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CHAPTER 3

Ethnic Tourism and Indigenous Cosmopolitans

MARGARET SWAIN

Sustained ethnic tourism sites provide an ideal location for investigating potentially oppositional identities in a multi-
cultural, globalized state: ethnic affiliations, the indigenous local versus the cosmopolitan global subject, and minority
versus majority citizens. Tensions among these categories melt or realign as rooted cosmopolitans, mobile locals, and
majority minorities perform their daily lives producing and consuming tourism commoditization of ethnic identities.
My years of ethnographic research among Sani Yi in the Stone Forest, a domestic and international scenic/ethnic tour-
ism site in Yunnan, China, read through current transnational cosmopolitan studies literature, frames my questions
about constructs of indigeneity and cosmopolitanism in ethnic identity formation. We can see ethnicity transforming
and interacting with many embodied identities—gender, race, class, age, sexuality—hyphenated with these indig-
enous/cosmopolitan categories of belonging. My aim is to add to debates about how indigeneity and cosmopolitanism
are co-produced and their meanings for ethnic identities in our future.

Introduction

Sustained ethnic tourism sites provide an ideal location for
investigating potentially oppositional identities in a multi-
cultural, globalized state: ethnic affiliations, the indigenous
local versus the cosmopolitan global subject, and minority
versus majority citizens. Tensions among these categories
melt or realign as rooted cosmopolitans, mobile locals, and
majority minorities perform their daily lives producing and
consuming tourism commoditization of ethnic identities.
My years of ethnographic research among Sani Yi in the
Stone Forest, a domestic and international scenic/ethnic
tourism site in Yunnan, China, read through current trans-
national cosmopolitan studies literature, informs my ques-
tions about constructs of indigeneity and cosmopolitanism
in ethnic identity formation.

I you Google “Yunnan tourism development” you are
likely to find the Yunnan Province Department of Com-
merce’s website (2006), with some clear pronouncements
about the economic necessity of selling ethnic diversity as
a primary renewable resource in the early twenty-first cen-
tury. Given that about one third of its population comprises
twenty-five officially recognized minorities, divided into
many additional subgroups, there is certainly potential for
ethnic/scenic tourism development. This has been on-going
since the 1980s with state and private tourism ventures sell-
ing ethnic minority/indigenous identities in both rural and
urban locations, often presenting homogenizing images and
marketable experiences while fostering the lure of authen-
tic ethnic diversity. Ethnic minorities themselves in Yun-
nan range from well off to impoverished, urbanites to rural
denizens. Some ethnic minority or indigenous people work-
ing in tourism may be empowered through commoditized
identity, or the marketing of identity traits as commodities
for sale. Results, here as elsewhere globally, are uneven and
depend on many factors, as we see from research on indi-
vidual tourism entrepreneurs among the Sani Yi people in
Stone Forest (Shilin), with some comparison with other

sites in Yunnan (Swain forthcoming) and Hainan, China
(Xie forthcoming).

An aim of this chapter is to add to debates about how
indigeneity and cosmopolitanism can be co-produced in
relationship to ethnic identities. We can see ethnicity trans-
forming and interacting with many embodied identities—
gender, race, class, age, sexuality—hyphenated with these
indigenous/cosmopolitan categories of belonging. 1 will
begin by framing the concepts of indigeneity and cosmo-
politanism with reference to ethnic identities in multicul-
tural, globalized states. Examples of identities formation
are drawn from the Stone Forest ethnic/indigenous tour-
ism site and elsewhere, followed by an evocation of issues
embraced by indigenous cosmopolitans in ethnic tourism
including interpolated identities, embodied authenticities,
and translocal and transnational mobilities.

Indigeneity, Cosmopolitanism, and Ethnic Identities

Ideas about indigeneity reflect tensions between under-
standings of cultural fluidity and autochthonous claims to
being the original people of a place. One of the strands of
thought about cosmopolitanism promotes a consciousness
of and engagement with the world outside home commu-
nity or place through hospitality and travel. In Appiah’s
(2006) perspective, cosmopolitanism can be distinguished
from competing universalisms by engagement with plural-
ity, or difference. Indigeneity might be contrasted to cos-
mopolitanism in a series of binaries: local/global; rooted/
mobile; timeless/contemporary; tradition/modernity. But it
would be a mistake to think of these concepts as opposi-
tional rather than complementary, or deny the possibilities
of indigenous cosmopolitans.

Indigeneity and cosmopolitanism both have strong, inter-
twined strands of legal rights and cultural identities woven
through their definitions, which resonate with concepts of
ethnicity. While the main focus here is on identities, debates
about universal and particular rights cannot be ignored.
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Rights discourses are the bases for states” affirmative action
programs’ and “autonomous” governing zones for ethnic
minority or indigenous citizens, and peoples’ reactions to
them. Cosmopolitan rights, such as those hashed out at the
United Nations (UN), underlay rationales for universal so-
cial justice claims as well as protections of specific multicul-
tural, indigenous identities.

Defining Terms

The United Nations has taken a central role in defining
what is an indigenous identity and naming indigeneity in
our contemporary world. Efforts to raise awareness and
cultivate networks include the UN’s Working Group on In-
digenous Populations begun in 1982; Indigenous Peoples’
Decades (1995-2004, 2005-2015); a Permanent Forum on
Indigenous Issues founded in 2002; and in 2007, the UN
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. The Dec-
laration has been adopted by many nations including China
for example, but not some of the other nations with larger
indigenous populations such as including the United States.

In common use, the geo-cultural category “indigenous”
incicates ‘native” people differentiated from their “others”
in a specific place. As this concept has internationalized, the
term “indigeneity” has come into use to indicate a common-
ality or global identity among indigenous peoples that has
becn institutionalized in the UN and by collective practices
of indigenous peoples. Academic and regulatory definitions
of indigenous/indigeneity can be seen to have both crite-
rial and relational bases (Merlan 2009: 303-306). Criterial
bases are named conditions to be a kind of people, such as
those in the UN Declaration: historical continuity in claims
to territory pre-invasion or pre-colonization; a continued
seli~definition as a distinct people; and a determination to
transmit to future generations their ancestral territories and
ethnic identity. Relational bases include the imposition of
state policies governing those deemed belonging to a differ-
ent category of people within national boundaries; a “fourth
world” (Graburn 1976) of imbalanced power produced
through conquest, colonization, and exclusionary treatment
within nation states.

Over time, the rise of an international concept of indi-
geneity has brought greater focus on internal or external
colonization as a common factor. An imagined identity
cornmunity based on flexible definitions of what it means to
be indigenous intersects with rights-based social constructs
and universal moral claims. This is not to say that all peoples
who claim indigenous identity participate in global indige-
neity. Indigeneity is an evolving construct that has potential
repercussions in global governance and equity based demo-
cratic or socialist state regulations.

“The rise of indigeneity paralleled a revival of interest in
cosmopolitan theory in the 1990s as a way to analyze glo-
balization. Cosmopolitanisms has become a pluralized term
in an international literature, indicating the many ways of
understanding this construct as identity, a consciousness
or worldview, a global process or as a monolithic cultural
companion to global capitalism. Nussbaum’s (1994) work,
focused on liberal and relativist ideologies in patriotism,
was followed by collections of essays such as those edited by
Ronbins and Cheah (1998) and Vertovec and Cohen (2002),
that provided many examples of how theorists worldwide
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were unpacking this most complex of ideas. Some of the
newer directions looked to cosmopolitanisms’ multiple
articulations with the local (Clifford 1997; Hall 2002; Pol-
lack 2002) and ethical dimensions (Tomlinson 1999; Ap-
piah 2006). It is possible to see three dialectical strands in
cosmopolitan theory: moral (universal, multiculturalism),
political (citizenship, democracy), and cultural (mobilities,
consumption, hybridities, networks) (Delanty 2006). These
strands reflect distinct theoretical positions as well as areas
of interest in various types of cosmopolitanism.

The early twenty-first century faces a global transforma-
tion of modernity, which some scholars have begun to map
as the “cosmopolitan condition” (Vertovec and Cohen 2002:
9; Beck and Sznaider 2006). This condition connects human
mobilities, information webs, and commodity flows in ways
that can be celebrated for challenging various racialized,
ethnocentric, sexist, national narratives, but critiqued for
associated global rootless hybrid cultural forms, standard-
ized mass commodities, images, and practices (Swain 2009).
Within this condition, a kind of cosmopolitan citizenship
or identity based on connoisseurship of people, places, and
cultures may develop into intellectual and aesthetic orienta-
tions toward cultural and geographic difference. Szerzynski
and Urry (2006: 114-115) envision cosmopolitan practice
to involve some configuration of mobility, consumption,
curiosity, risk-taking in encounters with the “other,” map-
making of one’s own society onto different sites, semiotic
skill to interpret, and openness to appreciating the other’s
culture.

Cosmopolitan theory focuses on the relationship between
political and cultural dimensions in peoples’ identities,
their practice, and development of world society norms.
Cosmopolitanism references an inclusive global citizen
identity with diverse origins, while indigeneity refers to a
specific global post-colonial identity of native or aboriginal
peoples who claim some self-determination. Political soli-
darity and engagement in minority rights may also move
an indigenous group to function as an ethnic group with
symbolic and strategic goals. Emergent ethnic group and
nationalist identities can be seen as almost congruent: “new
identities based on individuals' perceived commonalities
with certain people and on their differences from others,
arise as the structure of local communities, kin groups, and
languages and their patterns of usage changes with demo-
graphic, economic, and cultural change” (Harrell 1995: 5).}
We can see that ethnic identity and indigenous identity both
have claims to territory, cultural and language practices, and
common ancestors, while claims of indigeneity focus also
on dispossession and/or submission to colonizing forces.
Within the global arena, indigeneity and ethnicity are prime
sources of multiculturalism, a concept that is celebrated and
debated as a cosmopolitan ideal and as a perceived impedi-
ment to global equity and peace.

Ethnic tourism development provides an environment
ripe for cosmopolitan analysis and action. The global tour-
ism industry commoditizes exotic difference within the ho-
mogenizing forces of transnational capitalism. I have ques-
tioned how people combine mobility with cultural exchange
in tourism by looking at the cosmopolitan condition as an
embodied phenomenon (Swain 2009). This “embodied cos-
mopolitanism” construct takes a feminist approach to the
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tensions between the dualities of universal human rights
and cultural diversity.

From the study of ethnic tourism, an understanding of a
localized indigenous tourism has evolved that emphasizes
both ethnic and ecological resources. It is based on an in-
digenous group’s cultural identity and territory, and is con-
trolled somewhat from within by the group, buffering direct
incorporation into national or global markets (Swain 1989b:
85). Although there is no consensus in China that Chinese
ethnic minorities may be indigenous, there is a rising con-
sciousness among specific groups. A model of indigenous
tourism development fits these groups well, given their his-
tories and partial but real control over their resources.

Ethnic and Indigenous Tourism Issues in China

The Chinese state’s concept of indigeneity supports the ef-
forts of indigenous groups in other nations, but flatly denies
that any such peoples exist within their borders. The logic
is that all ethnicities in China suffered and struggled to-
gether against the aggression of foreign (European) coloniz-
ers. Any complications of this scenario with acknowledge-
ment of the internal colonization of minority groups by the
Han majority are unthinkable.’ The truth of the matter in
China is that members of some “ethnic minorities” do par-
ticipate in indigeneity forums, and that tourism activity in
many ethnic minority autonomous administrative units fits
the model of indigenous tourism. As China grapples with
rapid globalization, it is evident that the monolithic “Han”
Chinese majority is also expressing its diversity, celebrat-
ing regional cultural identities, landscapes, and linguistic
distinctions (Gladney 1997), and giving rise to nostalgic
recreations for festivals and local tourism. Domestic ethnic
tourism has grown exponentially. In Yunnan by the 1980s
there were four major ethnic tourism sites—Stone Forest,
Dali, Xishuangbanna, and Lijiang—which have been joined
by Luguhu and Zhongdian (now Shangri-la or Xianggelila)
in major state promotion. These new sites in northwest Yun-
nan are part of The Nature Conservancy’s Three Rivers wa-
tershed project. A clear indication of their cosmopolitan po-
tential is the 2010 publication of the first Chinese language
version of Lonely Planet’s “Yunnan” guide for independent
travelers.

Ethnic/Indigenous Tourism Development

Based on my understanding of the Sani experience in Stone
Forest during the late 1980s, 1 devised a conceptual model
of indigenous/ethnic tourism development (Swain 1989a,
2010). The units of analysis (stakeholders) were limited to
the nation-state, the tourism industry, and the ethnic group.
A matrix was used to analyze each unit’s distinct political
economy agendas, the paradoxes they encountered, and
proposed resolutions leading to sustainable development.
These intersecting agendas raise dilemmas: Is the state’s
promotion of ethnic cultures problematic, or does it assist
ethnic group rights? The industry paradoxically promotes
predictable, standardized packaged deals for tourists that
often “museumize” ethnic subjects as quaintly non-modern,
while the very presence of tourism transforms ethnic com-
munities. The indigenous/ethnic group fights to maintain
cultural diversity (pluralism) while also becoming more
integrated into national and global culture. My model

proposes that a strong ethnic identity might resolve these
tensions. The cultural imperative to “stay ethnic” or indig-
enous presented a valuable resource for an ethnic group to
exert control and claim agency in relationship with govern-
ment and industry.

Trevor Sofield’s case study (1999) of Stone Forest applied
the concept of empowerment to this model and argued
that the devolution of power from the state to the minor-
ity group encourages cooperation in tourism development
that promotes sustainable ethnic identity, indigenous rights,
economic independence, and cultural diversity.

Philip Feifan Xie (forthcoming) applied another variation
of my model to ethnic tourism on Hainan Island, off the
south coast of China. He assessed the stakeholders™ posi-
tions, the paradoxes they encountered, and tensions around
issues of authenticity, which Xie concluded were under-
stood relative to various stakeholders’ interest.

The Sani and Stone Forest Tourism

The Sani, one of twenty-eight officially state-recognized
branches of the Yi minority nationality, settled centuries
ago in the limestone karst topography of southeast Yunnan
within and around what is now the Stone Forest tourism
district. They claimed their native place in a region already
subjugated by Chinese imperial forces. Based on their sub-
sequent colonization by Han Chinese and Europeans, one
could call the Sani an indigenous people, an identity consid-
ered by Sani intellectuals. Sani society has dealt with at least
three major waves of globalization that moved into their
region over the past century, each with their own translo-
cal civilizing project. French Catholicism was brought to the
Sani in 1887 during an era of foreign incursions. In 1949 the
beginning of the Communist civilizing project brought a
new world vision and global social organization that created
a new kind of communal citizen, with often disastrous local
results. Post-Mao reforms leading to a free market economy
opened China to a new world of global capitalism in the
1980s that translated into tourism development within nu-
merous indigenous ethnic minority homelands.

Stone Forest (formerly Lunan) Yi Nationality Autono-
mous County identified tourism within long-term develop-
ment plans in 1987. Han managers with ties to Kunming
dominated leadership of Stone Forest’s tourism bureau,
whereas local Sani usually controlled the county govern-
ment. Tourism marketing has focused on Stone Forests
impressive limestone landscape and a commoditized form
of Sani ethnic identity. The region is branded as “"Ashima’s
home town,” based on the Sani lore about the golden girl
who turned to stone.

During the 1990s, per capita income and employment in
private sector and informal tourism grew rapidly (Shi 2000).
Sani and Han have opened guesthouses, hotels, restaurants,
and souvenir shops outside the park and were employed in
various jobs within the park. Local researcher Shi Junchao
(Shi 2000) reports that 2 million tourists (1.9 million being
domestic) visited Stone Forest during 1999, Since then tour-
ism growth has levelled somewhat with 2.6 million tourists
in 2007; 2.37 million in 2008, a year of may natural disas-
ters; and in 2009, 2.7 million tourists (Zhang, personal com-
munication). In 2004, Stone Forest National Park became a
UNESCO geopark site, and in 2007 a World Heritage Site,
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designations instantly added to park marketing. Local mar-
keters call the park “world class,” though domestic tourism
remains much more important than international tourism.

The marketing potential of Stone Forest County’s cos-
mopolitan heritage, made possible by French colonialism,
is something being explored by the Stone Forest Tourism
Bureau. Much of the background work had been done in
the turn of the twenty-first century by a small group of cos-
mopolitan Sani intellectuals: a French educated Catholic
teacher, a government historian; a professor at the Nation-
alities University in Beijing, and an up-and-coming local
politician with a Ph.D. A focus on Sani indigenous culture
and French colonial history would target both international
tourists, and domestic tourists looking for global sophistica-
tion. Museum displays could feature the missionary Vial's
wonderfu! photographs. This commoditization may not be
too far off. In a six language Chinese travel Internet site, the
text on Stone Forest Park states that the park was “.. of-
ficially founded in 1931, but at the turn of the twentieth-
century, a French missionary named Paul Vial revealed its
wonder to the West™!

Indigenous Cosmopolitans in Ethnic Tourism

Indigenous cosmopolitans participating in ethnic tourism
may or may not have left home to produce an authentic ex-
perience. They may be rooted cosmopolitans, or global indi-
genes. Any marketing of cultural commodities as authentic
tourist experience raises basic questions about identity and
ageney of the producers, particularly in “ethnic” tourism
based on selling an indigenous minority group’s culture.
A protectionist perspective approves of front stage perfor-
mances, goods, and sites that purportedly keep tourism
out of the backstage areas where indigenous ethnic minor-
ity people actually live. An essentialist bemoans the lack of
authenticity encountered by the tourist, whereas a critical
analysis may raise questions of agency by asking whose her-
itage is being packaged and by whom. In-between perspec-
tives focus on articulations of commoditization, authentic
cultural meaning, agency, and control, seeing both positive
and negative aspects of all ethnic tourism development.

Recent research in China illustrates these variations in
value and construction of authenticity. Ning Wang's study
(2001) of home-stay tourism shows that tourists and hosts
coproduce “interactive authenticity” based on how each
produce and consume processes, practices in authentica-
tion. Looking at theme parks and ethnic villages, Beth Notar
(2006a: 65) argues that tourists embrace mimetics (imita-
tion representing the authentic) not caring if a site is fake
or real but, rather, enjoying the “journey to these fantasized
places” Tim Oakes (2006: 172) uses the very Chinese con-
cent “authentic replica” (zhenshi zaixian) to explain that au-
thenticity in village theme parks both marks the originality
of a place and replicates it, thus capturing “a ‘real’ distant
world of modern prosperity and national prestige.” Pal Nyiri
(2006: 183) also argues against any Westernized construct
of postmodern in such tourism encounters and urges an in-
herently Chinese concept of the authentic.

Notar argues (2006a: 79) that we “should place authenti-
fication within a global process of commoditization,” a pro-
cess that is cosmopolitan making for both the producers and
consumers. In a similar vein, Walsh (2005: 481) comments

24

that authentic Mosuo identity “is lived and created in this
context of representations, negotiations, encounters, and
shifting identity” Even behind the backstage, people con-
tinue to perform identity for one another, negotiating their
many differences. Evoking James Scott (1992), in contrast
to front-stage and public transcripts, these backstage strat-
egies are the hidden transcripts that marginalized people
might adopt to express their identity and agency despite the
pressures of wider political or economic changes. Paradoxi-
cally, the more indigenous people mobilize for cultural sur-
vival, the more they may be perceived as inauthentic, but it
is a false dichotomy to assume that there must be a choice
between authenticity and political participation (Levi and
Dean 2003: 3).

Embodied Authenticity

Indigenous ethnic tourism workers embody authentic-
ity through their daily negotiations of numerous identities.
Starting in the early 1980s, small groups of Sani Yi women
engaged in the tourist trade before large-scale government
or entrepreneurial efforts began, by selling handicrafts and
changing money in the provincial capital of Kunming. Since
then, their numbers have varied from more than one hun-
dred to fewer than ten, depending on seasonal, political,
and economic climates. These entrepreneurs migrate from
their homes in Stone Forest County, often wear vivid “ethnic
uniforms” of indigenous clothing, often over street clothes,
to mark their difference, On streets or around Stone For-
est Park, women peddlers yell: “Hello! Sani bag?” and other
phrases in English, Japanese, or Chinese to greet foreigners.
Their easy banter also marks Sani women as confident “oth-
ers” in Han Chinese society.

These women’s differences among themselves reflect the
complexity of contemporary Sani identities: some are young
unmarried girls, some grandmothers; some are blood rela-
tives, others are strangers; some cooperate, others compete;
some are illiterate, others are high school graduates. Some
women live full-time in Kunming City, whereas some travel
from rural homes for short periods; some are farmers, oth-
ers housewives. Some are poor, and some are from salaried
households. Some are Roman Catholic, and some are Chi-
nese Communist Party members. Sani women are well-
known for conducting economic activities that reflect Sani
gender identities. They are the producers, wholesalers, and
retailers of the commodities they sell and managers of the
money they earn. Sani women’s activities and appearance
also marks Stone Forest as Ashima’s place for tourists. Some
Sani women embrace their indigeneity and cosmopolitan-
ism as critical identities in their response to global tourism
commerce in Stone Forest.

One of my favorite memories of my co-researcher Bi, in
what I would call operationalizing her indigenous cosmo-
politanism (Swain forthcoming), has to do with her arrang-
ing my journey to the Kunming airport in 2002, where she
translated freely across multiple cultures. Drawing on net-
works, technologies, time schedules, and entrepreneurial
skills, Bi got six people gathered together, then transported
them from the university guesthouse to the airport terminal
gate. The details involved Sani friends, fictive and real kin
relations, a cell phone, and Bi's son-in-law’s car. When we
arrived at the airport’s departure, Bi in full Sani dress drew
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a great deal of attention from the foreign tourists there. We
waved goodbye as Bi encouraged her daughter to talk to
the tourists in Japanese, who tipped for the privilege and
took photos of Bi with her granddaughter. The tourists were
pleased to have one more chance to capture the archaic im-
age of a native Sani woman, of Ashima.

Bi’s Sani-ness allowed her the visible identity and access to
engage as a tourism entrepreneur. Her support network—
the sustainability of this livelithood—was also based on a
diverse family, her own ingenuity and agency, and the abil-
ity to shift identities in different circumstances. This com-

bination of individual agency in response to new forms of

capitalism under tourism has expanded the potential for
cosmopolitan livelihoods and identities.

Case studies of other grassroots tourism entrepreneurs
substantiate creative tensions between livelihood and iden-
tity strategies. Bai women street peddlers are common in
Dali and, like the Sani in Stone Forest, have sold to tour-
ists since the mid-1980s. Adept at reading international
and domestic tourists’ desires for authenticity, they sell an
inventory of tie-dye fabric goods, and “genuine” artifacts.
Beth Notar (2006a, 2006b) describes how successful Bai
women entrepreneurs have prospered. However, she notes
that tourism development has also led to a litany of prob-
lems, from new roads that literally divided households, to
the uneasiness of people seeking aspirations that cannot be
met, to the discontent of local intellectuals grappling with
the meanings of stereotypes and indigenous knowledge.

Lijiang, a northern mountain town, locale of the Naxi mi-
nority and now a UNESCO World Heritage site, has explod-
ed with domestic and international tourism. Farther north,
Lugu lake trades on its allure as home of the “matriarchal
horde,” the Na or Mosuo for a robust tourist trade. Walsh
(2005: 468-469) has described how a Mosuo woman called
Soma adroitly performed in the “backstage” of her kitchen
for Walsh and some visiting Australian feminists staying in
the “front stage” of her guest house. Soma projected a matri-
local idyll and introduced other women working there as
her sisters. Several days later, one of the sisters approached
Walsh, eager to explain that she was really an employee and
distant cousin from a village that does not receive tourists.
Previously, this woman’s family supported Soma’s family
during hard times, but now they had an unequal business
relationship as her service workers in this changing ethnic
tourism economy where livelihood strategies can reshape
identities.

Further northwest, the Diqing prefecture’s local Tibetan
government renamed Zhongdian County “Shangri-la” in
2002 (Kolas 2004) to promote tourism development tied
to the famous 1933 Western orientalist fantasy novel Lost
Horizon, by James Hilton. This renaming signalled claim to
a cosmopolitan identity for the region, meaningful to do-
mestic and international tourists, as well as local residents.
Shangri-la also denotes a favorable image of Tibetan-ness as
utopian, in contrast to negative Chinese ideas of Tibetans as
feudal and superstitious.

Interpolated Identities

In 2001, T surveyed various tour companies’ representa-
tions of Yunnan ethnic minorities on the Internet. A second
survey in 2007 found little difference in representations but

new players. The images of any indigenous ethnic minority
[ encountered on these sites were often truncated, flattened,
and limited by both the form and the intent of the messages.
Advertisements for tours take on the nature of “windshield
ethnography”—looking out the window of a tour bus or
hearing the rote words of a tour guide presents very little
about another culture. Encapsulated in the brief phrases of
Internet-speak are interpolated identities of these minority
natives. By using the word “interpolated,” I intend to indi-
cate partial impressions meant to misconstrue somehow or
provide unauthorized interpretations. Subtexts denote that
they are pre-modern, natural, and, as in the Sani case signi-
fying part of an exotic limestone landscape, to be looked at
and consumed. Or they are tour guides and handicraft ped-
dlers very involved in the business of selling their identity.
These media carry mixed messages of cultural diversity and
denigration, development, and backwardness. Tourism en-
trepreneurial sites are meant to seduce, draw in the reader,
and stimulate a drive to consume someone else’s culture.
They are often written from an assimilationist model—to
present a predictable “generic exotic” subject distinct from
the tourist.

Internet information on Yunnans ethnic tourism of-
ten presents the “fill in the blank” ethnic as a singing and
dancing minority, as crafty traders to be bargained with, as
folkloric heroes, or as heathens in need of evangelization.
Their interpolated identities are parts of a whole system of
identification creating “ethnic minority” in contrast to in-
digeneity. How might these dissonant contradictory images
be resolved to negotiate an understanding of what consti-
tutes identities for indigenous ethnic minority people and
their beholders over time? A constant in this analysis is my
own subjective outsider gaze as well. In the Internet data
we are missing the “authentic” ethnic minority voice, which
can be represented in part by the ethnography of indigenous
intellectuals and other researchers. Cyber materials can be
seen as discourses on cultural sameness and differences that
emanate from paradigms of authenticity, indigeneity, and
cosmopolitanism perspectives. Internet discourse refracts
back onto real-life efforts of minority ethnic groups to claim
greater agency in tourism development

Translocal/Transnational Mobilities

By definition, touristic landscapes, including many indige-
nous ethnic minority groups, are places of integral meaning
that are seen in various ways by both insiders and outsid-
ers. Equitable tourism development must therefore con-
sider these different viewpoints and avoid overlooking how
interaction between hosts and guests contribute to images
of authenticity (Cartier 2005). How is ethnic performance
located in ideas about authenticity and indigeneity in this
cosmopolitan age of the translocal, the transnational, and
the global? Traditions, as foundational sources of mean-
ing, provide frameworks for argument and exploration that
change as conditions change (Hall 2002: 28). Tourism pro-
ducers see “tradition” as part of their modern lives, though
they actively engage change. Performance of ethnicity and
the production of indigeneity are expressed through strate-
gically embracing economic opportunities, when attainable.

As we have seen in Yunnan, international governing bod-
ies are one source of opportunities; for example, UNESCO

25



IRZwD-Y—UXLEDIRERUIVIELTEDAR

R—HLyk-29zAY

Waorld Heritage and geopark agencies that establish global
standards for sites in terms of cosmopolitan cultural and
environmental ethics. Transnational social movements, in-
ternational NGOs such as The Nature Conservancy and the
Ford Foundation, and local NGOs such as the Center for
Biodiversity and Indigenous Knowledge promote a form of
multiculturalism. But this multiculturalism complements
a cosmopolitan preference for permeable boundaries be-
tween cultural units that are open to choice, dialogue, and
critique. There are also barriers to inclusive tourism in the
indifference of many tourists, government mismanagement,
and corporate neglect.

Conclusions

Beck (2002: 18) cogently notes that “the defining character-
istic of a cosmopolitan perspective is the ‘dialogic imagina-
tion' [to] ... compare, reflect, criticize, understand, com-
bine contradictory certainties” Indigenous cosmopolitans
engage their “others” from particular imagined locations
of belonging. When such locations are circumscribed by
participation in ethnic tourism, they utilize these locations
to ... reflect on, contest, express, and perform multiple so-
cial meanings and representations of Nativeness” (Scaran-
gella 2010: 175). Being attached to one’s native place is no
longer a criteria for indigeneity or an exclusion for being
cosmopolitan. In the production of multiple identities while
participating in ethnic tourism commoditization, an indig-
enous person may be at home or away in a transnational,
translocal, or cyber space.

My aim in this chapter is to add to debates about how in-
digeneity and cosmopolitanism are co-produced and their
meanings for ethnic identities in our future. Drawing from
examples of indigenous ethnic tourism in Yunnan, China,
we can see ethnicity transforming and interacting with
muny embodied identities—gender, race, class, age, sexual-
ity—hyphenated with these indigenous/cosmopolitan cate-
gories of belonging. We also observe the state’s many roles in
defining what is or is not ethnic, or indigenous, in contrast
to self-identification of indigenous cosmopolitans.

Notes

1. Including educational opportunities, local infrastruc-
ture, and development schemes such as an ethnic tour-
ism venue.

2. Without tipping into the enormous literature on
ethnicity and ethnic identity, my touchstone for what
constitutes ethnicity in the straightforward “purported
common descent and purported cultural commonal-
ity” (Harrell 1995: 4).

3. In April 2010, the Asia Indigenous Peoples Caucus of
the UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues sent a
letter to the Forum Chair, protesting the detaining of
an indigenous Chinese Forum delegate in Beijing by
the state. They note that China voted for the Declara-
tion and is thus, “obliged to abide by its international
commitments and cannot continue to deny the exis-
tence of indigenous peoples in China, regardless if they
are referred to as ethnic minorities” The cancelling
of the ICAES meeting is another case in point—just
because indigeneity does not officially apply to China
does not mean that state is not vigilant against incur-
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sions by more rambunctious “ethnic minorities” like
Tibetans or Uighurs.

4. www.chinatoday.com.cn/English/e2007/e200706/p28.
htm (accessed 11 November 2007).
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