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� Tourism is expanding and influencing emergent forms of citizenship.
� International tourism is premised upon the right to travel and freedom of movement.
� Rights and freedoms of tourist mobility are materially and politically determined.
� Citizenship rights and responsibilities determine tourism mobility outcomes.
� Certain forms of tourism are equated with progressive ideals of global citizenship.
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Continued growth in global tourism is increasingly accompanied by claims that tourism has become a
vital component of contemporary citizenship. This paper conceptualizes tourism’s relationship to
existing and emergent ideas of citizenship, with particular emphasis on the interplay between the
freedom of movement and right to travel. In light of calls for the consideration of tourism as a vital social
need and a human right, the work interrogates the degree to which the right to travel can be considered
an integral citizenship right. Despite this position, international travel and tourist activities also embody
diverse and often contested notions and practices of citizenship. Moreover, given that notions of citi-
zenship signify duties and responsibilities, this paper critically reviews these implications in relation to
tourism mobilities. The work fundamentally emphasizes that there are clear socio-economic and political
disparities between the rights and freedoms of mobility, and access to the rights and privileges associ-
ated with the capacity to participate in international tourism and travel.

� 2013 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Although over sixty years have passed since the United Nations
Declaration of Human Rights, which enshrined the right to freedom
of movement in an international charter of human rights, the at-
titudes of different states towards both the principle and practice of
the freedom of movement remain highly ambiguous and politically
charged. In a world increasingly criss-crossed by “multiple and
intersecting mobilities” (Hannam, Sheller, & Urry, 2006, p. 2), the
right to travel and the freedom of movement are far from being
universally acknowledged, let alone institutionalised. If tourism is
perceived to be both a social need and a universal right (McCabe,
Minnaert and Diekmann 2011), then the notion that people
chi), m.stephenson@mdx.ac
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should be entitled to travel and to become tourists is one that goes
to the heart of what it means to be a citizen in today’s globalised
and unequal world.

During the spring and summer of 2008, neo-fascist vigilante
squads roamed the streets of Italy, and Naples in particular, where,
together with members of Neapolitan organized crime syndicates,
or camorristi, they orchestrated a series of violent attacks on Roma
gypsies, urging their expulsion from Italy despite the fact that many
were Italian natives (Kington 2008). Subsequently, the Italian
interior minister embarked on a scheme to fingerprint Roma
Gypsies, a move that bore dark echoes of Italy’s fascist past and
Europe’s own miserable record with regard to the treatment of
Gypsies and other ‘ethnic minority’ peoples. The following July, two
Italian-born Roma girls, recently finger-printed by the Italian au-
thorities, drowned on a popular beach frequented by working class
Neapolitans after briefly entering the water to cool off. The two
girls, who had simply been on the beach to sell trinkets, lay on the
beach for several hours until an ambulance finally arrived (Popham,
2008). Despite claims that some local sunbathers attempted to
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rescue the two girls, the subsequent uproar in the international
press condemned the apparent indifference of those who
continued to lounge in the sun and play ball games just metres
away from the two dead bodies (Zagaria, 2008). Whilst discrimi-
nation and violence against Gypsies in Italy continues to be a very
real concern, those who frequent these beaches, running adjacent
to the many over-crowded working-class quarters, actually inhabit
an impoverished region of Italy where the majority of its in-
habitants do not enjoy the same standards of living and opportu-
nities for leisure and travel as their wealthier northern
counterparts. Thus irrespective of the view that mobility rights are
apparently more widespread, this tragic incident serves as a stark
illustration of the complex and differential mobility empower-
ments of ‘holiday-makers’ and other mobile ‘denizens’ with
impoverished mobility rights.

The contrasting experiences of mobility amongst migrant
workers, asylum seekers and refugees, compared to that of diplo-
mats, businesspersons, academics and international tourists are
indicative of the tensions and contradictions that define the
freedom of movement and the right to travel in the context of a world
that is simultaneously increasingly mobile, and yet more unequal.
This conceptual paper thus examines the intersection between the
freedom of movement and right to travel as the basis fromwhich to
interrogate and discuss the emergent and differentiated relation-
ship between tourism and citizenship. In this regard, it considers
how the differentiated mobility rights and freedoms that are
implicated within asymmetrical flows of global travel, and which
underpin ‘our’ sense of entitlement to travel and to become tour-
ists, challenge, extend and re-define the scope and meaning of
citizenship.

2. Thinking through citizenship in the age of global mobility

2.1. Conceptualizing citizenship

It is initially important to consider the concept of citizenship
and its transformation in recent decades, especially in the context
of the dramatic realignments of market forces, state power and
social identities. Classical models of citizenship are usually associ-
ated with the ancient civilizations of Greece and Rome, where
citizenship status was mainly bestowed on members of the male
slave-owning classes. More recently, modern ideas of citizenship
emerged in the context of the bourgeois-republican state in revo-
lutionary France in the 18th century. Subsequently, debates
regarding the relationship of the state to the right to the freedom of
movement forcefully entered the political lexicon in the context of
the expansion of imperial powers and the associated mass move-
ments of people (Torpey, 2000).

For the best part of the 20th century, established notions of
citizenship have beenwedded to ideas of statehood and nationality,
and rooted in the evolution of industrial (class) society. One of the
most influential conceptual formulations of citizenship is associ-
ated with the work of British sociologist, T.H. Marshall (1992
[1950]) whose conception of citizenship revolves around the
formal civil, political and social citizenship rights that evolved in
tandem with the growth of the liberal-democratic nation-state.
Marshall’s ideas on citizenship, specifically, social citizenship, are
anchored in notions of Keynesian redistributive justice as a means
of reconciling formal political equalities with the inequalities of
capitalism. Marshall’s fundamentally liberal conception of citizen-
ship implied a series of covenants between the individual and the
state which were enshrined in law, enabling citizens to make
specific claims from the state and in doing so they would respect its
laws and contribute to the maintenance of public wealth through
taxation. Rather than offer any kind of explicit challenge to
capitalism, Marshall saw the advancement of such liberal-
democratic citizenship rights as a means of compensating for the
class inequalities inevitably produced by the workings of capitalist
markets. Somewhat paradoxically, Turner (1986, p. 23) notes that
by undermining feudal regimes and driving the construction of
modern states, the growth of industrial capitalism also made
possible the emergence of modern citizenship.

The forces associated with globalization, together with inten-
sified and widespread movements of people and monetary re-
sources, along with the re-scaling of states, have transformed
conceptions and practices of citizenship. Citizenship does not
merely refer to a set of static rights and duties organized and
enforced within a politico-legal national framework, but can be
defined as:

that set of practices (juridical, political economic and social)
which define a person as a competent member of society, and
which as a consequence shape the flow of resources to person
and social groups (Turner, 1994, p. 2).

Citizenship also constitutes a lens through which to explore
issues concerning the utilization and control of productive re-
sources, and social relations between different actors and in-
stitutions. In short, citizenship concerns power and inequality, and
the formation of social identities and how these are aligned within
and across different states. Isin and Wood (1999, p. 4) identify
citizenship in relation to the struggle of social groups with common
interests who are no longer exclusively bound through their
membership of the nation-state. Such groups formulate and claim
new rights or seek to expand existing ones in ways that transcend
existing politico-legal conceptions of rights and duties associated
with the sovereign-territorial sate. Globalization has thus simul-
taneously transformed the scope and meaning of citizenship from
‘above’ and ‘below’. As states have become increasingly trans-
nationalized the definition of citizenship has been extended
beyond the confines of the nation-state (e.g., EU citizenship). At the
same time, new spaces of contestation and demands for citizenship
have emerged through what Beck (2005, p. 6) refers to as the
“counter-power of global civil society”. In the process, these
transformations have given rise to increasingly fluid and diverse
conceptions of citizenship.

Far from being a static notion, citizenship has always been fluid
and contested, and one that has been redefined over time in
accordance with changing historical and political circumstances.
Historically, citizenship has been closely associated with national
identity. Whilst the ideals of national citizenship may provide the
raw material for discourses of national identity and serve to un-
derpin the legitimacy of state power, struggles by new social
movements can potentially generate new rights and definitions of
citizenship. They may seek to extend existing rights of citizenship
to oppressed minorities (for example, the civil rights movement
and women’s movements) or indeed to assign citizenship status
beyond human beings altogethere i.e., to nature and the biosphere
(Van Steenbergen,1994). In addition to a set of legal obligations and
entitlements guaranteed by the state, and to some extent, supra-
state entities like the EU, citizenship encompasses the “practices
through which individuals and groups formulate and claim new
rights or struggle to expand or maintain existing rights” (Isin &
Wood, 1999, p. 4). This is an aspect of citizenship that is problem-
atic in so far as it cannot be encompassed entirely within the
framework of the nation state, and is one that has become
increasingly significant in the context of issues of a globalised na-
ture that transcend particular state jurisdictions (e.g., human rights
and climate change). In addition, the umbilical link between citi-
zenship and statehood is increasingly challenged by the globalisa-
tion of capitalist markets, manifold cross-border movements and
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affiliations, and polycentric forms of governance and state power
(Soysal, 1994). The rather paternalist relationship between the
citizen and the state envisaged byMarshall has been further eroded
by the dismantling of the social-democratic state upon which the
foundations of the welfare state and social citizenship were built.

In addition, notions of ‘(multi)cultural citizenship’ are increas-
ingly significant in the context of the new dynamics of post-
industrial capitalism, migration and tourism, not least in so far as
the recognition of the plurality of cultural identities are to be
reconciled with the pursuit of equality (Delanty, 2000; Isin &Wood,
1999). This reconfiguration of relations between citizens, states and
markets has resulted in the loosening of individual attachments to
the state, particularly where diasporic groups are concerned, and
thus stimulated a number of debates around the question of ‘post-
national’ models of citizenship and belonging (Soysal, 1994), and
also notions of ‘global’ or ‘world’ citizenship (Heater, 2002; Isin &
Turner, 2007). Ong (1999) refers to the emergence of ‘flexible citi-
zenship’, a form of transnational citizenship that is forged in the
context of the cross-border networks of kin and entrepreneurship,
which emerged as a result of recent experiences of political up-
heaval and global market integration in East Asia. Each of these
interpretations point to tensions within existing state/citizen ties,
and the emergence of new citizenship affiliations that are being
organized and constituted across national borders and constantly
made and remade through mobility.

2.2. Conceptualizing the borders of tourism and citizenship

Given the transformations cited above, there is some evidence
pointing to the emergence of a “new class of global nomads”,
particularly within the context of the rapid globalization of capital
and free markets (Foroohar, 2006, p. 54). Kingsnorth (2003, p. 22)
refers to these “citizens of nowhere” as “Rootless, unburdened by
the baggage of locality or the complications of history, they exist in
every nation but feel attached to none”. Notwithstanding the
inherent generalization, the dissolving of public and private con-
straints on mobility has arguably reached its zenith in the context
of the unimaginable forms of wealth now earned by a substantial
minority of the world’s population, or rather, and for whom border
controls and lengthy security queues mean little. According to the
2012WorldWealth Report, 11million individuals worldwide (“high
net worth individuals”) possess a total net worth equal to US $42
trillion. What is all the more remarkable about such concentrations
of wealth amongst a minority of the world’s population is the fact
that the fastest rate of growth has occurred outside the traditional
centres of capitalist development, in Asia-Pacific, the Middle East
and such countries as Brazil. Nonetheless, North America still ac-
counts for the largest concentration of wealth overall (Capgemini
and RBC Wealth Management, 2012).

Moreover, what marks these rootless cosmopolitans as distinct
from previous epochs is there “newly acquired independence from
territorially confined units of political and cultural power”
(Bauman, 1998, p. 3), to the extent that they feel little attachment
(nor obligation) to the values of any particular state and its citizens.
In some quarters, the emergence of a globalizing business elite or
“transnational capitalist class” (Sklair, 2001) is regarded as evi-
dence of a decisive break from national models of citizenship. In
addition, Falk (1994, p. 134) argues that the kind of homogenized
global elite culture that one associates with the super-rich, and
today’s global bureaucratic and diplomatic elites, is accompanied
by a “loss of cultural specificity and that could be connected with a
special attachment with place or community”. The quality of global
citizenship attached to such elites is very weak and appears to offer
little in the way of a challenge to the increased inequalities and
social polarization associated with neoliberal capitalist
globalization. Nor does it appear to imply a collective set of values
or discourse of solidarity beyond a common set of economic (class)
interests. Such growing inequalities between citizens are inevitably
manifest in international travel and in particular the growth of the
hyper-luxury market. This ‘niche’ travel market is characterized by
‘grand’ boutique hotels, luxury cruise liners, ‘royal-class’ airport
lounges, and privately owned islands. In the post-9/11 period, for
instance, Hollywood celebrities have been “snapping up” remote
islands in various locations around the world (Berlin & Carter, 2010,
p. 4).

Despite the ability of a minority of wealthy travellers to
circumvent the constraints imposed by the encumbrances of state-
managed passport and visa regimes, not to mention of course,
financial constraints, the state’s central role in regulating, man-
aging and striating the movement of people within and across in-
ternational borders prevails. As international tourism has become
an increasingly significant item of global trade and national income,
states have come under pressure to remove bureaucratic con-
straints to cross-border travel, including restrictive visa regimes. In
the UK, for example, it is estimated that visa liberalization could
generate £2.8 billion in additional tourist expenditure, principally
from emerging markets (BBC Radio 4, 2012). This role has been
forcefully encouraged by the international representative agencies
of tourism (e.g., UNWTO), and employers associations, including
the World Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC) and the European
Tour Operators Association (ETOA). This is particularly the case
where national governments are slow to react to shifting geogra-
phies of travel and the opening up of new markets in East Asia
(ETOA, 2010).

Citizenship ‘entitlements’ associated with tourism denote both
the right to travel as well as the ability to consume an infinite va-
riety of tourist experiences and commodities, free from ‘unjust’ or
‘arbitrary’ political interference. However, the negative freedom to
travel without hindrance, which informs liberal conceptions of
citizenship (see Berlin, 1969), is constrained by the unequal ca-
pacity to consume the pleasures of travel. This is primarily although
not exclusively determined by access to adequate financial means
to travel. The entitlement to travel, expressed as freedom from
political impediment, is also contradicted by state interventions
and controls on the movement of ‘non-tourists’ and ‘risky’ travel-
lers. In addition, the enforcement of the right to travel for somemay
bring tourists directly into conflict with the rights of development
of those whose impoverishment may be in some way linked to the
expansion of tourism, or at the very least, whose experience of
travel is through the cash-nexus in the form of wage-work for
tourism. Higgins-Desbiolles (2007, p. 324) thus notes that: “.the
act of enjoying this right to travel is an ideological act which is
predicated on a system of inequity”.

Held (1991, p. 23) notes the inherent contradictions between the
role of the state vis-a-vis the well-being of its citizens. The state can
fail to advance the rights of all citizens, particularly in terms of
development rights set out in the 1986 UN Declaration on the Right
to Development and the Millennium Development Goals in 2000.
Nonetheless, the state may be the only institution powerful enough
to protect citizens against abuses of corporate power serving to
undermine democracy, freedom and human rights. Tourism then
expresses a fundamental ‘mobility paradox’. It is a progressive social
force articulating closely with the values and principles underpin-
ning the freedom of movement while at the same time constituting
a predominant source of corporate profit-making and capital
accumulation, processes serving to undermine development rights
and prosperity for all, particularly, but not exclusively, within
destinations.

Mobility has of course always been amarker of privilege. Veblen’s
(1970 [1899]) concept of the ‘leisure class’ in the 19th century
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pertinently illustrates ways in which access to recreation was strat-
ified on class grounds. These earlier manifestations of leisure strati-
fication existed in the context of very different socio-economic
conditions, and in a world where very few could aspire to the elitist
pursuit of travel. As the technologies of rail and steamship trans-
portation began to improve from the mid-19th century, travel op-
portunities developed for wider social groupings residing mainly,
though not exclusively, in Europe and North America. Thomas Cook
harnessed travel to encourage mobility to the masses (see Brendon,
1991), even going so far as to refer to his tours as “agencies for the
advancement of human progress” (Boorstin, 1963, p. 96). His devo-
tion to ideals of ‘temperance’ and ‘universal brotherhood’ inspired
these early tours. Nonetheless, his social conscience was later
eclipsed by a more business-focused mindset under the direction of
J. M. Cook, complementing the British imperial outlook in the global
expansion of tourism (Turner & Ash, 1975, pp. 56e59). By the 1930s,
the economic gains of Fordist manufacturing techniques, which
cheapened the price of consumer commodities, together with the
monopolisation of 90 per cent of the world’s oil production, paved
theway for the rise of an “automobile consumerclass” in theUSAand
fuelled the expansion of a new culture ofmobility (Urry, 2013, p. 43).
In the aftermath of the Second World War, the advent of the jet en-
gine and rising disposable incomes ensured the consolidation of
uneven patterns of ‘north-south’ mobility that have more or less
endured to the present day, as Northern Europeans flocked to the
shores of the Mediterranean and North Africa in search of cheap sun
and 'exotic cultures'.

The European colonisation of significant swathes of the world’s
territories gave birth to an informal network of places and foreign
enclaves (e.g., the ‘European’ quarters of cities such as Alexandria,
Beirut and Cairo), hosting transient communities of foreigners. In
the midst of these cosmopolitan outposts of leisure, and emanci-
pated living, evolved “new types of citizenship” (Rojek, 1998, p.
303). During the early part of the 20th century, members of the
European intelligentsia, bohemians and artists were often attracted
to exotic enclaves in places such as Antibes (Cote D’Azur), Deia
(Mallorca) and Tangiers (Morocco), following in the footsteps of
earlier colonial travellers and members of the leisured aristocracy.
As Rojek (1998) points out, these spaces offered levels of anonymity
and license for the kinds of emancipated lifestyles often associated
with activities that would have attracted moral censorship in the
participants’ home environments. The licentious behaviour and
decadent lifestyles that flourished under the umbrella of colonial
power, epitomised by Kenya’s notorious ‘Happy Valley’ in the
1930s, were privileges denied to all but a few members of the
indigenous ‘third world’ elite. Nonetheless, this resulted in acerbic
condemnations from members of the ‘third world’ intelligentsia.
Franz Fanon (1968, p. 153), for instance, provided a thought-
provoking description of Haiti’s subordination to the leisure de-
sires of the metropole:

The national bourgeoisie will be greatly helped on its way to-
wards decadence by the Western bourgeoisies, who come to it
as tourists avid for the exotic, for big game hunting and for
casinos. The national bourgeoisie organises centres of rest and
relaxation and pleasure resorts to meet the needs of the West-
ern bourgeoisie.

Such a vitriolic stance towards early mass tourism in developing
countries should be seen in the context of ‘third world’ nation-
building, and an attempt by radicalized governments in newly-
independent states in Africa and the Caribbean to forge a new
model of citizenship out of the ashes of the colonial state (see Shivji,
1973). Nonetheless, for some states the development of tourism and
nation building oftenwent hand-in-hand (Hazbun, 2008). The 20th
century also saw the expansion of the powers of the social
democratic state and universal welfare systems in Western Europe,
which were fundamental to these new mobility freedoms. This
resulted in the concomitant expansion of social rights, which
included the right to paid holidays and government-sponsored
‘social tourism’ programmes (McCabe et al., 2011). However, it was
not until the early post-war period that the question of the right to
travel was associated with the freedom ofmovement and economic
development.

Rojek (1998, p. 291) argues that, “we don’t think of tourism as a
citizenship right until our freedom to travel is threatened”. Tourism
has thus becomemore than simply a marker of status or citizenship
(Urry, 1995). Rather, the right to travel and participate in tourism is
increasingly regarded and invoked as an inalienable human right
(WTO, 1999). This implies a universal entitlement to not only the
freedom of movement or indeed leisure but also the right to
consume other cultures and pass freely over their territories. Multi-
scalar structural power relationships determined by the alignments
of class, gender, ethnicity and religious affiliation, enable and
constrain these movements, particularly where they involve
crossing international borders. However, recent threats to the se-
curity of international travel serve as a reminder that the freedom
of movement and right to travel are not only mediated by the
perception and reality of risk and security, but also that interna-
tional tourism often becomes enmeshed within a wider geopolit-
ical framework where the right to travel freely may be contested or
severely restricted. In this regard, Lisle (2007, p. 344) argues that
international tourism has become deeply implicated in the “civili-
zational agenda of global security”.

The September 11th 2001 terrorist attacks on the United States
together with a spate of deadly attacks against tourists and tourism
installations from the mid-1990s until the early 2000s, taking place
in North Africa, Middle East and Asia, question the ideological
support for the universal right to travel (Bianchi, 2006; Higgins-
Desbiolles, 2007). Not only did international tourism become
increasingly intertwined with attempts to ‘better’ manage and
regulate international travel in the name of security, an exaggerated
climate of perpetual insecurity served to further constrain and
inhibit the possibilities for international travel by ethnic minority
citizens and in particular Arab and Muslim travellers. Whilst the
citizens of some countries were deemed to be of low risk or benign,
Arabs and Muslims became increasingly subject to ‘racial profiling’,
and whose movements were designated as ‘risky’ or ‘troublesome’
(Lyon, 2003, p. 99). Such profiling reflects wider geopolitical im-
peratives, where different groups of mobile subjects and particular
spaces are associated with different levels of risk. For example,
travellers who have visited the Occupied Palestinian Territories, are
often singled out for stringent interrogations as they pass through
Israeli ports of entry and exit, and colour coded stickers are put on
their travel documents according to the level of risk.

Multiple restrictions on people’s mobility, whether related to
reasons of labour unrest (e.g., 2010 British Airways cabin crew
strike), geo-political factors (e.g., through government travel advi-
sories or restricting entrance to travellers from ‘risky’ states), or
indeed, as a result of taxation (e.g., U.K. Air Passenger Duty), are
often greeted with howls of protest by the media and/or the
tourism industry itself. One important question remains: To what
extent should ‘our’ right to travel ‘freely’ and ‘without hindrance’ be
subject to legitimate constraint (and by whom)? Some scholars
would certainly inquire whether such a notion should be counte-
nanced at all (see Butcher, 2003), even if travel is undertaken in the
name of a wider ‘moral’ purpose.

Yet, as Mike Davis (2007) recounts, even in the heart of a mobile
society like the USA, recreational car use and tourism practically
came to a standstill during the Second World War. Car sharing was
encouraged by a combination of petrol rationing and fines for
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individual recreational driving existed, reinforced by such slogans
as, “Whenyou ride ALONE, you ridewith Hitler!” This illustration of
course relates to the ability of a national government to curtail the
internal (as opposed to cross-border) freedom of movement, in the
name of wider moral objectives, namely the fight against Nazism.
The various social, cultural and environmental consequences of
tourism raise a spectrum of morally complex and ideologically
contested issues. Such concerns focus on the rights and freedom of
access to the cultural and ecological assets of host societies, many of
whichmay be governed by complex forms of custodianship and the
reciprocal duties (if any) expected of tourists in return for the right
to pass freely and without hindrance through borders and over
particular territories.

3. Freedom of movement and the right to travel in a
globalised world

The shifting alignments between discourses of the freedom of
movement and the right to travel, or to be a tourist, provides an
illuminating lens through which to observe the manner in which
tourism reinforces, extends and (in some cases) challenges ideas of
citizenship. The progressive widening and democratisation of
participation in international leisure travel is strongly associated
with the acquisition of social citizenship rights and the struggle by
the working class to capture the right to leisure in industrial capi-
talist societies, especially during the early 20th century. The idea of
the right to travel as a fundamental freedom and an inalienable
right took shape in the context of legislation providing for the right
to paid holidays and leisure time in the industrialized nations,
implemented during the inter-war period. Henceforth, numerous
charters and conventions, including: Holidays with Pay Convention
(Revised), (ILO, 1970), the Manila Declaration on World Tourism
(1980) and the Montreal Declaration (McCabe et al., 2011) played
a significant part in laying the foundations of universal access to
leisure time and post-war freedoms of mobility. The establishment
of numerous inter-governmental agencies (e.g., United Nations:
UNESCO, UNEP, UNDP, ILO) after World War Two, amongst whose
remit was to bring about the advancement of peace, education,
development and democracy worldwide, also played a key part in
framing the emerging post-war discourses and legal frameworks
governing the freedom of movement.

Political support for the freedom of movement has been the
most pronounced in liberal-capitalist democracies of the West. The
intervention of the United States, amongst other dominantWestern
nations, in international travel was framed by the emerging
geopolitical order of the post-Second World period. This grew in
tandem with the expansion of the world capitalist economy and
advances in transport technology, particularly aviation (see Endy,
2004), and the opening up of newly independent ‘third world’
states to foreign travel. However, as Urry’s (2013) observes, none of
this would have been possible without securing access to the
plentiful supplies of cheap oil, which for the past decade literally
powered the development and globalization of carbon-fuelled
economies, notably in North America and Europe. The benefits of
such carbon-fuelled economics disproportionately accrued to the
citizens of the North America and Europe, including of course the
possibility for living mobile lives and participating in overseas
travel.

The notion of international travel as a fundamental human right
was then enshrined in Article 13 (2) of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights in 1948. However, while Article 13(2) stipulates that
everyone, regardless of origin, has the right to leave a country, it is
only the nationals of particular states who are granted the auto-
matic right to return (Goodin, 1992). Although firmly placing
tourism in the context of human rights, human rights are
meaningless and cannot be enforced without the acquiescence of
the state. Indeed, it is this particular conundrumwhich defines the
ambivalent reactions towards tourism to Burma and other states
which abuse the human rights of their citizens whilst promoting
tourism. In the absence of legitimate universal mechanisms to
ensure that the rights of travel are balanced with reciprocal duties
or obligations, the ability of tourism to provide a pathway to
cosmopolitan or global forms of citizenship, as suggested by ad-
vocates of volunteer tourism (Butcher & Smith, 2010), would
appear to be weak. Given that citizenship embodies the cultivation
of solidarity, through which a balance between rights and duties
can be constructed, appeals to tourists’ better nature through codes
of conduct and awareness campaigns offer a rather limited basis for
the development of citizenship ties between mobile and immobile
peoples.

The Manila Declaration (WTO, 1980) contained the residues of
earlier ‘welfarist’ dimensions of Western social democracies,
underlining the obligation for all societies to extend the capacity of
all citizens to participate in tourism, stating:

The right to access to holidays and to freedom of travel and
tourism, a natural consequence of the right to work, is recog-
nised as an aspect of the fulfilment of the human being by the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights as well as the legislation
of many States. It entails for society the duty of providing for its
citizens the best practical, effective and non-discriminatory ac-
cess to this type of activity (WTO, 1980, p. 2).

In recognition of the global inequalities fostered by the capitalist
world economy, in an earlier preamble, WTO makes explicit
reference to tourism as an instrument of equity and solidarity be-
tween peoples:

World tourism can contribute to the establishment of a new
international economic order that will help to eliminate the
widening economic gap between developed and developing
countries and ensure the steady acceleration of economic and
social development and progress, in particular of developing
countries (WTO, 1980, p. 1).

Whilst tourism has seemingly become more democratised in
post-industrial societies and globalised through the expansion of
wealth in emerging centres of capitalist development (e.g., India
and China), the so-called citizenship rights that are ascribed to
tourists, whether real or perceived, are relatively ambiguous, un-
defined and unequally distributed. Although encompassed within a
universal rights-based framework at a global level through the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the freedom of movement
and right to participate in tourism is filtered through diverse
ideological frameworks and discursive interpretations, as well as
being simultaneously constrained and enabled by both material
and socio-political constraints in distinct geographical contexts. For
example, in contrast to the emergence of overseas travel in most
Western societies, the current boom in outbound travel by Chinese
citizens has not come about as a direct result of greater democratic
freedoms and improved citizenship rights at home in the manner
witnessed in many Western liberal democracies during the early
days of travel. It is suggested, however, that Chinese tourists have
readily embraced the freedoms to engage in foreign travel and
conspicuous consumption overseas in exchange for continued
acquiescence to one party rule (Economist, 2010, p. 54). China re-
mains on course to become one of the world’s largest tourist
markets, with outbound trips expected to increase from 39 million
in 2011 to 71 million by 2016 (Euromonitor International, 2012).
However, even as China becomes an increasingly globalised and
mobile society, there are suggestions that the expansion of global
travel may be peaking, due in particular to rising fuel costs and a
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decline in living standards in the industrialized societies (Urry,
2013, p. 208). Nevertheless, for the foreseeable future, the aspira-
tion for international travel in emerging economies appears to be
closely linked to social status and the advancement of the rights of
mobility.
4. Mobility, tourism and ‘post-national’ citizenship in the
European Union

The freedom of movement (work and residency) is a central
principle and pillar that underlies the process of European
enlargement as well as the European Union’s attempt to build a
sense of European citizenship. The four freedoms of movement (of
capital, goods, services and persons) throughout the EU were
enshrined as early as 1956within the Treaty of Rome, although their
implementation in practice has been a varied and uneven process.
Initially, support for freedom ofmovement in the EUwasmotivated
by the need to ease labour shortages in the north and poverty in the
south. Itwas only later, during the 1980s that the emphasis switched
from an earlier social democratic support for socio-economic
mobility towards the freedom of movement as an integral mecha-
nism of the European liberal economic order, and of course tourism,
as a tool for stimulating economic development, enhancing cultural
cohesion and fomenting the idea of European citizenship. In 1993,
the Treaty of European Union (Maastricht Treaty), which amended
the Treaty of Rome, bestowed equal rights of mobility (in theory) on
all citizens of the EU. These rights were subsequently incorporated
into and reinforced in subsequent treaties, and formally inaugurated
the concept of ‘European citizenship’.

The rights of free movement within the EU were reinforced and
expanded in the Schengen Agreement (1985), an intergovern-
mental border agreement signed by France and Germany, giving
rise to the notion of a ‘borderless Europe’. The Schengen Treaty
came into effect in 1995 opening up the possibility for passport-free
travel for the citizens of seven (out of a total 15 EU states) signatory
states. The Schengen Treaty itself took effect on 26 March 1995,
under which seven of the fifteen EU member states2 agreed to
eliminate national border controls on the internal cross-border
movement of citizens amongst the signatory states and create a
passport-free travel zone. In addition, it was promoted as part of
the continuing mission of the EU to create a sense of belonging and
establish a stronger bond between the EU and the citizens of
Europe (Samatas, 2003, p. 147).

Schengen entitles EU citizens who are members of signatory
states to enter any other EU country without having to show a
passport. However, SchengenMember states do reserve the right to
curtail or restrict the right to travel and cross-border movement on
grounds of public policy, public security or public health, as well as
to carry out random identity checks throughout their territory. The
latter of course is the source of constant tension between the au-
thorities and ethnic minorities in such states as France. As Coles
(2008a, p. 67) reminds us: “It is all well and good to be offered the
right to travel but this is meaningless if the right to entry is
restricted”. Such contradictions between the rights of mobility and
the right to enter came to a head in 2004 in the context of the
accession of the so-called AC10 states.3 Despite provision for the
freedom of movement in the Maastricht Treaty, entrance of citizens
from the new EU member-states faced numerous restrictions. This
was partly due to fears fuelled by the populist ‘tabloid’ press in other
2 This has now been extended to include 22 out of 27 EU member states along
with 3 non-member European states.

3 Republic of [South] Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Malta, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia.
established EUmember-states, particularly the UK and France, that
the removal of border controls would stimulate a flood of migration
and ‘social benefit tourism’ from the East in particular (Stephenson,
2006). This led to a number of restrictions being imposed on the
entrance of newEUcitizens from these states until 2011, and an even
stricter quota system to be imposed on entrants from Bulgaria and
Romania after their accession in 2007 (Coles, 2008b). In September
2011, the Netherlands and Finland (itself a recent entrant into the
EU) vetoed the incorporation of these two states into the Schengen
area onmuch the same basis, and as a consequence of pressure from
right-wing populist parties (Pignal, 2011).

Sophisticated security, surveillance systems, biometrics and the
Schengen Information System (SIS) have been used to toughen the
EU’s external frontier. These mechanisms, ostensibly put in place
for ‘security’, have led to accusations of racism, discrimination and
xenophobia towards immigrants and arrivals from ‘third world’
countries. Ethnic minorities with EU passports have also experi-
enced significant levels of prejudice and suspicion (Stephenson,
2006; Stephenson & Hughes, 2005). Schengen thus constitutes a
key instrument in what has been termed ‘Fortress Europe’, rein-
forcing differential mobility entitlements:

For Euro-enthusiasts, it is necessary for a wonderful, passport-
and crime-free Europe; but for human rights activists it is a
horrible, anti-democratic exclusionary system for creating a
maximum-security ‘Fortress Europe’ (Samatas, 2003, p. 144).

Samatas (2003) surmises that,what is gained in terms ofmobility
freedoms andpassport-free travel by European tourists andbusiness
classes is counter-acted by the simultaneous deployment of a com-
plex electronic surveillance system. The SIS and draconian
maximum-security infrastructure at the EU’s external border, for
instance, de-humanises migrants and refugees, and potentially
criminalises immigration and asylum-seeking by linking it to crime
and terrorism. However, the evidence suggests that rather than
preventing terrorism or criminal activity, securitisation has crim-
inalised migration and resulted in widespread discrimination
amongst refugees and immigrants from ‘third world’ countries. The
rise of ‘spot checks’ within the Schengen area has tended to target
“dark-skinned people from the Third World who are treated as
second-rate persons.” (Samatas, 2003, p.148). Although EU policy-
makers have been criticised for being late in recognising the value of
tourism in fulfilling a number of EU goals (Lickorish,1991), tourism is
a beneficiary of the mobility and residency rights granted to all EU
citizens. The EU has also sought to utilise tourism to encourage a
greater sense of understanding and awareness of a pan-European
sense of identity (and ultimately citizenship). Roche (2001, p. 87)
argues:

The seasonal migrations of Europe’s masses from the wealthier
north to the relatively poorer South.are indeed likely to be
potentially powerful vehicles of cultural Europeanization in the
early 21st century.

The EU has deployed a range of interventions and cultural pol-
icies to try to forge a stronger sense of European cultural identity
and citizenship, exemplified in such initiatives as the European
Capitals of Culture programme (see Shore, 2000). At the same time,
however, the eastward expansion of the EU coupled with the tense
debate regarding the possible future accession of Turkey, reveals a
number of ongoing tensions concerning definitions of citizenship
within the EU and the repositories of identity that are to be found in
its cultural heritage.

The desire to eliminate all controls on cross-border mobility
within theEU is contradictedby the tighteningof its external frontier,
as well as the diffusion of borders throughout European space
through, for example, the privatization of security and the use of
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‘remote control’ surveillance, as occurred in the wake of the 7/7
London bombings (Rumford, 2006, p. 158). It has also been accom-
panied by the gradual increase of police surveillance and random
internal checks, whether EU citizens or not. More recently, the
growth of anti-immigrant feeling, fuelled by the electoral success of
populist and rightwing parties in some EU states, has led to calls to
suspend all or part of the SchengenTreaty. As Rumford (2007, p. 329)
has argued, Europe is increasingly subject to a proliferation of bor-
ders and border regimes which are “experienced differently by
different groups”. Despite platitudes concerning the ability of mass
mobility (tourism) to forge a post-national (European) citizenship
(see Urry, 1995), Europe’s external borders and restrictions on in-
ternal travel have progressively multiplied and strengthened.
Rumford (2006) also points out that, the internal borders of states
within the EU are themselves mobile. In response to fears over the
‘flood’ of immigrants from mainland Europe into the UK, the UK
border has been extended ‘into’ Belgium and France through recip-
rocal agreements allowing for the checking of travel documents by
UK border officials at Eurostar terminals in these countries. Such
restrictions on cross-border travel by those deemed to lack the 'right
credentials to travel' (Kaur & Hutnyk, 1999, p. 3), have led to
desperate attempts to enter EU territory, illustrated by the tragic
exampleof anAngolanmanwhohadhidden in theundercarriageof a
B-777 and fell nearly 2000 feet as the aircraft came into land at
London’s Heathrow airport (Topham, 2012).

Paradoxically then, the EU has presided over substantial
enlargement of its external frontiers whilst simultaneously hard-
ening its internal regimes of surveillance, especially in the name of
security and the fight against organised crime, illegal immigration
and terrorism. The intensification of xenophobia and Islamophobia
in the aftermath of 9/11, partly contributed to an increased secu-
ritization agenda. Stephenson and Ali’s (2010) work documents the
range of racialized problems confronted by Muslims, or those
perceived to be Muslim, whilst travelling and participating in
tourism. The authors claim that these tourists are perceived at both
a public and institutional level as a “threat to humanity, cultural
harmony, and the global order” (2010: 251). Nonetheless, private
industries serve to benefit financially from what has been aptly
termed, the “globalization of fear” (Davis, 2001, p. 44), where
policing and security has been increasingly commercialised (see
Loader, 1999).

5. Tourism, freedom and the market: the tourist as a
consumer citizen

Most tourists, however, whether ‘independent’ or those
seeking the relative comfort and security of luxury hotels and
segregated resort enclaves, probably spend little time thinking
about the basis upon which they are able to travel ‘freely’ and
without hindrance. Arguably, a taken-for-granted culture of
mobility has taken root deep inside the social DNA of advanced
capitalist societies, where travel for pleasure and leisure is no
longer seen as a privilege, but rather, one amongst many
inalienable rights to which one is entitled in a globalising world of
mobile consumers (Urry, 2002). Additionally, the process of being
a citizen of the developed world, where tourism is seen as a social
necessity, implies that such individuals see themselves as rightful
consumers of other peoples, places and cultures (Urry, 1995). Also,
the presumption that a holiday is both a ‘necessity’ and a ‘right’,
particularly amongst the privileged citizens of the rich world,
suggests that tourism and the right to travel is progressively being
defined by individualist and market-oriented values (Higgins-
Desbiolles, 2006).

The association between travel, freedom and consumption has
arguably reached its zenith in the context of globalizing
neoliberalism and the consequent expansion of “market civiliza-
tion” (Gill, 1995). The fall of the BerlinWall in 1989 and the collapse
of the Soviet bloc signalled the opening up of new frontiers for
travel as well as capital, ushering in a plethora of new places to be
visited. In the course of these tumultuous events, “citizens openly
declared their right to be tourists” as former citizens of Eastern bloc
states proclaimed their right to travel (Munar, 2007, p. 347).
Accordingly, individual liberty has come to be seen as coterminous
with the freedom of capitalist markets. Furthermore, to challenge
the untrammelled right to travel is interpreted in some quarters as
a challenge to the progressive potential of tourism as means of
development and modernity itself (see Butcher, 2003, p. 24).

The belief in the sanctity of the ‘free market’ and ‘open’ borders
thus defines post-industrial tourism. This is reflected in the policy
discourses of international organizations such as the United Na-
tions World Tourism Organization (UNWTO) and the World Travel
and Tourism Council (WTTC), both of which enthusiastically pro-
mote the opening of new markets and de-regulation of corporate
enterprise, as well as the inalienable right to travel. According to
the WTO (1999, p. 3):

the world tourism industry as a whole has much to gain by
operating in an environment that favours the market economy,
private enterprise and free trade [.] responsible and sustain-
able tourism is by no means incompatible with the growing
liberalization of the conditions governing trade in services.

In this regard, tourism can be seen as the apotheosis of a (neo)
liberal cosmopolitan global order based on a seamless harmony
between the freemovement of people, goods and capital. Privatized
forms of tourism mobility are thus equated with freedom, and also
perceived to nurture cultural exchange, peace, prosperity and
sustainability. As tourism has become an increasingly significant
component of the global trade in services the “freedom of travel
(quite literally) is freedom of trade” (O0 Byrne, 2001, p. 409). This in
turn elides the distinction between the freedom of movement and
the right to travel or rather, the right to tourism, a stance promoted
by the UNWTO (see WTO, 1999). Whilst the freedom of movement
is the result of hard fought political rights (to cross international
borders without hindrance and/or to escape persecution), the right
to travel, and in particular tourism, implies both the right to
consume as well as the rights of capital (to profit). Indeed, one of
the founding principles of the WTTC, which began life in the
aftermath of the Cold War, was to aggressively promote the pursuit
of international tourism; particularly given its strong ideological
identification with such democratic rights as the freedom of as-
sembly and the belief that tourism could intrinsically foster peace
(Goldstone, 2001, p. 87).

The strength of the association between tourism and the sanc-
tity of the right to travel is manifest in responses to political cam-
paigns to boycott tourism. The right travel to wherever one pleases
free from any politically motivated impediments, was unequivo-
cally expressed by the Director of Sales and Marketing for the up-
market bespoke travel company, Pettits Travel. In response to
calls fromUK campaigners to discontinue tours to Burma as a result
of the human rights abuses that had been linked to tourism, the
Director stated: “our clientele is literate and educated and more
than capable of making up their minds” (Bleach, 2009, p. 2). The
sanctity of ‘our’ right to travel to Burma prior to the 2010 release of
pro-democracy leader, Aung San Suu Kyi, was also forcefully
expressed by Guardian columnist Dea Birkett in reference to the
campaign to boycott travel to Burma:

But aren’t holidays supposed to be carefree times, for suntans
and self-indulgence? Is it really such a crime to seek out
somewhere you can simply enjoy yourself? Is spreading on
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factor 10, rather than reading up on the local medieval history
and contemporary political systems, the sign of a lesser mortal
soul? (Birkett, 2000, p. 24).

Such views reinforce a negative conceptionof liberty inwhich the
tourist should be free to travel and consume different places and
cultures,unhindered by regulation and attempts by various govern-
ments, ‘do-gooders’ and NGOs to “morally regulate” travel (Butcher,
2003). Moreover, they also imply that, the heavy-handed regulation
of the state (much less the intervention of campaigners!) is not
necessary to ensure that tourism benefits both the traveller and
destination societies. Rather, such outcomes, whether intended or
not, should be left to the interplay of individual choice and the
market. These discourses bear resemblance to the close alignment
between neoliberalism’s emphasis on free choice and individual
rights and the populist embrace of the market espoused by “post-
modern cultural radicalism”, where markets are seen as anti-elitist
and emblematic of the rise of a new consumer democracy (Frank,
2002, p. 257).

According to certain poststructural cultural analysts, tourism
experiences are not just commodities but vehicles of self-
expression, freedom and individual autonomy, where “individuals
create their identities based on power and knowledge” (Ateljevic,
2000, p. 381). Ateljevic’s (2000) point implies a re-working of
MacCannell’s (1999) assumption on tourists as ‘alientatedmoderns’
seeking authenticity in the lives of others. Of course, this conve-
niently ignores the fact that they are able to do so only as a result of
the material circumstances and political privileges which enable
them to enjoy the benefits of unhindered international travel in
ways unimaginable to most of the residents of poor countries as
well as a good number of disadvantaged families in rich states. The
act of seeking peace or spiritual renewal amongst the world’s poor
is nothing new. However, what was once the endeavour of a few
maverick aristocrats and those associated with the misguided
utopianism of the hippy era has become a multi-billion dollar in-
dustry (see Global Spa Summit, 2010).

Conversely, thosewho are unable to travel or who lack the ‘right’
credentials for travel, may be seen to be as somehow inferior,
particularly where social deprivation impedes access to travel
(McCabe et al., 2011). Drawing attention to the conceptual
distinction between ‘tourists’ and ‘vagabonds’, Bauman (1998, p.
96) suggests that the ‘vagabond’, his term for the impoverished
majority for whom mobility is either experienced as coercion or is
not experienced at all, is a “flawed consumer” who contributes
nothing to “the prosperity of an economy turned into a tourist in-
dustry”. The synthesis of tourist, citizen and consumer reflects a
kind of market populism in which consumption becomes a sub-
stitute for (or rather a vehicle of) collective political agency (Frank,
2002). Silverman describes the ‘new’ market-led definition of the
citizen as follows:

Citizenship is becoming conflated with consumerism- truly the
revenge of the market against the state in the form of an
aggressive non-liberalism armed with the new ideological
construction of freedom in the form of buying power (1992, p.
151).

This stance however ignores the alignments of power and
socio-economic discrimination, which shape people’s mobility,
thereby implying that their citizenship rights are in some way
deficient, as defined through tourism. From the perspective of
destinations themselves, where the rights to tourism are privi-
leged above all else, it may hinder or prejudice the freedom of
movement of locals as well as facilitate the enclosure and
exploitation of such public assets as coastlines, sacred monuments
and wilderness areas.
6. Tourism, cosmopolitanism and ‘global’ citizenship

The fact that tourism has the potential to make a considerable
contribution to destination economies, or act as a force for peace
and/or vanguard of democratization in authoritarian states, is for
many, evidence of tourism’s inherent cosmopolitanism and the
benefits of travel (see Butcher, 2003; Schwartz, 1991; Steves, 2009).
Becoming a tourist destination does not merely imply job creation
and the potential for earning valuable foreign exchange, but also
the means through which societies “enter the global order” (Urry,
2002, p. 143). In much the same way, having a site of national
cultural and/or natural importance designated as a World Heritage
Site marks a process whereby states acquire a certain global status
as well as responsibility for preserving such sites ‘for all humanity’.
The implications are clearly indicated on the website of UNESCO’s
World Heritage Centre:

What makes the concept of World Heritage exceptional is its
universal application. World Heritage sites belong to all the
peoples of the world, irrespective of the territory on which they
are located (http://whc.unesco.org).
Swain claims that, “tourism can be a vehicle for the common
good of humankind” (Swain & Hall, 2007, p. 99). This suggests that
certain touristic acts, such as volunteering or ecotourism, can be
associated with the acquisition of the trappings of ‘global citizen-
ship’. It would thus perhaps seem reasonable to suggest that
incipient forms of ‘global’ and/or ‘cosmopolitan’ citizenship are
linked to those instances where tourism is mobilised as a ‘force for
good’, for example, as a means of conservation or developing a
platform for inter-cultural exchange. Equally perhaps, behaving as a
‘responsible tourist’ may personify acting in the manner of a ‘good’
global citizen.

Discourses of ‘ethical tourism’ would thus appear to embody an
appeal to some form of global ‘civic’ responsibility, acquired by
virtue of partaking in ostensibly ethical forms of tourism. This
echoes the view of Giddens (1991, 1994), emphasising that
contemporary society is no longer organized around collective
identities or informed by the politics of Left and Right. Rather,
identity has become more individuated as a key site of political
praxis, expressed through particular forms of consumption.
Accordingly, ethical forms of travel and volunteering are increas-
ingly associated with the acquisition of the attributes of global
citizenship (Butcher & Smith, 2010). However, rather than chal-
lenge the systemic sources of power within the tourism political
economy, the emphasis here lies on ‘ethical consumption’ and the
rights of individuals rather than any realistic attempt to provide for
the material foundations of a cosmopolitan form of citizenship.

Similarly, charitable donations to a range of local causes at the
destinations, either by tourists themselves or indeed by travel
companies keen to demonstrate some form of civic duty towards
destination populations (see http://www.tui-group.com/en/sus
tainability/social_commitment), are increasingly embraced as the
way forward to achieving sustainability throughout global tourism.
This sits in stark contrast to the radical stance of an earlier generation
of criticswho situated tourismfirmlywithin the iniquitous dynamics
of global capitalism (Shivji, 1973). The evocation of global civic re-
sponsibility also extends to ’Gap Years’ in which middle-class youth
from the rich world participate in a range of beneficent projects in
poorer countries. Arguably, such forms of tourism are asmuch about
improving one’s marketability in the fiercely competitive labour
markets of neo-liberal capitalism as they are about acquiring the
attributes of global citizenship (see Lyons, Hanley, Wearing, & Neil,
2012). Moreover, although volunteer tourism is traditionally
perceived as a benevolent engagement with local people, it can also

http://whc.unesco.org
http://www.tui-group.com/en/sustainability/social_commitment
http://www.tui-group.com/en/sustainability/social_commitment
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be associated with the profit-driven imperatives of commercial
tourism organisations (Tomazos & Cooper, 2012). This is further
demonstrated by the growth of commercial profit-making volun-
teering companies and the acquisition of previously independent
companies by large commercial entities such as TUI (Stein, 2012).
Ultimately, claim Dalwai and Donegan (2012, p. 21), volunteer
tourism isprofoundly shapedby theunequal structuresof racismand
global capitalism which determine “access to resources, travel pos-
sibilities and the direction of volunteer tourist traffic from global
North to the global South”.

Notwithstanding the limitations inherent in the nation-state
based model of citizenship, the parameters of global and/or
cosmopolitan citizenship are neither clear nor well defined (Isin &
Turner, 2007). Nevertheless, conceptions of citizenship have been
increasingly intersected by the pluralization of identities in tandem
with new struggles over claims for group recognition/resources and
rights-based discourses, which increasingly transcend national
borders (see Isin & Wood, 1999, pp. 91e97). Within the trans-
national political spaces that have emerged as a result of globali-
sation and the proliferation of cross-border mobilities, new aspects
of citizenship are being constituted in the context of myriad
struggles over identities, resources and power (Nash, 2000). Such
struggles encompass questions of ethnic and racial discrimination,
women’s rights, sexual identities, globalised ‘anti-capitalist’
movements, as well as ‘new’ peasant and polyglot worker move-
ments that have spawned through resistance to the economic
restructuring and trade liberalisation programmes linked to
neoliberal globalisation (Eschle & Maiguascha, 2005; Kingsnorth,
2003). Since the early 1980s a plethora of movements, NGOs and
community-based grassroots organisations have begun to articu-
late numerous demands against destructive forms of tourism
development. Often such claims involve issues where tourism is
implicated in the denial of rights, including access to land, water
and fair wages. Social movements have the potential to advance the
development of citizenship rights amongst marginalised groups in
destination societies (Eriksson, Noble, Pattullo, & Barnet, 2009).

In certain geographical contexts, tourism has become aligned
with wider social movements and emancipatory political struggles
through participation in what is often termed ‘justice tourism’

(Scheyvens, 2002). Although embracing distinctive organizational
forms, justice tourism involves the active engagement of travellers
in educational and transformational forms of travel, which seek to
advance mutual understanding, solidarity and equality between
tourists and local peoples caught up in myriad webs of injustice. In
so doing tourism may become embroiled in the “politics of cultural
contestation” (Nash, 2000, p. 151), harnessing claims for new citi-
zenship rights. Outfits such as the Alternative Tourism Group based
in the Palestinian West Bank, have mobilised tourism as a means of
highlighting the injustices of the Israel occupation thus aligning
themselves with wider struggle for Palestinian autonomy, state-
hood and identity. Moreover, tourism has also emerged as a sig-
nificant force in the context of political struggles for recognition by
minority groups, such as the Ainu in Japan (Lewallen, 2011), Tsou in
Taiwan (Hipwell, 2007) and the people of Goa (Routledge, 2001).

7. Conclusion

This paper has sought to explore the relationship between
tourism and citizenship principally through the examination of the
manifold intersections between the freedom of movement and the
right to travel (and tourism). Tourists are often accorded a height-
ened status in contrast to other mobile subjects, which brings with
it a range of privileges that often go beyond the reach of many in
host societies, not just the impoverished, as well as a significant
proportion of the population in developed capitalist economies.
Contrary then to the view that tourism can be considered as an
element of cosmopolitanism, the complex articulations between
tourism, capitalism, globalization, racism and geopolitics suggest
that the relationship between tourism and citizenship cannot
simply be harnessed to weak notions of cosmopolitan or rather,
global citizenship. This is pertinently summarised by Hannerz
(1990, p. 241) who states: “being on the move .is not enough to
turn one into a cosmopolitan”.

It has been argued that globalising tourism encapsulates the
contradictory forces of mobility and freedom on the one hand, and
immobility and disenfranchisement on the other. In this regard,
tourism both bears the imprint of existing models of citizenship
that have been forged within the containers of the nation-state, as
well as acting as a vector through which notions of citizenship,
moulded by the forces of globalization, transnationalism and
extensive, albeit uneven, cross-border mobilities, are being
extended, redefined and contested. Participation in international
travel implies the politically guaranteed citizenship rights that
come from being a fully recognized member of a state. Such rights
then determine who has access to the right credentials for travel or
the ‘right to have rights’. However, as Higgins-Desbiolles (2007)
and others have argued, the right to travel is far from being
universally-enjoyed nor is it accorded the same degree of impor-
tance by all states.

Whilst states have historically sought to constrain and enable
cross-border mobility (whether of their own or foreign citizens) in
accordance with their own distinctive ideological outlooks, the rise
of neoliberal economics and capitalist globalization has marked an
era in which new alignments of inequality and social polarization
have accentuated asymmetrical patterns and flows of international
travel. Moreover, a spate of terrorist attacks against tourists and the
events of September 11th 2001 have provided a geopolitical force-
field through which the mobility of those deemed to be a ‘threat’ or
‘risky’ travellers, has been increasingly subject to curtailment.
Accordingly, at a timewhen theworld is seeminglymore connected
than ever, particularly through web-based networks and social
media, it is ironic that the material pathways of travel are being
increasingly regulated, managed and constrained, for thosewithout
the ‘right credentials’ for travel.

Although the nation-state retains its monopoly on the ability to
grant, administer and enforce legal citizenship rights, global re-
alignments of power, wealth and mobility serve to expand and
redefine existing conceptions of citizenship whether or not these
have become explicit, challenging scholars to expand the meaning
and application of citizenship rights. The movement of citizens
across borders and the global reach of states implicate peoplee not
least, tourists - in a complex web of practices and responsibilities,
which extend beyond the borders of any one state. Given the
disjuncture between the ‘rights of mobility’ monopolised by a mi-
nority of citizens vis-à-vis the rights of relatively ‘immobile’ pop-
ulations (both ‘non-tourists’ and disadvantaged members of ‘host’
societies’), there are direct implications for our understanding of
tourism and nascent concepts of global and/or cosmopolitan
citizenship.

With this in mind, Isin and Turner (2007, p. 15) propose a
“mobility and transaction tax..that applies in principle to every-
body and that the resources from this cosmopolitan tax would
create the funding to meet the needs of rights claimers every-
where”. Such a tax they arguewould form the basis of cosmopolitan
citizenry regardless of ethnicity, nationality and country of resi-
dence that would in turn provide the material foundations for the
development of cosmopolitan citizenship (not ‘global’ citizenship,
which they argue, implies, the reconstitution of a state at a global
level). Such ideas do offer an interesting avenue to explore
regarding the construction of transnational forms of solidarity and
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the development of institutional mechanisms of cohesion between
mobile and immobile populations, which could then form the basis
of a tourist citizenship. However, given the hostile reaction bymany
to the ill-fated Balearic eco-tax (see Palmer and Riera, 2003), it is
hard to imagine how such a ‘cosmopolitan mobility tax’ might be
acceptable let alone implemented!

Notwithstanding emergent ‘justice’ tourisms as well as the
expansion of tourist markets beyond the traditional epicentres of
tourism, global tourism is predominantly organized around the
values of liberal democracy and free market capitalism. Moreover,
geo-political imperatives continue to lead to the proliferation of
borders and the securitization of travel, often leading to the crim-
inalization of the mobility of those deemed to be ‘risky’ or ‘illegit-
imate’ travellers. The disparity between the culture of mobility to
which many of those in the rich ‘north’ have become accustomed
over the past sixty years or so, is increasingly brought into stark
relief by rising fuel prices and the growing threat of climate change,
even as increasing outbound travel from emergent economies
suggests the horizons for global tourism are unlimited.

Whilst the mobility of migrants, refugees and terrorists are
conflated to appear as a uniform threat to the stability of the global
order, the mobility of capital and of course tourists is seen as
intrinsic to the advancement of peace, prosperity and security.
However, global environmental threats, partly fuelled by the
disproportionate ability of the citizens of the rich north to take
advantage of carbon-fuelled technologies of movement since the
early 20th century, are proving to be devastating for ‘third world’
economies. Also, the proliferation of borders at the gates of Europe
and North America, has entrapped the majority of the world’s in-
habitants even more forcefully in a vicious circle of poverty and
immobility.

The globalisation of tourism, while extending the global reach of
international travel, and embracing aspirant travellers from new
territories, nevertheless embodies a restricted notion of freedom
associated with neoliberal capitalist globalisation and the simul-
taneous welding of consumerist desires to notions of individual
rights and notions of empowerment. If participation in tourism is to
have anything to do with a robust formulation of citizenship, one
that is extended to all peoples on the planet, it must first seek to
decouple itself from the debased nations of freedom associated
with neoliberalism and the unequal flows of mobility upon which
much of contemporary global travel is based.
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