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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Tourism, culture and people

Tourism is a very common activity in the world tgdA major reason why it is
common around the world is its economic influen¢es World Tourism
Organization, 2011). As an industry, it generadsuge amount of profit, thus
is practiced in most nations actively. In additidmgugh tourism was once only
for a handful of rich population, nowadays it istsoonly practiced by ordinary
people around the world because of socio-politatelnges and technological
development. An important feature of tourism redate this is that tourism is
primarily about the movement of people from theante environments to
somewhere else, as will be argued later. More@gean activity tourism is said
to have economic, environmental, social and culitmasequences to the place
where it is practiced (Welford et al., 1999). Swdnsequences are different
among places depending on how a place is commddidietourism, namely
what and how the elements available at the plazased as services or products.
Focusing on the cultural consequences of touribe,present study explores

how culture is dealt with in a tourist destination.

Culture is important in tourism, because differenitures are
practiced at different places and are used as res®to attract tourists. This is
derived from the fact that tourism is primarily alb@xperiencing differences.
This is apparent in international tourism, in whidifferences are easily

perceived. Though cultures are commonly used toenaaglace interesting to

1 In this paper, ‘culture’ as an uncountable nodargeto the concept of the word ‘culture’, and the
countable noun ‘a culture’ refers to a specificrd



tourists, how they are used is totally contextiiaiat is, each tourist destination
has its own way of using the culture available, gx@dsocio-political situation of

cultures is different from a place to another. Rernore, the backgrounds of the
visitors are also different among places, for insgathere are many Finns
visiting Bangkok, yet the number of Finns visitiBgoul is not as high as the
former. Yet, then again, there are many Japanesingi Seoul. As such, each
tourist destination has a different ratio of vis#tan terms of e.g. nationalities.
Besides, it is assumed in this study that peoplmptehend meanings

constructively, so it is supposed that culturenidarstood differently by people

in various contexts. Namely, how a culture is edgered by tourists as well as
what culture is available vary among tourist degtons. Therefore, each tourist

destination should be studied separately, consigeét$ own contexts.

1.2. Research setting and the structure of the presentgper

Taking into consideration the nature of tourisne, pinesent study primarily aims
at examining how Japanese tourists experiencetad dulture during their stay
in Saariselk&, and how the Japanese travel agenssrae it. The Japanese are
one of the major groups of international tourisssting Saariselka. During their
stay, they are exposed to cultures different fromirtown, and many of them
participate in activities in which they can expade something cultural.
Understanding how they experience the local culisremportant from the
viewpoint of cultural sustainability. Sustainabyilihere refers to the ability to
develop something continuously. For using the localture in tourism
sustainably, its status quo needs to be examimex® without realizing how it is
actually consumed by tourists, one cannot be sinethver or not the current

tourism practice concerning culture is on the righirse.



Setting what is argued above as motivation, folt@Miwo questions
were set as the research questions in the prdseyt $low do Japanese tourists
experience the local culture in Saariselkd as matigvnal tourists? How do
Japanese travel agents understand tourists’ vizietiocal culture? In order to
answer these questions, both Japanese touriststramdl agents were
interviewed in Saariselka. The data was collectetianalyzed qualitatively, in
order to understand their views deeply. For thdyarsof data, content analysis
was chosen as the analysis method. Using the metimdommon topics were
identified from the data, based on them the intaveles’ views were further

argued.

In this introductory chapter the importance of gresent research
was discussed. Since culture is a central conaephis study, Chapter 2
introduces the view to culture this study take®tbgr with other views. Chapter
3 discusses the features of tourism, especiallly veitjard to culture. After that
Chapter 4 deals with the design of this researot, the result of analysis is
shown in Chapter 5. Finally, Chapter 6 recaps iheirigs of the research. In
addition, some limitations this study entails angblications for future studies

are further argued in the chapter.



2. CONCEPT OF CULTURE: A CULTURE IS NEGOTIATED

2.1. Ways of defining culture

Although the word ‘culture’ is very common to usjg a very abstract word.
Therefore it is difficult to conceptualize it unamusly. Indeed, “there is no
commonly acknowledged ‘correct’ concept of cultur@®ahl, 2004, p.20).
Culture as an English word stems from the Latindvoolere’, which means ‘to
cultivate’ (Dahl, 2004). In the nineteenth centuhg word is said to refer to “a
noun of configuration or generalization —as anralotion and an absolute (way
of life)” (Sarangi, 1995, p.2). Around that timbetword also referred to what is
nowadays called as high culture (especially inwWhesst). High culture refers to
the cultural activities of the elite (Martin & Nay@ma, 2004). Namely the way

of life practiced by the elite was taken as thétrigay of life in those days.

The word culture was once seen only as ‘nationkiliei as well. A
national culture refers to the culture which isrelda(or prevalent among
political majorities) in a society. Even nowadayken people use the word
culture they often refer to this national culturg.eJapanese culture, Finnish
culture, etc. Yet, various smaller cultures alsotst to be recognized in the™20
century, because of rapid social changes (MartinN&kayama, 2004).
Nowadays smaller cultures, such as regional cdtarsl the cultures of ethnic
minorities are recognized broadly. Different cudtsirare recognized among
companies as corporate (or organizational) cultasewell. As such, evolving
from the way of life among the elite or the pobtienajority, culture is nowadays

subcategorized to a great extent.
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Academically the word culture started to be congaied in
1950’s (other than in the field of anthropology amdtory) (Sarangi,1995).
Around that time Kroeber and Kluckhohn listed méran a hundred of the
definitions of culture (1952, in Martin & Nakayamap04). Some of the
definitions gathered “emphasized culture as a $gtatterns of thought and
beliefs; others viewed culture in terms of a sevefaviors; still others focused
on the nonmaterial aspects of human life or omiheerial aspects of societies”

(Martin & Nakayama, 2004, p.78). Below is the de#fom they made;

Culture consists of patterns, explicit and impliat and for
behavior acquired and transmitted by symbols, doisig the distinctive
achievement of human groups, including their eminedit in artifacts; the
essential core of culture consists of traditional fistorically derived and
selected) ideas and especially their attached satudture systems may,
on the one hand, be considered as products ofnaatio the other as
conditioning elements of further action. (KroebeK&ickhohn, 1952, p.
357 in Sarangi, 1995, p.5)

This definitioncan be said to be a conventional definition ofurelt
because of its background. As the fields of stumhycerning culture have surely
developed after 1950'’s, there are a lot more dejims of cultures nowadays. An
important change in the trend is that nowadays swhelars focus also on what
culture ‘does’ rather than what it ‘is’ in theirfdetions. Spencer-Oatey (2000)
has defined culture in a more or less similar watha Kroeber and Kluckhohn,
yet also with a different perspective. Accordincheer “culture is a fussy set of
attitudes, beliefs, behavioral norms, and basiarapsions and values that are
shared by a group of people, and that influencé eaember’s behavior and
his/her interpretations of the “meaning” of othereople’s behavior”
(Spencer-Oatey, 2000, p.4 in Dahl, 2004, p.4). Hefinition varies from

Kroeber & Kluckhohn’s especially in that the defion mentions personal



11

interpretation and cultural influence to it. Pelomterpretation is a very
important aspect when culture is discussed in ¢iméext of cross-cultural issues,
as how one understands a certain thing is often dékerent by another. The
influence of culture is also a very significantqtan Spencer-Otaey’s definition.
Including cultural influence to interpretation, thiefinition mentions what
culture does to people together with what cultgréoi them. In line with this
view, Sarangi (1995) claims that some researcheited their focus from what
culture is to what it does, to avoid stereotypinfjure. So among the definitions
of culture, nowadays there are the ones trying aemout its meaning and the

ones focusing on its influence.

A number of scholars also conceptualized the stracof culture,
which are referred to as cultural models. Classiamles of cultural models are
the iceberg (Hall, 1976) and the oni@iHofstede, 1991). According to Hall,
culture is like an iceberg in the sense that wheatan notice easily as cultural is
only a part of it, and the rest is not really visibke the part of an iceberg under
the surface, thus it is often difficult to notiCEhe part of culture on surface
includes typically our behaviors and also someetiliThe rest, the most beliefs
under behaviors and values still under beliefs,usrgally unconscious. Values
are situated on the bottom of an iceberg, thusheenost difficult to become
conscious. If cultural elements are located closéne surface or on the surface,
it is also easier to be changed and consciousiydeiaat the same time as being

easier to notice.

The latter one, the cultural onion by Hofstede, somewhat similar

model to the iceberg. In this model, culture ha®ia like an onion, and each
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layer has different cultural elements. Similarte part of culture on the surface
in the iceberg model, the outer layers are morgyesscessible to outsiders and
vice versa. The most outer layers of culture ayenlsols’, and the core of the
culture is ‘value’. There are also layers of ‘hed@and ‘rituals’ between the outer
layer and the core. In addition ‘practice’ penetsafrom the outer layer to the
core, indicating that our practice is connectedaoous levels of these cultural
elements. In the both models, value (or beliefpéated in somewhere deep in
fundamental parts in the structure, with contradighaviors or symbols, which

are easily observable.

The discussion on the definitions of culture exefigsl the fact that
culture can apparently be understood in variousswhysome of those views,
values are regarded as an important element, assaential in the cultural
models above for example. In fact, some scholasnduished the definitions
of culture with focusing value and correspondingnetnts. Thus the next

subchapter deals with culture further with focusamgthe values people have.

2.2. Value, knowledge and mind

Busch (2009) regards value as an important elenastinguishing the
definitions of cultures. According to him, in thefhitions of culture a culture is
considered either as a set of knowledge or a selaés. In the former way of
viewing culture a culture is a set of knowledgerstaby certain groups of
people, which can be learnt when necessary, thizugbt always easy to do so.
Such knowledge provides people with how thingsdanee in certain ways in
certain cultures. Compared with the former, theetats about how things

‘should’ be done. In this way culture is seen asns which implies preferences
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in action/thought in certain contexts in a cultubjle in the former ‘a suitable
action/thought’ is only applied to situations. Thifis culture is seen as a set of
values, there involves the judgment of people sigaralues. Sharing then forms
a majority group of people since it creates “hegeialalefinition” (Busch, 2009,
p.8). This means that certain power is attachetiéagroup which practices it
over the other smaller groups when a culture ‘teollewed’ as a set of norms is
practiced by many. Besides, culture in the laterse is not easily learnable
compared to the former, since values (or norms)uader the influence of
hegemonial power. This presence of power is wHtdrdithe most between the

value oriented and the knowledge oriented defingio

Martin & Nakayama (2004) also assumes that valueportant in
the definitions of culture. They introduce the doling two types of definitions
of culture which have different approaches; antblogical definitions and
social psychologists’ definition. According to thertihe former definitions
suppose that value and tradition form the coreutifices. The definition argued
in the previous subchapter developed by Kroeberl&khohn can be said to
belong to these, because it clearly regards vanoeésraditional ideas as the core.
On the other hand, in the latter definitions cudtisrsupposed to be located in the
mind of people. An example of the social psychdtgjiview to culture is the
definition developed by Hofstede, who supposes thatture is the
“programming of the mind”, and also “the interaetiaggregate of common
characteristics that influence a human group’s aese to its environment”
(Hofstede, 1984, p.21). As one can see easily,theréocus of his definition of
culture is the mind of people. In sum, the differenbetween these

anthropological and social psychologist views isstivhether focusing on a set
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of values or on the mind people have.

In both views above value is considered as a viariabdifferent
manners of the definitions of culture. As shownueds apparently thought as
essential to a culture in a number of definitiofiwture. In this study it is
assumed that value is essential to culture espedmlthe sense that Busch
argues. Namely, Cultures determine certain preé@®nn action/thought in
certain contexts. The reason why the view is agpieethis study is that it is
supposed that meanings are contextually and diselyonstructed under the
presence of power. The next subchapter arguesvignis more to clarify the

approach to culture this paper takes.

2.3. A constructionist view to culture and meanings

A constructionist approach to culture is takenhrs tstudy. The approach is
introduced in Busch (2009) together with a primak@ipproach. According to
him, the definitions of culture can be either pridial or constructionist in the
ways how culture is defined. A primordial appro&elitulture sees that cultures
exist independently without human interference,ugffoit influences people.
This indicates that people cannot change culturetl that the meanings of
phenomena stay the same in all situations. Onttiexr dband, in a constructivist
approach it is supposed that people influence mdfuand they (re-)construct
those adjusting to situations. It exists in andMeenn people, and the meanings

of phenomena may change in each situation.

All the points of views to culture argued so fandaze said to be

primordial. In those views a culture is regarded@mething which has a stable
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shape and influences people. The Hofstede’s dieimdf culture introduced as a
social psychologist’s view supposes the human ragihe core of a culture, yet
as he says ‘programming of the mind’ the definitdmes not include the idea
that people adjust the content of culture. Besiddthough Spencer-Oatey’s
view includes personal differences in terms of fmtetation, her definition

primarily focuses on culture itself, as in the de&fon a culture influences

human interpretation rather than human interp@tatifluences the content of
culture. So these definitions are also primordres) in which phenomena have

stable meanings.

The constructionist approach is described well Hy ¢oncept of
discourse. As said, from this point of view a crdtis thought to exist in and
between people, and its content changes as pedlstdt to situations.
Discourse here means “an interrelated set of textd, the practices of their
production, dissemination, and reception, that dwimn object into being”
(Parker, 1992 in Phillips & Hardy 2002, p.3). Ird#&obn, it is assumed that what
comes into being through discourse is influencethleycontexts i.e. “psychical
and social aspects of situations” (Martin & Nakagar®004, p.99) and power.
Power here means not only the relations among pdmytlalso normative power
derived from value, which was already discussethenprevious subchapter.
Namely, it is supposed that one produces and a&djustv s/he recognizes
objects i.e. meanings of objects, considering th&atson which s/he is in and
being influenced by value oriented preferences eeitltonsciously or
unconsciously. Because this approach enablesdy stach individual’s view in
a certain situation independently rather than grpsesing it by cultures, the

present study takes this approach to culture.
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At the same time as enabling to focus on each ididal's view the
discursive view explains sharedness of meanings woth the concept of
ideology. Ideology here means “a set of social égein and abstract)
representations shared by members of a group awlhysthem to accomplish
everyday social practices: acting and communicéatidgworski & Pritchard,
2005, p.5-6). Because discourse concerns sociaextssnand power, the
meanings produced are influenced by those. Thigelyg apparent in social
norms, namely socially preferable actions/thoughtred by a group of people,
because the normative power influences the meaafngn action/thought

produced in a situation. So discourse concernsrghareanings as well.

This study concentrates on the meaning of culturehvJapanese
tourists and agents have and their perceptionfiefdcal culture as already
explained in the beginning. Now, putting the argomen the constructionist
view to culture into the present study, Japanesests’ and agents’ concepts of
culture (= the meaning they produce) is studie@tiogr with how they perceive
local cultures (=the reality perceived based oir tencept of culture). Besides,
as they comprise groups consisting of people whee heertain cultural
background and participate in the same activitigs Japanese tourists as a
group and Japanese travel agents as another)ddeatares of their concepts
are especially focused. Before proceeding to Cinaptehe next subchapter
deals with intercultural issues related to tourisas, there are a number of

cultures involved in the present study.
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2.4. Intercultural Communication and Tourism

In situations where two or more cultures appeanee&d to be take account of
cultural differences, because people may haverdiitédeas on the same thing
depending on cultures they have. This is obviowsnfrthe discussion on

discourse as well, i.e. if different contexts armvpr are present the reality
produced are also different. Intercultural commahan then is a field of study

in which situations where two or more culturesiawelved are dealt with. Since

tourism involves the movement of people from theame environment to

another, there involves also intercultural issuewell.

There are many factors influencing people in inikucal settings.
For instance, Hall, who is often regarded as theefeof the field, has identified
cultural difference in e.g. proxemics i.e. peopld@'stance in interaction, time
orientation and high/low contexts in the delivefynoessage (cf. Hall 1959,
1966, 1976, 1994). Together with those nonverbahtroanicational aspects,
identity value orientations among cultures haventaso studied in the field, by
such as Condon & Yousef (1975) and Hofstede (1984ddition, a number of
scholars studies also identity (cf. e.g. Adler, I)9&@nd adaptation in intercultural
contexts (cf. e.g. Mansell, 1981). Further, nowadtne ability to cope with
communication in intercultural settings, calledemtultural competence, is
studied as well (cf. e.g. Salo-Lee, 2007). As sedrrcultural communication
deals with a range of topics concerning interasti@mong people whose

cultural backgrounds vary and influence each other.

However the term ‘Cross-cultural’ Communicatiorofsen used in

the same way as Intercultural Communication, tiesehave different features
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as are distinguished by e.g. Gudykunst (1987). Oéwst way to describe the
difference is that while Cross-cultural Communioatstudies cultural groups of
people Intercultural Communication examines theraattion of people whose
cultural background differ. In other words, Intdtaval Communication focuses
more on individuals than the former. In Cross-aatuesearch it is supposed
that an individual belonging to a culture commutesawith another individual

belonging to another culture, so there is inteaacivhich takes place across
those two cultures. In this way, cultures whicherattants belong to are
regarded as the sole influential factor to theraxteon, and their cultures stay

separated.

On the other hand, intercultural researchers censit individuals
having different cultural backgrounds negotiateirth@ntexts’ in interaction
and thereby they create a third culture for the@mmunication. What is
important here is the fact that contexts changthaltime, so what is influential
in a situation does not necessarily have muchenite in another. In short, the
main differences between ‘Cross-cultural’ and ‘totdtural’ are the levels of
focus (groups or individuals) which limit what tofluence interaction and the
possibility of the third culture building (cf. Chefa Starosta, 1998, p.133).
Between these two ways of thinking, an intercultaree is more consistent with
the constructionist view to culture this study dolls, with the common focus on

individuals rather than groups.

In the field of Intercultural Communication, intettural adaptation
has been a focus for a long time. There are mardefea@onceptualized in the

field, describing the process of adjusting to a weMural environment. Among
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the models dealing with adaptation, U-curve Modhel eulture shock as a stage
in the model (cf. e.g. Chen & Starosta, 1998) mdas not only in Intercultural
Communication but also in many other fields of gtad well. Intercultural
adaptation is about the relation between hostsstnatigers (Anderson, 1994).
Besides, it usually concentrates on the processjotirners’ and (voluntary and
involuntary) immigrants’ adaptation to a new cu#tyMartin & Nakayama,
2004). Sojourners here refer to the people “whoerinto new cultural contexts
for a limited time and a specific purpose” (Mar&nNakayama, 2004, p.266).

Namely, a sojourner is a person lives in a for@gnironment for sometime

The theories of adaptation are not usually applectbtourists since
they do not live in another place. In contrastdgsrners, a tourist stays at a
place only for a short period of time, thus duringir stay as tourists they do not
experience adaptation to others much. Concerniing th the context of
intercultural competenceMartin (1986) indicates that students have less
possibility to grow their intercultural competeniég¢he length of their stay is
shorter (in Penington & Wildermuth, 2005, p.169skles, it is reported that
students can go through only several phases afireuthock while being in
intercultural environments for six weeks (Arens@903, in Penington &
Wildermuth, 2005, p.169). Among different kindstodirists, some backpackers
would stay at a place for six weeks or more, boér usually stay much shorter
than that. Taking account of these facts, althadagihe sense of host-stranger
relationship the theories of intercultural adaptatcan be applied to a tourist
visiting a foreign place for a short period of tirséhe would not be regarded as a
subject to adaptation. In addition, as will be @&djin the next chapter, tourists

consume cultural differences in the context of igarrather than adjusting to
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those. So cultures are not negotiated, but ratiagr separated (though, this is
contextual, so it is also possible that cultures aegotiated). In this sense
interaction among people would stay cross-cultumaltourism. Therefore,

though intercultural issues are taken into consititem in this study, these are

not expected to appear much.



21

3. FEATURES OF TOURISM AND CULTURES IN TOURISM

PRACTICE

3.1. Tourism, mobility and places

Tourism , as is argued below, has various featumethis study it is seen as an
industry, as an economic, social and cultural phemmn, and as the movement
of people from a place to another. A fact share@lbyhe views above is that
tourism is discussed especially focusing on thegdavhere it is practiced. In
addition, these views are related to the commaatifim and sustainability of
culture in tourism, which are argued in 3.2. argl 3o elaborate, tourism has
influences to the cultures of the place wheregatticed, depending on how it

is done. Keeping that in mind, below discusseddhtures of tourism.

3.1.1. Tourism as an industry

Nowadays tourism is a very common activity which npnacountries are
involved in. Once travelling abroad was only fdramdful of rich people, but in
developed countries it has already become reasemaitaugh to the majority.
Because of economic development it is getting naoie more easily available
to the people in other countries as well. Of coufsere are also many countries
whose citizens never go abroad in their whole liwest those countries may
have some famous tourist destinations which attfactign travelers. In
addition, needless to say, those countries fronchviiany people travel around
the world, would also actively attract internatibt@urists to their own lands.
That is to say, that though the participation waudtibe balanced among nations
and citizens, tourism is still a worldwide industry which most nations are

related in a way or another, and international ismaris “one of the world’s
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major trade categories” (World Tourism Organizatidfl1l, p.2). Concerning
this, in the exports of service in the world, 308generated by tourism (World
Tourism Organization, 2011). These describe hogelémurism is as an industry

and how influential it is against the world economy

According to Welford et al. (1999) tourism has danifeatures as
many other industries in that “it consumes oftearse resources, produces
waste by-products and requires specific infrastmgcand superstructure needs
to support it.” (p.167). As Welford et al. indicatdat always entails negative
aspects caused in the process of making producsererces. This is nearly
unavoidable since without any resource we cannotliyme anything. The
concrete characteristics of tourism differ from qat@ce to another, depending
on e.g. geographical features, climate, historytaedlevelopment of facilities.
For instance, what is used as resources for toumsfhuket in Thailand is
totally different from the ones used in Moscow imsRia, because of the
differences between these two places. In other syosthat give influence to
tourism at a tourist destination is dependent ah @éace (discussed more later).
Such diversity among tourist destinations makaedifitcult for tourism to be
legislated (Welford et al. 1999). This implies thatrism as an economic

activity should be studied in case by case witheustdnding its contexts.

3.1.2. Tourism as movement of people

Tourism almost always concerns the movement of lpedggcause it is about
people visiting places (either physically or vittya According to Sharpley
(2009), when seen as the movement of people, tougsoften defined either

technically or conceptually (p.6). The former défons are such which look at
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the types of travelers (e.g. tourists, excursienahd crews) and measure
relevant data (e.g. the number of travelers, thgtles of stay, distance from
home, etc.) numerically. These manners of defingtiare often seen in social
sciences, where quantitative approaches are ussldyg subjects. The latter,
conceptual definitions deal with the meaning orcfion of tourism with a
presupposition that tourism is a leisure activiiynotable difference of these
definitions from the former is that though the f@mmelies on statistic numbers
the letter tries to study the subjects from theweint of tourists, based on the
idea that they are the center of any tourism dgtiiNash 1981 in Sharpley,
2009). Compared with the former approach, thedast@nthropologic in that
meanings are often sought through qualitative waysese two ways of
definitions have been often used in the study afrismmn in terms of the

movement of people.

However, these two approaches above entail problénmajor
problem the conceptual definitions have is the that tourism is regarded as
leisure naturally excludes other kinds of traveléan those who travel solely
for leisure, such as the ones who travel for bssie education. In reality there
are various kinds of travelers who have differentppses than leisure, so
ignoring those from the beginning would limit thalidity of studies. Another
problem which both kinds of definitions have is tomcepts of dualism. That is,
as Larsen, Urry and Axhausen (2006) points out,nidteire of tourism was
analyzed with dualisms such as home — away, (= wotkisure) etc. Yet,
although such dichotomies would have made sensa whnas conceptualized
in the middle of the last century, the situationesy different now. Factors e.g.

technological development, economic development aotitical changes
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influenced the characteristics of tourism in suclway that those polarized
features do not have clear-cuts anymore. For instarowadays an airline ticket
is not as expensive as it used to be, and this evemkthe distinction between
home and away, making it much easier to go ‘awayhf‘home’. As such, many
definitions of tourism conceptualized in the lagnwry are not always

consistent with the changes the time caused.

The famous concept of ‘tourist gaze’ by Urry (19%ggesting that
tourists consume their destinations visually, sbdlased on the idea that travel
is for leisure and the distinction between ‘homad aaway’. According to this
concept, travelling, limited to leisure, is aboaohsuming the scenery of places
different from own surroundings e.g. for gatheripigotographs. However,
nowadays the modes of travel is also diverse thaugbuld have been more
about taking pictures of places as the evidendheif being at places before.
For instance, when one visits a beach in Hawaisiofing, the core activity for
the person is a sport, but not necessarily theaVmansumption of the place (it is
possible that the visual consumption is also dot&jithermore, though
physically there is difference between home andyatiee difference may not
play a major role to him/her because the primalivation is surfing but not
visiting the place itself (i.e. doing is more imfaont than being). So, in addition
to ‘seeing’, ‘performing’ (or experiencing) can ke core motivation of
traveling as well. As such, the content of leisasethe motivation of travel is
also difficult to define. What leisure includes dags largely on viewpoints.

Moreover, as already discussed, leisure is nobtigreason for traveling.

The UNWTO'’s view to an international traveler anssveo these
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problems to some extent. Hall, Muller & SaarineQ®) has summarized the
view with using the word ‘visitor’ (visit means ‘@hstay in a place visited during
a trip”) (p.10). Following are the UNWTOQ'’s criterfar an international visitor

summarized by them;

(1) The place of destination within the country visitedtside the
traveler’s usual environment.

(2) The stay, or intended stay, in the country visgaduld last no more
than 12 months, beyond which this place in the trgunsited would
become part of his/her usual environment.

(3) The main purpose of the trip is other than beingleged by an
organization or person in the country visited.

(4) The traveler is not engaged in travel for militagrvice nor is a
member of the diplomatic services.

(5) The traveler is not a nomad or refugee.

(Hall, Muller & Saarinen, 2008, p.10)

In this definition, specific purposes of travelarg not mentioned. Defining a
traveler in the context of tourism with the noti@ihenvironment and the length
of stay, this definition allows including variougoes of travelers to be included
into the participant of tourism, while excluding ethe people visiting their own
home or visiting a place which is going to be th@iwn home environment.

Applying the aspects of technical definitions tmiti the range of travelers,
qualitative studies of tourism can have better gadizability while deepening

the understanding of targets qualitatively.

In order to adjust to the changing circumstancestaafrism,
researchers also started to study tourism as ptne onobility of people (Larsen,
Urry & Axhausen, 2006). To elaborate, tourism isoltntary temporary
mobility of people” (Hall, Muller & Saarinen, 2008.5) in relation to other

types of mobility e.g. migration, refuge, etc. Midgiin this context means the
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flow of people among places. This makes sense wayato overcome the

dualisms existing in the field of study, since ttaes not limit the purposes of
travels to be taken into consideration and follayihis way we do not need to
argue the border between e.g. home and away, bytustsee the movement of
people as mobility. As the types of travels haveobee so diverse and its
participation has become unclear, it became diffitudraw lines between ‘a
travel activity’ and ‘not a travel activity’. Putij differently, it is now nearly

impossible to define tourism clearly. Thus by loukiat travelling as part of
mobility of people among others, researchers do me#d to face those
impossible questions and can still study it fromoas viewpoints. This concept
of mobility is in line with the definition of an tarnational traveler above,
because both of these do not limit the specifippses of travel but focus on

time and place. In this research, thus, tourisseen as part of mobility.

3.1.3. Tourism as an economic, social and cultural phenomen

As Timur & Getz (2008) explains, tourism is “a smcultural and economic
phenomenon with broad economic, social, culturad anvironmental
consequences” (p.221). First and foremost, touism@a worldwide economic
activity as explained. As an economic activitystgrimarily associated with
following these stakeholders; tourists, local sesiproduct providers (hosts)
and tourist agencies (also transportation is ingmarfor mobility). In order for
tourism to be viable at a place, tourists visit flace and buy touristic
services/products offered by local hosts. This arge is facilitated by travel
agencies which match and/or create demand for guphlle gaining profit for
themselves from their service. Besides, tourismalso a socio-cultural

phenomenon. From this point of view, tourism is w@bmobility of people
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within/between societies and cultures as argued/eab®ourists, the people
engaging in the temporary mobility motivated byioas reasons, go between
societies and cultures, and give some influencaaxio and other societies and

cultures. In this sense, tourism is both a socidlacultural phenomenon.

As important as the concept of mobility of peo@dhe idea that a
place is performed to become a tourist destinatiimeller & Urry (2004)
indicates that a place is performed in the contéxburism, rather than just
being there. In this sense, a place is where toupsoducts or services are
offered and consumed. Local hosts make use of plretheir products and
services in a way that it is visited by their taegktourists, and tourists visit the
places to consume what hosts offer (which is rdl&tehe places). This action,
the hosts’ commodification of places, or making ducts from hosts’ own
environments, is essential in tourism because@ptaelf is not consumable in
nature. So that a place can be used in tourismrfarmative character has to be
attached to the place. Furthermore, Sheller & YaQ04) discusses that the
directions of the temporary mobility in tourism, améng the places to be visited,
are always on move. This suggests that a placeésied by tourists if the
performance of the place is consistent with whatisbs want, and that what
tourists want changes time to time. This perforneand places and the
movement of people from one place to another & alsocial and a cultural

phenomenon as well as an economic phenomenon.

It has been already argued that tourism is an inguso it naturally
entails economic consequences depending on denmahsluaply. In addition,

since the industry exploits places, it of courdkiences the environment of the
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places in performance. While performing as a placetourism, as already
discussed, the place is used in a different way fnow it is traditionally used.
Such a way of using a place can cause damage ftotheand the fauna in the
surroundings of the place. To the environment effiface, development in the
number of facilities and people can be a cause ebérmbration since the
environment experiences rapid change. However, daysm more and more
people are becoming conscious of this, and itdetlé emergence of Ecotourism,
which takes into consideration the preservatioarsfironment of the place and
further using it as a theme for the products amdices. Not in the least, in the
background of this phenomenon is the fact that wleys conserving

environment is regarded as profitable (cf. Jam&t&nza, 2009).

Socio-cultural consequence of tourism typically esrfrom the fact
that, to negotiate successfully with tourists, besed to distinguish themselves
from other tourist destinations by using the resesirthey have. There are
several types of resources to make distinction fobiner places, such as nature
and cultures. In practice, these resources have tansformed into products or
services so that tourists can come and consume tfFE®mmodification).
Besides, when hosts proceed to make products wicesifrom these (namely
commoditizing these) they consider tourists’ dempniharily, since what they
make may not be sold at all otherwise. As a reseftilthis more or less
demand-led commodification of nature or culturelexed appears differently
in the products or services made from those betoremoditization. It may
influence the cultural environment of the host camities, possibly causing

some changes in the way of lives in host commuitie
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As one can see easily tourism is about the molafityeople among
places, based on the commodification of the plédgemaking use of various
resources available. Without a doubt, the procéssommodification is very
important in tourism, since it can both benefit madise problems to the place
and locals. In addition, it is an economic, soarad cultural phenomenon which
has economic, ecological, social and cultural cqueeces. Since tourism
entails these consequences, tourism practicesdkake into consideration all
of these so that tourism is sustainably perforniedact, Welford et al. (1999)
argues that the sustainability of tourism is depamdon economic,
environmental and socio-cultural elements. Herig,worth reminding that both
the commodification process and the sustainabitify business concern
following crucial stakeholders including; hostsytigts and tourist agencies as
will be argued later. Therefore, all stakeholdérsusd have good understanding
of these two phenomena in tourism so that tourismatize would not harm the
place in use thus tourism can be practiced theretaatly (cf. Welford et
al.,1999). These two keywords, namely commodiftcand sustainability, will

be discussed more below.

3.2. Commodification of cultures in tourism

In this paper it has already been mentioned tipéa@e needs to be performed in
order to become a tourist destination. What istprally done for performance
iIs to make products or services from hosts’ ownirenment, and such a
product/service needs to be a good resource &réiffiate the place from others
considering what tourists demand and what they veaoffer. Lately, to achieve
this differentiation, a culture is used very mustfaresource for tourism” (Hall,

Muller & Saarinen, 2008, p.198). Nowadays, manypbed&now that there are
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different cultures than their own. In such a cohieis very natural that a culture
is regarded as a resource to create differenceir@wa the fact, cultures are
commoditized in the context of tourism. This is &ese, as a place is not
consumable, so is also a culture. So that a cutamde used in tourism, it has to

be transformed into products or services.

Because of its purpose to be distinctive from otheurist
destinations and to be visited by tourists, a caluery often is commoditized in
such a way that it becomes desirable to touristeni@, 2008). However,
according to Smith & Robinson (2006), in the glaked world tourism is also
very important as “an international system of exgj&d (p.2). What this implies
Is that tourism enables hosts (in the Smith & Rebirs context nations) to
promote themselves in a way that it is politicallyd socio-culturally favorable
to them, as well as enhancing their own economys Ehplains that hosts
selectively choose what to show to tourists whilgng also to offer what
tourists want. Therefore, commodification of cu#tuis the result of the

negotiation between tourists and local hosts.

It has been explained here that culture itself oatne a product.
Since a culture and a product is not the same thiregproduct cannot possess
the contexts of the culture fully. So when makingducts from a culture
decontextualization is unavoidable, and its infieeeigan be crucial to cultures.
For instance, decontextualized cultural performaaaid to lose its value (cf.
Kirtsoglou & Theolossopoulos, 2004). This is maitdgcause that when a
cultural product does not possess the controsaiwn use, the consumers of the

product can use it in whatever way they want. Asppe do not care about the
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original use of the product in terms of the cultwfeorigin, any arbitrary
meaning is attached to the product, or the produmaply becomes cultureless.
So that the production of culture does not beconseontextualizing
commercialization but controlled commodificationhat is discussed above,
namely consumer demand, hosts’ desired presentafidimemselves and the
process of cultural production, all of these havée taken into consideration.
Putting this in another way, the reason why comfication should be
controlled is to gain sustainable developmentimseof culture. Thus, the next

subchapter argues the sustainability of cultur@umism.

3.3. Tourism and cultural sustainability

With referring to Welford et al. (1999) it has bekscussed that tourism has four
different manners of consequences, including ecanoenvironmental, social
and cultural consequences. Nowadays, these fowweqgaences of tourism are
widely regarded as the components of sustainabiel@@ment of tourism in the
academic context. Pantin (1997) defines sustairddlelopment of tourism as
“management by a community of the sustainablezatilbn of its eco-cultural
resources up to certain specified limits while diameously maximizing the
equitable distribution of socio-economic beneditgruing to the community”
(p. 25, in Pantin 1999, p. 225). He also states tia focus of sustainable
tourism is “supply-side” (Pantin, 1999, p.223). Gtent with Pantin’s view,
Timur & Getz (2008) also argues that these foumelets are the components of
sustainability of tourism. He further explains tiaction of each component

referring to WTTC et al. (1995);
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Ecological sustainability is concerned with ensgrilevelopment
that is compatible with the maintenance of esskatialogical processes,
biological diversity and biological resources. @bcand cultural
sustainability ensures that development increasepl@’s control over
their lives, is compatible with the culture andued of people affected
by it, and maintains and strengthens communitytidefTimur & Getz,
2008, p.221-222).

This explanation is brief and may lack in detdist covers the main ideas of
each part of sustainability. The content of thesstanability concerns the
management of the four consequences of tourism iwag that these
consequences positively influence tourism whilenbeprofitable to the
supply-side, namely the hosts. In this paper, Valhgy these ideas above,

sustainability is regarded as managing such corsess.

Since this paper focuses on culture in tourisme kiescusses further
the cultural sustainability. It was written abofattcultural sustainability is such
that the influence of development generated byidours in harmony with the
culture of local communities where tourism is pi@ed. More practically,
Savage et al. (2004) indicates that cultural snatality deals with abilities to
commodify the elements of local culture which locammunities have. These
are consistent with each other, because the véloeal culture is influenced by
the way how culture is commodified, and so thatitsa can be in harmony with
local culture commaodification has to maintain thigimal contexts of culture as

much as possible.

Kong (2009) also regards cultural sustainabilgytlae ability for

commodification. According to her, together withabhng to produce cultural
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commodities cultural sustainability assists thealamommunities to form their
identities in relation to globalization. Indeedchase of globalization identities
of people are more subcategorized, meaning thaadays identities vary from
national to local levels. In this globalized wotldgal people may form renewed
cultural identities and present those to other [getipough successful cultural
tourism. This would be more about the result ofurally sustainable tourism
practice, yet this also is very important to locammunities to maintain their
cultures thus is worth taking account of. From éhaspects it can be said that the
main concern of the cultural sustainability in fsor is undoubtedly

commodification and its results.

It has been argued by numerous authors that ddelstdders of
tourism should share ideas on sustainable develapared cooperate for its
realization so that it can really happen (Timur &tg 2008). This is clear,
because not only hosts but also other stakehdf@deesto consider it in order for
cultural commodities to carry their cultural cortexThat is, if tourists or travel
agencies do not pay attention to it the culturaiterts of culture cannot be
exhibited through cultural products, resulting omyconsuming commaodities.
This definitely threatens the value of cultureohder to avoid diminishing the

value of culture, all stakeholders need to considetexts.

Related to this, Welford et al. (1999) points dudttthe supply-side
and the demand-side do not understand and sendywigmals to each other in
tourism. If this is true, it makes difficult to aelie culturally sustainable tourism.
As already stated, tourism is a result of the nagoh between hosts and

tourists. If the local hosts do not understand istsir demand cultural
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commodification can be performed in a way thas ihot preferable to tourists
and tourism fails to develop local communities, d@ndurists do not understand
what the local hosts exhibit through tourism itbglsopardizes the value of the
local culture. Furthermore, Hjalager (2004) argtiest there have not been
many studies of tourism which cover hosts’ and igtsrattitudes together. In

addition to them, travel agents should be alsoistlithgether, since they often
mediate the other two groups. To be able to seaviiwe picture of tourism

practice at a place, one must look at the viewgoihtthe all sides. Otherwise
analysis of tourism practice would provide unba&hpieces of information on

the practice, thus is not substantially helpfutite sustainable development of
local communities and cultures through tourism.réf@e, in order to ensure
the cultural sustainability in tourism, thoughtstbbse important stakeholders

have to be clarified.

This chapter dealt with the features of tourismthis study tourism
is regarded as an economic, social and culturalvigcthaving various
consequences. It is also supposed that tourisasecbespecially on the mobility
of people and the places where it is practicedthéamore, it is assumed that
tourism requires the commaodification of availabésaurces without which a
place cannot be used as a tourist destination. Wéne how resources are
commodified then influences the sustainability olture, as it can be done in
different ways. Each tourist destination should deeteke care of how own

culture is commodified.
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4. RESEARCH DESIGN

4.1. Description of the present study

The present study focuses on the Japanese tousisitsg Saariselka as a tourist
destination, where the Japanese make one of thar igr@ups of visitors. The
aim of the study is to find out part of the touripnacticed there. To elaborate,
the primary object of this study is to examine hbe local culture is dealt with
by the Japanese tourists visiting there and tivelteayents mediating the tourists
and the local service providers. It was arguetiéndrevious chapter that culture
of tourist destinations needs to be taken careand, if crucial stakeholders’
perceptions of culture are not shared, all thargite to manage cultural issues
may end in vain. Therefore it is very important knoow how the crucial
stakeholders perceive culture. By examining Japaresrists’ and agents’
views to the local culture, it is expected thatshedy reveals part of the current
situation of how the local culture is used in tsariin Saariselka in relation to its
commodification, which can be then connected toctileural sustainability of
tourism there. In this study a fieldwork was conéddoy interviewing Japanese
tourists and workers of travel agencies in Sa&dséb achieve the aim of the
study. Here, before proceeding to the methodolbgssaies, Saariselkd as a
tourist destination and the Japanese as touristBrar discussed more in detail

below to put these into the context of this study.

4.1.1. Why studying the Japanese visiting Saariselka
As already explained, this paper studies how celtsirdealt with by Japanese
tourists and Japanese travel agents in Saarise#iaiselka was chosen for the

place for the fieldwork because it is suitablehte study in various ways. First,
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the place is an internationally famous tourist iesion. Besides, all tourist
facilities are concentrated in a small area. Thaa&e it possible to have an
access to international tourists very easily. lditwh, though the major source
of tourism is nature in Saariselka, cultural tooris also available there. The
availability of both sorts of tourism would enalbbeirists to perceive the place
more flexibly than when a place offers only eitbéthese. Furthermore, both
naturally and culturally what Saariselka offersesy unique, differentiating the
place from many others. In short, the place isrdbta for this study since it is
easy to find international tourists and since #sKkground makes it easy to

gather the information wanted.

Among the international tourists visiting Saarigelkhe Japanese
were chosen as the target group of this study Isecaiuseveral reasons. First of
all, since they are one of the major groups ofrirdgonal tourists coming to the
place, so it is not difficult to find an enough noen of interviewees for the study.
Secondly, the Japanese differ from other major ggaronsiderably, as others
are the ‘Westerners’. Related to this, becausbefdct that many Japanese do
not have a good command of English, it is difficidt many researchers to
collect data from them unless researchers speandap fluently or provide
with interpreters. Namely, although they can bentbat the place easily, it is
rather hard to reach them for research. Thereforéhe sake of providing other
researchers and stakeholders of the tourism ins&#iai with some data which
are relatively difficult to collect, the Japaneseraichosen as the target group for

this study.
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4.1.2. Lapland and Saariselkéa as tourist destinations

Saariselka is located in the northern part of Bhriapland. Lapland is a region
in Finland, covering the northernmost area of thentry. In Finnish Lapland,
tourism is an industry which has been growing rigpi@placing the traditional
industries of the area; agriculture, forestry asldry (Hall, Muller & Saarinen,
2008). Nowadays, for both local Finnish and Sanoipbe, it is very difficult to
maintain their lives with traditional industriesstied above. Because of
technological advancement and globalized economgagaslly, those industries
have changed drastically, and as a result thos®tprovide them with enough
money for their livings if practiced in the tradiial way. Therefore, as an
alternative industry to those, tourism has becomergportant way of making

livings in Lapland.

Lapland is visited by both Finnish and internatidoarists. Tourists
visit there to enjoy e.g. trekking and fishing iretsummer time, and northern
lights watching, skiing, dog/reindeer sledging aneeting Santa Claus in the
winter time. Together with these, there are alswisb sites where tourists can be
exposed to Sami people and their culture. Commaiomadities to be found
there among international tourists are British, i@ and French. In addition,
the number of Russian tourists has been growingntgc Together with these
“Western” tourists, many Japanese tourists caridzefaund in the winter time
especially in the following areas; Rovaniemi andr&elka. The former is
visited almost solely because of Santa Claus. Taeréwo amusement parks in
the city whose theme is Santa Claus, and are anpdis among international
tourists including the Japanese. The latter, Sal&ésis visited primarily for

northern lights watching.
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Saariselka is located in the northern part of Liagjapproximately
200km north from Rovaniemi, the capital of the cggiThe village started its
development as a tourist resort, so it was notllagé in a traditional sense
before touristic development began. Tourists aronehe village either by bus
(from Rovaniemi) or air (flights from Helsinki towdlo, and from Ivalo airport
by bus). The village has some hotels, restaurasusyenir shops, and a
supermarket. There is also a tourist informatiomteecalled Siula. The area is
nowadays very well known as a tourist destinatidresg tourists can enjoy
various activities, especially in the winter tinrethe winter time, tourists enjoy
northern lights watching, skiing, dog / reindeexdgfing. Besides, there is also
Sami ‘cultural’ tourism is available in the northetapland, since it is part of
Sapmi (the Sami homeland). Sami cultural tourisawvailable especially in the
town of Inari, which is the cultural center of Saund from Saariselka it takes
one hour to reach there by bus. (However, becaukcgransportation is not
provided well, it is hard for tourists to visit tie¢ In Saariselka, Sami culture is
available at Siula (an information and shoppingtegrnwhere is an exhibition
about Sami people and their culture. In additiGindeer sledging is often

connected to Sami people, so tourists may face ¢h#ure there as well.

4.1.3. The Japanese as tourists

The Japanese are known as one of the enthusiatgioational travelers in the
world. As shown in European Travel Commission (20€8 percentage of the
money the Japanese have spent among the sum aihdhey spent on
international tourism has decreased in the past dewades. However, the
Japanese are still the world’s seventh most mopewnders for international

tourism (WTO, 2011). Thus, although the numberh& fapanese travelling
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abroad has decreased, their influence to intemaltitourism markets is still
strong. According to Japan Tourism Agency (201&)ribmber of the Japanese
traveling abroad has been around 16,000 thousangxeént years. The recent
peak year was 2006, when 17,535 thousands of Jeparent abroad. In 2009,
the number decreased to 15,446 thousands, bug metkt year it increased up to
16,637 thousands. From the data provided by Japansim Agency it can be
said that apparently the number of Japanese ergagimavelling abroad has
been stable. Currently the most popular touristidi@sons to the Japanese are
China, USA, South Korea and Thailand (European dir@ommission 2009).
Among European countries, France and Germany age ntbst popular
destinations, followed by countries such as Swidnet, Italy, UK, Spain and

Austria.

Finnish Tourist Board (2011a) shows the information the
Japanese tourists in Finland concisely. Accordintipém, there were about 109
thousands of travelers from Japan in 2010. Amoregnth10 % was on their
business trips, and 61% was on leisure. The nurabdapanese tourist has
declined from the previous year for approximatdlytdousands, yet compared
with the sum in 2008, the number of Japanese wssitereased (Finnish Tourist
Board, 2011b). Looking at the sum of 2009 as aregtxan, the number of
Japanese visiting Finland annually seems to betal@thousands. In 2010,
about 50% of the Japanese visiting Finland stayeldd country for one to three
nights, and 30% of them leaved for another countttyin a day (Finnish Tourist
Board, 2011a). 43% of the Japanese visitors carkitand by way of package
tours, which is a very common way for them to ttaateroad. Some figures in

Finnish Tourist Board (2011b) prove that the Japango not spend much
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money in Finland per visit compared to other mgjmups such as Germans and
Britons, yet the amount of money they spent peridaguch more than theirs.
This would also suggest that the Japanese staplianié for a shorter period of
time than many other major groups. The most popdéatination in Finland to
the Japanese is Helsinki region, namely the cagita (Finnish Tourist Board,
2011c). The second most popular destination isidont Lapland, and the third

is Rovaniemi, the capital of Lapland located in sbethern part of Lapland.

Varamaki (2004) has studied what kind images Jagab@urists,
who visit Finland, have toward the country. In lyrestionnaire, she asked
Japanese tourists to list five things which thegklare associated with Finland.
The things which are most often associated withlaréhe Moomins (n=89), 2.
Lakes and water (75), 3. Forests (68), 4. Santas(la2), 5. Nightless nights
(37) / Northern lights (37) / Sauna (37) (p.53). é¢ng these, Santa Claus and
Northern lights are strongly connected to Lappalrism. This implies the fact
that Lappish (winter) tourism is relatively commwith the Japanese who visit
Finland. In addition, there were also other Lappibings mentioned by
respondents. Those include; reindeer (23) and $aaple (4). This fact implies
that many Japanese tourists are not familiar wattmiSpeople, or do not come up
with them when thinking about the country at ledst, there could have been
more people associating Finland with these Lappalments if the
guestionnaires had been distributed in the wintee {the questionnaires were

answered in summer, in flights from Japan to Fid)an

In Japan there is a number of travel agencies aigantrips to the

village throughout winter. Those travel agenciegaaize both tours with tour
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conductors and tours for which they only resereketis for transportation and
hotel rooms. The former is more popular for ageoppe and the latter is used
more by younger people. Since Saariselka is a popuhter tourist destination
to the Japanese, two travel agencies, intendedfonlyapanese tourists, open
their offices there in the winter time. The mostlapanese tourists visit there to
see northern lights. Yet during the daytime, whies northern lights do not
appear, many of them participate in day-time atéisi such as dog/reindeer
sledging and skiing, as already mentioned. They atsy visit restaurants and
souvenir shops in the village where Finnish andplistp products are sold.
Usually Japanese tourists stay at Saariselkéa ¢ouple of days and then leave

for either Rovaniemi or Helsinki.

4.2. Methodology

4.2.1. Research questions

Taking into consideration the context of Saarisedk@ the Japanese tourists
visiting there, two research questions were degldpr this research, with a
view to finding out how culture is dealt with bypdaese tourists and travel
agents in Saariselka as part of the tourism pmadiiere. In addition, in order to
answer these RQs smaller questions answering pérthose were also

developed. Below are the RQs for the present study;

RQ1: How do Japanese tourists experience the mdaire in Saariselka as
international tourists?
RQ2: How do travel agents understand tourists’ ie@whe local culture?

RQ1 concerns how the local culture of Saariselkéxgerienced by Japanese

tourists. In order to answer this question, follogvisubordinate questions are
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focused; what is the common concept of cultureistaithave; what tourists
commonly perceive as the local culture; how the&naepts of culture and
perceptions of the local culture are related. Fingusn these questions the
present study approaches to how Japanese tourpsience the local culture.
RQ2 was formulated to examine how the Japaneseltaments see Japanese
tourists’ view to the local cultural experiencenasdiators between the tourists
and local service providers. The subordinate qoestmade for this RQ are;
how much tourists and travel agents share theasiad® the concept of culture;
how the agents understand the tourists' view toldbal culture. These two
guestions are answered for the sake of studyingdbats’ understanding of the

Japanese tourist.

4.2.2. Data collection

A qualitative data collection method was chosentlios research. One of the
important characteristics of the method is thad & suitable way for gathering
information concerning the concepts people haveyHotan & kreps, 2000).
In addition, as Trochim (2006) indicates that thetimod enables researchers to
collect vey detailed data on research subjecteSihis research studies the
tourists’ perceptions of culture and aims to examinas close as possible,
following these views the qualitative method wasdifor this research. Yet, it is
worth mentioning here that data gathered by wayuafitative method may lack
in generalizability as Trochim (2006) also point#.0A quantitative method
usually has higher generalizability, but then agis not suitable for collecting
detailed data on research subjects. An ideal soiufbor this dilemma is to
employ both of the methods, but in this reseantie imitation did not allow to

do so. Yet, Alasuutari (1995) points out that tleaeralizability of qualitative
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researches can be solved with adequate referertoe®fore, although it entails
some potential difficulties related to generalis@fithis research uses only the
qualitative one with referring to other existingdies, in order to retrieve deeper

information on the subject.

Data was collected by way of tape-recorded, seructired
interviews. Interview was chosen as the data daotlecmethod because of
following reasons mentioned by Billham (2006) jragrviewees can answer to
questions with their own words openly, b) the iatéive relationship between
interviewers and interviewees make it possible . elarify interviewees’
answers when needed and c) interviewers can callget from interviewers
throughout their communication (i.e. not only fromterviewees' formal
answers for questions but every sentence they uti@y entail valuable
information). The interview format selected is seatnuctured, which has the
features of both structured and unstructured. Tfatin a semi-structured
interview prepared questions are asked, but depgnoin how interviewees
respond to them interviewers ask more relevanttoresfreely for the sake of
deepening the answers given. In order to analyeeirtterviews those were
tape-recorded and saved in a digital form. Togetwdh a recorder a

memorandum was used during the interviews as well.

The prepared questions for tourists consisted oéethparts,
including a) information on interviewees’ visit Fonland / Saariselka, b) their
perceptions of culture in general and c) their gptions of the local culture of
their place of stay (Saariselkd). The first pars\waked for the sake of gathering

interviewees’ background information which mighfluence their answers,
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such as how many times they have visited Finla8ddriselka. In the second
part the researcher asked questions to see whateuaheans to interviewees.
The last part was made to gather information on imb@rviewees perceived the

local culture. All the questions and their translatare attached as Appendix 1.

The questions for travel agencies also consistéareé parts, which
are a) their work experience in Finland / Saarigelk) their perceptions of
culture in general and c) their perceptions ofld@al culture of their place of
work (Saariselkd) as travel agents. For the sampopa as the first part of
tourist interviews, the first part of travel agemterviews was also intended to
gather background information as travel agents kvhigght give influence to
their answers for other questions. The secondvpastthe same as the one for
tourists except for the fact that the researchieecithem to answer questions as
travel agents. In the last part the intervieweesevesked to tell their cultural
experience at work, including their views to totgisultural experience (see the

Appendix 1 for all questions).

The researcher set 30 minutes as the minimum leafjteach
interview. The length was determined with consiogrihe nature of the
gualitative approach, namely eliciting as deep nmfation as possible. The
average length of actual interviews was about 48utes for tourists and 50
minutes for agents. Before starting interviews riésgearcher told interviewees
that they can answer the questions freely withr iwen words, and if they do not
feel like answering certain questions they do re#chto. The researcher also
instructed to the interviewees that they can gk hiagrevious questions and

add their comments to those anytime they want. & lese told to interviewees
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in order to collect data naturally and as detadlsgossible. The language used
in the interviews was Japanese, due to the fachthay Japanese speak only the
language. Using their mother tongue must have alflaenced the data

collected positively, since they could answer goestwithout obstacles caused

by language skills.

4.2.3. Data analysis

Qualitative Content analysis (also called as thenaatalysis) is applied to this
study as the method of analysis. According to Gib&®rown (2009), it “refers
to the process of analyzing data according to conatitees, relationships and
differences across a data set” (p.127). In additisach commonalities,
relationships and differences are discussed ing@fmthemes appeared in data.
The analytical approach is well applicable to ttisdy, since it deals with the
commonalties and relationships of ideas on thel loghwure in the context of
tourism among Japanese tourists and travel ag@hisefore, the data is
analyzed by identifying themes from interviews amdmining the relationships
among them. As Alasuutari (1995) recommends, whgeussing the results of
the analysis what has been discussed in previcaystets is referred to in order
to make the analysis reliable in an academic coni&ow further discusses

briefly the procedure of the analysis taken in gtigly.

The tape-recoded interviews were transcribed fuigh a view to
making it possible to approach it as textual data.transcription, an unfocused
way of transcription was taken as a transcripti@hod (Gibson & Brow, 2009).
Following the method, the interviews were transadilvith focusing on what

was uttered. The total number of transcribed tests approximately 60 pages
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in A4. After transcribing, the textual data was rkaed for identifying codes,
which illustrate key ideas of the interviewees @nmng the study (Hsieh and
Shannon, 2005). After examining the codes, subswedtin the codes were
further identified to comprehend better the congdpé interviewee had. After
the codes were reduced or modified to make thenytialy suitable, the

relationships among the codes were studied foryamg the interviewee’s

common views related to the research.

4.2.4. The schedule and the location of the fieldwork

The fieldwork took place in January 2011 and itagte was five days.

Interviews were primarily held at a hotel in Saalit&. The hotel was chosen for
the fieldwork because of following reasons; a) d&gsa tourists visit the hotel
regularly in the winter b) a travel agency’s officetended solely for Japanese
tourists, is open there throughout the seasoreimtitel c) a worker of the travel
agency and the hotel permitted conducting thidfelrk. Because of these
conditions, all the tourists interviewed are theggle who stayed at the hotel. For
the interviews to travel agents, in addition towweker of the office open at the
hotel, the researcher interviewed workers of anottavel agency, who have
their office open in every winter in another hateSaariselka. Both of the travel
agency’s offices function as mediators between istairand local service

providers, by introducing tourists the activitiegagable in Japanese and

reserving those on behalf of them.

4.2.5. Research participants
The interviewees for tourist interviews were chosamdomly from Japanese

tourists by the researcher at the lobby of thelhbteasking if they would be
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interested in participating in the research. Thierinewees were asked for
participation in the research on their arrivalite hotel or whenever they passed
by the lobby, and the researcher scheduled thevietes together with those
who wished to cooperate, depending on when theydimave time. Interviews
were also conducted at the same lobby, using a &afaglilable. The travel agents
interviewed were asked by the researcher beforeliaremail if it is possible to
interview them. The researcher visited their offide record the interviews
during the daytime, when they would have time aodld not be busy. All the
interviewees agreed on the conditions of the rebeand signed to the

agreement (see Appendix 2)

Four Japanese tourists participated in the fieldw®dd is a male
office worker, aged between 30-40 years old. T2 fiemale university student,
whose age is about 20 years old. T3 is a male, alsoffice worker between
30-40 years old. T4 is a housewife, aged betweerOgears old. They all came
to Saariselka as groups with Japanese tour congyetad their length of stay at
the hotel was a couple of nights. Interviews wevaducted in their second

evening in Saariselka.

To all tourists it was the first time to visit Famld. They all used
package tours, of which their duration of stay inld&nd was four to five days
including the stay in Saariselkd for a couple ajhts. All of them visited
Saariselka first in their trip by air via Helsinkantaa Airport, and they were
going to Rovaniemi after leaving Saariselk& (exCépt who was going to
Helsinki after leaving Saariselkd). From Rovanieh@,and T4 were then going

to Helsinki and T2 was going to Naantali by way T&mpere (then from
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Naantali to Helsinki). In the end of their stayRmland, they all left to Japan

from Helsinki-Vantaa.

For the interviews to travel agents, the researcisgted two hotels
in which they have their offices during the winggason. All the agents were
male, and were working at Saariselkd only in thetevi time. The first agent
interviewed, A1, has his office in the hotel in winiall tourist interviews were
conducted. It was the fifth winter for him to spendbaariselka as an agent, and
he was the only worker of the office at the timetloé interview. The other
agency had an office in another hotel, located tlearhotel in which tourist
interviews were conducted. There were two agentsking at the agency,
having different tasks. A2’s duty was office wonile A3’s duty was customer
service. It was the first winter for both of themwork in Saariselka, although
both have been working in tourism for a long tirBéce they have separate
tasks in the office, they were interviewed togethewsrder to elicit information
from them as much as possible, supposing thatdbmplement their answers

each other as agents working at the same agency.
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5. RESULTS

In this chapter the results of the data analyssiecussed. This section consists
of four parts, each of which corresponds to theosiihate questions made for
answering RQs (see 4.2.1.). Subchapters from 5.15.3. concentrate on
answering RQ1, and 5.4. focuses on RQ2. 5.1. anghas concepts Japanese
tourists commonly see in the word ‘culture’. 5.2at$ with the local culture
which is commonly recognized by them. Then 5.3cuBses the relation
between their concept of culture and the perceiveal culture, and what can be
deduced thereby. Finally, in 5.4. the travel agemderstanding of the tourists’

view to the local culture is discussed with refegrto 5.1.-5.3.

As explained in 4.2.3., the data is analyzed mauylyfocusing on
common themes identified from the interviews. Ider to analyze the
interviewees’ views to the themes clearly, manyats from the interviews are
used. In addition, the ideas discussed in prevobiapters are referred to when
necessary, to deepen the understanding of theéseBelcause the language used
in the interviews was Japanese, all the extracts wanslated from Japanese to
English by the researcher. The original Japaneds &ee found in Appendix 3.
Here, before proceeding to the detailed resulysiréis summarizing the themes
and the sub-themes identified as a result of aisalye presented in the next
page. Figure 1 shows the themes and sub-themegroamg the concept of
culture the tourists had. Likewise, Figure 2 ddsesithe themes and sub-themes

of the local culture of Saariselka they perceived.
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5.1. Tourists’ concepts of culture

This subchapter deals with the concept of the iariture’ which the Japanese
tourists have, for answering the first subordirgaiestion for RQ1 namely their
common ideas regarding the concept. There wererapades, or pre-modified
themes for this question to see the tourists’ viemsich are ‘what culture is’,
‘cultural difference’ and ‘tourism and culture’. &hfirst theme was later
modified to ‘formation of culture’ in order to beleerent to the actual results of
the interviews. Thus this subchapter discusses ¥iews to the concept culture
along with the themes. Besides, several sub-thefmgs-codes) were also
indentified in each theme, so each theme is argudusing the sub-themes.
Generally, despite personal differences, they sdetmeshare certain ideas on

culture. Following are their concept of culturerigeshared.

5.1.1. Formation of a culture

Here discusses the first question to be answenre®@i, which is “what the

common concept of culture tourists have”. When aixyhg their concepts of
culture, all the tourists mentioned how it is fodnéooking at it closely, two

sub-themes were further identified. These inclddstory’ and ‘environmental

influence’. The former theme was evident in aleimiewees’ answers explicitly,
as they all explained that culture is somethind¢ohanded down from one
generation to another. This idea is shown well2fs Explanation of culture;

Extract 1

T2: | think a culture is the history of a nation.

Q: What kind of history do you think can be cdlbes culture?

T2: | major in Japanese literature, and picturelscare my field of research. And when | see the
same story being handed down to each period of iyrgicture scrolls, | can see the fact that
those have been developed

Q: How have those been developed?
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T2: | can see the process that pictures turnirtbeanodern Japanese picture, | think culturess al

formed in that way.

It is easily observable in the extract above thattflinks a culture is handed
down from one generation to the next and its foh@nges as people develop it.
This view was observed from others as well. FonmgXa T4 explained below;

Extract 2

Q: What do you think is a culture like?
T4: | think it is something raised by the citizesfs nation. Japanese culture has been broughy up

the Japanese and Finnish culture by the Finngjltares differ a lot among nations.

In this context development has a similar meanisg héstory, because
development is a process. That is, both shareetarie that things proceed as
time goes by. As such, all tourist interviewees ownly had the idea that
cultures have developed as people have succeenslithhistory. The focus on
history (or tradition) in the concept of culture sgen from Kroeber &
Kluckhohn’s definition (see 2.1.), so this idearas¢o be common elsewhere. In
addition, this view also connotates that histoffugnces the form of a culture.
That is, there are different cultures in differpteces because the people living

in each place have their own history distinctivanirothers.

The other sub-theme identified, ‘environmental uefice’ was
mentioned by T1, T3 and T4 together with the forrttegme. The idea they
shared on this topic is that the characteristica otilture is influenced by the
surrounding nature. T3 explained his idea as falow

Extract 3

Q: So why do you think history means a culture?



53

T3: For instance, climate, well, receiving the modluence from it the way of life changes
regardless of our will. What I think is generateahfi that is such as a set of values or a language.
For instance in Tohoku area in Japan their diddesich that they do not have to move their lips
to pronounce much as it is a cold place. Accumutafbf those practices) in such a situation
forms a culture.

Q: Did you mean that a culture is formed throegternal factors and accumulation of history?

T3: Yes that is right.

This view indicates that in his understanding tkatdres of a culture are
dependent on the surrounding environment, to wpedple adjust themselves.
His example of the dialect spoken in Tohoku aredapan illustrates his idea
that the people living in a certain environmendldlaeir lives adjusting to the
environment, and by practicing the way of life #ue is formed. Similarly, T1

and T4 also explained that people adjust to cegainronments and it makes
different cultures. Their view to environmentallidnce means, in other words,

that there are different cultures where living eonments are different.

From the themes emerged it can be said that dhesaision culture are
primordial, in other words a culture exists asjtlieing shaped through history
and by environmental factors. Although their vievulture include people’s
involvement in the formation and succession of kuce, they focus on the
practice of cultures rather than the people priangtithose. A constructionist
view pointed out by Busch (see 2.3.) to the fororabf a culture, hence was not

heard from any interviewee.

5.1.2. Cultural difference
Answers to the question asking cultural differenitether described how they

understand culture. When answering to the questparsaining to cultural
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difference, interviewees commonly talked aboutdeing sub-themes; ‘value
orientation’ and ‘cultural diversity’. The first betheme was evident among the
interviewees in the context that it is somethingotvaries among cultures. The
latter sub-theme concerns what kinds of cultureyg tkecognize, in other words,
how they categorize different cultures with theidarstanding to their concept

of culture.

It was discussed in Chapter 2 that culture carebarded either as a
set of knowledge or values. In addition, ‘valug'egarded as the foundation of a
culture in an anthropological viewpoint to cultuagd an important element in
Kroeber & Kluckhohn’s definition of culture as welh the interviews all the
interviewees had the idea that there are diffesetd of values among cultures,
thus cultures vary. T2’s explanation why Chinani®ad terms with Japan in her
opinion shows her ideas on the difference betwapardese and Chinese culture
in terms of values. In addition, her mention on ¢héure of the United States

also indicates her view to values.

Extract 4.

Q: Do you ever think about the reasons why Chipesgple do things in that way?

T2: | think it is about history, as | said.

Q: Then do you think that it is also about cués#

T2: Did you mean that cultures are in conflict?

Q: Do you think that there is something cultunathe conflict?

T2: 1 think there is. The reason why Japanese Ipdopk down on Chinese people, or do not like
them, is that they produce a lot of copy produats taey do not really take care of copyrights,
or isn’t it? But | think these are part of theidtcwe as well.

Q: | see. Here we talked about the difference betwJapan and China. What do you think about the
people who have different ways of thinking likettha

T2: It depends on nations.

Q: Forinstance China was explained negativelywiat do you think about others?

T2: Others? | think that (the culture of) Amerisarresponsible

Q: Inwhat sense do you think they are irresguasi
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T2: They do not do things seriously. For exampthink they make many mistakes in a bill. Well, |

mean, if it is seen by Japanese people.

In the extract above at least two different setsahiies other than her own can be
observed. She explains the relation between Jap&iChina with copyrights,
which she thinks is not strict in China comparethwhe situation in Japan. Her
last remark on China “but | think these are pathefr culture” would imply that
though she thinks such a practice should not bategan Japan, it is acceptable
from the viewpoint of Chinese culture. Looking dtat she said this way, two
sets of values (i.e. Japanese and Chinese) canda® He present. Likewise, her
remarks on the culture of America include the conspa between the Japanese
values and the American values in her view. Thi®gaition of the difference
among Japanese, Chinese and American culturestediber idea that different
people look at phenomena differently (copyrightsl dnlls), at least on a

national level.

Other three interviewees used the word ‘value’rtyea refer to the
people who have different orientation to culturéneif common view is
described well in T1's explanation on his view tffestent views to culture than
his.

Extract 5.

Q: Do you think that there are people who hatferdint ideas on culture than yours?

T1: 1think so.

Q: What other ways of thinking to culture do ybink are there, if you have any idea?

T1: | think values differ. The views to culturdfdi depending on people’s beliefs in their livesia
ways of life. If one thinks highly of natural eneirment s/he may think that human culture does
not deserve being preserved, yet on the other bpeadialists in anthropologists may not see

nature as cultural as they would see that it iger@hed by humans.
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In the extract he illustrates the view that ped@ging different values look at
phenomena differently, with referring to anthrogpsts and those who are
interested more in nature. T4’s explanation toedéht values was very similar
to T1’s in that she compared the views to culteeveen archeologists and the
people who vandalize culturally important objedi8.used generation gaps as
the example showing the difference in values ampagple. Though their
examples differ in the contents, they share thetgbat there are various groups
of people who differ in terms of their value origmbns. Therefore, ‘value’
seems to be regarded as an important element wfreuHere, in relation to
5.1.1. it is worthwhile to mention that althougheyhtalked about different
cultural groups based on values, they did not contyncecognize those as
cultural. It was only T3 whose concept of cultuneludes those as cultural

groups.

The second sub-theme of cultural difference is rditye Various
units of cultures are observed from the interviesveemarks, describing their
concepts of culture further. The concept of natiaugtures was indeed heard
from all interviewees. As discussed in 2.1., tlud sf view, namely a nation as
unit of cultures has been very common in the wortt. T3 and T4 mentioned
also smaller levels of cultures than national otte®igh T2 did not. Nations as
cultural units are clearly shown in Extract 4, ihigh T2 compares Japanese
culture with that of Chinese and America. Otheemmiewees also mentioned
words such as ‘Finnish culture’, implying that theis a culture shared in

Finland.

Although T2 did not mention any other units of aults, other
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interviewees shared some ideas on other cultur@k.umhey commonly
recognized regional cultures within a nation asiaaf cultures. For instance, in
Extract 3 T3 refers to the culture of Tohoku aredapan when he explained the
relation between the characteristics of the diadéthe area and its surrounding
natural environment. T4 also talked about the celai Tohoku in her interview.
When discussing the local cuisine of Saariselk&, ientioned Tohoku and
Kansai area to explain the difference in the takfeod in regions, following her
mention that the local food in Saariselk& had angjitaste.

Extract 6

T4: | think that local people created the tastéoofl naturally for their health. The taste of faad
Tohoku and Kansai, or somewhere cold and hot inRlé&pdifferent. | think it is the same here

as well.

As such, they perceive regional cultures withinaéian in relation to natural
environment. Each of them mentioned at least seweas in Japan when
giving examples of cultural differences in Japake T4 does in Extract 6.
Furthermore, they see urban and rural differencesgional gaps as well. They
consciously made difference between Saariselka Hdelsinki when they
explained what they would still like to do in théiip, regarding the former as a
rural place and the latter as an urban place. @ksymed that there are different
features between these places. T1 talked abounteisest in design, and his
explanation continued to the difference betweenriSelka and Helsinki in
terms of that.

Extract 7

Q: If there are different activities available éend in Helsinki, do you think there is cultural
difference too?

T1: |think there are more artificial things in Isi@ki, while h more the things making use of natur
are found here

Q: What differences do you think it generatefiére are more natural or artificial things at acpfa
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T1: People’s way of thinking give influence totcu, and things like industrial design seems teeha
the feel that it is created from materials. It seem be relatively free, so there is a large
influence from people’s free ideas.

Q: Did you mean that it is like that in cities?

T1: Yes, in cities.

Q: What influences do you think are there if éhare more natural influences?

T1: | think things being available are used there.

His explanation of the difference between Saarisalkd Helsinki suggests part
of his concept of urban and rural cultures. He ffegisin an urban culture nature
does not affect people as much as in rural arkas,fgeople can have influence
on their lives more while in a rural culture peoate more subject to influences
of nature. Putting this differently, living envirorents and the ways of life are
different between urban and rural areas in hisiopirSimilar ideas were heard
from T3 and T4 as well. Both of them supposed théture is different between
Saariselka and Helsinki in e.g. the way of life aodnery. They shared the idea
that the culture of Saariselkd as a rural placethatlof Helsinki as an urban

place are different as surrounding environmentg batween those.

The tourists’ recognition of different cultures andhat has been
discussed as their recognition of environmentduarfce to culture in 5.1.1.
seem to be related, since they refer to environahedifferences when
distinguishing cultures. In 5.1.1. it was argueat fhl, T3 and T4 share the view
that the features of cultures are dependent onading environments. Here it
appears that they see cultural differences withimaion based on the
environmental factors e.g. hotness/coldness anthhberal/urban. In contrast,
T2, not having the idea of surrounding environmemuence to culture but

national history as the factor that constructsuealtrecognized cultures only on
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national levels. Therefore, whether or not takingoi consideration the
surrounding environments of cultures in which thegest, can be said to be

reflected in how a person perceives different caku

5.1.3. Tourism and culture

The third theme is ‘tourism and culture’, namelg tburists’ concept of culture
in the context of tourism is focused here. Whemang to the question that
how much important culture is in tourism, all intewees had the opinion that
culture is important in tourism in relation to ‘nawailability’, something not
available at his/her own home environment. Thus ithitaken as a sub-theme
within the theme. In addition, some views to th#uwe of tourist destinations,
named here as ‘touristic culture’ were heard froin T3 and T4 as a mutual

topic. This is also picked up as a sub-theme comimaomem.

The first sub-theme is named as ‘non-availabili&g they described
that culture is important in tourism because iha possible to experience in
their own living environments. This kind of viewirgroduced in this paper with
referring to Urry’s notion of the tourist gaze (Se#.2.). As discussed in Chapter
3, tourists indeed come to a place for consumingetbing not available at
his/her living environment. For instance, B answlete the question in the
following way (note also the fact that she usey aational cultures as examples,
pertaining to 5.1.2.);

Extract 8

Q: How much do you think is a culture importamtéurism?
T2: It depends on nations.

Q: How is it different among nations?
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Well, | do not mean to look down on them, bdb not come up with anything when thinking
about the culture of America, but for example thare Pyramids and camels in Egypt, and
reindeers in Finland.

| see. You told me that the importance vaaieng nations, yet if talking about culture in gahe
how much do you think is it important in tourism?

| think it is very important.

Why do you think so?

If | were a sightseeing ambass&duord | were to advertise a certain place, | intrediscpeople
that here is this kind of unique culture. This makeem feel like visiting the place, doesn't it?
So | think it is important.

So did you mean that a culture is importatidirism in order to make people visit the placerfr
somewhere outside?

Yes.

Why do you think it is important in advertigithe place?
| think cultures are unique in each nationofte get attracted to the things which they can

experience only when they visit certain placesjanr't they? This is the reason why.

T2's idea on the importance of culture is cledExtract 8. As already explained,

she is of the opinion that culture motivates petphdsit a place because it is not

available in the home environment. This view wasesbed from the all

interviewees. When describing the importance dfucalin tourism, T3 and T4

discussed the relation between availability and dbetemporary information

technology. Following is T3's view to it.

Extract 9

Q:

How much do you think is a culture importamtéurism?

T3: Itis my personal view, but tourism is a husdipercent about cultures. Doing only shopping

Q:

would be also okay, but it is lacking in somethilfgpossible | would like to have mutual
understanding with locals.

Why do you think it is a hundred percent abmutures?

T3: For instance, if one wants to do shoppinghi contemporary society the person can do it in

Japan as well. What really is the purpose of vigiti place for tourism is seeing or experiencing

the things which we can do only at the place uisitehink it is the original purpose of tourism.

2 A Japanese term referring to a person or a pasiticharge of the promotion of tourism at a plag a
municipal government



61

T3: And when excluding what we can do with advahioéormation technology, | think tourism is to

see something directly, to feel the local air fribpnand to talk with locals.

As seen in Extract 9, he is of the opinion thataose of the development of
technology the purpose of tourism is to have eepees available only at
certain places. T4 also had the same idea in tbeduse various pieces of
information are available the purpose of tourisrtoigctually visit a place and
see things with own eyes rather than seeing songeitultural only through
screens. Non-availability therefore is a reason whiture is important in

tourism, which is shared by all the tourists.

Some views to ‘touristic culture’, here referring the culture
present at a place used for tourism differing fribra local culture itself, was
mentioned by T1, T3 and T4 in relation to the imtponce of tourism. It was thus
taken as the second sub-theme here. When desctibéndocal culture of
Saariselka, it was observed that T1 and T4 redectlture of the place as a
tourist destination. After T1 said that there isudture of tourist destination at
the place, following was heard from him;

Extract 10

Q: Is there anything you feel or think about tidture of this place as a tourist destination?

T1: Information boards in the town. In a tourisstination there are many people visiting the place
for the first time, so | feel that that kind of pés take account of simplicity in those boards.

Q: Have you visited places where it is not takea consideration?

T1: Yes there are places like that. For instaate,bus stop in a place where is regarded asiattou
destination by locals, there is often a sign intilicathe bus stop which is easily understandable
to foreign visitors. But at a place where localgjioally have lived, there is not any board
indicating what is where. | think there are mangcels in Japan which are like that, where

foreign visitors cannot understand anything.

In his opinion a tourist destination is preparedvisitors, rather than showing
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the place as it is to locals. A similar idea waseslied from T4 as she explained
that Saariselk& as a place for outdoor activibegetrists though it might not be

the same to locals. She also recognized the fatthk way how the place looks
like to tourists is not the same as how it doel®tals. Furthermore, as seen in
the extract below T3 had another viewpoint to theistic culture, arguing that

tourism should be an entertainment at the same &m@ chance to learn

cultures.

Extract 11

Q: What did you mean by entertainment?

T3: For example, simply put, it is to entertaie feople who participate in it. | think, intercult
communication or something, or tourism should laged in a way that it is fun to know the
local culture. | think it is needed for the peoplieo plan tourism or trips.

Q: Do you mean that they should not provide &iarivith something local as it is, but make it
enjoyable?

T3: It should not be like “Here is Saariselka,ehisrthe Northern Finland, now you see it".

Q: So it makes difference if they (service prevg) say only “Here is Saariselkd” and there atg on
forests in front of them. How does it make diffexenfrom tourists’ point of view?

T3: You mean if it is staged or not?

Q: Right.

T3: Well, simply it enables tourists to understahg meanings of things which they cannot
understand themselves otherwise. And, | think ggtito know new things is fun.

Q: So it makes it possible to recognize thosegthi

T3: Right. For instance, toady, after we partitdlain reindeer sledging we heard about the reason
why reindeers have antlers and in what cycle thosshed and re-grown. When listening to the

explanation people were like “oh, really”. | wahts kind of things.

In the extract he says explicitly that places sticag staged for tourism. This
view is close to the one suggested by Sheller ahtir& (see 3.1.3.), according
to which a place is performed for tourism. Thoughdid not use the word
‘commodification’ (see 3.2.), his idea is consistenth it. T1 and T4’s view is

also along with it in that a tourist destinatiortansciously made different from

the place for locals (i.e. the location where lsechVe). Considering both
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‘non-availability’ and ‘touristic culture’, it seesnthat how the tourists consider
tourism and culture together is consistent witla@ademic view prevalent in the

study of tourism discussed in Chapter 3.

In this subchapter, issues concerning the tousisimon concepts
regarding culture were discussed. The touristsvr@eed commonly supposed
that cultures are formed through history, and valalee important elements in
each culture. They all also believe that cultunenigortant in tourism because it
attracts people with its non-availability in homevgonments. In addition, T1,
T3 and T4 shared the idea that cultures differ ddg on surrounding
environments, and based on that they recognizddrelit regional cultures
smaller than national cultures, including the adtof tourist destinations. On
the other hand T2 did not see environmental initesrio the features of cultures,
nor smaller cultures than national ones. Therefatesther or not recognizing
environmental influences would have influenced rtipgirceptions of different

kinds of cultures.

5.2. Tourists’ Perceptions of local culture

‘“Tourist perceptions of local culture’ is examineere for the sake of finding out
their common views to the local culture of Saak&eln the interviews, their
images, experience and what they want to experienoeerning the ‘local
culture’ were questioned to examine their viewth&r meanings of the concept
‘local’. There are two main themes developed fromresult of the interviewees.
The first theme is ‘the local culture perceived’anmg what elements of the
local culture they use when explaining the localtwe (i.e. what cultural

elements belong to the concept ‘local’). The latteeme is ‘the places
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recognized as local’, referring to the place whagipear in their interviews as
the local place. That is, what places are attatthéoe word ‘local’. Again, there
are several sub-themes found in each theme. Thesget are introduced with

using the sub-themes below.

5.2.1. The local culture perceived

To study what is commonly regarded as the localioeilof the place the tourists
were visiting (i.e. Saariselka) their cultural espaces were examined. The
interviewees told their views to the local cultuiéerently, as they all have
unique experiences. Yet there are two common toplestified, the first of
which is ‘sledging as an organized activity’, ahe bther is ‘the local’s life’.
The sledging activity was used for explaining cidtuexperience by all
interviewees. In addition, the interviewees toleitlideas concerning the local’s
way of life when describing their local experiend8gnerally, corresponding to
the result of 5.1. T1, T3 and T4 seem to share saaves which T2 does not

have, due to the different ways of recognizingurels.

As explained in 3.4.2., sledging is a popular aigtivn Saariselka. It
appeared from the interviews that either reindeeday sledging is often
arranged as a part of tours. Among the interview&gsand T2 participated in
dog sledging while T3 and T4 took part in reindgedging. The topic was told
by the interviewees in different contexts, an appadifference is that while T1,
T3 and T4 explained their experience in relationthe local tradition, T2
mentioned sledging in terms of the interaction watHocal. T3's view was
already revealed in the in Extract 11 that he takesleer sledging as cultural

through the explanation about reindeer’s antleateiLhe also added following
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as local cultural experience through the sledguttyity

Extract 12

Q: About reindeer sledging, you have already médabout antlers as cultural experience, but-
T3: There was also an explanation about shoes
Q: What kind of explanation was it?

T3: They make shoes from reindeer hides, and thmssaid to be the warmest shoes in the world

Considering Extract 11 and 12 together, he seemisdw his interest in the local
cultural practice through the sledging activity. dddition, the appearance of
words such as “warmest shoes” and “cycle” (of regrs antlers shed and
re-growing) can be connected to the local envirammsince he understands
culture as something developed through practicetemthe influence of a

certain environment.

T4, also participated in the reindeer sledging, eeigmced the
activity differently, as she talked about sledgingexplain her experience that
she saw the Sami traditional costume. However theerienced the activity
differently, their experiences share a point. Wikiay share is that the
experience was about something traditional todballculture, which is related
to the local environment. In addition, however Tifl dot participate in the
reindeer but the dog sledging, he connected higrexqce to local tradition.
After he said that the dog sledging is culturalcbatinued that when there was
not any road or car in the past, a dog sledge woelda valid method of
transportation. According to him, dog sledging veasistorical and cultural
experience in this sense. Here, it is worth pogqbat that he also experiences
the sledging as cultural with relating it to thedbenvironment together with T3

and T4.
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In contrast, T2 talked about the sledging actiatyy when she described her
experience in interacting with a local, which igragted below.

Extract 13

Q: Have you talked with locals here?

T2: Yes, at an activity.

Q: How did you feel about it?

T2: He was friendly. We are going to have a dinmign him later.

Q: Is he working at the safari?

T2: He is working at the Husky farm

Q: Why did you all decide to have a dinner togeth

T2: He said he wants to know about Japan. He mesdly and kind.

The extract above was the only part of her intevwehen she talked about her
experience concerning the sledging activity. Thteraction with him can be
regarded as her personal experience, yet also exsaample of her experience in
the local’s friendliness, since she added thdoedls were also friendly after the
extracted part. In this sense her experience caedreas cultural. She shares the
broad topic of the sledging as an activity througtich something cultural is
experienced, though the content of experience Yramy those of the other

interviewees.

From interviews the interviewees’ ‘interest in iife of locals’ was
observed commonly, so is focused as the seconthgate concerning the local
culture they perceive. T2 showed her interest énltical’s way of life through

her experience in the shower room of the hotelsstiged at.

Extract 14

Q: You have been here only a day, yet have yperenced any local culture?
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T2: | was surprised at the shower room. Ther@isaarbathtub. There is only a shower, and it itrig
next to a toilet. So the whole floor in the roontsggrenched. | wonder why their culture became

like that.

Though she did not come up with any other locatucal experience, in the

extract she wonders the difference in a shower rbetween the place and her
home environment, generated by inconvenience. Tiher dhree interviewees

told their interest in the life of locals with tatig about local shops. Their

common idea is that by visiting the shops whictalsase (rather than souvenir
shops) they can see a part of the local’s life yfbhgher shared their willingness
to do so. T1 mentioned his desire to visit localEhas something he still wanted
to do in his trip.

Extract 15

Q: Is there anything cultural you would like taperience, if not restricted only to organized
activities?

T1: There are shops which we can visit in the toWwsll, it is what | am doing now. It is like an
exploration.

Q: Why do you want to do it?

T1: Ilike visiting supermarkets and markets. Like talked about the difference in people’s valles,
am very interested in the things such as what &fifdod is eaten and what kind of products is
distributed. | think that especially at supermasket can see what is sold and what kind of
people there are to some degree. Besides, | lilskekihd of wooden architecture, so | like

visiting this kind of buildings.

He has the opinion that a supermarket is a placerevbne can see a part of
local’s life. In addition, as he says “it is whaamn doing now”, the locals he
refers to are the people in Saariselkd. T4 alsaiored that she wants to visit
local supermarkets in the trip to see what is sb&lalso thinks in this way, yet
as he had already visited a supermarket beforénteeview he explained in

detail how the local culture can be seen at a soigdset.
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Extract 16

T3: | observed what are sold and how those ackatah supermarket.

Q: What kind of things were there?

T3: Basically it was not different from a Japanese. The supermarket sells perishable food right
next to the entrance, then there is a sectiorh®fdod used for breakfast like breads corn flakes.
Yet | found that there were products in the sectidrich are not located there in Japanese
supermarkets. Is that called as cracker? There alsoecookies on which jam is put and is

coated by chocolate.

In this extract he compares the allocation of potslin supermarkets between
the one he visited in Saariselkd and the onespanlas discussed above, T1,
T3 and T4 were interested in the local culture olede at local shops. Their
views and T2’s experience about the local life xtr&ct 14 are not similar in that
while the former seeks for cultural experiencevatyi the latter does not. Still,
both are told in relation to the local’s way oklifso in that sense they all share

their recognition of a part of the local culture.

Pondering cultural models discussed in 2.1. a fogmt point about
their experiences is what they listed as cultwdhen talking about cultural
differences in general, all of them used the wamue’, as something which
distinguishes a culture from another. In culturaldels such values are located
on a deeper level. However, when telling theirunalt experiences it turned out
that what they described as cultural related toltical place are the things
located on more shallow levels in the models, wilaiGheasier to recognize e.g.
activities, food, other products etc. Since thength of stay was short, it makes
sense that their experiences did not go deep asnething related to values.
From this point of view it can be said that thetardl models argued grasp the

tendency of tourists’ recognition well. There isisha gap between how they



69

conceptualize culture and how they really recogitiaepractice.

5.2.2. The places recognized as local

In the interviews many places were referred tooaall Here those places are
examined supposing that the places used in exptaitiie local experiences

would indicate how they perceive the ‘local’ plad&e places they commonly
used in the interviews are categorized as follo;imgprdic region, Finland and

Saariselka. The first two places were used byntdfviewees, while the last one

was used by the interviewees except T2.

The term Nordic region was used by all interviewegea way or
another. T1, T2 and T3 used the word commonly wérgrlaining the reason
why they came to Saariselka for northern light Watg. The extract below
exemplifies how T3 used the term.

Extract 17

T3: | think Nordic region, Alaska and Canada areglaees famous for northern lights watching, but
| heard that there is nothing else to do than watchorthern lights in Alaska and Canada, so |

thought it is better to come here.

T1 also used the term in the same way as T3 dical§@ used the term in the
same way, yet she used the term in other contextgell. On this point T1 and
T3 were different from T2, because they did not tirgeterm in other contexts
than as a northern lights watching sight. The ekttzelow is an example
showing how T2 used the term.

Extract 18

Q: It has been a day since you had arrived tegyour trip been going as you had expected?

T2: | enjoy this. Nordic region is nice.

The interviewer mentioned only the word ‘here’ talicate where she was
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deliberately. Then she answered with using the Wwandlic region to clarify the
‘local’ place. Although she used the word Finlandhe interview as well, like in

Extract 18 she also referred where she is as Nogdion many times.

Similar to other interviewees, T4 also experientael place she
visited as Nordic region in certain contexts. BEaraple she used the term when
she told her local experience with food. She exgldithat the bread she ate at
Saariselka is something of Nordic region. She etstsciously makes difference
between the culture of Finland itself and the aeltof Saariselk&. It can be
observed from her remarks below

Extract 19

Q: What images did you have on the local culhere before coming here?

T4: You mean, here?

Q: Yes, this local place.

T4: So itis not about the whole Finland but abibig place where | am visiting now?

Q: Sure you can think that way.

From the extract it can be inferred that she reg&dariselkd and Finland as
different places. Besides, as explained abovesashms to discern Nordic region
from these two places as well. Apparently, ‘hereams Saariselka to her in
Extract 19, and her use of the word ‘the whole &dl implies her
understanding that there are different culture§imland. From this point of
view as well, it can be said that she takes thauilof Saariselka and that of
Finland differently. Moreover, the fact that shedishe word ‘Nordic region’in
some contexts while she is aware of different leeélcultures in Finland, would
imply that what she refers to as something of Noregion is the thing prevalent
in the region in her view. Namely, while she refeysSaariselka when talking

about the local place in the extract above, she @fsiched other places to the
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concept ‘local’ depending on topics. Similarly, Extract 11 T3 differentiates
Saariselka as a part of Northern Finland from tiwles country, and he talks
about Nordic region in Extract 17. This would aleean that he categorizes

cultural elements into different places. The sams wbserved from T1 as well.

In contrast, T2 did not use the word SaariselkallaBelow is an
example illustrating how she perceives the locatel

Extract 20

Q: What images did you have on the local culhefre coming here?
T2: About Finland, | had an image of Santa Claus.

Q: Is there anything else than Santa Claus whichipagined?

T2: Besides Santa Claus, it is cold, and Nordicghesi

Q: What do you think belong to Nordic design?

T2: Such as Marimekko.

Q: Is there anything else than Marimekko?

T2: After | had decided to visit Finland | gotknow littala.

The interviewer asked the same question to botlank® T4, but as shown in
Extract 19 and 20 their answers are very differenExtract 20 above T2 uses
both Nordic and Finland to talk about the locaterd. Throughout the interview
the mixture of these two was observed, and thel@al seem to be consistency.
For instance, in Extract 18 she refers to Nordigae to the word “here”, though
in Extract 20 she instantly says “Finland” refegito “the local culture”. Other
interviewees also used the word ‘Nordic’, yet sii@does not use the word
Saariselka the appearance of ‘Nordic’ and ‘Finlamds much more often than
others. In fact, what she is interested in is prilpabout these two larger places,
which includes the Moomins, Santa Claus, northéghtland reindeers (as
something Finnish, see Extract 8). These aresd##dias something associated

with Finland by Japanese tourists in Varaméaki'sigtisee 3.4.3.). Since T2 does
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not mention the culture of Saariselka at all andatwdhe listed as cultural is
consistent with Varamalki's study’s result, hergagation of the local place can

be said to be limited to Finnish and Nordic.

Generally, as argued, T1, T3 and T4 understoodettme ‘local’ as
something of Saariselkd in the interview. Yet, whgondering how they
explained local experiences discussed above, teyead to see Saariselka in
three layers including the culture of Saariselkérdic region as the largest unit
and Finnish national culture as a smaller unit ttrenfirst, and the culture of
Saariselka as a regional culture in Finland. Theetfzat they discern the culture
of Saariselkd from that of Finland would mean tlia¢y construe their
experiences differently (the culture of Saarisedkéf Finland) depending on
phenomena. Likewise, Distinguishing Finland fromréNo region would also
mean that they suppose certain phenomena in S&armevalent in all Nordic
countries. The fact T1 and T3 used the term Nosdtien talking about northern
lights would exemplify their recognition that thcse commonly observable in
Nordic region, in contrast to the sledging activithich was described as
something about Saariselkd. As argued, T1, T3 ahcegard the local culture
basically as the culture of Saariselkd, yet thera iayer of cultures in their

recognition of the local culture.

To summarize this subchapter for answering the topreswhat
tourists commonly perceive as the local culturdie ttourists commonly
recognized the local culture of Saariselka throtinghsledging activity, in which
they all participated. The tourists, who regardeel lbcal experience primarily

as something of Saariselka (T1, T3 and T4), reldtedsledging activity to the
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tradition of the place. They also commonly sawtwigilocal shops as cultural,
from which they can be exposed to the culture o&l® not commodified for
them. On the other hand, T2, not recognizing thmallaulture as that of
Saariselka, did not pay attention to the local ittaal Her interest was thus

limited to the symbols she related to Finland asuntry and Nordic region.

5.3. Views to culture and the local culture considereddgether

This subchapter concentrates on the relation betwbeat is observed from 5.1.
and 5.2., namely the interviewees’ concept of caland the cultural elements
perceived as local in Saariselka. Firstly ‘non-klity’ and the perception of
culture are argued together below. After that #lation of the interviewee’s
views to environmental influence to culture, cudiudtiversity and their interest
in culture is discussed. To summarize first, thiméerviewees, who perceive
cultures smaller than national ones on the basmsneironmental differences,
recognized the local culture as that of Saarisatkfie same time as regarding
some elements as Finnish or Nordic, i.e. as a magjioulture distinct from a
national culture. As they recognized cultural diéigces in a nation they showed
their interest in some parts of the culture whismot commodified for them

particularly.

5.3.1. Availability and recognition of local culture

It was shown in 5.1. that all interviewees thinktere is important in tourism
because tourists want to experience something whkictot available in their
home environments. Following this view, they talleabut the local culture of
Saariselka with what is unique to their eyes. Sleglgs a good example, as was

regarded as unique to all the interviewees, andi@ldsas a cultural experience.
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Together with sledging, some interviewees said #aing at the hotel they
stayed at was cultural, as the food was different Extract 6). Some also
mentioned that the architecture of the hotel isucal, considering how wood is
used in the entrance hall (not in the same way ithhdapan). As such, many of
what the interviewees listed as cultural are theghcommaoditized for tourists,
either as organized activities or as part of theise offered to them (which is

culturally different from their own culture).

However, T1, T3 and T4 talked also about what tscoommodified
for tourists as cultural. This is well illustratég Extract 15 and 16. In these
extracts T1 and T3 shows their interest in partheflocal’s life, which is not
particularly commodified for them. They and T4 icatied in the interviews that
they want to see local’s life in other places thieyt, namely in Helsinki and/or
Rovaniemi too. What this implies is that the intewees’ recognition of the
local culture is not necessarily restricted to wilsatommodified for them.
Therefore, following their interest tourists maynsame a place regardless of
intended commodification. This would mean that pleeformance of a place in
the sense of Sheller & and Urry (in 3.1.3.) is alwtays related to how tourists
consume the place. Still, for both commodified and-commodified elements,
non-availability seems to function as a common watitbn as the interviewees

told their experience primarily comparing with thewn culture.

5.3.2. The relation among environmental influence, culturddiversity and
interest in the locals’ way of life
In 5.1. and 5.2. many similarities among T1, T3 dddwere observed. They

shared following ideas, which seem to be connectedch other; the influence
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of environment to the characteristics of cultutes, diversity of cultures more
detailed than national cultures, and their inteiregtart of the local’s life. Based
on the idea that there are different cultures wheneounding environments
differ, they recognized various cultures in a nagilcculture. It was argued in 5.2.
that they all used different levels of culturesc(i®aariselkd, Finland, Nordic
region) when talking about the culture they pereeag local at Saariselka, In
addition, they mentioned potential cultural difieces between Saariselka as a
rural place and Helsinki as an urban place as Whlk fact would suggest that

they see regional cultures within a nation at least

In contrast, T2 used only national cultures andoregy cultures (as a
larger unit of culture as a national cultures) wiegplaining her perception of
culture. Another difference between her and oth&srviewees is that she did
not take account of environmental influences todharacteristics of cultures
while others did. Considering the fact that shergitirecognize smaller cultures
than national ones while others do together, ipassible that what makes
difference in the recognition of cultures is whetbe not having the idea that
environmental factors influence the characterissfasulture. If so, it can be said
that T1, T3 and T4 see the culture of Saariselkardntly from the culture of
Finland itself, because they believe that cultdi#éfer from a place to another
due to environments, and also that such enviroraheliferences are found
within a nation. No matter how they understand dhkures there, having the
concept of environmental influence would have miagessible for T1, T3 and
T4 to mention various cultures within their explaoa of ‘the local culture’

asked.
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Furthermore, their interest in the local cultureswependent on
their recognition of places. That is, if they dd recognize a place it is not even
possible to regard cultural phenomena as somelbaad to the place. It is very
natural that T2 did not show her interest in thkure of Saariselka as she did
not recognize the place, construing her experieitber Finnish or Nordic. In
contrast, the other interviewees, who are of thmiop that the culture of
Saariselka differs from the culture of Finnish aa#l culture, saw part of their
experience and interest rather in relation to Satk@. This would mean that in
order to become interested in something local @rggional culture, which is
smaller than national cultures) one needs to pezdbie place as a smaller unit
than a nation first. This would enable them to ustdend their experience as

something local to the place they are visiting.

To recap, there are two important facts observewh f6.1. and 5.2.
The first is that the interviewees considering emwvnental influences to the
characteristics of cultures (T1, T3 and T4) recegdithe culture of Saariselka
as a regional culture smaller than a national celt©n the other hand, T2,
whose concept of culture does not include cultuliffierences caused by
surrounding environments, did not recognize smad#gels of cultures than
national cultures. This would imply that touristavle to have some ideas
justifying cultural diversity that make it possilfter them to see cultures more
detailed than on a national level, so that theymanceive local cultures more.
The other important fact is that those interviewpesceiving the culture of
Saariselka were interested in the local culturepeeially the life of locals,
which is not necessarily commodified. T2 did nobwhnterest in the local’s

culture much, as she did not perceive it. Therefanswering RQ1, the tourists
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experience the local culture differently, basedtwgir recognition of the local
place. In short, in order for the tourists to rewag local cultures and enjoy
those, they first need to learn a viewpoint whitbves them to look at cultures
on a local level. This is an aspect needed tokentanto account for the cultural

sustainability of tourism.

5.4. Comparison of the tourists’ views with those of trael agents’

In this subchapter, local Japanese travel ageatgapts of culture and their
views to tourists’ interest in the local culturediscussed with referring to what
has been discussed in this section already for emsgvRQ2. This subchapter
consists of two parts, which answer subordinatestijpres for RQ2. 5.4.1.
discusses the issues regarding the first questamely how much tourists and
travel agents share their ideas on the conceptlafre”, and 5.4.2. deals with
the agents’ view to the tourists’ interest in thedl culture. A1( working at the
first agency) had a similar viewpoint to the megrof culture as T1, T3 and T4.
A2 and A3 (working at the second agency) also stiegie view to culture that of
tourists on some aspects, yet they explained theegpt of culture differently
from others. Although the agencies look at the nmgaof culture differently,
nonetheless, their opinion on the tourists’ interes the local culture at
Saariselka was the same. Below the agents’ viewltare is discussed first, and

after that their views to tourists’ interest is e3aed.

5.4.1. Concepts of culture compared
Here the agents’ views to culture are compared thibse of tourists with using
the sub-themes identified from tourists’ interviewsipposing that how they

conceptualize culture may influence their view e tourists’ interest in the
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local culture argued in 5.4.2. The agents seemhtresthe main themes
concerning culture with the tourists, yet they almem to have different

viewpoints than tourist on some issues.

Al seems to have similar ideas on environmentdliente to
cultures with the tourists interviewed. He alsmksi that the characteristics of a
culture, especially the temperaments of peoplenaayd of life are influenced by
the surrounding environment, as he explained below.

Extract 21

Q: lIs there anything else than the charactepgople which differ among cultures? It does notinee
to be about people.

Al: Here is very cold, and the sun does not Bs@fmnonth, but on the other hand it does nonsista
summer time. In this sense climate is also relddegpending on that ways of life vary. And here
the population density is not high like in Japan.

Q: Ithink so too, population density is diffetdrere.

Al: Therefore, if someone has lived in a certaimimnment since childhood it makes difference.

Q: So you think ways of life differ due to livirenvironments?

Al: Yes those differ depending on environments.

This environmental influence to the characteristafs cultures was not

mentioned by A2 and A3. However, their conceptufuwre included the idea
that culture is succeeded from the past, whiclss identified as a sub-theme in
5.1. After saying that a culture can exist becahsee is history as well, he
explained the following

Extract 22

A2: So called national characters have foundatidosumulation makes a national character, and it

then makes an abstract mass called a nationakeultu

A3 also commented a similar idea later, and thevugthe same as those of

tourists. Yet this aspect was not observed fromaf&ll. Thus, although the
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agents share some ideas concerning the concepltafecwith tourists, they do

not share their ideas between them.

When talking about the relation between tourism enlture, the
agents also indicated the importance of non-auéitlabAl described that
culture is important in tourism because it mayunetb feel cultural differences.
This view of consuming cultural differences is vesiyilar to those of the
tourists. A2 also seemed to have an idea conneotedn-availability in his
explanation of the importance of culture. He expdi his opinion on the
importance in the following way;

Extract 23

A2: In tourism, people visit places like represgives of own nations, so it has an aspect of the
interaction of peoples. And in tourism, daily lid course shifts to special occasions. In this
sense culture in tourism reveals the differencediffierent occasions. So tourism entails the
presentation of own cultures and the representaiien nations as its function, more than

politicians.

Although other interviewees explained the imporént culture from tourists’
viewpoint, A2 described the function of tourismrfr@ more abstract view. Still,
“the shift from daily life to special occasions” uld indicate the same idea as
what other interviewees meant. Special occasionddvinply environments
which are different from own home, thus are différéom daily life. In this
sense the focus of this idea is also non-avaitgbll addition to that his idea
focuses on cultural exchange among peoples, whah not observed from
tourists or other agents. On this point his vieviite importance of culture in
tourism is different from others, yet as just venitt they seem to share the idea of

non-availability.
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From the agent’ interviews topics related to ‘tetid culture’ were
also observed. It was evident in both of the agerterviews when they talked
about the sledging activity available in SaariselKkeir descriptions of the
activity showed also how cultural they regard siedgand also how they see
the locals. For example, A1 mentioned the followwigen talking about local
organized activities;

Extract 24

Q: So the dog sledging is the most popular agthere.

Al: Yes, though it may be originally from somewhdéke Canada.

Q: How long has it been practiced here?

Al: 1 wonder how long, but it should have beercpcad for a long time. There are three companies
offering dog sledging here.

Q: But you think it is originally from North Amera.

Al: | think so. Here people used to use reindeers.

Q: Then what do you think about dog sledging esltural activity?

Al: As a cultural activity, it has been practideete for a long time so it has been localized well,
though it is meant for tourism. It was not for aame of transportation here but for tourism

Q: Then do you think reindeer sledging has diffiebackground?

Al: Yes. There have been people who hold reindeers from the past, although it is nowadays

meant for tourism. So it is not the same as dadgahe.

In Extract 24, Al thinks that the current sledgagjvity is cultural as a touristic
practice rather than in a traditional sense. SihyjlaA2 and A3 were of the
opinion that both dog and reindeer sledging arecatitiral now in terms of its
background. They used the word ‘artificial’ to indie that those are for tourist
activities. Yet they said that it is cultural iretBense that those are a means of
earning money to the locals. At the same time asvsig their view to touristic
cultures, these remarks indicate their focusinghermeaning of sledging to the
service providers, while the tourists saw the megim relation to the tradition

of the place. Considering the fact that the tosidstl not talk about issues related
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to the life of the local service providers, it damsaid that the agents the local’s

life differently from them.

It seems that the agents talked about similar sop& the tourists
regarding culture in the interviews, yet their véewere not identical to those of
tourists. Al did not mention much about the his@raspects of culture, which
was heard from all others. Likewise, the conceptrofironmental influence to
culture was not heard from A2 and A3, though it wiagred by T1, T3, T4 and
Al. Furthermore, as argued above, the agents too&uat of local service
providers when talking about local cultures, thottghd not appear in tourists’
interviews. As such, though they share similards@nd some similar views

when talking about culture, their ideas also diffemany aspects.

5.4.2. Tourists’ interest in the local culture and agentsview to it

The agents’ understanding of the tourists’ intenestthe local culture is
examined here. All the agents told in their intews that Japanese tourists’
primal reason for visiting Saariselka is to seethmn lights. In fact, the all
tourists interviewed said that they came to theelo watch northern lights.
This makes sense since they all visited there byafigpackage tours in which
the main purpose to visit there was northern ligidsching. However, despite
the results of the tourists’ interviews the agevese doubtful about the tourists’
interest in the local culture. Although they sdidttmany Japanese tourists are
interested in the Sami culture and ask about mftikem, they also assumed that
the tourists’ interest in cultures is little comgadrwith the interest towards
northern lights and other activities using natkhough Al said the tourists

are interested in the local culture, as the extrattiw shows he also mentioned
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their interest toward culture is not high.

Extract 25
Q: You said the primal reason for their visitingré is to see northern lights. This would be more
about activities related to nature, but compareth whose what do you think about the
importance of activities related to culture likmnish family visiting?
Al: The proportion of their interest in naturatiaities against cultural ones is 9:1 or 8:2. Inthi

more than 90% of their interest is toward nortHeghts.

Similarly, A2 views that the tourists have littlgerest in the local culture.

Extract 26

Q: Do you think that Japanese tourists look fodrta interacting with locals?

A2: | think they do. Frankly, yes they do lookv@rd to it.

Q: |see.

A2: And there is little demand on visiting Finnifstmily. This is because that there are activitied
nature available here. Because of these they deealy want to know the local culture that
much.

Q: So they want to interact a bit with localst they are not interested in anything further.

A2: They are not.

As shown above, both agents assume that tourists Ilile interest in culture

there because of activities related to nature. Heweinterestingly, both

suppose that the tourists want to interact witlalecTheir views towards the
tourists’ interest in communicating with locals areservable for instance in
Extract 29, and Al also said the same in his i@rv Considering these
together, the agents seem to believe that thestsuare interested in the local
culture (including local people) a little, yet coampd with nature activities

available their interest toward culture is very 8ma

The agents’ view to the tourists’ interest in tbedl culture was not

close to how many of the tourists explained thatieriest. It was argued in 5.3.

3 An organized activity, in which tourists visit an actual Finnish family to experience
Finnish culture. According to the agents it is not available as it is not offered anymore.
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that T1, T3 and T4 were interested in the lifecafdls, and they commonly share
the idea that it is observable from local shopssigermarkets. In addition, they
connected their experiences in organized activitiessledging) to the tradition
of local people. This fact does not indicate thgrde of their interest in the local
culture, yet if they were not interested in thealoculture much they would not
have said that they want to visit local shops teepbke the differences at least.
This active attitude toward non-organized activityuld indicate that they are

interested in the local culture more than ‘a little

Furthermore, they did not mention the interactidgtihh\wocals as their
local experience, though the agents suppose mamst® want it. It seems
natural that they did not talk about interactiorthwiocals as their cultural
experience if considering the cultural models. Reldo this, as expected, there
was not any mention on adaptation to the localucel{see 2.4.). What they
explained as cultural are the things which aredish the outer layers in cultural
models as already discussed. At the time of inéevsj they had been in
Saariselka for one and a half day, so it would hia&en too early to notice
something cultural from the interaction with localsgether with this, the fact
that tour conductors talk with local service prarsion behalf of them in many
occasions as their command of English is not gebduld have influenced to
the result as well (note that in Extract 9 T3 gags$ he would like to have mutual
understanding with locals when explaining the cphoé culture, though he did
not mention his interest in locals in his local expnce). Because of these, they
may not have had -cultural experience in interactioeither anything

intercultural despite the agents’ view.



84

However the agents do not seem to be aware of ebthe tourists’
attitude to the local culture, their view seemesdpture T2'’s attitude well. T2 did
not mention anything about her local experiencesothan about interacting
with locals and about a shower room (see Extracrib16). In Extract 16 she
talks about her cultural experience, but it cancbestrued as inconvenience
caused by the shower room (as she says that shs teantroduce a Japanese
one). Besides, her interest observed is only towtael famous symbols
regarding Finland e.g. northern lights, Santa Ckus designs, which all were
actually regarded as Finnish or Nordic. Thus shesdwt seem to have active

interest in the local culture.

To recapitulate 5.4. and to answer RQ2, the corapaf the agents
view to the tourists’ interest in the local cultuamd how they really are
interested in it reveals that the agents are nt donscious of the tourists’
interest, though they surely understand some tisuwell. The agents and the
tourists share some views with regard to the canaiequlture, but it apparently
does not enable the agents to see how the tosestthe local place well. This
fact is consistent with the view suggested by Wdlfet al. (1999) that the
supply-side and the demand-side do not understactl @her in tourism (see
3.3.). This would mean that the travel agents, ediators between local service
providers and tourists, need to understand thastsumore for better cultural
sustainability in tourism there. As Timer & Getaicates (see 3.3.), without
understanding the tourists’ views, it is hardly gibke to make culture really
sustainable in the context of tourism. As the miedsabetween tourists and
service providers, they can definitely influence tburism practice in a way that

the local culture is better recognized and expegdn
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6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

6.1. Summary of the results and discussion

The purpose of the present study was to examindapanese tourists’ concept
of culture, their perceptions of Saariselkd’s localture, and how the local
Japanese travel agents understand these. It wakiated with a view to
revealing part of the tourism practice at Saarégebspecially with regard to
culture. The interviewees’ views were studied by wianalyzing the content of
the interviews qualitatively. The results of thealysis suggest that tourists
perceive the local culture of the place they wuilsiterently depending on how
they comprehend the concept of culture. The realgdtspoint out that the travel
agents understand how some of the tourists sdedhkculture while they are

not aware of other tourists’ views.

The results of this study indicate that all therists interviewed
share certain ideas concerning the concept ofrelhvhile there were also ideas
shared only by some of them. The all tourists inésved appeared to have an
anthropological concept of culture similar as thefirdtion of Kroeber &
Kluckhohn (1952). They all supposed that cultunesfarmed through history,
handed down from one generation to another. Int@tdihey shared the idea
that each culture has its own set of values, whddfer among cultures.
Moreover, in their opinion, cultures are importamttourism because those
attract people by non-availability, that is, be@abthe uniqueness which is not
available at tourists’ home environments. The apinis in line with the

commodification of culture in tourism explained@hapter 2.
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There were also views shared only by three touoigtf four (T1,
T3 and T4). They saw that cultures vary becausaiogbunding environments.
They recognized units of cultures smaller than amati ones, and they
commonly talked about regional cultures existinghiai nations. Related to the
fact, they assumed that there is a touristic celaira tourist destination different
from the culture which the locals of the place piac They also shared the view
that a tourist destination is performed with regarthe characteristics of tourist
destinations, like Sheller & Ully (2004) suggesibkus it can be said from the
results that the academic view to the charactesistif tourism is common
among some tourists as well. Not having these jdBagecognized the local
culture of Saariselka differently from the otheretn Though the other three
connected some of their experiences at the sledggtigity to the culture of
Saariselka, her perception of the ‘local’ places \Wanited to a national level,
namely to the national culture of Finland at bEst. instance she perceived the
sledding activity as local cultural experience l#teers did, yet her description

of the experience referred only to Finland.

The three tourists also commonly connected thg@eag&nces at the
sledging activity to the history/tradition of Samslka with mentioning on its
surrounding environment. To elaborate, the thregidts perceived and were
interested in the local's way of life not commoedifor tourists through the
local supermarket and other shops they visitedohirast, as T2's perception of
the concept ‘local’ was limited to a national levate did not mention anything
about the culture of locals living around Saarigeikhich the other three
perceived. This proves the fact that the touristerest can be diverse than the

visual consumption explained by Ully (1990). Sinkz did not recognize the
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culture of a tourist destination or a culture seralthan a national one, it seems
natural for her not to perceive the culture of legavhich is not commodified for
them) in the same way as the others did. Consigletive fact that the
experiences they told were dependent on how theygreze culture and the
local place, the results can be said to be indiitle the concept of discourse (cf.
Parker 1992 and Martin & Nakayama 2004 in Chap}jea@cording to which

reality is constructed contextually.

This study also examined how the Japanese traeatsgtaying at
Saariselka understand the Japanese tourists’ vi¢hwetlocal culture. In order to
find it out the agents’ view to the concept of audt and the local culture was
also studied. The results show that the agente sdane of the ideas about
culture with tourists, but their views also varigdm those of tourists. Their
views differed from those of tourists especiallyhat the agents take account of
the supply-side, namely the local service providiensas not heard from any of
the tourists interviewed. Furthermore, althougtytileared some ideas on the
concept of culture with the tourists, it did noable them to understand how the
all tourists see the local culture. Their opiniantbe tourists’ interest in the local
culture captured T2's view well, but was not cléséhow the other three are
interested it. That is, the three tourists wereredted in the local culture of

Saariselka more than the agents assumed.

Two important facts concerning the cultural susthility of tourism
in Saariselka can be deduced from the results®tthdy. First, tourists need to
have a point of view to culture which allows themrécognize cultures smaller

than national ones so that they can be conscioasafenjoy the local culture
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available at their destination as local experietmecehis study, it appeared that
T2, not taking account of cultures other than mati@nes or having the idea that
the characteristics of cultures vary because ofremmental conditions, did not
perceive her experience as something of Saaris¢ki On the other hand, T1,
T3 and T4 perceived the local culture of Saarisekké@ different culture as the
Finnish national culture, based on their view thatrounding environments
differ among places in a nation. Considering thiéeince between T2 and
others, tourists apparently need to have a viewpuiith which they regards
their cultural experiences as really local. As adjabove with referring to
discourse, how they perceive an object is dependerguch elements which
influence recognition. Thus, making use of the Itesaf this study, local service
providers may reconsider what part of the localtwel they present with
connecting it to their business, and how they woadthieve it. What the
Japanese tourists see in the place as culturaldwoell predicted from the
findings to some extent. It may be then possibteifem to provide services for

the Japanese more under their control.

The other important fact on sustainability is ttregre is still room
for travel agents to take actions for better calt@wustainability of tourism in
Saariselka. From the facts discussed in this sitidgn be said that the agents
can encourage the tourists to have cultural expeg® more actively. Although
all the agents provide tourists with some inforimatielated to their stay, it does
not include the local culture much. Thus, as theliaters between locals and
tourists, travel agents can provide the tourigisrested in the local culture with
more information with which they can construe Iguaénomena more culturally.

Furthermore, they can provide the tourists not gigneg local cultures with a
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point of view which enables them to see local caltyphenomena as local.
These would influence the cultural sustainabilifytlee tourism at Saariselka

positively, with improved recognition of the loaallture.

However, there is a limit in what agents can davds discussed in
Chapter 2 that commodification is led primarily tignsumer’s demand. In this
sense, if a tourist does not recognize the lodaii@ior are not interested in it at
all, it is not even possible to commodify the localture. Moreover, it was also
argued that what the service providers commodifgflaenced by their will, in
that they commodify what they want to offer sebeely. In other words if the
local service providers are reluctant to make digbeir local culture it will not
be commodified. Therefore, if the locals want téeotheir local culture, it is
possible for the agents to assist the local proside interweaving the local
culture more into the existing tourism practicenGentrating on certain groups
of tourists, the agents can provide them with treams which help them to

recognize the local place better for cultural Sustaility.

There is an interesting fact pertaining to Intenoal
Communication drawn from the results as well. i ba reconfirmed from the
results that intercultural adaptation is not realhplicable to tourists staying at a
place for a short period of time. As reported byrfiia(1986) and Arenson
(2003), it takes much longer time for one to prgdagercultural adaptation (see
Chapter 2). To add, the tourists interviewed mustehhad interaction with
service providers or other locals more or less, twigically varies among
cultures pertaining to communication (discussed Ghapter 2) was not

mentioned by them at all. This also exemplifies thet that it is difficult to



90

construe cultural experiences in interaction readyultural in a short stay. Thus,
however it is sure that staying at foreign envirents definitely provides
tourists with cultural experiences, it does not essarily influence their

competence to cope with intercultural issues.

The results of the present study would be usefuaous ways. For
instance, in the context of Saariselkéd local serygoviders can use those to
reconsider what part of the local culture they wianpresent, and how they
would do so. In addition, the findings may enalilent to predict how the
Japanese tourists move in the place. It may bepbssible for them to provide
services for the Japanese more efficiently througtice place. At the same time,
the travel agents may assist service providersirgit to commodify the local
culture in a way in which supply meets demand betii¢h referring to the
results of the study. Academically, the resultstlos study revealed an
interesting relationship between local cultures emshmodification. The study
supports the view that tourists’ cultural experiemat a place are not limited to
commodified products/services. This view would keeful in studying the
consumption of culture in the context of sustailigbiFinally, to conclude, the
results of the present study would be useful foitebetourism practice at
Saariselka as well as understanding behaviors oplpeengaging in tourism

from the field of tourism and Intercultural Commcaiion.

6.2. Limitations and future implications
Though the present study achieved what has beensdisd above, it has some
limitations as well. Theoretically, the content lsas applied to this study has

limitations in the results. Hsieh & Shannon (20@®jnted out that there is
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possibility that the context of the data is not enstibod entirely, thus the result
of the analysis does not depict the data well. dssi they also argue that
compared with other qualitative methods contentlyais is not good at a
“nuanced understanding” (p.1281). If so, there lisn& in the content analysis
pertaining to the depth of the analysis. Using othethods, there hence could
be more facts inferable from the data gatherethiastudy focused only on the

commonality in topics.

There are two more issues to consider concerniegréisearch
design. Since a qualitative approach was applig¢disostudy the number of the
participants to the research was small. This magmssible to analyze the
viewpoints of the participants in detail, but meooarists could be examined in
order to grasp the Japanese tourists’ behaviore m@cisely. In addition, the
schedule of the interviews could have influencedrésults of the research. All
the tourists were interviewed one and a half ddjer ahey had arrived in
Saariselka. If the interviews were conducted if ihéerviews had been
conducted at the end of their stay in Finland, tbsults would have been
different. Saariselka was the first place in Fidl#émat they stayed at in their trip,
so at the time of the interviews they have not erpeed other places in Finland
yet. After visiting other parts of Finland, thegcognition of Saariselka could be
different from how they explained in the interviewBondering these facts,
although the time did not allow in this study, ibmd have been the best if the
tourists had been examined both quantitatively qumlitatively. For instance,
together with the qualitative interviews conductadjuestionnaire could have
been used together quantitative data. This woulk h@ovided with more

aspects on the subject.
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Together with the analysis method and the resqawphlation, it is
worth considering the research subjects. Firghercase of the Japanese there is
also the need of studying tour conductors who ofienompany Japanese
tourists. Because of their English proficiency, tha&panese tourists often
communicate with locals through the conductorsfalit, some of the tourists
interviewed said that they listened to the localsrganized activities by way of
the tour conductors’ interpretation. Their pointviéw as well as other points
argued right above hence remains to be examindaefter understanding of the

status quo of the tourism practice in Saariselkiceming the Japanese.

Moreover, local service providers should have Istadied together
for revealing the tourism practice concerning a@tundeed, this point has been
pointed out in Chapter 3 with referring to Hjalag2004). Tourists and local
service providers are the most important stakehsldetourism without a doubt
as tourism is based on the people visiting planddf@e people offering products
and services. An even more important fact is tloat local cultures should be
dealt with in tourism is dependent on the localdl.\WWhus the viewpoints of
local service providers are indispensable in undeding the local tourism

practice.

In future, together with covering the limitationssclssed above
how other major groups of tourists experience Saklé@ would be also studied
for better understanding the tourism practice @jlace as a whole. It is because
that tourists coming from different locations viStariselkda with different
contexts. It would provide valuable data on tostigerceptions of the local

culture, which can be then used for planning thetasnable use of cultures in
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tourism more comprehensively. This can be saidheraourist destinations as
well. In order to understand how cultures are used thereby managing it

successfully, such practice needs to be examinedct tourist destination.

To study the tourists’ experiences at tourist desidbns, it would be
also beneficial to focus on the service offeretthatplace through which tourists
and service providers communicate, from the viewpaf Intercultural
Communication. Though the interviewees of the prestudy did not mention
the interaction with locals as cultural experienugch, it would be able to elicit
tourists’ experiences pertaining to their cultuedperience with locals by
concentrating on it and analyzing it in detail @fg. Rasénen, 2011). Studying
the interaction between local service providers aadlous groups of tourists
would provide with valuable information regardingetsustainability of the

tourism as it concerns the tourists’ local expeargen

Furthermore, one would study the relationship amuomg a tourist
destination is advertized at a certain locationatvimages on the place the
tourists coming from the location have, and how therceive the place through
their local experience. Since reality is discurkiveonstructed, how tourist
destinations are advertised may have considerafileence on tourists’ images
and perceptions of the place. The way of advegiiie places and the tourists’
understanding of the advertisement can be crugiguttural sustainability of
tourism, as it can both limit tourists’ perceptiomsbring more local cultural

elements on lights.

In this chapter, some limitations and implicaticofsthe present
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study were drawn from the results. As explainedrétstill remains much to be
studied further. Nevertheless, the author of thusl\s believes that the present
study contributes to the development in the studielated to cultural
sustainability of tourism, as well as in the susaility of tourism in Saariselk&
with describing some aspects of the actual inténal tourism practice there.
The usefulness of the results of this study woislel when there are more studies
dealing with similar subjects. Therefore it is exfeel that the tourism practice of
various tourist destinations as well as Saarisslié@rther investigated by other

researchers.
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APPDENDICES
Appendix 1 : Interview questions and its English tanslation
Questions in Japanese

& HARABLLEDH~DEM
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English translation for the questions

® Questions for Japanese tourists:

1. About staying at Saariselka:

-Would you tell me the schedule of your trip?

-Is this the first time for you to visit here?

-Why did you decide to visit here?

-Has your visit been going as you had expected?

2. About the meaning of culture:

-What do you think is culture? (What does it int®®@) Why do you think so?
-Is there any other view to culture you know?

(If s’lhe knows other views) What do you think abtiase views?

-How important is culture in tourism? why do yointhso?

3. About local culture ( the culture of Saariselka/lzayal/Finland) :

-What kind of image did you have on the local cudthere before visiting?
-Have you seen/experienced anything related téotted culture after arriving?
(If yes) what kind was it? How did you feel aba@t

- Would you still like to see something relatedte local culture before leaving?
(If yes) what kind of things would you like to See

® Questions for Japanese travel agents:

1. About work experience

-What sort of job do you practically do?
-How long have you been working in Lapland
-Has your work been going well?

2. About the meaning of culture (as a worker in aigiigragency)

-What do you think is culture? (What does cultureude?) Why do you think
so?

-Is there any other view to culture you know?

(If s’lhe knows other views) What do you think abtiase views?

-How important is culture in tourism? why do yointhso?

3. About local culture ( the culture of Saariselka/lzayal/Finland)

-Do you see/ experience anything cultural (relatethe local culture) during
your work? If you do, what kind of things is it?

-Do you use the local culture in your work? If yabm, what kind of things do you

use, and how do you use it?

-Do you think that Japanese tourists want to speféance the local culture?
(If yes)What kind of things do you think they wadatsee/experience?



Appendix 2: Letter of consent and its English tranktion
AV Ea—REBIORESE

Z ORI TBUEIZER T 2 LD FEHGNE ] DIFZEDTZO DA 2 B a—didy (ML) 22
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Email: XXXXXXXXXX@jyu.fi

Tel: +358-XX-XXX-XXXX
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Letter of Consent for Interview

Thank you for cooperating with this interview forymesearch on ‘cultural
sustainability in tourism’. Please read throughtgrens on the interview below
first, then sign your name in the box if you accépe conditions of this

interview.

® This interview takes 30-60 minutes.

® For accurate data collection the interview is tegrarded.

® The tape-recorded interview will be heard only lhg tesearcher conducing
this study.

® The information collected through this interviewused only for research.

® Your personal information in this interview is usadonymously, thus a
third person does not recognize you in the research

® During the interview, you are asked to answer gomlstconcerning this
research.

® If you encounter a question which you do not wardriswer, you can skip
the question.

® You can stop/cancel the interview in the middigat feel like doing so.

® Your agreement on this interview can be withdrawptimme after you sign

this.

Takumi Aoyagi

University of Jyvaskyla

Faculty of Humanities, Department of Communication
Master’'s Programme in Intercultural Communication
Email: XXXXXXXXXX@jyu.fi

Tel: +358-XX-XXX-XXXX

I understand the terms of this interview and agredo participate in it

Date:

Signature:




Appendix 3: Extracts in Japanese

Extractl
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Extract 4
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Extract 7
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