right to know and who is forced to
remain ignorant. We must seek, rather, the pattern of the modi®-
cations which the relationships of force imply by the very nature
of their process (1978:99).

The view of power as existing within a set of speci®c relationships
opposes all notions of it that depend on the subjectivity or agency
from which it originates. Instead of stressing the role of the individ-
ual per se, Foucault emphasizes one's place/position within a network
of relations. He does not disregard the role of human agency and its
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power to transform society. For individuals are always in the pos-
ition of simultaneously undergoing and exercising this power: ``They
are not only its inert or consenting target. Individuals are vehicles
of power not its points of application'' (1980b:98). Given the elusive
character of power which is ``circulating and never localized here or
there, never in anybody's hands, never appropriated as a commodity
or piece of wealth'', a variety of people can possess and dispossess
power in varying circumstances, and at different points in time and
place (1980b:98).

This idea of power relations also de®es the binary social structure
of ``dominators'' on one side and ``dominated'' on the other. Instead,
the speci®c and multiple production of relations of power manifests
itself in different localized settings with their own rationalites, his-
tories, and mechanisms (Foucault 1988b:37±38). For him, the loca-
lized settings mark ``the point where power reaches into the very
grain of individuals, touches their bodies and inserts itself into their
actions and attitudes, their discourses, learning processes and every-
day lives'' (1980a:39). In examining power relationships, then, the
®rst Foucauldian task is to identify the targets and the agents that
structure the differentiated positions of individuals in a localized in-
stitution/system: ``What is needed is a study of power in its external
visage, at the point where it is in direct and immediate relationship
with that which we can provisionally call its object, its target, its
®eld of application'' (1980b:97). The target is the subordinate actor
in power relationship and exists in relation to the agents. In
Foucault's varied works, targets have included the prisoner, the
insane, and the child in prison, mental clinic, and home/school insti-
tutions (1978, 1977, 1975).

Foucault's agents are ``responsible for [phenomena of repression
or exclusion]'' and consist of ``the immediate social entourage, the
family, parents, doctors, etc.'' (1980b:101). They include chief inspec-
tors, subordinates, educators, magistrates, doctors, guards, family,
and psychiatrists in these institutions. Agents repress/produce the
child's sexuality, imprison the criminal, and con®ne the insane for
economic or political gain. The target retains the choice of potential
refusal or revolt. Thus, the agent derives power not from pure force
but from inducement, that is, only when the target has been caused
to behave in a certain way and ``can be induced to speak''
(1988c:83). The role of the agents is, then, to deploy tactics and
strategies to this end.

Power of the Gaze. Foucault's agents perform their power via the
construction and exertion of knowledge, normalizing discourse
(what is acceptable and not acceptable), and an ``inspecting gaze''.
Among them, the gaze is especially relevant to the discussion of
power in tourism because seeing is so much a part of touristic ex-
perience and because the manipulation of the imagery is so import-
ant in the marketing of tourism. The concept of the gaze originates
from the spatial arrangement of Bentham's Panopticon, an architec-
tural model for a prison in the eighteenth century. The Panopticon
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is designed in such a way that whomever is at the center sees every-
thing, enabling one to watch many. In the absence of a chief inspec-
tor in the center of the edi®ce, any agentÐfor example, a member
of the prisoner's family, a friend, a visitor, and even a servantÐcan
operate the system. Hence, anybody can watch and be watched by
somebody depending on where they are placed. Important in this
spatial arrangement is the place of the individual. The agents con-
struct the gaze as they observe the target. In this process, the target
ends up internalizing the gaze to the point that he is his own over-
seer (Foucault 1977:200±203). Examples are ``parental gaze'' and
``clinical gaze'' exercised by the agents who compel the children and
patients to learn to see and accept a certain kind of behavior and
norm (Foucault 1975:120). In these instances, gaze serves to reform
prisoners, treat patients, instruct school children, con®ne the
insane, and supervise workers.

Repressive and Productive Aspects of Power. Through his work until
the mid-70s, Foucault consistently regarded power as an elementary
social force of repression. Its repressive aspects consist of ``rejection,
exclusion, refusal, blockage, concealment, or mask'', and the binary
distinctions of ``licit and illicit, permitted and forbidden'' (1978:83).
Foucault saw repressive power as operating at the level of the indi-
vidual as agents (such as prison guards, medical specialists) who
control or regulate the everyday behavior of targets (such as
inmates, patients). With the publication of Discipline and Punish in
1977, Foucault modi®ed his conceptualization of power to include
its productive nature. The irony of power is found in the fact that
even though the target is constrained, the supporting institution of
the agents is expanding through the creation of technical dis-
courses, professional disciplines, and bureaucracies.

The productive aspect of power is exempli®ed in his two case stu-
dies of prison and sexuality. In Discipline and Punish, Foucault asserts
that the centralized design and the disciplinary strategies of the
prison reduced the cost of surveillance, thereby producing an econ-
omy of power. He also elaborates on the positive effects of sexuality
construed by others as mainly repressive in the Victorian era. This
sexuality was ``repressed but also put in light, underlined, and ana-
lyzed through techniques like psychology and psychiatry'' (1988a:9).
Discourse on sexuality generated the standards for a healthy body,
established schooling and public hygiene practices, and contributed
to a general ``medicalization of the population'' (Foucault
1978:126). In observing that the productive mechanisms of power
can combine with repressive mechanisms, Foucault realized that the
double dynamics of power underwrites the social order:

What makes power hold good, what makes it accepted, is simply
the fact that it doesn't only weigh on us as a force that says no,
but that it traverses and produces things, it induces pleasure,
forms of knowledge, produces discourse (1980:119).
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Foucault's template for the analysis of power is unprejudicial in
that productive power found in the growth of institutions is not a
priori assumed to warrant repressive powers over targets. His per-
spective does not value the culture or politics of agents over targets.
Instead, his posture calls simply for a frank realization that while
power is everywhere in society, and while it may be simultaneously
constraining and generative, the judgement or moral evaluation of
it is not the task of the analyst. In his words:

We must cease once and for all to describe the effects of power in
negative terms; it ``excludes'', it ``represses'', it ``censors'', it
``abstracts'', it ``masks'', it ``conceals''. In fact, power produces; it
produces reality; it produces domains of objects and rituals of
truth. The individual and the knowledge that may be gained of
him belong to this production (1977:194).

Foucault and Tourism

Foucauldian power elucidates a multiplicity of power relationships
involving targets and agents in every social situation. Each case
entails a speci®c mixture of productive and repressive strategies
and techniques exercised by the agents over targets, an example of
which is the inspecting gaze. The four features of Foucauldian
power can be applied to tourism.

Omnipresence of Power in Tourism. Foucault's notion that power is
omnipresent in human affairs clearly implies that tourism is no
exception, although not immediately obvious for two reasons. First,
power relationships in tourism are commonly masked in everyday
discourse by facts and statistics communicated as indices of business
that draw attention to its social importance. Second, the very com-
plexity of a global tourism ``industry'' (service and manufacturing
sectors and a mix of heterogeneous ventures in entrepreneurship)
interferes with an appreciation of power relationships. In this view,
power is invisible in tourism when it is conceived after the image of
rulers and politicians. This approach instead focuses on the ground-
level and everyday (micro)interactions of tourists and institutional
actors in localized settings. For the Foucauldian analyst, instances
of power relationships are located in the seemingly nonpolitical
business and banter of tourists and guides, in the operation of codes
of ethics, in the design and use of guidebooks, and so on. Tourism
systems are sustained by the gaze at the individual level and by pro-
ductive effects of power at the institutional level.

Power in Tourism Networks. Foucauldian power relationships are
situated in tourism systems. To elaborate on this proposition, it is
helpful to specify their components, and to identify the targets and
the agents as Foucault has accomplished in his institutional studies
of sexuality, prisons, and mental clinics. As to components, both the
public and academics alike have tended to conceive of tourism as a
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two part social system consisting of hosts in the vicinity of the desti-
nation and visiting guests. This view has its roots in the 1977 ®rst
edition of V. Smith's Hosts and Guests: The Anthropology of Tourism
(1989). Pearce has written that ``the basic dichotomy of `host and
guests' popularized by the comprehensive anthropological volume
. . . is generally accepted'' (1989:216). While many continue to base
analyses on this distinction, the limitations of the framework are
gradually being corrected. In this regard, cultural anthropologists
have insisted that tourism is an activity substantially shaped by mid-
dlemen (Chambers 1997; Cohen 1985a; van den Berghe and Keyes
1984). In rejecting this binary classi®cation, Miller and Auyong
(1991a:76±77, 1991b) have proposed a sociological model for tour-
ism comprising three standard elements: tourists; locals; and sev-
eral categories of brokers. In this framework, the new category of
brokers is employed to denote those who derive a living (receive
monetary remuneration) for an involvement with tourism pro-
duction. Hotel owners and employees, vendors, and guides who pro-
vide tourists with goods and services exemplify private-sector
brokers. Public-sector brokers include city planners and politicians,
those who work in government-operated tourism information cen-
ters, and police and guards at the sites. Other broker variants
include social movement brokers, academic brokers, travel media
brokers, and consulting brokers (Miller and Auyong 1998:4±5).

Power relations in tourism systems are dynamic and constantly
changing. With this, the absolute numbers and ratios of tourists,
locals, and brokers at destinations change throughout the phases of
development. Tourists can become brokers by starting entrepre-
neurial businesses or by assuming government positions as consult-
ants or enforcement agents. They can also become locals by
establishing permanent residency at destinations. Similarly, locals
can become brokers by engaging in the business or management
and planning of tourism; they can also become tourists. Brokers can
change their identity to tourists or cease to be involved in tourism-
related ventures and become locals. The shifting identities of tour-
ists, locals, and brokers largely depend on contingencies, time, and
place. Consequently, there is no one-sided, ®xed ¯ow of power from
one individual to another.

Within the foregoing scheme, tourists are most obviously seen as
Foucauldian targets. As noted, a mainstream view takes the tourist
to be a rational, independent, and powerful actor who initiates the
touristic trip and accordingly is responsible for its consequences on
locals and the environment. In contrast, the tourist, in the tripartite
system is the Foucauldian target (Table 1), is positioned against
brokers in the same way as Foucault has seen the child, the woman,
the criminal, and the madman to be positioned against agents in
their respective institutional systems. Foucauldian power works in
many directions and there certainly are cases in which locals and
even brokers are told what to do by tourists. This granted, the con-
centration here is on how they can be targets because this power is
so often underestimated.
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At ®rst glance, Table 1 invites challenge on two grounds. First,
some might argue that the the tourist trip is institutionally too
different from that of the prison, mental clinic, school, or home ex-
perience to warrant such an application. Thus, the table's desig-
nation of the tourist as a target (as opposed to an agent) could be
contested. Second, the table may suggest too simplistic a portrayal
of the control of the target by the agent without due consideration
to varying tourist types. It could, for example, be pointed out that
some touristsÐthe most af¯uent and otherwise privileged come to
mindÐoperate entirely on their own terms when traveling.

The ®rst challenge stems from the fact that tourists are freer to
wander around than are the incarcerated prisoners, mental
patients, children and women studied by Foucault. True enough,
they are not subject to the identical means of surveillance that con-
strains other Foucauldian targets. Nonetheless, tourists qualify as
targets because they necessarily operate from insecure positions. By
de®nition, they are found on unfamiliar political and cultural turf,
and they often communicate at a distinct linguistic disadvantage. In
the course of sojourn, they are stripped of many of their cultural
and familial ties and protective institutions, and are exposed to new
norms and expectations. Their culture, in the sense of what ``one
has to know or believe in order to operate in a manner acceptable
to its members'' (Goodenough 1957:167), loses its supremacy if not
its validity. In response to these insecurities, they are compelled to
reconsider their political status and to adjust to the situation with
justi®cations, behaviors, and gestures acceptable to those in com-
mand of the destination and culture. Tourists are power-bound not
by the mental clinic or prison, but by the trip.

The second challenge concerns the degree to which the
Foucauldian model allows for diversity among tourists. In the con-
sideration of the so-called ``independent traveler'', the model of con-
trolling agents seems at ®rst to be inapplicable. However, no tourist
can make all touristic decisions without consultation or advice.
Foucault would concede that the wealthy aristocrat (or an ecotour-
ist, or a professor on sabbatical) receives a different touristic treat-

Table 1. Four Examples of Foucauldian Power Relationsa

Object of study Target Agents

Sexuality (school, home) Child, woman Family, educators, psychiatrists,
psychologists

Penal system (prison) Criminal Chief inspectors, subordinates,
educators,
magistrates, psychiatric experts

Madness (mental clinic) Patient Doctors, guards, family
Tourism (tourist destination) Tourist Public/private sector brokers, locals,

academics, market researchers, travel
writers

a Adapted from Cheong (1996).
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ment from guides, hotel concierges and staff, and other agents than
do those who are members of an organized tour, but it is a treat-
ment nonetheless. The independent tourist may resist suggestions
and planned itineraries more than other types, but the resistant act
presupposes the position of the tourist as target. Power in tourism
can be negotiated, even mediated, but it cannot be denied.

In this light, all tourists are captives to a wide variety of agents
including brokers and guides. The package tour is the extreme case
of constrained movement, the self-guided tour the least. In the set-
ting of the former, tourists can ®nd themselves quite literally impri-
soned on buses and boats, and in enclave resorts. In these moments,
they depend considerably on guides, among other agents. But the
self-guided tour also shows the movements of tourists limited and
structured by the guidebook, the agent, or the signpost. To differing
extents, then, tourists are power-bound and are in¯uenced by
Foucauldian agents from the time they ®rst seek information and
make travel plans until they return home.

Given that tourists are targets, the Foucauldian agents of tourism
power are composed of the various kinds of brokers, as well as some
categories of locals (Table 1). Brokers drawn from private and pub-
lic sectors include government of®cials, tour guides, and hotel/res-
taurant employees, guidebooks, academics, and market researchers.
They compel the tourist to function in a certain way. By the
Foucauldian perspective, brokers are not weak intermediaries and
providers of tourism-related services as the customary view might
suggest. Importantly, brokers do not serve a neutral role. Rather,
they intervene and constrain tourism activities generally for the
sake of pro®t and public service (Cheong 1996).

In addition to participating in the formulation and implemen-
tation of tourism ethics, heterogeneous types of brokers collaborate
to develop strategies. At any given time, divergent brokers in differ-
ent professions align themselves around an issue. They discuss and
negotiate how far development should proceed, what type of devel-
opment is optimal, who should enter as tourists, and so forth. On-
site brokers (those who in¯uence destinations) exercise enormous
discretion in dealing with tourists. Because of their proximity, park
guards watch over tourists to see if they litter; guides protect, over-
see and educate them about how to act properly, and offer them in-
terpretations of historic sites, cultures, and customs; restaurant
employees instruct them in what and how to eat. Subsequently, bro-
kers as agents in a variety of guises constrain their movements,
behaviors, and even thoughts, and act as a powerful force in the sys-
tem. In passing, it deserves to be noted that off-site brokersÐthose
who are not in direct contact with touristsÐalso manage tours and
contribute to tourism plans and strategies.

Turning to locals, the mainstream view holds that they exert the
least control over what takes place in the touristic region, and are
argued in selected instances to be the most oppressed and victi-
mized. Having the least control can translate into having the least
involvement in and being indifferent toward tourism activities. As
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locals by de®nition do not earn income from the industry, unlike
tourists or brokers, they have no immediate vested economic inter-
est in its production. Whereas the latter two groups express a con-
cern for tourism ethics and conduct, the localsÐto the extent they
do not interact with tourists or witness tourism in actionÐconduct
daily activities and rituals in the context of a different set of cul-
tural values and norms. Some locals, however, are fairly considered
as Foucauldian agents. They behave as agents in power relations by
galvanizing (active or passive) resistance to tourists, or endorsing
tourism. In the event that they oppose tourism, they can go to great
lengths to inhibit and constrain it, as, for example, in blocking the
entry of tourists into regions or sabotaging the industry by refusing
to be ``tourism objects''. Such overtly political actions may not be
approved of by brokers who require locals as unpaid labor to avoid
charges of ``staged authenticity'' (MacCannell 1989). Further, ex-
perience in many resorts and destinations supports the idea that
locals control the behavior of tourists in subtle but effective ways via
informal face-to-face interaction. In this regard, the socialization of
tourists to local traditions and manners is one outcome of social
control.

The Touristic Gaze. In addition to the agent and target concepts,
that of gaze is useful in tracking the development and maintenance
of power relationships in tourism. In using the term ``tourist gaze'',
Urry borrows from Foucault and focuses on what and how the tour-
ist sees. Urry recognizes that the ability to gaze is afforded to tour-
ists by a power relationship in which agents (brokers and locals)
produce power effects and create tourists:

And this gaze is as socially organized and systematized as is the
gaze of the medic. Of course it is of a different order in that it is
not con®ned to professionals ``supported and justi®ed by an insti-
tution''. And yet even in the production of ``unnecessary pleasure''
there are in fact many professional experts who help to construct
and develop our gaze as tourists (1990:1).

This con®rms that Urry is alert to the fact that the tourist gaze
exists together with the gaze of experts. But he establishes the tour-
ist as the potent actor in these interactions. He concentrates on
what the tourist views and interprets rather than on the techniques
and strategies that agents use to instruct tourists to see.
Consequently, Urry places the tourist in the same category (that of
agents) as Foucault's clinicians who have the medical gaze (Table
1). This clashes with the argument that the tourist is more of a tar-
get than an agent, and that the tourist's knowledge is constructed
by surrounding brokers. As Leiper (1992:606) points out, Urry fails
to examine the power of the gaze as ``Foucault's Birth of the Clinic
saw the clinical gaze as about power and scienti®c knowledge''
(1992:606). Hollinshead reconciles Urry with Foucault in writing
that ``he [Urry] aims to uncover the way tourism practitioners and
tourists help normalize some activities and behavior and de®ne
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others as bizarre or deviant'' (1994:388). But a stronger
Foucauldian statement would stress that practitioners de®ne, con-
strain, and elicit a normalizing behavior for tourists. For, while tour-
ists do acquire a gaze, agent±target power relations guarantee that
it is the ``touristic gaze'' of agents that manufactures the sociologi-
cal gaze of tourists that Urry describes.

A major reason tourists are the primary objects of the gaze of
brokers and locals has to do with their very visibility, hence target-
ability. They are not only conspicuous in organized tours and
through processes of registration and documentation, they are also
physically distinguishable from locals. Their style of dress, language,
accent, and possessions contrasts with those of the residents of the
destination. Although international tourists more clearly ®t this pro-
®le, domestic ones nonetheless are exposed to similar experiences.
The contrast between them and the people they visit exists, not
necessarily in terms of physical appearance and language, but in
regard to income gap, urban/rural orientation, and inland/coastal
dwelling. Tourists are inherently threatening because of these con-
trasting qualities. Ironically, the contrast enhances their visibility,
which situates them in a vulnerable position to be managed by
agents of power.

In direct interactions with tourists, Foucauldian agents employ
strategies that entail education, instruction, persuasion, advice, in-
terpretation, surveillance, and coercion. At times, agents are buffers
who protect tourists from the ethnocentrism of locals (and locals
from the prejudices of tourists) via the communication of cultural
manners and mores. Agents also contribute as experts in shaping
the decisions tourists make in purchasing commodities and services,
and the conclusions they draw in appreciating (or devaluing) ame-
nities and other features of the destination. Agents, then, transmit
distinctions. They in¯uence what tourists can and cannot do, where
they can and cannot go, and what they select and reject. Agents do
not only focus the gaze, they also determine what is not to be seen
or experienced. The touristic gaze is actually evident in the actions
and discourse of three agentsÐthe travel agent, the guide, and the
localÐwhich constitute the focus of the ¯ow of power from the
agent to the target and not vice versa.

As to travel agents, the in¯uence of their gaze on tourists is most
apparent when they can establish that they are not just sources of
information or access, but are instead ``experts'' or human resources
of signi®cance. Their ``knowledge'' and ``competence'' is legitimized
by the tourist, and they can create the framework of a trip by
recommending prices, airlines, hotels, and routes, and even full itin-
eraries, destinations, and activities (Johnson and Grif®th 1995).
Their gaze is typically supported by the technological features of
the modern of®ce, where they govern interaction with the tourist.
They have exclusive control over computers that contain infor-
mation and command over the dissemination of brochures, travel
videos, hotel and destination reviews, and other materials. Travel
agents provide expert insights and personal opinions about the pre-
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vailing political climate, weather, and safety concerns at desti-
nations, and other conditions subject to sudden change. While often
forceful, they can also be subtle in the management of tourists. In
all of this, travel agents create and limit opportunities for tourists.

As to guides, everyone who has traveled has encountered one who
dominates the touristic stage. Tourists see through their eyes, as
they choose the objects of interest to be viewed and steer attention
to the selected objects (Cohen 1985b). An important implication is
that tourists will not see what guides prefer they ignore. Of course,
their success (and failure), like that of travel agents, lies in their
ability to ``read'' tourists and to judge motivations and elicit atti-
tudes. Guides are not always able to rely on repeat customers, but
they do depend on the tips and word-of-mouth advertising of satis-
®ed tourists. They construct the gaze through their special exper-
tise, esoteric ``local knowledge'', and abilities. Thus, they
demonstrate their worth by being able to converse with tourists in
their language, by knowing popular trails and interesting ¯ora and
fauna, by recounting cultural and architectural histories, by know-
ing local customs, and so forth. Those who provide highly organized,
scheduled, and expensive services show their prowess in museums
and at ruins, on hiking, kayaking, and other ecotouristic treks, and
on safaris, cruiseships, and bus tours. Many offer casually arranged
impromptu services in taxis and on foot. Throughout the guided
tour, thereby, tourists are socialized to the agendas of guides by the
gaze. Examples of results of it include tourists who change their
way of thinking (and behavior) to incorporate cultural, religious,
political, or ecological principles introduced by guides. Those sensi-
tive to the stigmatized identity of the ``Ugly Tourist/American'' are
candidates for transformations of this variety (Miller 1993). Guides
also implement their own agenda when they orchestrate inter-
actions with allied brokers such as those employed at hotels, restau-
rants, retail shops, and stands.

As to locals, they also contribute to the formation of the gaze. In
many respects, they share power strategies with the above agent
and guide groups. Like them, they observe tourists, making infer-
ences about their aspirations and judgements about their behavior.
The principal difference in the use of power between locals and the
others is that the former have no short-term stake in forging re-
lationships with tourists. Unlike agents and guides, they are not
seeking clients and consequently have the option of behaving as
host, becoming antagonistic, or exhibiting utter indifference to the
presence of tourists. Except those locals who hardly have any face-
to-face encounters with tourists, many intermittently ®nd them-
selves in the company of tourists in markets; on roadways, airplanes,
and boats; in churches, universities, and sports stadiums; and in
myriad business establishments. In these brief encounters, they dis-
play the gaze toward tourists in their actions, gestures, insinuations,
and other communications. The force of this gaze is multiplied
when locals coalesce. Whether they direct their gaze as individuals
or as participants in organized coalitions or in unorganized crowds,
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tourists are wise to take notice. The power of the local gaze on tour-
ists (and their attending guides) can lead tourists to quickly under-
stand where they might go and what they might do. For example,
the local gaze has drawn tourists into homes and into the private
spaces of locals, while it has also prohibited the same. There are
many examples of tourists being enthusiastically welcomed by the
local community, but others involving ``Tourist Go Home!'' attitudes
and violence.

Repressive and Productive Touristic Power. As to repressive and pro-
ductive touristic power amid that of agents, guides, and brokers, as
noted earlier, Foucault gradually developed his perspective to
account for power's repressive and productive expression at the
level of the individual and the institution. This framework is
entirely compatible with the realities of tourism. Tourists as individ-
ual Foucauldian targets have historically both been liberated and
constrained by opportunities mediated by the gaze of brokers and
locals. As has been pointed out, this gaze consists of activities in
which these agents instruct, educate, and reform the tourist, and
also those that result in agents inspecting, monitoring, and gener-
ally managing tourists. Ultimately, experiences challenge and
reward tourists precisely because they do not know precisely in
advance how, or in how many different ways, they will be in¯uenced.
At the level of the institution, the productive aspect of power is
apparent ®rst in the manifold professional specialties that have
grown up around the theme of tourism, second in the elaborate
structure of the tourism discourse that has emerged concurrently,
and third in the generation of the great diversity of tourism com-
modities that these specialties and discourse require. In short, the
productive power is found in the rise of tourism ®eld and the expan-
sion of knowledge about it.

Tourism has steadily grown since Thomas Cook invented the role
of the modern agent and broker in the last century. Since the end
of World War II, its explosive growth is apparent in the legitimiza-
tion of tourism ``experts'' in the public, private, academic, and
media sectors. The industry underwrites multidisciplinary activity in
design, marketing and sales, among many other business specialties.
The result is that tourism has become an academic specialty in
®elds as diverse as cultural anthropology, history, public affairs,
planning, business, political science, and sociology, to name but a
few. The varied disciplines and subdisciplines in academia ®nd their
extensions and counterparts in government and industry where
tourism specialization has grown at a rapid rate. This expansion has
fostered the idea that tourism growth is assisted through under-
standing market segmentation and multiple land-use planning
strategies tempered by sustainable development ideals. It also
helped in creating a vast inventory of training and certi®cation pro-
grams, and regularly scheduled professional and scienti®c meetings,
trade shows, and conventions.
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Tourism knowledge includes the totality of ways in which topics
are discussed in disciplinary and everyday speech and texts, and
also the ways in which its operational symbols appear in advertising,
the media, and the arts. It is not surprising that an organizing
theme running through this composite discourse is that of economic
pro®t. Decisions of tourists, brokers, and locals that affect the qual-
ity and quantity of investments are discussed, interpreted, and
judged with great emotion and intensity. In this discourse, the costs
and bene®ts of policies are debated with reference to knowledge
and theories as these are identi®ed with the science and technology,
with the aesthetic, and increasingly with the ethical establishments.
This total knowledge informs discussions both serious and thorough,
and casual and short-lived. Variations include academic and pro-
fessional conversations as well as the ordinary chat about tourism
memories, planning trips, and comparing experiences and im-
pressions. (For Foucault's treatment of ``disquali®ed'' knowledgesÐ
for example, ``popular'', ``local'', and ``regional'' variants of ``experi-
ential'' knowledge, and non-scienti®c scholarly knowledgeÐthat
compete with ``scienti®c knowledge'', see 1980b:78±108.) In the pro-
duction of knowledge, a specialized language, and rules for its criti-
cism tourism has emerged as a topic of real signi®cance in society.

CONCLUSION

The principal intention of this paper was to contribute to the
emerging body of knowledge concerning power in tourism. By invok-
ing the political ideas of Foucault, the paper has sought to establish
a conceptual bedrock and foster a Foucauldian agenda asking for a
conceptual change in how analysts study power in tourism. It high-
lighted dimensions of power in this industry often overlooked by
members of the public and researchers more accustomed to regard-
ing tourism relationships as outcomes of the marketplace choices
and power of tourists.

In summary, the paper makes four points. First, Foucauldian
power is omnipresent in tourism as in virtually all other human
affairs. Second, the power relationships are conspicuous for inspec-
tion in the micro-interactions of brokers, locals, and tourists in tri-
partite tourism systems. While acknowledging that power works in
many directions, the paper has emphasized the potentials for tour-
ists to be Foucauldian targets and for brokers and locals to be
Foucauldian agents. Third, the touristic gaze is considered a pri-
mary mechanism by which travel agents, guides, and some locals op-
erate in the power relationship vis-a-vis tourists. Finally, the last
application emphasizes the productive effects of power demon-
strated in the proliferation of tourism studies and formation of
knowledge in this ®eld.

This orientation to touristic power recommends attention be
rather diverted from the tourists and redirected to focus on agents
who are prominent in the control of tourism development and tour-
ist conduct. Power works in many directions and at many levels.
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Ultimately, the success or failure of ``appropriate'', or ``sustainable''
tourism programs lies more substantially in the power of brokers
and locals than in the power of tourists. This understanding about
power in tourism can assist in the rethinking of tourism develop-
ment, and can perhaps contribute to the formulation of innovative
tourism policies.&
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