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Abstract  

This research examines the cultural heritage landscape as both representing and the 

medium through which tourism influences cultural heritage production and preservation.  

It explores the reciprocal effect between tourism and the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and 

California, looking at the landscapes of Lake Tahoe that embody and reflect this 

relationship.  Lake Tahoe is examined as a large, single landscape and smaller 

landscapes within it, Tahoe City, Cave Rock, the Tallac area and Meeks Bay; all 

represent Washoe and Euro-American landscape formation processes through time.  

This research introduces and employs the reciprocity of tourism model and the hybrid 

tourist/cultural heritage landscape as methods to examine complex relationships 

represented in the Lake Tahoe landscapes.  The reciprocity of tourism model engages 

the reciprocal relationships between tourism and cultural heritage by examining five 

factors, representation, identity, production, practice and agency, allowing for the 

interconnected multi-dimensionality of this relationship to be more fully represented.  

The analysis of hybrid tourist/cultural heritage landscapes examines landscape 

formation through time using two factors, tourism and cultural heritage.   

The Washoe were marginalized from the published work about Lake Tahoe and 

their presence in the Lake Tahoe landscapes was limited when examined in the Euro-

American-centric media and from a Euro-American viewpoint.  However, this study re-

examines tourist and popular media from the 1850s to today.  It employs the reciprocity 

of tourism model to show how the Washoe used the practice of tourism and the tools of 

survivance to overcome Euro-American subjugation and colonization of their traditional 

lands and cultural heritage practices.  Early in the history of Lake Tahoe tourism, the 



ii 
 

Washoe provided tourist services as hunting and fishing guides; estate caretakers; 

handymen; hotel employees and domestic servants.  During this time the Washoe 

remained at Lake Tahoe, and Euro-Americans ascribed to the Washoe a negative, 

generic ñIndianò identity, representative of the cultural ethos at the time.  However, 

individual Washoe identity remained; it was mainly associated with their basketry 

tradition and was represented in tourist photographs and guidebooks.  The basketry 

tradition is tied to Lake Tahoe, in particular Tahoe City.  The landscape of Washoe 

basketry exemplifies the reciprocity of tourism because traditional basketry was re-

worked for the tourist market and, in turn, created an appreciation for Washoe cultural 

heritage.  Washoe agency within Lake Tahoe landscapes came to the forefront 

beginning in the 1930s and by the 1990s became increasingly evident. 

 Today Lake Tahoe landscapes, large and small, reflect the cultural heritage of 

both the Washoe and tourists, creating hybrid tourist/cultural heritage landscapes.  

Washoe cultural heritage permeates Lake Tahoe landscapes in both obvious and subtle 

ways.  For example, the Tallac area is the only area where Washoe use has remained 

uninterrupted; early on Washoe families owned property and stables and also worked in 

resorts and summer homes.  Later in the twentieth-century, the Washoe began to host 

cultural festivals and presented Washoe-curated exhibits on the grounds of Tallac area 

summer estates, now an historic site for tourists.  Another example can be seen in the 

Washoe Tribeôs current management of Meeks Bay Resort, one of the oldest tourist 

resorts still in operation.  Additionally, the Washoe were successful in their litigation to 

ban sport rock climbing from Cave Rock, one of their most sacred sites.  The reciprocity 

of tourism shows how the Washoe clearly remained and influenced Lake Tahoe 
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landscapes through time.  They adapted to and used tourism as a means of survival 

that today has come full circle.   

The Environmentalist Landscape, represented by the ñKeep Tahoe Blueò 

campaign, is perhaps the most identifiable tourist landscape today, promoted through 

government, academic and tourist media.  The environmental and ecological awareness 

of Lake Tahoe today unconsciously promotes Washoe traditional land ethics and land 

use practices; the very ethics and practices used by Euro-Americans as justifications for 

colonization.  Through their ecological restoration work, the Washoe represent their 

cultural heritage as forefathers and stewards of Lake Tahoe landscapes.  As a result of 

Euro-American settlement pressures, the Washoe reworked and adapted their cultural 

heritage and in the process they also reshaped Euro-American cultural heritage at Lake 

Tahoe.     
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Chapter 1:  Introduction  

How does tourism impact cultural heritage production and preservation?  Iôve been 

contemplating this broad question for over a decade.  My experience as a conservator 

working on both archaeological sites and in cultural heritage institutions for over two 

decades was the catalyst for this ñbig pictureò thinking. I clearly saw how tourism 

impacted my preservation and conservation decisions as well as the communities I 

served.  I knew the connection between tourism and cultural heritage had implications 

beyond my own work and decided that the best way to examine these links was through 

the lens of cultural geography.   

I chose to conduct a study to illustrate one way the ñbig pictureò question could 

be examined.  I divide the question by first examining the elements of tourism and 

cultural heritage separately and then integrate them by examining place and people 

through the lens of tourist and cultural landscapes.  Reading the academic literature 

about tourism and cultural heritage, I found many debates about the suitability of 

cultural heritage and especially tourism as areas for academic examination.  Why 

should these personal and enjoyable endeavors, considered frivolous to many, matter 

to anyone beyond those who study them?  The reason is because they are powerful, 

interconnected global forces, with economic, social and environmental impacts, both 

good and bad.  Almost everyone practices tourism in some form daily; many depressed 

communities turn to tourism, and in particular cultural heritage tourism, to inject much-

needed international currency into their faltering economies.  However, the anticipated 

cash injection from tourism is often small and unforeseen sociocultural impacts may be 

large.  Cultural heritage is equally pervasive in our world, where individual cultural 
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heritage contributes to a global cultural heritage.  As an example, terrorism and war-

related attacks on ancient monuments of a bygone culture are considered attacks on 

our shared cultural heritage and elicit international responses.   

 Following in the footsteps of other tourism scholars in geography, anthropology 

and sociology, I examine the historic trajectory of one culture, in my case the Washoe1 

Tribe of Nevada and California, in a place that has become a tourist destination, Lake 

Tahoe.  The objective is to examine the reciprocal relationship between tourism and 

cultural heritage using a model I call the ñreciprocity of tourismò.  I discuss the history of 

the Washoe people and their relationship with the Lake Tahoe Basin, at the heart of 

their traditional lands, and Euro-American2  settlement and tourism at Lake Tahoe 

(Figure 1.1 and 1.2).  By setting the historic stage, I examine impacts of tourism on 

Washoe cultural heritage and show how the relationship between tourism and Washoe 

cultural heritage manifests itself in the landscapes of Lake Tahoe that are valued and 

preserved today, creating what I term hybrid tourist/cultural heritage landscapes.  

                                                
1
 Washoe is the currently accepted spelling of the Anglicized name for the Wa siw, also Washishiw or Wa 

She Shu, depending on the source (dôAzevedo and Sturtevant 1986; d'Azevedo 1993; Washoe Cultural 
Office 2009).  Washoe is seen in the seal of the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California, in the tribeôs 
publications and is used by Washoe ethnographers including dôAzevedo, Rucks, and Nevers.  For a 
complete discussion of the changing English spelling for the Washoe, see dôAzevedoôs Handbook of the 
North American Indians entry (dôAzevedo and Sturtevant 1986, 497ï498).  I use the Anglicized spelling of 
Washoe words as a way to represent them in the literature to the broadest audience. Additionally, the 
Washoe are currently reviving their language; for the most up to date spellings of Washoe vocabulary, 
see the Washoe Tribe Newsletter on the tribeôs website and click the News tab (California 2015). 
2
 I choose to use the term Euro-Americans to represent U.S. citizens generally rather than the term white. 

Though both have limitations, I think Euro-Americans better represents the population I reference. 
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Figure 1.1: Map of Traditional Washoe Lands . Map adapted from Map of Historic Trade R outes in Wa She Shu 
"The Washoe People" Past and Present . Source: Washoe Cultural Office 2009a, 18.   
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Figure 1.2: Lake Tahoe Map.  2015. Avail able from http://www.gosquaw.com/lake -tahoe/. ( Accessed 
3/17/2015). 

I have been going to my grandparentsô summer house at Lake Tahoe since 

childhood.  Growing up, I had been told tales of ñIndiansò walking up to Lake Tahoe 

from Carson Valley, some trading various items with my grandparents for medical care 
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(my grandfather was a physician).  One day, I was mulling over my dissertation while 

boating with my sister past Cave Rock, north to the Thunderbird Lodge.  The beautiful 

rock work at Thunderbird Lodge and my grandparentsô house, both constructed in the 

1930s, was purportedly built by Washoe stone masons from the Stewart Indian School.  

This got me thinking about the subtle and not so subtle ways the Washoe were and are 

present in Lake Tahoe tourist landscapes.  In the 1990s the Washoe Tribe was 

successful in its litigation to ban rock climbing from one of the Tribeôs most sacred 

sitesðCave Rock.  Also in the 1990s, the Washoe Tribe succeeded in its bid to run 

Meeks Bay Resort, one of the oldest tourist resorts still in operation at Lake Tahoe.   

My choice to examine the reciprocal relationship between tourism and the 

Washoe Tribe at Lake Tahoe was not my initial intention.  I was enticed to the subject, 

not by the undeniable beauty of Lake Tahoe itself, but by the fact that the Washoe are 

practically absent in books about the history of Lake Tahoe.  The history of Lake Tahoe 

deals primarily with Euro-American settlement and tourism beginning in the mid-

nineteenth-century.  If the Washoe are mentioned at all, it is to note that they were 

marginalized and disappeared from Lake Tahoe.  Indeed the Washoe were 

marginalized, not just by the Euro-American settlement of Lake Tahoe, but also by the 

authors writing about Lake Tahoe.  The Washoe people did not vanish from the Lake 

Tahoe landscape; they adapted and integrated their cultural practices into the tourist 

landscapes at Lake Tahoe, past and present.  As the twentieth-century progressed, the 

Washoe Tribe influenced and became increasingly visible in the Lake Tahoe 

landscapes.   
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 Most books published about Lake Tahoe are for popular consumption, with those 

written today somewhat more sympathetic to the Washoeðif authors even mention 

them.  Academic work concerning Lake Tahoe focuses some on anthropology but 

mostly on contemporary environmental issues.  Nevertheless, family stories, oral 

histories, historic tours, tourist media, newspapers, magazines, cultural resource 

management reports, archaeological investigations and ethnographic research all 

recount the Washoe people at Lake Tahoe through time.   

Many popular accounts of the Washoe represent cultural attitudes present at the 

time of publication, and, therefore, it is necessary to understand and contextualize the 

depiction of the Washoe within the cultural ethos of the era.  I look at broad American 

cultural ideologies present in the media from the early 1800s to the early 1900s as an 

expression of U.S. expansionism, colonization of Native American lands and the ethos 

of Manifest Destiny.  Euro-American ideologies change in the twentieth century but 

many earlier aspects linger.  I reexamine the era-specific documentation through a 

contemporary lens to focus on the Washoeôs continued presence at Lake Tahoe by 

means of cultural adaptation and reinvention as manifestations of tourism.   

I vary the focus of my investigative lenses from small to large scales.  I look at 

Lake Tahoe as a singular, large landscape and sharpen the focus on smaller 

landscapes around Lake Tahoe.  Cultural landscapes are examined as ethnographic 

landscapes and tourist landscapes; this enables the exploration of the multiple 

meanings landscapes have to peoples interacting with them.  In this way, landscapes 

can be both tourist landscapes and cultural heritage landscapes concurrently.  Although 

tempting, it is out of the scope of my dissertation to explore each place and landscape 
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at Lake Tahoe.  Instead, I highlight how tourists and Washoe imbue places and 

landscapes with meaning; creating hybrid tourist/cultural heritage landscapes.  

Therefore, in writing this dissertation, not only do I examine the reciprocal effects 

between Euro-American tourism and the Washoe Tribeôs cultural heritage, I also 

emphasize and illustrate these reciprocal influences in creating hybrid tourist/cultural 

heritage landscapes at Lake Tahoe through time.  These are multifaceted landscapes, 

with different yet overlapping meaning to people interacting with them: the Washoe and 

tourists, as well as long-term and seasonal residents.   This study of the Washoe Tribe 

at Lake Tahoe is one example of how to explore the bigger picture of the reciprocal 

relationship between tourism and cultural heritage that impacts cultural heritage 

production and preservation. 

Chapter Overviews  

This study is divided into eight chapters. Chapter 1, ñIntroduction,ò contextualizes the 

research problem and explains the rationale for the study.  Chapter 2, ñCultural 

Heritage, Tourism, and Links to Landscape,ò first discusses the complexities 

surrounding the definitions of cultural heritage and tourism, and then highlights the 

reciprocity, cultural construction and production inherent in their definitions.  At the end 

of these discussions, I define both cultural heritage and tourism in broad, encompassing 

terms and use their definitions to underpin later discussions.  Cultural heritage 

landscapes are discussed in terms of tourist landscapes and ethnographic landscapes, 

addressing issues of scale, personal perceptions and formation.  I highlight the idea that 

cultural heritage and tourism are linked and engaged through the medium of the cultural 

heritage landscape. 
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Chapter 3: ñConceptual Framework,ò discusses the timeframe, location, scale 

and components of this study.  It details the literature referenced, research approach 

and methodology used in this study.  My primary source material is tourist publications, 

including written and visual media.  I use sources to outline the historical cultural 

contexts and to explore the dominant narratives of the eras examined.  I examine era-

specific media to identify broad social constructs attributed to Euro-Americans as, 

initially, subjugation and colonization as expressions of Manifest Destiny, then modes of 

acculturation.  Washoe agency is explored in the media via what scholars have termed 

ñsurvivance,ò and adaption. 

In Chapter 4, ñSettlement and Tourism at Lake Tahoe,ò I outline the history of the 

Washoe before and after Euro-American contact.  I highlight the rich history of the 

Washoe and how Lake Tahoe is integral to their understanding of themselves and how 

others understand them.  This chapter discusses the history of Euro-Americans and 

tourism at Lake Tahoe to show how Lake Tahoe landscapes transitioned from Washoe 

landscapes to industrialized landscapes formed in tandem with tourist landscapes.  In 

this section, I focus on specific places, cities or areas that exemplify Lake Tahoe 

generally rather than analyzing each place.  By highlighting Tahoe City, Cave Rock, 

Meeks Bay and the Tallac area, I lay the foundations for later discussions of the 

reciprocal relationship between the Washoe and Euro-Americans.    

Chapter 5, ñProducing Washoe Identity: Landscape, Land Use and the Media,ò I 

highlight the nineteenth-century Euro-American cultural practices and ethos of the time: 

industrialization, the frontier ideology and the belief in Manifest Destiny.  These 

practices and ethos led to land use practices and land ethics that were counter to that of 
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Native Americans in general and the Washoe in particular and set the stage for the 

dominant Euro-American narratives at Lake Tahoe as represented in the media.  This 

narrative explains the marginalization of the Washoe at Lake Tahoe and their 

multifaceted ascribed identity, especially that of the generic ñIndian,ò which supplanted 

Washoe self-identity.  I introduce the discussion of self-identity of the Washoe to 

highlight how the Washoeôs reactions to Euro-Americans in part shaped the Euro-

American understanding of the Washoe themselves.  Written and visual media 

exemplify this reciprocal construction.  By examining era-specific media through the 

lens of reciprocity, the Washoe are now seen as partial architects of their identity, in part 

by using the tools of survivance, though the narrative remains dominated by Euro-

Americans.   

With an understanding about how a multifaceted ascribed generic ñIndianò 

identity was formed, Chapter 6, ñWashoe Identity and Lake Tahoe Tourist Landscapes,ò 

examines how the Euro-American tourist landscapes and media represent the Washoe.  

In the written media, the Washoe remain marginalized or portrayed negatively as 

generic ñIndians.ò  Photographs represent a primarily Washoe identity, and, interpreted 

through a modern lens, we see Washoe agency in the Euro-American tourist 

landscapes.  Through the twentieth-century and by the 1990s, the Washoe had become 

an increasingly dominant voice in the production of landscapes at Lake Tahoe through 

self-governance and tribal agency.    

Chapter 7, ñHybrid Tourist/Cultural Heritage Landscapes of Lake Tahoe: 

Exploring the Reciprocity of Tourism,ò spotlights Washoe agency and suggests that the 

late twentieth-century Euro-American narrative of environmentalism at Lake Tahoe is in 
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part a resurgence of Washoe land use practices and land ethics.  The discussion 

highlights and expands on Chapter 2ôs discussion of cultural heritage landscapes, 

tourism landscape construction and ethnographic landscapes, to detail how landscapes 

can have multiple meanings and designations.  These multiple meanings emanate from 

tourist landscapes and cultural heritage landscapes significant to the Washoe and non-

Washoe, creating what I term hybrid tourist/cultural heritage landscapes.  I explore how 

Cave Rock, Tahoe City, the Tallac area and Meeks Bay became hybrid tourist/cultural 

heritage landscapes.  Each landscape is presented as representing some categories of 

the reciprocity of tourism model more strongly than others.  By exploring tourist/cultural 

heritage landscapes, I endeavor to offer cultural heritage preservation professionals a 

new methodology for exploring and understanding the complexities of the history and 

formation of cultural heritage that is actively preserved today.  

In Chapter 8, ñConclusion,ò I briefly bring the reader back through the historical 

geography of the Lake Tahoe landscapes, highlighting the practice and production of 

tourism and Washoe and Euro-American settlement.  The hybrid tourist/cultural heritage 

landscape analysis method is examined as a valuable tool to understand the 

complexities of landscape formation.  I also discuss how the hybrid tourist/cultural 

heritage landscape method of analysis can be used in conjunction with or as part of the 

reciprocity of tourism model.  Additionally, I offer the hybrid tourist/cultural heritage 

landscape as a type of cultural heritage landscape itself, as a means to understand the 

complexity of landscapes we interact with, take for granted and actively preserve.  The 

effectiveness of the reciprocity of tourism model is evaluated, including the flexibility of 

the factors, particularly that of practice.  In doing so, I show how the model can be 
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incorporated into larger, interconnected analyses.  In particular, I propose the reciprocity 

of tourism model is applicable beyond Lake Tahoe and Washoe cultural heritage.   
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Chapter 2:  Cultural Heritage, Tourism and Links to Landscape   

Introduct ion  

Chapter 1 briefly discusses cultural heritage, tourism and the reciprocal relationships 

between tourism, cultural heritage and landscape.  Tourism and cultural heritage are 

culturally formative processes that are expressed in and through the landscape forming 

cultural landscapes.  This chapter examines the complexities of what constitutes cultural 

heritage and tourism and explores the cultural landscape as the medium where tourism 

is practiced.  This chapter analyzes the complex theoretical constructs underpinning 

tourism, heritage and cultural landscapes, and distills them into essential arguments 

and provides the basis of my definition of each.   

I propose that most tourism practiced today is indeed a form of cultural heritage 

tourism, because the tourist is interacting with and interpreting cultural landscapes at 

different scales that people and place shape through time.  I argue that tourism and 

cultural heritage are inextricably linked because the practice of tourism interacts with the 

cultural heritage of a place and people through the medium of the cultural landscape.  

No matter the intentions of tourists, the practice of tourism impacts the cultural heritage 

of the people and places where tourists visit and in turn impact the cultural heritage of 

the tourists themselves.  This is the reciprocity of tourism.  The cultural landscape 

physically represents these reciprocal relationships.  The end of this chapter examines 

the cultural landscape itself, reframing it as a cultural heritage landscape, exploring its 

connection to meaning and interpretation via people, place and time.  I also explore how 

a tourist landscape can be a type of cultural heritage landscape, leading to my definition 

of a hybrid tourist/cultural heritage landscape that will be examined in Chapter 7.  
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Heritage   

Heritage scholar Rodney Harrison (2013) and geographer David Lowenthal (1985, 

1995), among many others, explore the complexities of heritage (Harrison 2013; 

Lowenthal 1995; Lowenthal 1985).  I reference their work along with others to highlight 

this complexity and offer my own solution by reframing heritage as cultural heritage.  

Intertwined with the concepts and constructs of heritage is tourism, as heritage is 

explored as an industry with tourism at its core.  Many authors explore their concepts of 

heritage using tourism as the vehicle for that exploration (Rothman 1998a; Lowenthal 

1985; Weaver 2011).  

 Heritage is many things to many people.  It can be tangible and intangible.  

Tangible heritage is material culture: it can be objects, buildings and built landscapes.  

Intangible heritage is oral traditions, folklore, religion and cultural practices that can 

imbue tangible heritage with meaning.  There is built heritage (that people construct) 

and natural heritage (nature in as pristine a form as possible).  Heritage can be a 

physical thing, a process or a professional practice.  Heritage can be inherited and 

preserved.  Heritage has value to some and not to others. Tangible and intangible 

heritage link people to a place and time (Park 2010).   

Heritage as History  

Some equate heritage with history, yet this is too simplistic.  At its core, heritage 

represents a connection to the past that occurs at varying scales: personal, local, 

regional, national and global.  Different meanings are applied to each level by those 

interacting with it.  A personal connection to heritage is expressed at each scale but is 

not the defining factor.  To better understand the definition, one needs a context or 

modifier to understand the exact meaning.   
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Heritage is a factor of time.  Implicit in the word heritage is a connection to the 

past, from the recent to the distant past, and everything in between (Timothy and Boyd 

2003).  Smith and Brent (2001) raise an important aspect of heritage as a factor of time: 

when does it begin and end?  As does Lowenthal, they consider the concept of heritage 

frozen in time versus being dynamic and changing with societal inputs.  Anthropologist 

Valene Smithôs (2001) case study of an Inuit village describes touristsô preconceived 

ideas of Inuit heritage as being represented by nineteenth-century cultural practices.  

Seeing Inuit hunters using snow mobiles rather than dog sleds does not coincide with 

touristsô expectations (Smith and Brent 2001).  People and place are also connected in 

Smithôs example.  The Inuit cultural heritage is specific to place; it is unlikely a hunter in 

Florida would use a snow mobile. 

Defining heritage as history or as a personal connection to history, as debated by 

some scholars, is too limiting.  Poria, Butler and Airey (2003) propose that one cannot 

be a heritage tourist without possessing personal, cultural links to the heritage of the 

site they are visiting:  ñIt follows that óheritage tourismô as explored here should not 

include those who are visiting a place ójust because it is there,ô nor those who are 

primarily motivated by a wish to learnò (Poria, Butler, and Airey 2003).  Garrod and Fyall 

(2001) criticize Poria, Butler and Airey, noting that their continued use of the context-

based definition relates only to the ñdemand sideò or the touristsô side of the definition.  

Poria, Butler and Airey differentiate between motivations based on 
the historic attributes and heritage characteristics of a site. But can 
people really distinguish between heritage and history? If an 
individual from the United Kingdom decides to visit the Tower of 
London is it because of the role that institution has played in British 
history or because it is part of his/her heritage as a Briton? Probably 
it will be a combination of the two. (Garrod and Fyall 2001, 1,051) 
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Their critique highlights some complexities of the relationship between heritage and 

history.  Therefore, heritage needs context in addition to people, place and time to 

define it. 

The Ambiguity of Heritage  

The concept of heritage as everything and everywhere has led to criticisms by 

Lowenthal (1985) and heritage scholar Rodney Harrison (2013) that heritage is 

ambiguous.  Like Urry (1990), Lowenthal (1985) comments on the late twentieth-century 

pervasiveness of heritage sites and heritage preservation activities, relating these as 

effects and reactions to post-modernity (Lowenthal 1985; Urry 1990).  Harrison (2013), 

and less so Janet Blake (2000), place the blame for the notion that ñheritage is 

everythingò squarely at the feet of UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and 

Cultural Organization).  They note the ever-expanding, all-encompassing definition of 

heritage as reactions to changing world politics and events.  Blake examines the origins 

of UNESCO and the World Heritage Convention and Harrison connects the dots, calling 

the ambiguous definition a ñcrisisò in heritage (Blake 2000; Harrison 2013).  According 

to Harrison (2013), heritage is not a ñthingò or a historical or political movement but 

rather ñrefers to a set of attitudes to, and relationships with, the past that are 

characterized by a reverence and attachment to select objects, places and practices 

that are thought to connect with or exemplify the past in some wayò (Harrison 2013, 14).  

Harrison (2013), along with other scholars, underscores the importance of context in 

making sense of heritage. 

Common Heritage  

Heritage is expressed both globally and locally as a ñconcept of common heritage of 

mankindò and today UNESCO is synonymous with the protection of world heritage for 
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everyone (Blake 2000, 63; Smith and Brent 2001; Porter and Salazar 2005).  Blake 

explains that the concept of a common heritage began in 1954 when the first convention 

of UNESCO introduced what became the ever-expanding definition of heritage due to 

reactions to the "political and intellectual concerns at the time" (Blake 2000, 62).   

According to Harrison, the 1972 UNESCO World Heritage Committee took the lead in 

the definition of heritage as it ñpromulgated a particular approach and a series of 

underlying values towards heritage, which are now part of a common, universal 

language of heritage managementò (Harrison 2013, 8).   

The Heritage Industry  

Sociologist John Urryôs (1990) discussion of heritage relies heavily on geographer David 

Lowenthalôs The Past is a Foreign Country (1985) and cultural historian Robert 

Hewisonôs The Heritage Industry (1987), both critical of the development of the 

ñheritage industryò in Britain as a pervasive, nostalgic, lopsided and inauthentic 

representation of a repressive elitist past.  As these critics note, ñBritain will ósoon be 

appointing a Curator instead of a Prime Ministerôò (Urry 1990, 110).  In her article, 

Theorizing Heritage, Barbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett (1995) states that as a folklorist, she 

studies traditions and the making of traditions.  She notes that heritage is a mode of 

cultural production, created factually, virtually or somewhere in between, that leads to 

the wordôs ambiguity. ñHeritage is created through a process of exhibition (as 

knowledge, as performance, as museum display),ò  giving it a ñsecond lifeò 

(Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1995, 369).  She examines heritage as a ñôvalue addedô industryò 

that ñproduces the local for exportò (Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1995, 370).   

Heritage not only gives buildings, precincts, and ways of life that are no longer 
viable for one reason or another a second life as exhibits of themselves; it also 



17 
 

produces something new. If a colonial past, a past of missionaries and forced 
acculturation, threatened to produce "de-culturation," the heritage industry does 
not so much reverse that process, even though its discourse of reclamation and 
preservation makes such claims. Rather, the heritage industry is a new mode of 
cultural production and it produces something new. (Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1995, 
370)  

Looking at heritage as an industry and a mode of cultural production that both produces 

heritage and the heritage industry helps explain the conundrum surrounding heritage, 

yet reinforces the broad definition as reworking the past for use in the present 

(Lowenthal 1985; Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1995; Timothy and Boyd 2006). 

Tourism is part of the heritage industry and explains why many authors examine 

heritage in conjunction with tourism.  Urry (1990) discusses the ill-defined nature of 

heritage and heritage tourism as an indicator of the postmodern expression of society 

as ñde-differentiated.ò  Thus, every touristic activity can be defined as heritage tourism 

and everything encountered heritage (Urry 1990, 105).  In his examination of heritage 

tourism in places produced for and by tourism, tourism scholar David Weaver (2001) 

further reinforces the notion that heritage tourism, and by extension heritage, can be 

almost everything.  Even what began as tourist attractions such as Disneyland and Las 

Vegas can be considered cultural heritage (Weaver 2011). 

Defining Heritage as Cultural Heritage  

The problem with the word heritage is that the word culture is implicit in its meaning to 

some scholars, while to others it is not, as the preceding discussions exemplify.  The 

confusion over the word heritage results in both Lowenthalôs (1985) and Harrisonôs 

critique of heritage as a ñconveniently ambiguous conceptò (Harrison 2013, 14).  This is 

perhaps why there is no simple definition of heritage.  Timothy and Boyd (2006) state, 

ñéperhaps the most commonly accepted definition among heritage scholars has at its 
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core 'the present-day use of the past'.  This definition is purposefully broad and includes 

both tangible and intangible features of the cultural landscapeò (Timothy and Boyd 

2006, 2).   

I prefer to use the term cultural heritage, as it defines the term heritage in the 

context of and pertaining to a specific group of people.  Although culture in and of itself 

is not a focus of this study, it is a term I employ and therefore need to define.  The 

concept and definition of culture is complex and has long been the subject of academic 

scrutiny.  For an excellent historical account and definition of culture, see du Gay et al 

(2003).  As noted in Chapter 1, I examine things and concepts broadly.  In keeping with 

this, I define culture in broad terms, as shared beliefs, customs and attributes that 

define and describe a group of people.  In other words, culture is everything that is 

associated with the way of life of a group of people (du Gay et al. 1997; Williams 1961a; 

Eley 1995).  The word cultural is deployed in the same way; thus when discussing 

cultural heritage, I refer to the tangible and intangible heritage associated with the way 

of life of a group of people.    

With the word cultural as a descriptor of heritage, it moves heritage beyond the 

personal realm into that of a society.  It removes heritage from being solely understood 

as a synonym for history.  Thus, my definition of cultural heritage is the present-day use 

of the past that connects a person through time with a group of people, how they live(d) 

and what they create(d) (Timothy and Boyd 2006).  In this way, cultural heritage is 

linked to heritage scholar Harrisonôs (2013) notion of heritage of ñpeople, objects, places 

and practicesò (Harrison 2013, 4). 
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Cultural  Heritage Summary  

Cultural heritage is tangible and intangible.  Cultural heritage establishes a personal link 

to the past.  Cultural heritage is dynamic; a reciprocal, formative, and transformative 

process, continually being created and recreated, creating something new.  Cultural 

heritage and tourism are linked as they mutually inform and produce each other (Porter 

and Salazar 2005; Rogers 2002).  The cultural heritage industry, with tourism at its core, 

is a product and producer of cultural heritage, past and present.  In this study, cultural 

heritage is defined in broad terms: cultural heritage connects a person through time with 

a group of people, how they live(d) and what they create(d).  The contexts of scale, 

time, people and place help describe cultural heritage as well as clarify its definition. 

Tourism: H istory and Definition  

When examining tourism and cultural heritage, one is struck by the multiple definitions 

of both and their evolution into multifaceted academic study today.  Although the act of 

tourism dates back millennia, the academic study of it is a relatively new field.  

Academics once took a defensive stance, defending tourism as more than just a 

frivolous activity (Walton 1997).  Tourism deserved serious academic attention, and to 

prove this most tourism articles, even today, begin by highlighting tourism as a global, 

multibillion-dollar industry.  Once tourismôs relevance was established, it was soon 

examined as an activity that has global sociocultural, economic and environmental 

impacts (C. M. Hall and Page 1999; C. M. Hall and Page 2009).  The academic study of 

tourism is now conducted in diverse disciplines, including geography, sociology, 

psychology, anthropology, marketing, hospitality management and history.  The 

disciplines that study tourism are reflected in the many and nuanced definitions of 
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tourism.  Tourism is defined in relationship to work.  The intrinsic part of the definition 

agreed upon by all is that tourism is time away from work. 

Tourism is considered by many scholars as originating in Western societies.  

Many, including historical geographer John Towner (1996) and sociologist John Urry 

(1990), trace the beginning of tourism as we understand it today to the eighteenth-

century practice of the English eliteðthe Grand Tour (Leiper 1979; Urry 1990; Towner 

1996; Gmelch 2004a).  However, anthropologists studying tourism define it as acts of 

ritual pilgrimage that date back millennia (Smith and Brent 2001; Graburn 2001; Nash 

1996).  Towner (1995) and Smith and Brent (2001) examine the dominance of 

European wealthy and elite and their tourism practices as influencing subsequent 

tourism activities and behaviors.  They, along with many other tourism scholars, 

including Harrison (2013), note privileging Western tourism as the model for tourism 

today is problematic (Harrison 2013; Towner 1996).  Towner (1996) states that an 

uncritical assessment of tourism and little knowledge about other early societal 

practices has ñresulted in the idea of leisure and tourism being dominated by Western 

societies on a world scaleò (Towner 1996, 14).  While many scholars write about tourism 

practiced through eras by different cultures, they conceive of modern tourism practices 

as a product of Industrialization, spreading out from an European core to other parts of 

the world (Leiper 1979; Towner 1996; Harrison 2013).  Whether or not tourism is an 

intrinsically modern practice, many definitions of tourism share a common goalð

enlightenment. 

Beyond the spiritual enlightenment gained by pilgrimage, the Grand Tourist 

sought education by visiting European and ancient cultures. Wealthy Grand Tourists 
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focused on travel abroad to ancient cultures of Europe that represented the civilization 

from which eighteenth-century England drew its culture (Towner 1996, 102).  Over time, 

sights, art and architecture were seen in different ways.  Guidebooks from the 1760s 

show an appreciation for the picturesque and romantic qualities of the landscape and 

ruins themselves and not just as symbols of the civilization from which the Grand 

Tourists were descended (Towner 1996).  ñAppreciation of wilder scenery influenced 

attitudes toward and the relationship between humans and natureò (Towner 1996, 139).   

The change from visiting humanized landscapes to visiting wilder places (natural 

landscapes) began in the 1750s and has four broad themes:  

These are seen as the awe for God transferred to nature; the influence of art, 
literature and travel on developing aesthetic tastes for landscape; the role of 
transportation technology in lessening the hazards of travel and improving 
access to peripheral and isolated areas; and the social, economic and related 
environmental changes associated with increasing urbanization and the spread 
of cultivated landscapes. (Towner 1996, 141ï144)   

Industrialization changed cultural ideologies toward the value of different tourism 

landscapes, resulting in an appreciation for both built and natural environments 

(Rothman 1998b).  Increased interest in nature, which Urry calls romantic tourism, was 

a byproduct of the Industrial Revolution.  Tourism was enabled by industrial technology, 

fueled by money made in industry and practiced during leisure time created by industrial 

production (Urry 1990; Gmelch 2004a; Leiper 1979; Smith and Brent 2001).  This is 

seen in nineteenth-century Euro-American tourism at Lake Tahoe; tourists were drawn 

to Lake Tahoe both by its natural beauty and by a desire to see the wonders of industry 

at work in the lumber mills that denuded the Lake Tahoe Basin of most of its forests.  
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Tahoe tourists were enabled by the industrial infrastructure, including roads and 

steamships, and by money made through industrialization. 

 

Figure 2.1: A view from Shakespeare Rock of the saw mills at Glenbrook, Nevada. c. 1890. Black and white 
photographic print. Courtesy of the North Lake Tahoe Historical Society.  

Tourism scholars note the primary importance of industrialization on tourism.  

Indeed, Urryôs (1990) seminal work, The Tourist Gaze, examines the early forms of 

tourism and its spread from industrial England to Europe. Tourismôs earliest forms 

involved wealthy elites traveling for health reasons to spa towns to benefit from curative 

waters; this form of tourism filtered down to the working class looking to escape polluted 

industrial cities (Urry 1990).   

Tourism doesnôt begin or end in the industrial era and tourism scholars examine 

tourism through time.  Anthropologists Smith and Brent (2001) examine tourism beyond 

Townerôs (1995) time frame, ending in the mid-1900s.  They divide tourism into four 

eras: the Pre-industrial Era, the Industrial Revolution (coal-steam) of the 1700s, the 

Nuclear-Synthetic Revolution beginning in 1940 and the Electronic-Cyberspace 



23 
 

Revolution beginning around 2000 (Smith and Brent 2001, 17).  They note that tourism 

parallels cultural change, particularly with technological changes in society reflected in 

modes of production (especially industrialized production) and transportation (Smith and 

Brent 2001).  As urban centers became more crowded, there was a further desire to 

visit nature with an emphasis on its healthful benefits (Towner 1996).  With the 

expansion of the transportation systems, including the train, then the car, and increased 

wealth, nature was more easily accessed by the mid-nineteenth-century, particularly in 

America (Towner 1996; Smith and Brent 2001). 

The increased speed of travel, shifting from coach to car, from train to plane, 

affected both the supply (the destinations) and demand (tourists) sides of tourism 

(Pearce 1979; Lew 2001).  Commercial airlines were established in America in the 

1930s and expanded as a surplus of pilots and planes came on the market post-World 

War II, setting the stage for overseas international travel and tourism (Smith and Brent 

2001).  In addition, the postwar work week, shortened to five days and 40 hours a week, 

and doubling of average family income, marked the beginning of a ñconsumerist culture 

of tourismò due to increased wealth and more leisure time (Smith and Brent 2001, 21ï

22).  Ending with the Electronic-cyberspace Revolution of 2000, Smith and Brent (2001) 

note a technological revolution in process that enables new types of travel to space and 

the ocean floor, and virtual travel.   

Tourism in the new millennium is practiced primarily by industrialized nations and 

is a ñprestigious consumable commodity for salaried people and the upwardly mobile in 

all industrial spheresò (Smith and Brent 2001, 23).  In the twenty-first century, with the 

ever-expanding western-style tourism universe based on consumerism, globalization 
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and urbanization has come a deeper awareness of the need to ñconserve and protect 

our planet and our human heritageò  (Smith and Brent 2001, 22, 23). This links modern 

day western-style tourism to cultural heritage preservation. 

Thus it can be said, tourism is a function of its era.  Anthropologist Nelson 

Graburn (2001) among others shows the concept of tourism dates back millennia, with 

unique expressions of tourism being ritualized activities relating to religion and 

pilgrimage, and hunting and gathering (Nash 1996; Smith and Brent 2001; Graburn 

2001; Leiper 1979).  However, the practice of tourism is linked to many eras and 

processes, including colonization (N. C. Johnson 1996; Rothman 1998b; Ballengee-

Morris 2002), industrialization (Leiper 1979; Urry 1990; Towner 1996), economic 

development (Binns and Nel 2002; Jamieson 1998; Moore 2008), technological 

advances (Blok 2005; Nash 1996), globalization (Breidenbach and Nyiri 2007; Bennett 

and Gebhardt 2005; Glover 2008a), preservation (Miller 2006; Clayton 2011; Brink 

1998; Hughes 1994; Nasser 2003), identity and nationalism (Rogers 2002; Cornelissen 

2005; N. C. Johnson 1996) and cultural change (Beekhuis 1981; Gmelch 2004b; Smith 

and Brent 2001; Anderson 2004; Gmelch 2004a).  Some tourism scholars note the 

predominance of Western tourism models of mass tourism, consumerism and even the 

ñDisneyficationò of a place (Rothman 1998b; MacCannell 2002; Weaver 2011).  Others 

note that differences in tourism are dependent on the cultural origins of the tourists 

(guests) and the destination society (hosts) (Breidenbach and Nyiri 2007; Smith and 

Brent 2001).  Tourism today is practiced globally and is not solely the purview of 

Western societies.   
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While tourism can be defined in relationship to the cultural practices of the era, 

the basis of tourism, described by many authors, is defined in relationship to work in 

both time and place.  Tourism is non-work or leisure time away from home (Nash 1996; 

Urry 1990; Towner 1996; Pearce 1979).  This broad definition of tourism most scholars 

employ can encompass a single overnight stay, which can be expressed locally, 

regionally, nationally or internationally, and must involve a portion of the time away from 

home partaking in activities that are not related to work.  Smith and Brent (2001) explore 

that last and necessary attribute of tourism, describing Inuit hunting expeditions as 

business travel (Smith and Brent 2001).  In doing so, they add a modern viewpoint that 

business travel too is a form of tourism.  This expands the anthropological definition of 

tourism beyond a ritual activity and helps move tourism out of Western-based models.  

Tourism, therefore, can involve work and leisure elements as long as the work time is 

segregated from leisure time (C. M. Hall and Page 1999).  Employing this, we could 

consider the Washoeôs seasonal use of Lake Tahoe for subsistence as a form of 

tourism.  When combined with the fact that Lake Tahoe is sacred to the Washoe, it is 

interesting to consider the idea that the Washoe were the first tourists at Lake Tahoe, 

engaging in tourism both as a form of pilgrimage and business travel.  

Though one may be led to consider every type of travel as tourism and every 

traveler as tourists, this is not the case.  One must also consider the intent of the 

traveler.  The Washoe and Inuit very likely did not consider themselves tourists; 

therefore, one must be careful to consider intent and the era as well as cultural 

practices of the travelers.  Tourism as ñeverythingò is tied to modern life and Urryôs 

(1990) concept that in a post-modern world, all daily activities merge (are de-
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differentiated); therefore, tourism can be a part of daily routine (Urry 1990).  So for Urry, 

the traveler today does not need to intend to engage in tourism to be a tourist.   

Reciprocity of Tourism  

Foundations of the Reciprocity of Tourism : the Tourist Gaze, Authenticity and the 

Cultural Production of Tourism  

Three pivotal works examine tourismôs reciprocal impacts from different yet connected 

angles: Urryôs The Tourist Gaze: Leisure and Travel in Contemporary Societies (1990), 

MacCannellôs The Tourist: A New Theory on the Leisure Class (1976) and Lowenthalós 

The Past is a Foreign Country (1985).  Their groundbreaking books and subsequent 

publications have influenced scholars within and beyond tourism studies.  

Tourism as a reciprocal, formative and transformative process is promoted by 

Urry, and his seminal work, The Tourist Gaze (1990), remains one of the most 

influential and cited tourism works, expanded on today by Urry and his colleagues.  The 

Urry-coined term, the ñtourist gaze,ò has been adopted and examined by innumerable 

tourist scholars at one time or another.  The tourist gaze is criticized as a one-way 

process, leaving the physical impacts of tourism out of the discussion (Veijola and 

Jokinen 1994).  A careful and thorough reading shows those criticisms to be unfounded.  

As Urry (1990) discusses, the tourist gaze is reciprocal.  He examines how the practice 

of tourism and the actions, needs and wants of tourist themselves shape a tourist 

destination, and how the destination, locals and local culture impact the tourists both 

while visiting and afterwards at home.  As Smith and Brent (2001) put it, tourism 

impacts both the hosts (the people, culture and places visited) and the guests (visitors, 

culture and their homes).   
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Published prior to Urryôs landmark tome, Dean MacCannellôs equally important 

book, The Tourist: A New Theory on the Leisure Class (1976), examines the concept of 

authenticity3 and tourism.  MacCannell suggests that the touristsô quest for the rare, real 

and original can be an insidious invasion of other cultures (MacCannell 1976).  To 

mitigate tourist invasions, the host cultures then put up a ñfalse frontò for the tourists, 

thereby creating an inauthentic experience created just for the tourist.  This perceived 

ñfakeò experience is deemed unworthy by the tourists seeking the authentic, so they 

look for other ñrealò experiences.  Reframing this within the language of the reciprocity 

tourism, the practice of tourism shows the agency of the hosts as they produce an 

altered identity represented to the tourists.  This reworked identity can be considered an 

inauthentic representation of the hostôs identity and cultural heritage.  In other instances, 

the tourists impart their conceptions of what the tourist destination should be (ascribing 

an identity), imparting another type of ñfalseò authenticity.  In each case tourism alters 

the cultural heritage, including cultural traditions.   

Looking at cultural heritage tourism, Lowenthal examines the concept of 

authenticity in his publications, including The Past is a Foreign Country (1985).  

Examining the preservation of Englandôs historic past, Lowenthal (1985) decries the 

pervasive and invasive tendency to preserve everything.  He discusses the preservation 

                                                
3
 My use of the term authentic in this dissertation is based on MacCannellôs (1976) conception of the 

term.  He does not give a dictionary definition of the term; rather authenticity represents a concept where 
authenticity and inauthenticity are understood as binary oppositions.  He notes authenticity in tourism 
refers to ñreal,ò ñoriginal,ò ñactual,ò ñoriginalò and ñtrue.ò  The authentic is untouched by outside influences.  
The practice of tourism at first authorizes a site as authentic and as having value, yet with increased 
visitation becomes inauthentic because of its socially-constructed importance.  In words of the reciprocity 
of tourism: the practice of tourism both produces authenticity then destroys it.  Inextricably linked to 
authenticity is agency, it is important to consider the relationship between who is in control of the 
representations and who decides if the representations are authentic.  Therefore, authenticity is difficult to 
determine as it is dependent on the perceptions of people engaged with it as exemplified in Brunerôs 
(2001)  discussion in this chapter (MacCannell 1976).   
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of Englandôs industrial towns, pastoral villages and elite landscapes. Everything posh 

and pastoral is produced and represented as Englandôs cultural heritage, a 

commercialized identity of cultural heritage for tourists and economic gain (Lowenthal 

1985).  Lowenthal is critical of English landscapes being produced, reproduced and 

reworked for tourist consumption; in his view, the practice of cultural heritage tourism is 

overtaking England itself.  

All three authors influence cultural heritage tourism scholarship, and their work is 

the foundation for a wide range of tourism research.  In related ways, Lowenthal, 

MacCannell and Urry expand the understanding of the concepts of authenticity, 

commodification of cultural heritage, the cultural processes and impacts of tourism and 

what constitutes tourism itself.  As such, their ideas are critical to understanding the 

complexities of reciprocal and culturally formative aspects of tourism. 

The Reciprocity of Tourism in Action  

Different forms of tourism come with certain associations of the type of tourist 

experience desired (Rogers 2002).  The ñmass touristò accepts authorized tourist 

destinations and descends from motor coaches or cruise ships en masse to partake in 

the local culture on display.  The romantic tourist is environmentally conscious and 

seeks nature, spirituality and the unspoiled.  Because cultural heritage and cultural 

heritage tourism are modes of cultural production, does that make the culture and the 

cultural heritage visited less authentic or the tourist product less authentic (Jolliffe and 

Smith 2001; Gmelch 2004a; Hardy 1988; Binns and Nel 2002; Clifford 2004; 

Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1995)?  To Kirshenblatt-Gimblett (1995) and Weaver and Lawton 

(2007) the answer is no.  Cultural heritage is put on display and repurposed.  Cultural 
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heritage thus engaged is not inauthentic, but something new.  Edward Bruner (2001) 

examines the reinvention of cultural heritage as multiple versions of history in his article, 

The Maasai and the Lion King: Authenticity, Nationalism, and Globalization in African 

Tourism.  He examines the Maasai enacting  ñthree different tourist performancesð

postcolonial, postindependence [sic], and postmodernò in three different tourist sites 

associated with each era (Bruner 2001, 881).  His examination highlights the 

complexities associated with representations of cultural heritage and the practice of 

tourism.  Bruner describes how some tourists question the authenticity of the ñtourist 

dance;ò others are immersed in the spectacle and thus do not care about its 

authenticity, and all tourists have personal reactions to the produced identities and 

representations.  Bruce Owens (2002) suggests that each person interacting with the 

monument, place, event or landscape applies his or her own meaning to it.  Therefore, 

tourists apply their own meaning to their experiences (Owens 2002).  Thus, some see a 

Disneyfied version of the Maasai, and others see authentic cultural heritage, depending 

on the point of view of the person engaging with that cultural heritage. 

Responses to the Reciprocity of Tourism  

The discussions by Urry (1990), MacCannell (1976), and Lowenthal (1985) encompass 

the authenticity, power and pervasiveness of tourism.  The reciprocity of tourism model 

embodies tourismôs powerful shaping force.  Tourism is dynamic and creates multiple 

tourism landscapes simultaneously because people interact with and interpret 

landscapes differently.  Tourism creates tourist destinations by visitation; authorizes 

places, activities and amenities by continued visitation and impacts places 

socioeconomically.  Once tourist destinations are discovered and created, they can then 

be altered and/or discarded as too touristy or inauthentic by some, while still embraced 
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by others.  This cycle can and does continue (Adey and Bissell 2010; Urry 2001; 

Rothman 1998b).  Tourism can be an invasive force, as exemplified by Lowenthalôs 

(1985) examination of cultural heritage tourism and the English landscape and by 

Andersonôs (2004) examination of the ñRastaficationò of a coastal Costa Rican village 

(Lowenthal 1985; Anderson 2004).  Tourists and tourism unknowingly impact the 

cultural heritage of the people and places they visit, inevitably altering the cultural 

heritage that then gets expressed in the landscapes over time.  Urry, Lowenthal and 

MacCannell echo the concerns many scholars have regarding the negative impact of 

tourism on social, cultural, economic and environmental issues.    

In response to these issues, new and different forms of cultural heritage tourism 

are promoted, including geotourism, ecotourism, environmental tourism, agritourism and 

pro-poor tourism.  These different types of tourism practices, under the umbrella term of 

sustainable tourism, are aimed at alleviating the sociocultural, economic and 

environmental strains tourism can cause to a host community and the environment 

(Cassar 2009).  Forsyth (1997) discusses both the concept and the need for sustainable 

tourism, noting calls not just from tourism scholars and the impacted host cultures, but 

from the tourism industry itself.  Forsyth (1997) identifies the issues sustainable tourism 

hopes to address, outlined as reducing overconsumption and waste of environmental 

resources while maintaining and promoting natural, social and cultural diversity (Forsyth 

1997, 272).  By expanding cultural heritage tourism into the realm of sustainable 

tourism, cultural heritage tourism has been shifted from a consumptive activity to a 

productive activity that involves in its process the preservation of heritage for all people.  

However, Rothman (1998) sees tourism as the ñDevilôs Bargain;ò there are always 
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consequences (Rothman 1998a).  No matter the intentions of the tourist, even the eco-

friendly, green or sustainable tourist who thinks he or she will not ñleave any tracesòð

tourism impacts cultural heritage and this is expresed in landscapes.  

The Tourism/Cultural Heritage Link: the Cultural Landscape  

It is nearly impossible to segregate tourism from discussions of cultural heritage.  

Industrialization enabled more time and money for leisure pursuits and enabled the 

development of a cultural ethos of interest in built and natural heritage and cultural 

landscapes (Towner 1996; Smith and Brent 2001; Gmelch 2004b; Leiper 1979).   But 

more importantly, tourism is practiced on the cultural landscape. Tourists engage with 

cultural landscapes and those cultural landscapes are representative of the people, 

place and time that formed that particular cultural landscape.  In keeping with my other 

definitions, I use a broad definition of a cultural landscape: a landscape one or more 

cultural groups fashioned. Rubenstein (2011) broadly defines a cultural landscape as a 

natural landscape fashioned by a cultural group (Rubenstein 2011).  Rubenstein 

reinforces the original process, when the cultural landscape was indeed fashioned from 

the natural landscape.  Yet through time that cultural landscape can be reworked and 

refashioned by many people and cultural groups and today represents multiple layers in 

the same place.  Therefore, there can be multiple cultures associated with the same 

cultural landscape as well as multiple expressions of cultural heritage, showing that 

cultural landscapes are dynamic through time.   

I propose that ñheritageò modifies the cultural landscape; the term cultural 

heritage landscape more directly points to the fashioning of the cultural landscape by a 

specific group of people.  And like cultural heritage, time, place, people and scale are 
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implicit in the definition of the cultural heritage landscape.  Therefore, a cultural heritage 

landscape represents the layered history of human interactions with a landscape.  This 

cultural heritage landscape may encompass several subsidiary cultural heritage 

landscapes, each tied to a particular culture group expressed within the broader 

landscape.   

Chapters 6 and 7 examine the Washoe at Lake Tahoe and further explore 

cultural heritage landscapes.  In Chapter 7, I employ the concept of the hybrid 

tourist/cultural heritage landscape, which links the fashioning and interpretation of a 

landscape through two culturesð the Euro-American tourists and the original cultural 

group of the place explored.  

Cultural heritage landscapes are created through time, so it is not surprising for 

others, such as archaeologist Donald Hardesty (2000) to explore cultural landscapes as 

layered with meaning (Hardesty 2000).  Using Hardestyôs (2000) concept of the 

ethnographic landscape, each cultural heritage landscape is read differently by the 

people interacting with it.  Thereby different people can interact with and preference 

different expressions of cultural heritage in the same cultural landscape.   

For example, when I visit Lake Tahoe, I am interested in the Washoe tribeôs 

cultural heritage expressed in the landscape.  So when I visit the Tallac area, including 

the adjacent Taylor Creek visitorôs center, I examine one of the Washoeôs traditional 

seasonal fishing camps located there until the late 1800s (Lindström 1985).  Another 

person may engage with the early twentieth-century summer homes of the Euro-

American elite by visiting the Tallac Historic Site and the Baldwin and Pope Estates and 



33 
 

partake in the Great Gatsby Living History Festival (Figure 2.2).  Yet an 

environmentally-minded tourist may visit the Tallac area and celebrate Lake Tahoe fish 

at the Fish Festival (Figure 2.3). 

 

Figure 2.2: Great Gatsby Festival at the Tallac Historic Site.  2014. Digital image. Tahoe Heritage Foundation. 
Available from  http://tahoeheritage.org/all -about -gatsby/.  (Accessed  02/21/2014). 

 

Figure 2.3: Fall Fish Festival at Taylor Creek. 2014. Digital  image. Tahoe Heritage Foundation. Available from 
http://tahoeheritage.org/events -and-programs -2/taylor -creek -visitor -center/. ( Accessed 02/21/2014).  

My first awareness of the importance of the cultural landscape and its ties to 

cultural heritage was during a visit to a good friendôs family farm in Darlana, Sweden in 
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2007.  As part of the cultural heritage landscape of Sweden, this friend noted her 

familyôs duty to maintain the fields, farm and buildings, owned by the family for 

generations.  I am not the first geographer to consider the importance of landscape.  

Indeed the tradition of landscape analysis is tied to geography, yet is examined well 

beyond this discipline.  Nor am I the first geographer to consider the links among 

tourism, cultural heritage and the landscape.  This relationship is at the heart of David 

Lowenthalôs books and articles.  The Annals of the Association of American 

Geographers dedicated an issue to Lowenthalôs influential geographic scholarship on 

landscape, place and identity and environment and history (Olwig 2003).  In the 

ñPostscriptò to the journal, Lowenthal sums up Yi-Fu Tuanôs article, an homage to 

Lowenthal, succinctly.   

Yi-Fu Tuan commends a newly emergent historical consciousness that eschews 
nostalgic lethargy and ancestral self-regard for creative engagement with 
humanity's multivalent and overlapping legacies. (Lowenthal 2003, 885)  

My definition of cultural heritage landscapes notes: they represent reworking the past in 

the present, have multiple interpretations to those engaged with them and reflect 

different timeframes.  Or as Lowenthal and perhaps Tuan might phrase it, cultural 

heritage landscapes reflect ñcreative engagement with humanityôs multivalent and 

overlapping legacies.ò  

Tourism and Cultural Heritage Landscapes  

Some geographers propose the method of reading cultural heritage landscapes as text 

as an important way to understand tourism and creating tourism landscapes through 

time: ñinfusion of the landscape literature into tourism studies recasts the role of 

meaning in tourism at the same time as it clarifies the role of geography in the study of 
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tourismò (Knudsen, Soper, and Metro-Roland 2007, 227).  Like Hardesty (2000), 

Knudsen, Soper and Metro-Roland (2007) consider tourism landscapes as a type of 

cultural heritage landscape with multiple meanings to those ñreadingò and interacting 

with the landscape and these multiple meanings set the stage for privileging one 

interpretation over another.  ñMeaning derived by this process cannot be separated from 

the process of its creationò (Knudsen, Soper, and Metro-Roland 2007, 229).  

Tourism has and continues to shape the cultural heritage landscapes at Lake 

Tahoe.  This examination of the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California, the aboriginal 

cultural group of Lake Tahoe, highlights how they retained their presence in and agency 

within the tourist landscapes and dominant Euro-American narrative.  I examine both 

Euro-American tourist landscapes and Washoe cultural heritage landscapes of Lake 

Tahoe today, exploring how they have comingled to create hybrid tourist/ cultural 

heritage landscapes that are valued, visited and actively preserved. 

Visitors to Lake Tahoe may not initially or easily recognize the impact that the 

Washoe had and have on their experience of the Lake Tahoe landscapes today.  The 

influence is discernable, although not always in obvious or tangible ways.  The Washoe 

could be considered the one of the first groups creating Rubensteinôs cultural 

landscapeða natural landscape a cultural group fashioned.  The Euro-American 

settlement of Lake Tahoe and tourism had strong and irreversible repercussions for the 

Washoe culturally, economically, socially and environmentally.  The landscapes at Lake 

Tahoe today represent this reciprocity of influences.  My goal is to highlight how tourism 

in particular played a role in shaping the Washoe Tribeôs cultural heritage traditions and 

interaction with Lake Tahoe landscapes, and how, in turn, the Washoe shaped tourism 
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and the tourist landscapes at Lake Tahoe.  This interaction over time results in hybrid 

tourist/cultural heritage landscapes.  In Chapter 7, I will examine four different cultural 

heritage landscapes and their formation processes in order to illustrate the multiple 

aspects of hybrid tourist/cultural heritage landscapes and the reciprocity of tourism.  

Conclusion  

Contemporary tourism is seen as an outcome of the Industrial Revolution, though it has 

ancient precedents.  Tourismôs core definition is that of a person engaging in non-work 

related activities for a period of time.  Tourism almost always involves interaction with 

cultural heritage through the medium of the cultural landscape.  Even tourism for sand, 

sun, and sea expose tourists to a new cultural experience: through food, music, dress or 

building styles and interaction with the people, the natural environment or built 

environment.  Despite the intent of contemporary tourists, it is practically impossible to 

segregate tourism from discussions of cultural heritage.   In the past, one must consider 

the intent, era and cultural practices of the people traveling, not all are engaged in 

tourism.  In the case of this study, early Euro-American travelers of the mid-1800s 

probably did not consider themselves tourists to Lake Tahoe. 

Tourism and cultural heritage can be understood separately and as a combined 

form, cultural heritage tourism.  Indeed most tourism practiced today is a form of cultural 

heritage tourism.  Thus tourism involves being engaged with cultural heritage while 

interacting with cultural heritage landscapes.  This cultural heritage can represent the 

culture of a bygone era, contemporary cultural heritage and everything in between.  

Tourism is widely examined as impacting cultural heritage, socially, economically and 

environmentally; and these dynamic interactions are expressed in landscapes through 
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time.  Therefore, tourism is a reciprocal process, affecting both the hosts and guests.  

As noted earlier, I along with other scholars argue that all modern tourism, from the 

twentieth century onwards, can be understood as a form of cultural heritage tourism.  

This concept stems, in part, from the understanding that tourism and cultural heritage 

are forms of cultural production.  They both are culturally formative and transformative 

processes that produce and reproduce cultural heritage through time.  Therefore, 

cultural heritage is not static; it is dynamic, responding to societal changes.   

Cultural heritage is complex because it can be a thing, a process, or an industry; 

it can be tangible and intangible.  Cultural heritage can be best understood contextually 

as a matter of scale, place and time.  Cultural heritage can have personal connections 

and global links.  Because of the global importance placed on some cultural heritage 

sites, through UNESCO, the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) 

and the World Monuments Fund (WMF) among others, cultural heritage transcends one 

specific culture group and may be seen as belonging to everyone.   

The physical impacts of tourism (damage to sites, monuments and natural 

resources) along with visual impacts of over-development or Western-style 

development are detailed in the literature.  The literature also details the impact tourism 

has on cultural traditions, which in turn has ramifications in the cultural landscapes and 

reflect the reciprocity of tourism.  

I re-define the cultural landscape as a cultural heritage landscape, with one 

manifestation being the tourist landscape.  The cultural heritage landscape is the 

medium through which the practice of tourism and cultural heritage interact and 
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sometimes coalesce.  Due to the reciprocity of tourism, tourist and cultural heritage 

landscapes link, blurring the difference between the two, forming a hybrid tourist/cultural 

heritage landscape.  These landscapes visually represent the culturally formative 

processes of tourism and cultural heritage. 

The next chapter discusses the conceptual framework of the study including 

source material and methods of analysis.  The media is examined in the context of its 

era to highlight broad social constructs present.  Next, the reciprocity of tourism model 

and the hybrid tourist/cultural heritage landscape are outlined and explained.  Both are 

used in tandem as methods to analyze landscape formation processes through time. 
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Chapter 3:   Conceptual Framework  

Scope of the Study  

I examine the history of Lake Tahoe from the Washoeôs early use to the present, 

particularly focusing on cultural heritage landscapes as indicators of their use.  This is a 

fairly broad timescale, yet I focus primarily on Euro-American contact, in the 1850s, to 

today and look at broad patterns within the timeframe.  My analysis of the reciprocity 

between tourism and Washoe cultural heritage through time focuses on four main 

components: Washoe cultural heritage, Euro-American settlement, tourism and 

landscapes.  This analysis illustrates how the Washoe remained at Lake Tahoe and 

retained their cultural practices through the last one hundred and sixty plus years of 

Euro-American settlement.   

I first explore the historical cultural contexts and dominant narratives of the eras I 

examine.  By reviewing era-specific media, I identify broad social constructs attributed 

to Euro-Americans as, initially, subjugation and colonization as expressions of Manifest 

Destiny, then modes of acculturation and, finally, Washoe agency through survivance 

and self-governance.  By looking at the Euro-American biased source material through 

the lens of the reciprocity of tourism in tandem with the hybrid tourist /cultural heritage 

landscape analysis, the Washoe reemerge from the historical sidelines at Lake Tahoe.   

Source Material  

My primary source material is Washoe-authored documents as well as historic and 

contemporary tourist materials: guidebooks, magazines, newspaper articles, pamphlets, 

photographs and websites.  In most cases, my source material is also popular literature 

that more often than not was based on oral traditions, folk tales, newspaper articles and 
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personal recollections.  My discussion of the pre-history and early occupation of Lake 

Tahoe by the Washoe relies on anthropological, archaeological and ethnographic 

research.  In tandem with this, I rely heavily on cultural resource management reports 

as they detail pre-historic and historic Washoe use of Lake Tahoe at specific places 

around the lake.  When and where possible and relevant, I use materials Washoe tribal 

members wrote.  In addition, I use oral histories and unstructured conversations with 

Washoe tribal members.  Washoe tribal members were helpful and ready to discuss my 

research and pointed me towards research materials.  Darrel Cruz, the Washoe Tribeôs 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, is my main contact with the tribe. He was helpful 

and patient, especially given the fact that I am one among many people doing Washoe-

based research, as evidenced by the number of recent doctoral dissertations and 

masterôs theses I reference.  I rely heavily on the Internet, specifically for information 

about the Washoe at Lake Tahoe, as most Washoe-generated material is now primarily 

published on the Washoe Tribeôs website, on other websites or in online news articles 

(Cruz 2014).  Today much of the tourist information and up-to-date Washoe tribal 

information is published on the internet.  

One of the main Lake Tahoe source books cited in almost every publication 

referencing Lake Tahoe is the two-volume set, The Saga of Lake Tahoe, by E. B. Scott 

(1957, 1973).  He wrote these to capture Lake Tahoeôs history because the original 

Euro-American settlers were dying (Scott 1957; Scott 1973).  I could substantiate some 

of his accounts in early newspapers and also see how they spread throughout other 

sources.  Often Scottôs tales were retold and reworked in later publications, sometimes 

keeping true to Scott but other times not.  I specifically did not use what I considered 
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embellished source material.  Many authors use Scottôs works primarily as original 

source material, because Lake Tahoe history is difficult to substantiate.  What is 

important about this is what is written is as significant as its accuracy, because what is 

written about Lake Tahoe and the Washoe represents the attitudes of the era.  

In my analysis of tourist media, I use the ñclassicò books, including George 

Wharton Jamesô (1915) Lake of the Sky, George and Bliss Hinkleôsô  (1949,1987) Sierra 

Nevada Lakes, George A. Crofuttsô(1878) New overland tourist and Pacific coast guide, 

and Edwardsô (1878) W.F. Edwards' Tourists' guide and directory of the Truckee Basin 

among others.  Beyond the classics, I use other primary source material, including oral 

histories, unstructured conversations and other tourist media, both visual and written.  

There is a focus on unpublished material found in two Lake Tahoe historical societies, 

the Lake Tahoe Historical Society in South Lake Tahoe and the North Lake Tahoe 

Historical Society in Tahoe City.  I intentionally analyze little-known tourist materials 

collected by residents and people with direct links to Lake Tahoe itself.  

I examine the tourist media within their historical contexts.  Doing this involves, 

as Pratt says, ñmak[ing] a strong methodological assumption: that important historical 

transitions alter the way people write, because they alter peopleôs experiences and the 

way people imagine, feel and think about the world they live inò (Pratt 2007, 4).  In 

tracing the evolution of representations of the Washoe, I am relying on these changes in 

cultural ethos to be present in tourist literature and other media through time.  

The tourist media I use provides a lopsided representation because these 

sources are primarily created by Euro-Americans and from their viewpoint.  While 
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literature marginalizes the Washoe, the tourist photographs of Lake Tahoe do not.  Part 

of the reason for this is my biased data set.  I specifically searched for images of the 

Washoe at Lake Tahoe as a way to trace how they are represented through time and 

also as a way to illustrate changes in their cultural heritage and interactions with the 

cultural heritage landscapes.  I have not examined every tourist-related photograph of 

Lake Tahoe to determine what percentage depicted the Washoe.  Although it is likely 

impossible to find all tourist photos of Lake Tahoe, this would be a valuable research 

question to explore, assuming one could create a representative data set.  Additionally, 

it would be interesting to determine who the photographers were and conduct an 

analysis similar to Picturing Indians (Hoelscher 2008).  While some commercial 

photographers are noted on the front or back of the imageðPutnam and Valentine, 

Lawrence and Houseworth, and Benningðno attempt was made to determine their 

relationship with the Washoe. This, too, presents another avenue for future research.  

Approach  

Era-specific Ideology  

Stephen Hoelscherôs book, Picturing Indians: Photographic Encounters and Tourist 

Fantasies in H. H. Bennettôs Wisconsin Dells (2008), examines nineteenth-century 

ideology, discussing how photography was used to capture pictures of a ñvanishing 

raceò and used as a tool to ñsustain imperial ruleò (Hoelscher 2008, 12).  In Imperial 

Eyes, Mary Louise Pratt (2007) discusses travel writing as a tool to justify colonial 

expansion, not simply as an enjoyable means for Europeans to understand a faraway 

place.  In this way, travel writers produce the place in relationship to themselves as a 

justification for subjugation and imperialism.  At Lake Tahoe, as all across what is now 

the United States, the Washoe were subjugated and their lands colonized.  Pratt notes 
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that producing and representing colonized places of the ñotherò is a way to understand 

oneself and country, in this case the supremacy of Euro-Americans.  Similarly, in his 

work, Hoelscher  (2008) works to dispel the nineteenth-century idea of the need to 

document a ñvanishing raceò as a way to ñcreate a narrative of white American progress 

and Native American cultural declineò (Hoelscher 2008, 12).  Yet this wasnôt just a Euro-

American ideology imposed on the Washoe; the Washoe considered themselves as 

becoming extinct, vanishing from the landscapes of their home.4  (Forbes 1967; 

dôAzevedo 1993).  While not focusing on photography alone, I employ similar methods 

to Hoelscher (2008), looking at the Washoeôs incorporation into the tourist landscapes 

as a means of survivance, while acknowledging the incomplete and lopsided written 

documentation.   

The ñTourist Gazeò and the Reciprocity of Tourism 

Hoelscher (2008) looks at tourist photography of a particular people (the Ho-Chunk or 

Winnebago) in a place and raises the idea that photography had reciprocal impacts both 

on the photographer and the photographed.  Photography was not just a one-way 

ñcolonial gaze.ò  The concept of the gaze, first promoted by Foucault and brought into 

the tourist vernacular by Urry (1990), is central to this idea of mutual influencesðwhat I 

call reciprocal relationships or reciprocity (Urry 1990; Foucault 1973).  No activity, 

tourism or photography, is a one-way street.  Both Imperial Eyes (2007) and Picturing 

Indians discuss the concept of survivance as a reciprocal process, with the latter 

describing how ñnative peoples appropriated instruments and institutions that were 

designed to colonize themò (Hoelscher 2008, 14).  This is evident at Lake Tahoe, where 

                                                
4
 Unlike many other Native Americans, the Washoe were not forced to relocate; they remained in their 

traditional territory.  Their numbers dwindled due to disease and pressures of Euro-American settlement.  
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the Washoe adapted to and used tourism as a means of survival that today has come 

full circle.  Today the Tribe manages a tourist resort and creates Washoe heritage-

tourism programming.  

The concept of the ñtourist gazeò is one of my primary methods of analysis and is 

what so many other writers deploy in their work.  Urryôs (1990) concept of the tourist 

gaze, as Prattôs (2007) and Hoelscherôs (2008), discusses cultural production and 

landscape production through the act of tourism, observing that photography, travel 

writing and tourism itself can be colonizing forces.  Though criticized by many scholars 

as being a one-way action with no physical implications, the tourist gaze is a reciprocal 

process (Veijola and Jokinen 1994; Urry 1990; Urry and Larsen 2011).  The tourist gaze 

is more than a two-way action, it is a multidirectional process.  The concept of the tourist 

gaze is one aspect that infuses a variety of contemporary examinations of tourism and 

is a theme that binds Pratt (2007) and Hoelscher (2008) with Urry (1990), MacCannell 

(1976), Lowenthal (1985), Smith and Brent (2001) and Knudsen, Soper and Metro-

Roland (2007) among so many others.  They all note that acts related to tourism, 

including tourism photography, travel writing and tourist landscape formation, are 

reciprocal, i.e., the tourist gaze impacts the tourists (guests/outsiders), people they visit 

(hosts/insiders) and the place they visit.  The place produces tourists; tourists produce 

the place.  Touristsô interaction with the place, people and environment shapes that 

landscape and the cultural heritage into something the tourists want materially, 

ideologically or both.  Urry and the reciprocity of the tourism are explored later in this 

chapter and more fully in Chapter 2.  
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At the base of modern tourism is often a quest for the authenticðexperiencing 

and exploring the unknown and exotic (MacCannell 1976).  Even today, the practice of 

tourism can be considered a means to reinforce pejorative stereotypes of the ñotherò 

and act out colonization, consciously or unconsciously (Erikson 2003; Ballengee-Morris 

2002).  The quest for the authentic is another means of placing oneself in context by 

interacting with the ñotherò (MacCannell 1976; MacCannell 2012).  At Lake Tahoe, the 

ñotherò was, of course, the Washoe, yet tourism at Lake Tahoe did not center on them 

specifically.  The nineteenth-century tourist was not interested in the ñotherò per se, it 

was the beauty of the lake and the industrial wonders of logging that enticed and 

enabled tourism at Lake Tahoe.  Through time, the Washoe remained on the periphery 

of tourism at Lake Tahoe; they were part of the tourist experience, but never at the 

center of it.  The Washoe symbolically represented the generic ñIndianò identity.  The 

Washoe were the ñotherò and their traditional practices were used by Euro-Americans to 

justify colonization of Washoe lands.  In turn, the Washoe used tourism at Lake Tahoe 

as a means of survivance.  

Reciprocity of Tourism Model  

Following in the footsteps of cultural historians, I reexamine the material and analyze it 

through the lens of reciprocity, specifically reciprocal relationships between the Washoe 

and Euro-American tourism, with the goal of reinserting the Washoe into the historical 

geography of Lake Tahoe.  Cultural historians Raymond Williams, Stuart Hall and Paul 

du Gay, among others influenced my thinking.  In a broad way, all of the cultural 

historians look at reciprocal relationships as a means to understand culture (Williams 

1961b).  Hall and du Gay influence my thinking, because, like them, I tend to see a 

middle way, informed by opposing and paradoxical thinking.  Via Hallôs (1996) theory of 
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articulation, looking at the linkages between disparate ideas enables a better 

understanding of them, even though these linkages are circumstantial and may (or may 

not) last through time (S. Hall 1996).  

This study examines the reciprocity between tourism and Washoe cultural 

heritage and how this is represented in cultural heritage landscapes.  However, to 

understand the complexities of that relationship I need a method of analysis beyond 

looking at the relationship as a two-way process, between two things.  Doing Cultural 

Studies by du Gay et al. (2003) held the key to enable my examination of the reciprocal 

influences of the Washoe and tourism expressed in the landscapes at Lake Tahoe.  The 

bookôs ñcircuit of cultureò explores the interconnectivity of five cultural processes the 

author uses as an analytical tool.  As illustrated in Figure 3.1, there are five major 

cultural processes, representation, identity, production, consumption and regulation, 

that ñtaken together é complete a sort of circuit é through which any analysis of a 

cultural text or artefact [sic] must pass if it is to be adequately studiedò (du Gay et al. 

1997, 3).  Because cultural heritage landscapes involve the transformation of objects 

into attractions that can be read as texts, a reworked ñcircuit of cultureò is an appropriate 

analytical framework to explore the reciprocity of tourism (Knudsen, Soper, and Metro-

Roland 2007; MacCannell 1976).  Therefore, I base my model of the ñreciprocity of 

tourismò on du Gayôs ñcircuit of culture.ò   
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Figure 3.1: The Circuit of Culture. Source : du Gay et al.  1997, 3. 

 

In actuality a two-dimensional model cannot sufficiently represent all the 

influences that work together forming multi-dimensional landscapes through time and 

place.  However, the reciprocity of tourism model (Figure 3.2) is effective in showing the 

interconnectivity between the factors of: agency, representation, identity, production and 

practice.  Implicit in its representation as a circuit, the model suggests multi-dimensional 

connections that cannot be represented on the page.  Also implied in the model is that 

one can begin their analysis with any one of the five factors.  In my use of the model, I 

often begin my examination with agency and practice as the jumping off point for the 

entire model.   
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Figure 3.2: Reciprocity of Tourism  Model, adapted from du Gay et al.ôs Circuit of Culture. 

I change two of du Gayôs (1997) factors in the model for my research.  My new 

factors, agency and practice express an aspect of du Gayôs regulation and 

consumption.  I could have kept all of his factors, but du Gayôs regulation encompasses 

the concept of agency but primarily within a construct of institutional and government 

agency.  In my attempt to simplify and distill complexities of agency, my use of the term 

is derived primarily from Hewison (Hewison 2010).  Therefore, agency is broadly 

employed as an action dealing with power, control and the ability to govern oneôs own 

actions.  As agency is an action primarily dealing with power and intention, it follows 

there is lack of agency as well as a hierarchy within it.  I aim to express the factor 

acknowledging individual and group agency divorced from governmental oversight, 

unless I found it important, as in the discussion about Cave Rock in Chapter 7.   






















































































































































































































































































