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This dissertation examines U.S. travel in the context of Sino-Americdionsla
between 1949 and 1968. Building on recent scholarship on tourism and foreign relations,
this dissertation argues that historians cannot develop a comprehensive undersfanding
the U.S. relationship with the People’s Republic of China (PRC), Taiwan, and Hong
Kong without establishing travel and travelers as significant agentstofibal change.

Using tourism as a centerpiece of historical inquiry, moreover, adds cotypethe
traditional Cold War narrative and suggests that other forces, aside froiWestst
struggle, defined the international climate in the post-World War Il period.

The post-1945 boom in recreational tourism did not materialize uniformly around
the world. On the mainland of China, swept up in civil war, travel was difficult and
unappealing. The emergence of Cold War tensions in the region added a new obstacle to

tourism as Washington imposed restrictions on American travel. Using the founding of



the PRC as a starting point, this dissertation follows the course of Am&awal and

travel policy in the region. As opposed to being marked by isolation and disengagement,
the period from 1949 to 1968 saw incredible activity in the area of travel. In terms of
U.S.-PRC relations, travel served as a medium of engagement and both sides showed a
willingness to initiate travel exchanges and reforms to travel policy a&aaswf feeling

out the opposing camp. Moving beyond the mainland of China, U.S. officials, private
industry, and individual travelers perceived Taiwan and Hong Kong as “altesidbve

the PRC and both destinations experienced huge booms in tourism.

In all these realms, travel developed both as a crucial element of U.S. containme
policy and as a phenomenon that seemed disconnected from Cold War strategy. Using
government archival material, travelogues, travel guides, records frematonal
tourism associations, and popular advertisements, this dissertation demorsitates t
tourism was not always the most efficient channel for foreign policy. Thetions
and motivations of individual tourists, the overwhelming belief in a “right to trasah”
the unpredictable impact of tourism on local economies, all worked to add complexity

and nuance to the Sino-American post-World War Il relationship.
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Introduction: The Traveler, the Tourist, and the Cold War

The traveler sees what he sees, the tourist sees what he has come to see.
-- G.K. Chesterton
But why don’t we call a tourist a “tourist”? What useful purpose does it serve, for
example, to refer to him as “sojourner,” “transit passenger”...“overlandstgusr
“transit"?"
-- The Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far Ea&Sbmmerce Department tourism
survey, 1961

As the post-World War 1l civil war was raging in China, tourism to the region
persevered. American Presidents Line (APL), America’s leadingedingr, filled the
pages of travel periodicals with advertisements for luxurious cruises tortka$ia
Advertisements showed passengers on deck enjoying shuffleboard and swimming,
seemingly unaware of any turmoil on the Chinese mainlandPTdsdent Wilsomnd
thePresident Cleveland APL’s transpacific “vacation ships” — tempted travelers with
“swimming, dancing, games, motion picturéBeyond promotional material, tourism
industry insiders spoke optimistically about international travel to therregohn Diggs,
APL’s vice president of passenger traffic, noted in early 1950, a few morehshaft
Chinese Communists (CCP) claimed victory, that tourist interest in tHeasamwas on
the rise and that the region would see a “rapid return...to its prewar position as one of the
world’s most interesting tourist areasWhen Pacific travel organizations met during the

Korean War to discuss the potential obstacles to increasing tourism to thesEar E

moreover, it was the insufficient numbers of hotels and restaurants, not political or

! Harry G. ClementThe Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far E@stashington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1961), 83.

2 American Presidents Line advertisemdmgvel September 1947

3 “APL Officer Makes Trip to Orient, ASTA Travel New\pril 1950.



military instability, that topped the li§twith the appropriate accommodations and
facilities, it seemed that tourism to the Far East had limitless patssshil

The quixotic activities and language surrounding the ascent of mass tourism to the
Far East suggest that overseas travel was somehow immune from the confictnsljvi
tensions, and geopolitical considerations of the Cold War. This, of course, was not true.
In November 1950, as U.S. and Chinese troops were waging battle on the Korean
peninsula, federal law demanded an immediate cessation of business transactions
between the United States and the People’s Republic of China (PRC). Cruise lines
airlines, and other components of the American tourism industry, terminated their
connections with China. Even in Nationalist Taiwan and British Hong Kong, the ensuing
U.S.-PRC conflict disrupted nascent tourism industries, discouraging fright@nelers
and weary developers alike. More broadly, travel boosters and governmentofficial
regularly used Cold War rhetoric when discussing the role of American soovistseas.
John Steelman, President Harry S. Truman'’s chief of staff, for instanes tairism
and the “[flree movement of people” as one of the major distinctions between the free
and communist world3Y. T. Tan, Chairman of the Taiwan Tourism Council (TTC),
similarly referred to tourism as the “symbol of democratB&yond the rhetoric, the
Cold War and tourism intersected in terms of passport restrictions, landitgfog
planes, currency controls, private American investment overseas, and tharthsea

of America’s image abroad. U.S. policymakers, moreover, consistently aasvtourism

* F. Marvin Plake, executive director of the PacKiea Travel Association, for example, later asskthat
[o]f all the problems of China, this [the lack afitaible hotels in Taiwan] has been one of the most
perplexing.” “Orient Showing Vigorous Approach teaVel Problems, Says PATA DirectoRacific
Travel NewsJanuary 1961. Also see, “PATA’s Phenomenal Grewitine Conferences in Review,”
Pacific Travel NewsJanuary 1961.

® John R. Steelman, “The Meaning of KoreASTA Travel NewdNovember 1950.

Y. T. Tan, “The Pacific MessagePacific Travel NewsApril 1959.



as an implicit argument in favor of the American democratic, capisgisdem and
unapologetically incorporated it into Washington’s general policy of containment.

Using tourism as the focus of a study on the United States and China thus does
not suggest that the Cold War narrative misrepresents Sino-American reliaitsoeed, it
demonstrates that a Cold War lens is too narrow. As historian Anders Stephanson
paradoxically but perceptively notes, the Cold War “is not everything that happens in
international politics...during the Cold War.” An international approach, which adfers
more accurate depiction of post-World War Il foreign affairs, requiresiexag trends,
actors, and themes outside of a bipolar framework.

In this same way, American mass tourism did not always fit neatly into
Washington’s Cold War strategy nor did tourists and members of the tourism industry
always see their activities as supportive of, or even a part of, Americagnfpaicy.
Focusing on “suitcase diplomacy” — including the impact of individual tourists as they
traveled en masse overseas, the concerted efforts of the federal govemsugpervise
and capitalize on that travel, and the cooperation and conflict between privateyindustr
individual tourists, and Washington officials — enables an examination of another side of
Sino-American relations. In this supplementary narrative, the U.S. governnaent a
individual Americans practiced engagement alongside containment and often approached

the PRC, Taiwan, and Hong Kong in ways that ignored or even bucked the Cold War.

" Anders Stephanson, “Cold War Origins,”Encyclopedia of American Foreign Poljads. Alexander
DeConde, Richard Dean Burns, and Fredrik LogeWs\{ York: Scribner, 2002), 223-24.



I

In 1994 David Engerman encouraged historians, specifically diplomatic
historians, to bring tourism to the center of inquiry. Tossing out the notion that tourism
amounts to a superficial, trivial activity outside the realm of diplomatioryis
Engerman argues that American travel abroad “has constituted one of the maséptrom
and, on occasion, spectacular features of the economic and social relations desveen t
country and other countrie8 Since then, only a few historians have taken up the call:
those that have, however, have produced excellent scholarship on the intersection of
foreign policy and tourism.

Christopher Endy, in his examination of American tourism to France during the
Cold War, offers one of the most comprehensive explorations of tourism in the context of
post-World War |l affairs. Interspersing discussion of the Marshafi,Rieople-to-
people programs, and de Gaulle’s search for a “third way,” with critkeahmations of
Frommer’s travel guides, the architecture of Hilton hotels, and speeah@siangs
from industry leader such as Juan Trippe, Horace Sutton, and Conrad Hilton, Endy
successfully designates mass tourism as a crucial component of Amesldav&
policy and Franco-American relations. Expanding the borders of diplomatic hiktorica
inquiry, Endy’s approach requires the use of nontraditional source materiall- trave
advertisements, travel guides, hotel blueprints, photographs, travel dindgxs-travel
speeches — as well as the integration of non-state, apolitical actotseimartative of

foreign relations. Finally, Endy demonstrates that to understand the post-Worltd War

8 David Engerman, “Research Agenda for the Histéfjaurism: Towards an International Social
History,” American Studies Internation®fol. 32 (October 1994).



world, historians must look beyond the Cold War to other international forces — in this
case consumerism and globalization.

Dennis Merrill'sNegotiating Paradiséroadens the temporal framework,
examining the impact of U.S. tourism on twentieth century U.S.-Latin American
relations. In separate essays on interwar Mexico, early-Cold War Cub@pkh@ar
Puerto Rico, Merrill suggests that while U.S. tourism was a major component of national
expansion and empire, the resulting “clash” between guests and hosts was quiéel nua
Though the United States clearly exercised hegemony over Latin Araad¢an fact,
maintained a physical and virtual empire in the region, Latin Americans‘nere
passive victims.” Indeed, these hosts were able to maintain a great det@nafinay by
negotiating relationships with incoming tourists, manipulating the look and fé of
local tourism industry, and actually sharing in the creation of “empire.”

Neal Moses Rosendorf's “Be El Caudillo’s Guest” examines the relatpnshi
between private Americans and the Spanish Franco government in the development of
recreational tourism to Spain in the early Cold War. Beyond linking tourism to Spain’s
postwar economic rehabilitation, Rosendorf’s study highlights the remardtedpiee to
which Washington officials were unable or unwilling to control American tourists
interactions with Spain. Instead, Hollywood movie producers, airline executaes, tr
agents, publicity firms, and tourists themselves were major players in ph8is8

relations, creating a sort of “Hispano-U.S. corporatishBY downplaying the role of the

® Christopher EndyCold War Holidays: American Tourism in Fran@@hapel Hill: The University of
North Carolina Press, 2004).

1 Dennis Merrill, Negotiating Paradise: U.S. Tourism and Empire irefitieth-Century Latin America
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pres(®).

" Neal Moses Rosendorf, “Be El Caudillo’s Guest: Fnanco Regime’s Quest for Rehabilitation and
Dollars after World War Il via the Promotion of U.Bourism to Spain,Diplomatic History30 (June
2006). 372.



U.S. government in American tourism to Spain, Rosendorf points to a crucial and unique
component of suitcase diplomacy. While landing rights for planes, passport controls,
customs regulations, and airline and shipping subsidies have provided government
officials with significant resources to manipulate the scope and impact aicame

travel, tourists are, in the end, very much on their own when they travel abroad and their
influence on foreign relations is as uncontrollable as it is unpredictable.

Offering a slightly different approach to tourism studies, Yale Richmond, in
Cultural Exchange and the Cold Waaxpands on efforts to complicate the Cold War.
Examining Soviet-American cooperation in the form of cultural exchangknfied
explores how U.S. officials relied on these nontraditional channels of diplomacy to
achieve foreign policy objectives. Merging public policy and diplomatic histoaybook
that is both memoir and monograph, Richmond argues that cultural contacts and
exchanges between the United States and the USSR constituted a significant abmpone
of Gorbachev’s reform policies in the late 1980s.

Taken in sum, these studies introduce American tourism both as a crucial
component of U.S. economic, political, and cultural policy, and an activity that often
operated outside the immediate jurisdiction and control of government officials. The
manner in which international travel maneuvered between structured, affd@inacy,
and unpredictable, disengaged exploration, gives tourism a unique role in U.S. foreign
relations and makes it worthy of further study.

No historian, however, has viewed the history of post-World War 1l Sino-

American relations through the lens of travel. Building on the historiogrdighyssed

12 yale RichmondgCultural Exchange and the Cold War: Raising thenl@urtain(University Park, PA:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2003).



above, this methodology promises to add nuance and complexity to the historical
narrative. The multitude of actors involved in tourism, the diversity and unpredigstabili
of tourism’s impact, and the connotation of recreation and escape that are edsuitiat
the act of international travel, create a remarkable and insightful doiotthe Cold War
narrative centered state-to-state relations, conflict, and containma¢iigis dominated
the historiography of Sino-American relations. A focus on tourism and travehtioigs
forcing the entirety of Sino-American relations under the Cold War urabeetendency
which seems unnecessarily simplistic and teleological.

Approaching Sino-American relations solely as a product and producer of Cold
War tends toward three results. First, it forces historical analysis tf $heéP?RC
relationship into a framework of containment, conflict, and disengagemenyeatse
1950 and 1972 become “bookends” — to use Richard Bush’s term — flanking a period of
mutual hostility and distrust Chen Jian speaks of Sino-American relations in the post-
Korean War era as one of “total confrontation” and Warren Cohen summarizes U.S.
policy toward the PRC in the 1950s as an effort to “isolate, encircle, and bring about the
collapse of the Peking governmefit.Only in the late 1960s, when the Nixon
administration recognized favorable geopolitical shifts and embraced Chiwersares,
did the era of conflict come to an end. This general approach to Sino-Amerid¢aomsela
— which associates the pre-rapprochement era with absolute conflict —ibdikesult
to locate, or even look for, episodes of engagement, cooperation, or harmony between the

United States and the PRC. Anders Stephanson, referring to post-1945 U.S.-Soviet

13 Richard C. BushAt Cross Purposes: U.S.-Taiwan Relations Since 18#&2onk, New York: M.E.
Sharpe, 2004), 85.

14 Chen JianChina’s Road to the Korean War: The Making of th®S\merican ConfrontatioNew
York: Columbia University Press, 1994), 1; Warresh€n,America’s Response to China: A History of
Sino-American RelatiorSourth Edition (New York: Columbia University Pse2000), 180-81.



relations, makes this point as well, noting that the “inflated” Cold War nartatigs to
“conceal or obliterate variations in the nature of the relationsfip.”

Second, this approach relegates U.S. interaction with the Republic of China
(Taiwan) and Hong Kong — the two most significant remnants of Chinese culture and
politics that remained in Washington’s camp following the Chinese civil wilher ¢o
the sidelines or to the role of mere PRC counterweight. Nancy Bernkopf Tucker, for
example, writes that Taiwan lived “in the shadow of China” and she refers to Hong K
as “a pawn in the Cold Wat®Robert Accinelli, likewise, defines the U.S. dilemma
surrounding Taiwan in the post-civil war era: “how to keep this strategiogtigrtant
territory from falling into Communist hands without incurring unwanted respomngibil
or liabilities.™’ Mark Chi-kwan discusses Hong Kong in much this same light. From the
perspective of U.S. officials, Hong Kong was a window to the PRC and it served as a
crucial post for propaganda, covert operations, intelligence gatheringg@ord entrols
— all of which were direct means of containing the Chinese Commthists.

Third, the tendency to depict Taiwan and Hong Kong as mere byproducts of
nascent U.S.-PRC rivalry has led numerous historians, who are critical bingtas’s

Cold War policy toward the PRC, to focus only on the “debit side” of Washington’s

!5 Anders Stephanson, “Fourteen Notes: On the Vernyc€ut of the Cold War H-Diplo EssaygFebruary
2007), 2.

16 Nancy Bernkopf TuckefTaiwan, Hong Kong, and the United States, 1945-18®92ertain Friendships
(New York: Twayne Publishers, 1994), 7, 215.

" Robert AccinelliCrisis and Commitment: United States Policy towgailvan, 1950-195%Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1996), 3.

18 Mark Chi-kwan,Hong Kong and the Cold War: Anglo-American Relasja949-1957Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 2004), 2.



relationship with “Free China® This argument points to the corruption and inefficiency

of the Nationalist government as the primary explanation for its defeat iivihear

and depicts the defunct government (now on Taiwan) as a nag and a burden for the
United States throughout the 1950s and 1960s. Tucker, for example, depicts the U.S.-
ROC relationship as one of mutual frustration. Jiang Jieshi (Chiang Kai-shek)
consistently wanted more American military and economic support than American
officials were willing to give and the demands of the Nationalists tendedttacti
Washington policymakers from more pressing issues of national security.
Simultaneously, Hong Kong was cause for major headaches in Washington siree its m
existence forced U.S. officials into the difficult position of carrying outtstontainment
against the PRC without bringing damage to the economy or prestige of Hong Kong and
its British supervisors? Seldom does this literature suggest that the United States gained
anything substantial from its associations with “Free China.”

All of this focus on the Cold War in Sino-American historiography acts to narrow
the scope of historical inquiry. Limiting Sino-American relations to a bioary
conflict/non-conflict and examining “Free China” purely in relation to tRERrevents
historians from asking key questions. Were U.S. and PRC officials able to navigate
course of comity or engagement in the years following the Chineseveir?l Was the
U.S. policy of rapprochement in the late 1960s truly a radical shift from Washington’s
earlier approach to China? Did American officials ever define theiraetawith Taiwan

and Hong Kong in terms unrelated to the PRC? Did popular perceptions and images of

19 John W. Garver attempts to counter this line gfiarent, writing that the U.S. relationship with the
Nationalist leadership “was an important and vale&ement of U.S. strategy in Asia during the two
decades between 1950 and 1971.” Gafliee, Sino-American Alliance: Nationalist China arméican
Cold War Strategy in AsigArmonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 1997), 1,7.

2 Tucker,Taiwan, Hong Kong, and the United Statés.



Taiwan and Hong Kong — namely those that did not portray those regions as “Chinese
alternatives” to the PRC — noticeably influence U.S. China policy? Did America
interaction with “Free China” produce any benefits for the U.S. economy and Americ
cultural development? In sum, does the Cold War explain the entirety of SinoeAmeri
relations in the post-World War Il world?

Historians have begun to address the problems of the Cold War-centric approach
to postwar American history. Cultural historians have successfully demedstnat the
Cold War was not as omnipresent — at least not at the level of average Amersans
some historians tend to assume. Peter Filene, for example, argues thataender r
mainstream entertainment, suburbia, and the concerns of “Main Street,! alitéatle of
the purview of the Cold War. Many Americans had little in depth knowledge of foreig
or even domestic political issues and spent far more time poring over newspapsr comic
than they did front-page news.

It has proven much harder for diplomatic historians to turn their gaze from the
Cold War. The Sino-Soviet-U.S. geopolitical conflict loomed large, especidthg abp
levels of government; Cold War and post-1945 international relations have thus become
synonymous for many in the field. But the complexity that Filene introduces @otde
War seems as applicable to the study of foreign relations as it does daukgte. As
Steven Phillips suggests, “the Cold War provides only a general framework for

understanding the history of Sino-American relations. It has become atyjkeal a

% peter Filene, “Cold War Culture’ Doesn’t Say i, Ain Rethinking Cold War Cultureeds. Peter J.
Kuznick and James Gilbert, 156-74 (Washington, DSthithsonian Institution Press, 2001). A 1952
Gallup Poll seems to confirm this generalizatioowtlthe American public. While a sizable portiorthod
sample pool (35 percent), listed “clean[ing] outntounism in this country” among the presidential
initiatives that would matter the most, similargreater numbers pointed toward eliminating govemtme
corruption, reducing the cost of living, and lowegyitaxes. Gallup Poll #488, 19 March 1952.

10



model against which actual policies and attitudes are compared — rather thage the sol
defining characteristic of the er&”

Some recent scholarship on foreign relations in general and Sino-American
relations in particular has begun to move in this direction, demonstrating both thett Sovi
American conflict (the essence of the Cold War) does not explain the eofipgtwar
international relations and that Washington officials were far more nuamdtieein
approach to foreign affairs than the Cold War narrative might suggest. In largady
sense, several historians, including Jussi Hanhimaki, John Zubritzky, and Mark Chi-
kwan, downplay the relative importance of the U.S.-Soviet conflict by focasirsgnall
or middle-range powers that sought distinct international objectives in thvegpost
world.2® With other powers on the international stage, all with unique political, economic,
and ideological motivations, Soviet-American hegemony becomes less apparent and
consequential. Cary Fraser makes this point more explicit, insisting thaeamational
approach to post-World War Il history — that is, one that “reaches beyond the bipolar
paradigm” of superpower relations — is the only way to get a truly comprehensive
assessment of the periot.

Andrew Preston launches a more direct challenge to the traditional Cold War

narrative. In his book on U.S. Vietnam War policy, Preston questions the sense of

22 steven Phillips, “Forming America’s Cold War Pglitreview of Congress and the U.S.-China
Relationship: 1949-197%y Guanggiu Xu an@ashington’s China: The National Security World th
Cold War, and the Origins of Globalistoy James PecRiplomatic History32 no. 5 (November 2008),
995-96.

% Jussi M. HanhimakiContaining Coexistence: America, Russia, and thiafiish Solution,” 1945-1956
(Kent, OH: Kent State University Press, 1997); J8hbritzky,Confronting Sukarno: British, American,
Australian and New Zealand Diplomacy in the Malapsindonesian Confrontation, 1961¢(New York:
St. Martin’s Press, 2000); and Mattong Kong and the Cold War

24 Cary Fraser, “A Requiem for the Cold War: Reviegvihe History of International Relations since
1945,” inRe-Thinking the Cold Waed. Allen Hunter, 93-115 (Philadelphia: Templevénsity Press,
1998).
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inevitability that defines much of the scholarship on the Cold War, suggesting that a
“Cold War consensus” was not the driving force behind American military imttove
Instead of American involvement being a natural, almost knee-jerk, response to
American strategic and ideological concerns during the Cold War, U.S. intervenion wa
instead the result of conscious, deliberate decisions from within the Kennedy and
Johnson administrations. While Cold War considerations were a factor in U.Snforeig
policy, they did not establish an impermeable framework within which all decisiengs w
made?

Applying this challenge of the Cold War to a broader geographic area, Matthew
Connelly, Daniel Spiech, and Jason Parker argue that a Cold War perspective is not
entirely appropriate when viewing parts of the Third World. In his examination of
Algeria’s anti-colonial movement in the 1950s, Connelly notes that while Algerian
nationalists recognized the existence of U.S.-Soviet rivalry and used itrtadfiantage,
they did so in a way that muddles basic assumptions about the Cold War. Instead of
merely playing the United States off of the Soviet Union, or vice versa, thaakige
“exploited every international rivalry that offered potential leverage siaist against
conservative Arab states, the Arab League against Asian neutrals, Chirst tiga
USSR, the communist powers against the Western allies, and, above all, the ltésd St
against France itself® Spiech argues that Nationalist leaders in 1960s Kenya similarly
blurred traditional Cold War categories by thinking in north/south terms when

approaching issues such as technical assistance and industrializatibesd leaders,

% Andrew PrestoriThe War Council: McGeorge Bundy, the NSC, and YietfCambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2006).

% Matthew Connelly, “Rethinking the Cold War and Blmization: The Grand Strategy of the Algerian
War for Independencelhternational Journal of Middle East Studig8 (2001), 239.

12



the industrialized nations of both the United States and the USSR served asettract
models to imitate; from the perspective of Kenyan leaders, the countries “oiorth”
(the U.S. and the USSR included) belonged in the same Tarimally, Parker, in his
examination of Third World decolonization, suggests that the overstuffed periodiaéti
the 1945-1990 Cold War is too large to be useful. Other forces at work in the Third
World, such as campaigns for self-determination and racial struggle, d&rtinem
temporal division$® In other words, when examining this area of international history,
the traditional Cold War framework alone is not sufficient.

Gordon Chang’§riends and Enemigsrovides an excellent basis for this
approach in the field of Sino-American relations. Rejecting Cold War aiglity and
downplaying partisan rhetoric, Chang argues that the State Departementtsial policy
of isolating the PRC through non-recognition, embargo, and military deterrenc®ias
given from the start, nor was it beyond the possibility of modification. Rationalpblit
calculation, not narrow-minded assumptions of communist monolithism, determined
policy.?° Similarly, Robert Accinelli’'sCrisis and Commitmentepicts the relationship
between the U.S. and Taiwan as one of restraint and moderation. Maintaining the support
of vital European allies and avoiding full-scale war with the PRC, Accinegllies,
usually took priority over both the needs of the Nationalist government and the desires of
the China Lobby within the United States. Eisenhower’s talk of “unleashiran@hi

along with other examples of aggressive rhetoric, were meant more to ghbeasstic

" Daniel Spiech, “The Kenyan Style of ‘African Sdisan’: Developmental Knowledge Claims and the
Explanatory Limits of the Cold WarDiplomatic History33 (June 2009).

%8 Jason Parker, “Cold War II: The Eisenhower Adniiaison, the Bandung Conference, and the
Reperiodization of the Postwar Er&iplomatic History30 (November 2006).

2 Gordon Changgriends and Enemies: The United States, China,thedoviet Union, 1948-1972
(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1990).
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and international audiences than they were reflective of actual U.S. intefitdore
recently and dramatically, Yafeng Xia has challenged the notion th&intheAmerican
Cold War rivalry necessitated disengagement and unqualified enmity. Ergraeveral
instances of high-level U.S.-PRC talks, Xia argues that mutual distrust amd publ
animosity did not preclude the possibility of comity and official contacts. Neots,
easing of relations, and cultural contacts — alongside containment, isolation, alitgh host

— characterized Sino-American relations during this pefiod.

[l

Continuing down this intellectual path, this dissertation argues that the U.S.
relationship with the PRC, Taiwan, and Hong Kong cannot be understood if historians
approach it merely as an extension of the rise and fall of Cold War hostility. The
transcendence of the Cold War happened in several ways related to travel @nal touri
First, while policymakers consistently maintained some sort of ban on toael PRC
during the 1950s and 1960s, Washington’s tough policy was coupled with a stronger
trend toward liberalization. In other words, the general policy of containment that
Washington maintained on the political, economic, and military fronts did not tensla
fully into the realm of travel. During this period U.S. officials regularlyeaded and
eased restrictions on American travel to China, granting numerous Americansspgen
to visit the PRC. In a pattern that would repeat itself throughout the 1950s and 1960s,

U.S. officials found that travel policy reform — more so than changes to economic,

%0 Accinelli, Crisis and Commitment
3L yafeng Xia,Negotiating with the Enemy: U.S.-China Talks Durihg Cold WarBloomington: Indiana
University Press, 2006).
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military, or political policy — was a relatively politically safe ch@nism for engaging or
testing the PRC regime.

Responding to the changes in U.S. travel policy and eager for further eloninati
of travel barriers, a number of Americans, moreover, violated travattiests and
visited the PRC during the 1950s and 1960s, often with invitations from Chinese officials
in hand. For decades before the American table tennis team made its landmark 1971 visit
to the PRC during the period of Sino-American rapprochement, these Americaersrave
maintained a presence on the Chinese mainland. While the number of these individuals
was quite small (likely under one hundred) their travel was the topic of discussion in
countless Washington meetings and their actions no doubt sped up further government
liberalization of travel policy. Furthermore, because the PRC governmenaimaaht
near-total control over visitors to the mainland, these American traveknssed far
more political influence than their small numbers would suggest.

Second, as demonstrated by the gradual increase of lawful and unlawful America
travelers in the PRC, efforts to stimulate domestic tourism were not therdom
“democratic” governments alone. U.S. officials regularly cited inteynak travel as a
crucial distinction between the worlds on either side of the Iron Curtain, but Tito’s
Yugoslavia and post-Stalinist Russia both maintained active tourism industries and
attracted a good deal of American tourists and American capBalviet success at
drawing foreign tourists, of which U.S. officials were well aware, wasaligta

considerable inducement for U.S. policymakers to put more funding toward the Americ

32 |n 1956 the Soviet Union, for instance, welcomeuaighly 480,000 tourists. Wayne Phillips, “Tours to
Russia Gain PopularityRew York Times31 March 1958.
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tourism industry’® Similarly, in the 1950s the PRC conducted a significant campaign to
increase travel to the mainland. Japanese, Russian, Indian, and North Korean tourists
flocked to the PRC in these years. Though the numbers of incoming tourists never
approached the figures for Taiwan or Hong Kong (the peak was around 5,000 in 1956)
the effort of the PRC government to accommodate tourists signals a degree of
universality in international travel and demonstrates that certain trenuennational
development do not fit into simple Cold War categotfes.

Third, the same Cold War exigencies that limited the options of policymakers in
terms of travel to the PRC, pushed officials toward increasing contact wéé Ghina”
— namely Taiwan and Hong Kong. Though Taiwan and Hong Kong served dramatically
different roles in Washington’s military, political, and economic policiesiwioeregions
played remarkably similar parts in U.S. cultural diplomacy. To many Ameri¢ansan
and Hong Kong represented the “true China,” and vacations to these destinations
succeeded in filling the void created by the Communist takeover of the mainland. To
policymakers, tourism to Taiwan and Hong Kong appeared to be an efficient ofieans
bringing foreign exchange, technical assistance, symbolic support, and idgezstege
to these crucial outposts. In this sense, U.S. travel policy toward China was ngt wholl
negative and policymakers developed, guided, and co-opted travel connections to serve
foreign policy objectives. Large-scale travel initiatives, run by theeSdepartment, sent
hundreds of artists, athletes, and lecturers to Taiwan and Hong Kong to entertain and
enlighten locals. In addition to government-supported programs, travel agents, popular

magazines, international travel associations, and airline and shipping companies

33 UPI, “Russia Held Beating U.S. in TourisnWashington Post and Times-Hera8 August 1959.
34 Greg MacGregor, “Foreign Visitors See Peiping’sBaide,’New York Time<26 August 1956.
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recognized that Taiwan and Hong Kong were untapped “Chinese” tourist destinations
and they focused much of their resources into getting recreational tourists astd tour
dollars to move in.

Fourth, in the course of discussing and promoting travel to the region, U.S.
officials, travel boosters, and private tourists often avoided depicting fi@agHong
Kong in terms of Cold War significance. Travel writing and advertisementsobot
which served as a key medium for generating American images of China and shaping
travel patterns in the region — regularly depicted Taiwan and Hong Kong on timeir ow
terms. Hong Kong and Taiwan were not merely democratic, capitadistatitves to the
PRC, nor were they means by which to undermine the Communist leadership on the
mainland. Instead, they were serene destinations, exotic and exciting, ahdftasge
from war and disorder. Travel agents, who sold package tours of Taiwan and Hong Kong,
maintained this depiction by highlighting the modern hotels, beautiful landscapes,
bargain shopping, and proximity to Japan and the Philippines. Communism and
containment rarely entered the picture — at least not explicitly. If tewistincluded
among the numerous legitimate actors in Sino-American relations, it musogaized
that few saw themselves as extensions of U.S. foreign policy when theirmliahed
down at Kai Tak Airport or when they boarded APPiesident Clevelandn route to
Taiwan.

Fifth, American tourism, which no doubt contributed to Washington’s efforts to
compete with and challenge the communist world, also frequently butted up against or
directly conflicted with Cold War containment. Individual tourists were nog¢ssarily

the best carriers of official U.S. foreign policy overseas. Americaelges — who
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understandably preferred relaxing and sightseeing to engaging in politedédewere
prone to behave in ways that damaged, or at least failed to advance, Ameracgsand
objectives overseas. Washington’s gradual liberalization of travel poliardawe PRC,
for instance, made it increasingly difficult to imp@se/travel restrictions and the
American public overwhelmingly opposed efforts of government officials to obstruc
overseas travel. Strong pressure against travel restrictions meantitiaisalften had
to allow leftist scholars, social critics, and American communists, to tt@avieé PRC, a
development that seemed to threaten U.S. interests in the region.

In regard to recreational travel to Taiwan and Hong Kong, U.S. policymakers,
through official correspondence and adopted policy, placed more focus on the economic
benefits of tourism than they did its contributions to containment or the collapse of the
PRC. Economic advancement often worked hand in hand with Cold War containment
policy, but sometimes these two objectives clashed. Most blatantly, though Americ
tourists often had to change their shopping habits — primarily in Hong Kong — to comply
with the U.S. embargo on the PRC, there is no doubt that significant monetary and
political benefit came to the PRC through American tourism to the region.

Finally, just as tourism does not fit neatly into the thematic framework & ook
War, neither does it fit entirely in its temporal framework. Tourism’s piace
international relations, in other words, did not emerge suddenly with the advent of Cold
War and its significance did not dissipate with the Cold War’s conclusion. Everisinc
emerged as a recreational activity, tourism influenced the ways thagrf@overnments
and foreign peoples interacted with and perceived one another. Exemplifying thjs poi

in December 1928iarper’'s Magazinavriter Hiram Motherwell commented on the
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steady and dramatic rise in overseas tourism. From the 1870s, when Mark Twain’s
Innocents Abroadwas at the full peak of its efficiency as a stimulus to foreign travel,” to
the 1920s, as Motherwell wrote his article, tourist numbers had increased more than
tenfold and expenditures had increased 2700 percent. The American tourist, moreover,
had “become a dominant factor in the modern world.” Despite tourists’ occasiorel gaff
arrogant demeanor, or parochial outlook, Motherwell saw tourists as craubiainan

progress:

Judged merely by the annual sums of money transferred abroad, they are pootanim
than all the famous American foreign investments taken together anghiesrmore
important as the war debts. And as a factor in international redatvoth economic and
cultural, they constitute nothing less than a major element in the growibdefrm

civilization.*®

Motherwell's observations, rooted in the climate of postwar disillusionment and
economic depression, were as relevant to his time as they would be during the boom
years of the 1950s and 1960s. In this manner, as well, the Cold War loses some of its
explanatory power. Tourism — in terms of its influence on international affairs
developed independently of the Cold War and carried with it connotations and
ramifications that far predated, and outlasted, the post-World War Il Sinoi¢ame

conflict.

% Hiram Motherwell, “The American Tourist Makes Hisf,” Harper's MagazineDecember 1929, 70.
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Ch. 1 — Expectations and Change: Developing a TravBolicy
Toward China, 1945-1952

Ten years, five years, three years, perhaps even one year from nowetiterd be a
fascinating — and a pleasant — place to visit. But not this summer.

-- Foster HaileyNew York Timewar and travel correspondent, May 1947

In Hong Kong’s harbor, a huge Royal Navy Yard repairs and services the ships of
Britain’s Far Eastern Fleet. On land, a military air base is jammedaovig-range flying
squadrons and antiaircraft nests.

-- Holiday, November 1950

Only by sea can you leave care and dull routine so very far behind. When you sail the
serene and sparkling Pacific in “President” style, to romantic Honolulu anedskar

East ports of call — then, indeed, is your escape complete.

-- American Presidents Line advertisemeéid)iday, November 1952

The years following the Second World War saw the rapid rise in overseas travel
Tourist destinations, long closed due to military conflict and political ingtabi
unreachable due to a lack of tourist infrastructure and transportation, were now open t
the eager traveler. As one writer noted, “There are so many countriesgrikigi
American tourist...that his hardest job, perhaps, will be deciding where he tovayots"
This revitalized middle-class activity seemed to offer something foyene. U.S.
policymakers, eager to prevent postwar depression by stabilizing (pyintarropean
economies, salivated over the potential impact of millions of American tQuasts
billions of American dollars, making their way overseas. For the firg, tihe U.S.
government explicitly integrated mass travel into foreign policy; of§aacouraged the
dissolution of travel restrictions and the commensurate rise in tourism. Irdaatists

and “one-worlders,” inside and outside the government, saw the travel boom as an

L Paul J. C. Friedlander, “The American Tourist Cerreo His Own,"New York Times March 1949.
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opportunity to promote understanding and cultural harmony between nations and to heal
the wounds of the war. Members of the travel industry latched on quickly to the new
trends in travel, expanding their presence around the globe and establishing their
companies as significant representatives of American power and prestaléy, Fi

anxious Americans, tired of sitting on their wartime savings, eageplpred the world.

In a handful of countries, however, the legacy of World War Il and the emerging
reality of the Cold War kept the average American tourist on the outside loakiAg i
late as 1948, the State Department maintained restrictions on travel to theAaisner
powers of Germany, Austria, and Japan. Yugoslavia, Hungary, and Albania — all falling
behind the “Iron Curtain” — were also off limits to most American traveldre. T
Republic of China, engaged in civil war between Communist (CCP) and Nationalist
(GMD) forces until late 1949, was among this small group of nations to which most
American tourists could not travel. By the end of 1950, with the CCP consolidation of
power on the mainland and Chinese “volunteers” waging war against U.S. troops on the
Korean peninsula, temporary restrictions became permanent and U.S. passpolosre
prohibitory stamps eliminating the PRC as a legitimate destination.

The fact that restrictions on China remained in place even as the fornser Axi
powers became more accessible to Americans, demonstrated that the Cold War had
arrived in East Asia and that U.S. containment policy toward the newly formed PRC
would extend to travel as well. At the same time, however, the process of ehginat
American travel to China and developing travel as an integral component of U.S. Cold
War strategy was a gradual and unwieldy development that challengesxteat, the

traditional narrative of the Cold War. Various groups of American travetgsred in
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China during and even after the end of the civil war. Even as CCP victory betaitme a
accomplj airlines and cruise lines cooperated with Communist officials and actually
expanded their presence in China. Similarly, though the collapse of the Nationalist
government brought about the demise on the mainland of cultural exchange programs,
such as the Fulbright Program, those programs withered away slowly acgppats

remained behind for yeafs.

I
Recreational travel overseas was nothing new for Amerit@hs.1920s and
1930s, which saw the perfection of luxury, “round-the-world” cruises, and the nascent
years of commercial air travel, comprised only the most recent “goldémaymerican
international tourism. In the interwar years, however, short lists of craisedrs
vacationing to exotic locales had been staples of most leading newspapelisgsijaa
uniqueness and elitism associated with international tfabelvel to the Far East, in

particular, was an exclusive activity. Highlighting this status, whefeaspean tourism

2 For a history of the Fulbright Program, see Waltgnson and Francis James Colligeme Fulbright
Program: A History(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965); RidhiE. Arndt and David Lee Rubin,
eds.,Studies on Cultural Diplomacy and the Fulbright Esipnce: The Fulbright Difference, 1948-1992
(New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers, 1983)ijip H. CoombsThe Fourth Dimension of Foreign
Policy: Educational and Cultural Affair€fNew York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1964).

% For a general history of American tourism at hamnd overseas, see Foster Rhea Dulegericans
Abroad: Two Centuries of American Tray8hn Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1964orace
Sutton,Travelers: The American Tourist from StagecoacBpace ShuttléNew York: William Morrow,
1980);John F. Sear§acred Places: American Tourist Attractions in ifieeteenth CenturfNew York:
Oxford University Press, 1989); William W. Stowgoing Abroad: European Travel in Nineteenth-
Century American CulturéPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 19%indy S. AronWorking at Play:
A History of Vacations in the United Statdgew York: Oxford University Press, 1999); Orvarfgtien,On
Holiday: A History of VacationingBerkeley: University of California Press, 199%gdaMarguerite S.
Shaffer,See America First: Tourism and National Identit§80-1940(Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian
Institution Press, 2001).

* For examples, see “Large Party to Make Tour of@hient,” Los Angeles Time&0 July 1920; “700 Start
Today on a World CruiseRew York Timg22 January 1923; “350 Sail on Trip of 30,000 MjldNew
York Times26 January 1924; “Liner Sails Today for World 8ay” New York Times25 November 1925.
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understandably dipped during the Great Depression, tourism to the Far East — which
required more time, money, and connections — actually increased. It was only the
wealthiest of Americans who journeyed over the Pacific toward Asia.

With the end of the Second World War, recreational travel emerged as a new
middle-class activity. Elite lists of overseas travelers gavetwappular advertisements
and columns dedicated to inexpensive and comfortable travel. Travel, in other words,
became a way of fitting in as opposed to standing out. This changing dynamic led to
dramatic increases in overseas tourism. Wartime savings, the conversiditaof m
airstrips and planes for commercial use, and the general stability of thepobktmate,
gave anxious Americans an unprecedented opportunity to see the world. The “boom,”
though significant, was initially not strong enough to bring post-World War Il numbers
up to par with figures from the early 1930s, years that served as a benchmark for
international tourismi.Nonetheless, the rate of growth and the remarkably smooth
transition from war to leisure, made the late 1940s rise of mass travel quetkable.

In 1947 only 200,000 Americans had valid passports. In 1949, whidtetiver ork Times
designated the first “normal international travel year of the post-wadrE600,000
Americans traveled abrodd.

The popularity and scope of postwar travel gave it a newfound prominence in

government circles. Before World War I, Washington officials had not, in any

substantive way, integrated tourism into their foreign policy. While officiaiewo

® League of Nations Economic Committ&airvey of Tourist Traffic Considered as an Inteiovaal
Economic Facto{Geneva: League of Nations Publications, 1936).

® M. H. Thompson, “Europe Again Invites the Toutidtew York Timest May 1947; EndyCold War
Holidays 25.

" Klein, Cold War Orientalism104; Friedlander, “The American Tourist Come® IHis Own,”New York
Times 6 March 1949.
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doubt aware of the economic, political, and cultural benefits that arose frontraves

there was no explicit effort to harness those assets. After 1945, on the other hand,
officials actively encouraged the expansion of tourism and used a heavy hand tésguide i
development in a way that best suited U.S. foreign policy.

To this end, the Truman administration developed a primitive infrastructure
within the government to develop travel policy recommendations. In the Department of
Commerce, officials established a Travel Branch and geared it towaest#sah and
facilitation of tourism. Through this division Commerce lobbied the White House and
private industry for the reduction of travel barriers, the construction of ovdrstss,
and the development of faster transportation technol8die€ctober 1945 the
administration oversaw the establishment of the Interdepartmental Coenamitteoreign
Travel, a purely advisory group consisting of representatives from Commexts, S
Agriculture, Interior, Treasury, Justice, and the Civil Aeronautics Board. Theusar
agencies worked closely with overseas U.S. posts and foreign governments to gete
a better picture of the tourist scene and to pinpoint specific obstacles. Meeghtyrou
six times a year, the Committee developed and proposed means by whichtéle fede
government could facilitate overseas traV€here was notable progress on this front.
Government decisions to simplify visa formalities, offer hefty governmégidies to

the cruise lines and airlines, and raise the duty-free allotment from $100 to $500,

8 “Our $8,000,000,000,000 Foreign Travel Import,itedal in Department of CommerceBxport Trade
and Shipper4 October 1948, in Records of Interdepartmemédllatradepartmental Committees, Entry
#483, Box 126A, National Archives and Records Adstration Il, College Park, Maryland (hereafter
NARA).

° State Department to American diplomatic and carsoffices, “Travel and Tourism Reporting,” 28
January 1948, Records of Interdepartmental anddepartmental Committees, Entry #483, Box 126A,
NARA,; “Interdepartmental Committee on Foreign Trgdveo date, Records of Interdepartmental and
Intradepartmental Committees, Entry #211, Box 68RIA.
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stemmed largely from Committee recommendations and signaled the centrahgbat
Washington was assigning international travel.

As demonstrated by the role that Commerce played in the promotion of American
tourism, the most immediate advantage that tourism presented was economic. The
dramatic rise in tourism buoyed the hopes of U.S. policymakers who, in theatfteyin
World War I, understandably were concerned about postwar recession andfinanc
instability around the world. Experts had, for some time, recognized that America
tourists could serve foreign economies by building up dollar reserves overseathdJntil
end of World War I, however, this rarely developed beyond an academic appre@iat
Turning away from this hands-off policy, in the late 1940s the Truman administration
officially recognized tourism as a means of distributing U.S. currencydritne world
and worked to incorporate this “invisible export” into its foreign economic p&lidhe
most direct example of this was Truman’s decision to make tourism a key component of
the Marshall Plan. The Department of Commerce, the European Travel Commisdion, a
the Economic Cooperation Administration (ECA) worked closely to bring billions of
non-grant, non-loan dollars — in the form of private investment and tourist expenditures —
into western European economies. Private industry worked with the ECA andt&tilita
this fusion between tourism and foreign economic pdfiéymerican Express, for
example, distributed a brochure to various members of the Truman administragan titl

“The Quickest Way to Help Foreign Countries Earn American Dollars.” The document

1 Economists and government officials were certainiiare of the impact of tourists on the balance-of-
payments. Writing in 1929, Hiram Motherwell detdileow the rising tide of American tourism to Europe
was, in fact, facilitating the repayment of U.Sardinterest. Regardless of how much money foreign
governments owed the United States, ‘it is alwayssible for the American tourist to settle accounts
Motherwell, “The American Tourist Makes History{arper's MagazineDecember 192%,2.

M “Tourists Linked to Foreign TradeNew York Timesl8 May 1947.

12 Christopher Endy offers the most comprehensiveudision inCold War Holidays
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explained that “dollar-spending Americans” could significantly reducedhar gap
overseas’

Like the Marshall Plan in general, “tourism aid” would, in addition to benefiting
western European economies, bring economic benefits back to the United States.
Powerful European economies meant that foreign governments could purchase more
American-made products and American-grown crops. So much of the tourism industry
was in American hands, moreover, that a trip abroad (during which one would fly in a
Pan American plane, sleep in a Hilton Hotel, and purchase American Expreksdrave
checks) directly boosted the U.S. economy. Playing off this die#ed Nations World
frequently ran advertisements assuring readers that the money spedtvelfitea
vacationing would likely “fly back, too™

To American policymakers tourism aid was, quite simply, a less burdensome
form of assistance and economic stimulus. First, the influx of tourist dollarg the&
taxpayers did not have to pay the entire bill for foreign assistance. URdedallars,” as
one Pan American Airways report called them, could have the same positivé aspac
more traditional forms of foreign aid, while avoiding backlash from fiscal cortsezsa
and tax weary citizen'S.Second, in economic terms, an increase of American tourist
dollars into foreign economies would serve the same function as an increase m foreig
exports to the United States. Tourism, however, would avoid the political and economic

complications associated with tariff disputes and manufacturing corapéfi€inally,

13 Quoted in Rosendorf, “Be El Caudillo’s Guest,” 38D

1 United Nations WorldJuly 1947.

151949 Pan Am Annual Report, Series |, Box 15, PareAcan World Airways, Inc., Florida Archives and
Special Collections Records, Otto G. Richter Ligr&smiversity of Miami, Coral Gables, Florida
(hereafter PAA)

1 Minutes of Travel Policy Committee, 19 Februarg@9Records of Interdepartmental and
Intradepartmental Committees, Entry #483, Box 128ARA.
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based on the trends emerging in the late 1940s, overseas tourism was increasingly
popular and was going to expand regardless of U.S. government action. If tourism could,
unbeknownst to its participants, simultaneously benefit U.S. and foreign economies,
Washington officials were not about to object.

Officials also quickly recognized the cultural advantages of mass travehsJus
tourists served as “one-man and one-woman Marshall Plans,” so too did they play the
role of goodwill ambassadors and cultural diplonfafor many foreign peoples, the
American tourist watheface of Washington; the impression that tourists made was thus
crucial to U.S. foreign relations. Recognizing that most tourists traveleseagefor
purposes of recreation, luxury, and escape — as opposed to furthering U.S. foreign policy
interests — Truman officials worked closely with travelers and industigitedo develop
means by which tourists effectively could play the dual roles of vacationer anthéipl
To this end, in 1949 the ECA teamed up with the American Society of Travel Agents
(ASTA) in publishing a booklet titled “How to Help Your Clients Preserve Dencgcra
The booklet fell somewhere in between propaganda and a traditional travel giatie. It
travelers what sights to see and what locations to avoid, but it also alertéelr$réve
typical anti-American criticism and provided useful information and rebutiaksy
verbal attacks they might encounter. Focusing primarily on explaining théallars
Plan’s benefits to both Europeans and Americans, the booklet provided tourists with
sufficient ammunition to deflect charges of American “imperialism” and-‘wa

mongering™® Expanding this approach beyond Europe, the State Department, in an effort

17 hi
Ibid.
18 “How to Help Your Clients Preserve DemocrackSTA Travel Newsune 1949.
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to “educate” potential travelers, issued a supplement with all passports thigthihegh

the importance of appropriate behavior overseas:

As we act, so are we judged. Tourists who assume an air of arrogance omsbertda
the common bounds of decency in human conduct can do more in the course of an hour
to break down the elements of friendly approach between peoples than the government

can do in the course of a year in trying to stimulate friendly relatfons.

1

Washington’s interest in promoting Far East tourism resembled the general
government approach toward international travel. In the late 1940s the Fdidgast
have an equivalent to the European Travel Commission and there were no large-scale
government initiatives comparable to the integration of tourism into the Marsdall P
Nonetheless, the State Department, working mostly through the United Nation’s
Economic Commission for Asia and the Far East (ECAFE), lobbied Asian nations to
streamline their tourist procedures and open their doors to American travelers. A
“Resolution on Travel” adopted by ECAFE in October 1949 demonstrated that member
delegations saw tourism as an underexploited yet effective foreign pmicy Not
surprisingly, the benefit to local economies was the most relevant to ECAFBerse
report produced by an assemblage of ECAFE delegates noted: “One need not de steepe
in economics to know the significance in obtaining dollars and other foreign exchange for

the balance of trade in dollar-thirsty countries. Greater traveictaffbrds a means of

19 Quoted in George Kent, “How to be an American Autd Travel May 1949.
20 Economic Commission for Asia and the Far EaststiRetion on Travel Adopted on 27 October 1949,”
in Records of Interdepartmental and Intradepartadlé®dmmittees, Entry #211, Box 67, NARA.
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expanding invisible incomes in the balance of paymén($d facilitate these
developments, ECAFE urged governments to establish well-funded and effectale trav
organizations, reduce prohibitive taxes and restrictions on travel, and develop scenic
attractions and hotel accommodatiéhs.

Despite modest efforts to integrate Far East tourism into U.S. economig policy
the Truman administration showed relatively little interest in dedicgtwgrnment
resources toward transpacific travel. Government indifference edlegnd in turn
shaped, middle-class Americans’ own tendencies not to vacation in East Asian
destinations. Viewed from the other perspective, Truman’s integration of Earopea
tourism into the Marshall Plan and the numerous trade and travel agreements that hi
administration negotiated with the United States’ northern and southern neighbors,
highlighted the fact that Western Europe, Canada, Latin America, andribbeézaa
pulled in the vast majority of American touriéfdn 1947 officials estimated that only
85,000 Americans traveled to the Far East. By comparison, in the same year|&wdt{z
Britain, and France alone welcomed around 200,000 American tourists. In gendral, unt
the late 1950s, travel to Asia accounted for around 2 percent of all Ameriearatranal
tourism?* While “confirmed optimists,” like Leo Matthews of American Presideiie L

(APL), insisted that the potential of the Far East’s postwar tourist induatyalmost

2L “Recommendations of Working Group, Measures tmSfite and Encourage Travel,” 23 July 1949,
Records of Interdepartmental and Intradepartmélwahmittees, Entry #211, Box 67, NARA.

22 ECAFE, “Resolution on Travel Adopted on 27 Octob®49,” in Records of Interdepartmental and
Intradepartmental Committees, Entry #211, Box 6XRIA.

% Charles Sawyer, “Government Pushes Policy to BragmuTravel Abroad, ASTA Travel News
February 1949.

24 Subcommittee on Foreign Travel of the ExecutivenBittee on Economic Foreign Policy,
“Recommendations to be Considered at ECAFE TrawstMg,” 13 September 1949, Records of
Interdepartmental and Intradepartmental Committersy #211, Box 67, NARA; Michael L. Hoffman,
“Swiss Look Forward to a Brilliant Summemflew York Timesl4 March 1948; Henry Giniger, “France
Awaits A Hundred Thousand Americand{éw York Timesl4 March 1948; “Britain Attracts 25% Tourist
Rise,”New York Timesl September 1947; Klei@old War Orientalism104.
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beyond comprehension,” such a cheery outcome was not on the immediate forizon.
Representatives from American Express surveyed the Far East sooheaitar's
conclusion and noted that it would be years until tourism in the region returned to pre-
war levels®® As one 1947 travel article noted, “it is a hardy traveler who goes west of
Honolulu today if he doesn’t have t&"”

In this context, tourism to China floundered during these postwar boom years.
Though APL proudly announced in 1946 that a massive, $100 million project was
underway to convert its warships into a “luxury fleet” — an undertaking that would have
had enormous ramifications for recreational tourism to Shanghai, Hong Kong,
Yokohama, Manila, and other major East Asian ports — the numbers show that this
campaign was slow to produce resfftsikewise, in 1947 Northwest Airlines
demonstrated an interest in establishing an air route from Japan to BeipmggRPe
“basically for tourist purposes,” but U.S. officials voiced concern that theanyilit
situation in China “was sufficiently dangerous to warrant the flights not beidg ata
present.?? In the end, around 15,000 Americans traveled to China in 1947, but even this
number is misleading; government and military representatives made unifiaasng

portion of this travel flow?°

% Quoted in George Horne, “Orient’s Markets Calledinite’,” New York Times31 December 1948.

% «Tourists in Orient Find Housing Poorfew York Timest September 1948;

" Foster Hailey, “West of HonoluluRlew York Timest May 1947.

2 APL advertisement, “Plan Now for the Orient,” 1946l #T2646, John W. Hartman Center for Sales,
Advertising & Marketing History Duke University RaBook, Manuscript, and Special Collections
Library, http://library.duke.edu/digitalcollectiofaglaccess.

29 Memorandum of conversation, “General DiscussioBafrent Activities of Northwest Airline,” 16 May
1947, Records of the Foreign Service Posts of gygaliment of State, Entry #2314, Box 7, NARA.

30 Subcommittee on Foreign Travel of the ExecutivenBittee on Economic Foreign Policy,
“Recommendations to be Considered at ECAFE Traw#tMg,” 13 September 1949, Records of
Interdepartmental and Intradepartmental Committéasy #211, Box 67, NARA.
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Travel restrictions, frequent electricity outages, and inhospitable hotel
accommodations kept most tourists away. One postwar survey estimated thaead per
of tourist facilities on the mainland of China were unfit for use — a result of péa
Japanese looting and general wartime destruttiénMarine, returning to China in 1947

as a tourist, described the havoc that war had played on China’s tourism industry:

The Palace, once a fine hotel but run down even before the war, is ricketyadoiy. In
my room there is an ugly patch on the wall where the radiator used to(Stamdaps

tore out the radiators for scrap metal but, because of shipping shortatesrtefll piled
somewhere near Woosung.) The rug is in holes, the linen tattered andhgrays tonly

one small electric light bulb in the room; hot water comes on only every oth& da

War and travel correspondent Foster Hailey, surveying the Far East toenist s
confirmed these dreary depictions. Few of China’s hotels, Hailey wroteslied more
than “the minimum amount of heat, light and water.” Tourists supplied their own towels,
soap, and toilet paper. Compounding these problems, runaway inflation meant that these
bleak hotel rooms were beyond the means of many middle-class Américans.
Hailey’s article pointed to another factor in China’s pathetic tourism industry
an era when travel periodicals were becoming increasingly popular and irglu€hina
rarely received positive publicity. In general in the late 1940s, stories @atieoal
tourism focused on the traditional destinations of Europe, North America, and the

Caribbean. The average travel article on China, on the other hand, stayed away from the

3L “Tourists in Orient Find Housing Poorew York Timest September 1948.

32 etter to the Editor, “Former Marine Colonel Retsito Shanghai, Finds City Changed But Not Its
People,"Holiday, January 1947.

¥ Hailey, “West of Honolulu,New York Timest May 1947.

31



theme of recreational tourism entirely. Whinavelor Holiday offered the occasional

story on China, they normally highlighted the lingering effects of Japanespation,

air raids, uncontrollable inflation, oppressive heat and severe cold, and widespread
poverty>* When pitted against the photographs and articles depicting the ease, luxury,
and fantasy of vacations in France or Cuba, these travel reports did not exately igni
enthusiasm in the hearts of tourists.

It was not merely infrastructural and promotional problems that burdened tourism
during this period. As the ability of the Nationalist government to maintain control over
China waned in the latter years of the 1940s, Washington officials approached future
travel to the mainland with trepidation. While Washington officials recognized haith t
communism was not monolithic and that Jiang Jieshi was not an ideal ally, the Truman
administration always leaned toward the Nationalists — to use Mao’s phaask
anticipated a future in which the anticommunist government would dominate the
region® On the Chinese side as well, while Mao Zedong was not entirely opposed to
courting the Americans from time to time, his ideological mission of revolutionhend t
maintenance of Chinese sovereignty, prevented him from cooperating too cldkely wi
the Washington governmetitThus, as a CCP victory loomed, the future of Sino-

American relations on the mainland — touristic and otherwise — became legs. cert

3 For examples, see Frederick C. Othman, “Rounditbed in Six Days,"Holiday, March 1946; Harrison
Forman, “China’s Great Peace-Time Migratiolravel August 1946; and Joseph E. Passantino, “The
Gateway to China’s Richest Provinc@yavel May 1948;

% ChangFriends and Enemies

3 Chen JianMao’s China and the Cold W4€hapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pre€01).
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11l

The unfriendly and unstable conditions of China did not, however, entirely
dissuade American presence in the region. Despite emerging economitioastan the
PRC, U.S.-China trade in 1950 equaled nearly 60 percent of 1946 levels. Contributing to
this continuity of trade, during these transition years numerous American Isesines
remained in China. Shanghai Power Company, Stanvac, Caltex, Stantelco, Paradmeri
General Electric, and APL all remained and actually expanded their businesse
China®" In this context, while tourism to China was never a huge business, various
interest groups had developed a niche in the region and they saw little incentive to bail
out in the late 1940%.

Even after April 1949, when CCP forces seized the Nationalist capital of Nanjing
and all but secured victory in the civil war, American businessmen remained @iptimis
Representatives from Pan American and Northwest Airlines — which combine@rto off
seven weekly flights into China — announced in May that they would continue servicing
Shanghai until “invited to leave.” Both companies maintained full staffs in China and
showed no immediate concern about a change in redirBe®cutives of APL, as well,
showed an eagerness to resume and expand business with the new Chinese gd¥ernment.
Displaying his confidence, company president George Killion sent APL shiysnca
American passengers and cargo to the Chinese coast throughout early 1950.

Advertisements from this period still listed Shanghai as one of the stops onfaried

37 Shuguang Zhandsconomic Cold War: America’s Embargo Against Chamal the Sino-Soviet Alliance,
1949-1963Washington, D.C.: Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 12003, 75.

3 Chang Friends and Enemie$3-54; “The Pacific Coast: Recognition of ComnaiiGhina is a Widely
Debated IssueNew York Time® October 1949.

%9 Frederick Graham, “Airlines to Ignore Fall of Siyaai,” New York Times? May 1949.

“0“Shanghai Cargo AcceptedYew York Timest June 1949.
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“Round-the-World Tour.” In the context of the 1948-49 Angus Ward affair and the failed
1949 Huang-Stuart talks — two events that historian Chen Jian cites as evidence of the
inevitability of confrontation between Washington and the CCP leadership — thieafac
the U.S. tourism industry persisted is especially signifitant.

Many within the travel industry actually saw hidden potential in the tumultuous
atmosphere surrounding China’s regime change. George Killion was stipenigang
American goods and American tourists to China was the “surest way to peace and
international good will” and he was confident that CCP officials shared his exgm{éi
Reflecting this, one popular APL advertising campaign adopted the slogan sfifand
enjoy — to like and understand.” It was, after all, “easier to be friendedtple you
know and have visited®

APL’s campaign was, of course, largely an effort to salvage profits in a
tumultuous part of the worltf.China was APL’s most important market and the triumph
of the CCP constituted a major reason for the company’s dramatic loss in revenue
between 1947 and 1980At its core, however, the effort to link travel to international
harmony resonated among American citizens and officials alike. lt@amon for

travel writers and government officials to embrace the “one world” thertteipostwar

*L Chen,Mao’s China and the Cold WaB8-43.

“2 Quoted in “Optimism Voiced on Chinese Traddgw York Timesl2 June 1949; “Shanghai Cargo
Accepted,”New York Timest June 1949.

“3 SeeTravel June 1946Travel October 1946.

* For a critique of “internationalist’ themes inwea writing and advertising, see Crick, “Represtats
of International Tourism,” 329.

*> While the company’s net worth increased from $2tan in 1948 to $35 million in 1952, company
revenues dropped from $60 million in 1947 to $48iom in 1950. John NiveriThe American President
Lines and Its Forebears, 1848-1984ewark, Delaware: University of Delaware Pre€87), 173.
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years®® In the aftermath of World War Il — a war that appeared to be the product of
nationalist extremism — travel seemed like a logical and effectiamsnaf erasing
international borders, misunderstanding, and conflict. Former Republican predidenti
candidate Wendell Willkie’®ne World written during World War 1l, suggested how
private travel served the cause of internationalism and world harthenthe postwar
yearsUnited Nations Worldnagazine (unrelated to the international body) highlighted
these themes on a monthly basis. The periodical’s articles and adventseouwtinely
linked overseas travel to international cooperation, harmony, and understanding. Trans
World Airlines advertisements, for example, depicted their sky routessisatfd free”
and noted that the sky was a place “where the world was one.” APL was “deédacate
serving the cause of world peace and international goodwill by transportindyrie
commerce to more than 30 ports ‘round the wotfdSimilarly, aNew York Timesavel
writer praised the new travel guide genre as the “tome of péace.”

Regardless of whether members of the travel industry genuinely sawrt@sis
the key to universal harmony, the continuing presence of passenger ships in the water
off of war torn China demonstrated that travel was not crippled by political andrgnilit
realities. Tourists, traveling by ship, could visit the region without nechskagoing
the comforts to which they were accustomed. The leveled hotels, inadequate roads
unsubstantial restaurants and entertainment, and even the threat of waeréantejttte to

the cruise passenger. TNew York Timesoted, “the best quarters for tourists in the Far

“8 This connection between travel and peace wasnmtigw in the postwar period. As Christopher Endy
notes, peace advocates at the beginning of thdietlecentury argued that increased travel wouldolsbo
international understanding and make war less gpjate. Endy, “Travel and World Power: Americans in
Europe, 1890-1917 Diplomatic History Vol. 22 (Fall 1998), 589.

*"Wendell Willkie,One World(New York: Simon & Schuster, 1943).

8 Advertisement: “Where the World is OnéJhited Nations WorldMay 1947; Advertisement:

“American Presidents Lines’ Global Fleet}hited Nations WorldMarch 1950.

9 Richard Hakluyt, Jr., “Notes on Guides and Tra&8ebks,”New York Timesl9 June 1949.
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East now are to be found on several linéPsAPL, in fact, proudly and accurately
declared itself “America’s Hotel Abroad.” Sticking to the coastline (Iisdacking at
Shanghai or Hong Kong), American tourists could sightsee by day and return ghipei
to eat and sleep.

Even the more rugged transpacific freighters guaranteed “high quality fodd” a
comfortable staterooms. These cargo ships were surprisingly popular amorngatime
tourists throughout the 1940s and 1950s; by 1958 roughly one of every thirteen ship
passengers traveled in this mantidfreighters appealed to those individuals seeking
greater adventure at a reduced price. For about half the cost of accommodations on
luxury liners, these cargo ships promised tourists a “more realistic piofusea life
than they would receive on a traditional cruise Shipassengers often dined with
crewmembers and had to perform minor chores as they crossed the ocean.

Despite the conscious effort to downplay the glitz of modern cruises and to
disassociate freighter passengers from the category of the helplasst,'t these ships,
too, offered the recreational, hedonistic, and “all-inclusive” attributes aflgitmal
cruise liner Pacific Travel Newsssured travel agents that most freighters had private
lounges for passengers, rooms with private baths, and well-stocked Beagel writer
David Dodge recalled his Mediterranean cruise on board a French fredyhtag which

he enjoyed “French bread every day, two kinds of French wine free with meals, a double

0 “Tourists in Orient Find Housing Poorew York Timest September 1948.

*L«pacific Freighters Lure Passengersgs Angeles Time& November 1958.

*2 According to a 1960 travel guide, it cost $18724dirst class accommodation (with private bath) o
APL round-trip cruise from California to Hong Kon§.room with a bathroom on a freighter cost only
$900 for the same trip. Donald S. Brig@sjent Guide: The Air-Sea Travelers’ Guide to Haiwaapan,
Hong Kong, and the Philippinégdlew York: Crown Publishers, Inc., 1960); IrvingtRe, “West to the
Orient,” New York Timgs24 August 1952.

3 “Selling Freighter Travel in the PacificPacific Travel NewsSeptember 1957.
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cabin just under the bridge wing with real beds, carpets and windd®s¢h
descriptions underlined the fact that freighters, like other cruise shipsdses\a buffer
between tourists and the potentially unsavory elements of their vacation titmstiAfd
cruises to the Far East — especially during years of war — intentictedised clear of the
political and economic realities of the region. Despite a stated desiretteesesotic,”
tourists to China sought comfort, familiarity, and safety above all else.

This separation from regional turmoil allowed tourism to operate as a link
between the United States and China even as other economic, political, and cakisiral li
withered. State Department officials were well aware of APL’s lingebusiness and it
encouraged — or at least condoned — its continued presence in communist-controlled
portions of China. Underscoring this attitude, State Department restrictions, whic
prevented most Americans from traveling to mainland China in the years iatelgdi
after World War 1l, exempted those arriving via passenger’ship.

This inconsistency in China policy was due, in part, to the fact that Washington
officials were more confident in the safety of cruise travelers than taey ather
varieties of visitors to China. More significantly, most officials siiéhed travel to
Communist China to relations with European communist nations and thus saw little need
for immediate prohibitions? Even if the civil war resulted in a CCP victory — a
conclusion that seemed quite likely by 1948 — it would not necessarily translate into a
severing of all ties with China. Officials clearly wished to divide thSoviet camp
but were not united on the most efficient means of doing so. While some felt that harsh,

punitive policies toward the Chinese Communists would accomplish the goal, others

>4 David Dodge;The Poor Man’s Guide to the Orie(Mew York: Simon and Schuster, 1965), 138.
*“Travel Rules Now Easiest Since Before Wak/ashington PosR0 February 1949.
%% Zhang,Economic Cold War23.
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argued that cooperation and assistance was more appraptiathis context, the
continuation of travel and trade contacts seemed like an appropriate means of weoing th
Chinese or, at the least, a harmless deviation from an otherwise confrohfzatiana
Hovering over all of this, moreover, was the sense that travel was, to some axtent
apolitical activity that should not be held to the same strict standards asymilit

economic, or political endeavors. This connotation of recreation was to be a defining
characteristic of American travel and travel policy and gave suitcase dpi@mmique

position in U.S. foreign relations.

v

Just as Washington'’s general travel restrictions in the years fodowborld War
Il had not definitively ended recreational tourism to China, so too did they leave room fo
participants in Sino-American cultural exchange programs. China, by November 1947,
had become the first country to sign a Fulbright agreement with the United8tat
Chinese and U.S. officials got to work quickly to assemble the United States Educationa
Foundation in China (USEFC), the board that would oversee Fulbright operations. A year
later, forty-one scholars received grants to travel to China, but because of the loca
conditions only twenty-seven made the ffiDespite the small numbers, Washington
officials had high hopes for the program. The Chinese Fulbright Program fit stgea |

effort to combat both the Soviet propaganda campaign aimed at Chinese uni\ardities

*" Chang Friends and Enemies

*8 The Fulbright Program drew its initial funds fragvenues from wartime surplus. The initial saléhe
Chinese, which funded the program, occurred in Atud946. For the next fifteen months, Washingtath an
Beijing officials worked out the logistics of theqgram, establishing the Board of Foreign Scholpssh

and selecting the actual grantees for the progvdilma Fairbank America’s Cultural Experiment in

China, 1942-1949Washington, D.C.: Department of State Publicatl8v6), 154-55.

%9 Fairbank America’s Cultural Experiment.78.
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a rising tide of anti-Americanism in the region. Top-level officialsussed using
Fulbright funds to distribute American periodicals and films, send Americansparfeto
China to “explain our viewpoint,” and translate American history and politicaiseie
textbooks into Chines¥.
There was little time, however, to carry any of these plans to completion. A
month after Chinese and U.S. officials signed the Fulbright agreement, GE€B \fare
in the midst of a major offensive in Manchuria. By November 1948, when the first wave
of American Fulbright grantees were arriving in China, Communist troops eccupi
Shenyang (Mukden), China’s largest city in the northeast. Tientsin felhoadal5,
1949, Beiping on January 31, Nanjing — the Nationalist capital and the site of Rulbrig
headquarters — on April 20, and Shanghai on May 25. The China Fulbright Program, the
first one of its kind, soon held the less dignified distinction of being the first to close
shop. By August 1949 the Fulbright office had shut down and by October, when Mao
formally declared the establishment of the PRC, USEFC staff had esd¢hatcountry.
While the program was extremely short-lived, the participating schokyegh
significant role in the transition to PRC control and their lingering preseghédhted
the attributes and weaknesses of suitcase diplomacy. Unlike cruisersawie enjoyed
brief, antiseptic glimpses of China, Fulbright grantees engaged in longer, mor
“purposeful” visits. For this reason, it was far more difficult for Fulbrighteravoid the
region’s tumultuous atmosphere. In the transition years of 1948-50 State Department

officials, however, did not take a firm stand on the future of the Fulbright gsaméele

%9 Connors to Cabot, 9 February 1948, General Reaifritee Department of State, Central Decimal File
(CDF) 811.42793, Box 4817, NARA; Cabot to ConndrkfFebruary 1948, General Records of the
Department of State, CDF811.42793, Box 4817, NARA.
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Washington officials encouraged the scholars to return to the U.S., they nonejhetess
the Fulbrighters the option to stay.

To this end, Fulbright officials in China and the U.S. negotiated an agreement
with Pan American Airways for prepayment in Chinese gold yuan for retdianeafor
all Fulbright students. U.S. officials, moreover, prepaid Fulbrighters thearsts in a
lump sum, as opposed to monthly installations. These moves ensured that the grantees
could live comfortably and had a way of getting home, regardless of what events
transpired in Chin&! Derk Bodde, a leading historian on Chinese history who had been
the first American to receive a Fulbright grant for study in China, rectikg the efforts
of the Fulbright Program in the late 1940s allowed him and other scholars “to continue
working in Peking...despite political chang®.At the same time, Bodde was surprised
that the Washington Fulbright office kept sending scholars to China, assumingShat U
officials were not entirely aware of the seriousness of the militargt&n®? In August
1949, Bodde and his family returned home to Philadelphia.

Most of the American scholars in China followed Bodde’s lead and evacuated the
country along with U.S. officials. Thirteen Fulbrighters, however, chose taimam
China after October 1949, a move that U.S. officials opposed but did not officially
prohibit. As Wilma Fairbank, the Cultural Attaché to the U.S. Embassy in Chongqging,
noted, the bulk of these scholars — who remained an additional few weeks or months
following the establishment of the PRC — continued their work with only minor

inconvenience&? State Department officials, in fact, kept in close contact with several of

®1 Fairbank, America’s Cultural Experiment.80.

%2 Derk BoddePeking Diary: A Year of Revolutigilew York: Octagon Books, 1976), xx.
83 Fairbank America’s Cultural Experiment.82-83.

* Ibid., 198-99.
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the Fulbrighters and relied on them for intelligence on the new Chinese regiere. Af
leaving Beijing in August 1950 — about a month and a half after the start of the Korean
War — James Parsons, for example, held lengthy discussions with officlaslAtt
Consulate in Hong Kong. Parsons discussed the general attitudes of the Chinebke towa
the new government, the Soviet Union, and the United States. U.S. officials in Hong
Kong and Washington eagerly read through Parson’s substantial report, wsskedt
his belief that the vast majority of the Chinese population questioned the “dffieial
on issues such as the Korean War and Tafvaikewise, U.S. officials kept in contact
with Frances Spieth, an American chemistry professor at Lingnan Uhpniar€anton,
who arrived in China — outside the auspices of the Fulbright Program — in 1949. After
leaving Canton in early 1951, she discussed her experiences with U.S. officials in Hong
Kong, providing details on the rise of CCP influence on university camplses.

For other scholars, however, the transition of power was not entirely smooth.
Most notably, in 1951 the Chinese arrested three Fulbright students — Harrigt Mills
Adele Rickett, and Walter Rickett — on charges of espiofageother Fulbrighter,
Frank Bessac, fled from Beiping in early 1949 and joined up with three Russians and
Vice Consul Douglas Mackiernan — who was left with the task of closing the U.S.

Consulate in Urumchi. Upon entering Tibet, local guards shot and killed Mackiernan and

% Harding to Clough, “Conversation with Mr. Jamess®as, Who Recently Left Peking,” 24 August
1950, General Records of the Department of Stdd#;521.933, Box 2533, NARA; Hong Kong to State
Department, “Memorandum of Conversation with Mmé&a Parsons, an American Who Has Recently
Departed From Peking,” 29 September 1950, Generebils of the Department of State, CDF511.933,
Box 2533, NARA.

 McConaughy, “Interview With Frances Spieth, Chergi®rofessor From Lingnan University, Canton,”
31 January 1951, General Records of the Departofestate, CDF511.933, Box 2533, NARA.

" Mills and Adele Rickett were released in early 398/alter Rickett's release came several montfes, lat
as part of a large-scale “prisoner release” thaf BRicials intended to use as leverage at the Geraks.
“Parents Think Woman Feigns ‘BrainwashingVashington Posind Times-Herald28 February 1955;
Harrison E. Salisbury, “Red China to Free All UGvilians; 29 Due to DepartNew York Timesl1
September 1955.
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two other members of the party, leaving only Bessac and one of the Russians téecomple
the journey. By fall 1950, the two men had reached India, 1,500 miles from their starting

place®®

\

As signaled by the unfortunate dissolution of the Fulbright Program on the
mainland and the chaotic experiences of those scholars who remained behind, travel to
China could not remain aloof indefinitely from political realities and the emg@old
War divisions. CCP officials, consolidating power on the mainland, began to cast their
net over the nation’s tourist plant. TWational Geographigournalists, writing about

Beijing in late 1949, noted the dramatic changes:

[Nts once luxurious habits are so different that Americans and othégriers who knew
it in its palmy tourist times would now hardly recognize it. Such famegl$as the
Pekin and the Wagons-Lits no longer shelter foreigners. Guarded by séinéyesre
reserved for Chinese Communist officers and officials. Drab uniformyangnhere.

Men in European dress are scatfte.

Continuing this campaign of consolidation, a month after the founding of the PRC
CCP officials took ownership of twelve commercial airliners — ten from Chitiarig

Aviation Corporation (CNAC) and two from Central Air Transport Corporation (CATC)

% Fairbank,America’s Cultural Experimen99-200; Roland to Hunt, “Student Grantees im@hinder
Fulbright Act,” 9 February 1950, General Recordshef Department of State, CDF511.933, Box 2533,
NARA.

9 Nelson T. Johnson and W. Robert Moore, “Power GoBeck to Peiping,National GeographicVol.
XCVI, No. 96 (September 1949), 337.
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— and transported the planes from Hong Kong’s Kai Tak Airport to the mainland. The
seventy-one remaining planes from these two companies remained immobilizaagin H
Kong.”®

Time seemed to be on the side of the PRC. Were the British to recognize the PRC
government — a move that looked likely in the months following the Communist victory —
the transfer of the remaining planes to PRC ownership would be relatively smoh. |
not, however, merely a matter of cooperation between British and PRC officialas Jus
APL executives had pursued a normal working relationship with CCP officialso sbd
American employees of CNAC and CATC. American pilots working for CNAC — a
subsidiary of Pan American Airways of which the Chinese Nationalists owned&hpe
— showed especially little concern for the regime change; in the months af@Ckhe
victory the pilots kept their jobs and announced proudly that they would continue to work
under the new manageméhtluan Trippe, president of Pan American, also was hesitant
to make any sudden changes, preferring to continue operating the aimmgné&o
mainland’?

Not all American representatives in China, however, were so agreeabled Retire
Lieutenant General Clair Chennault and Whiting Willauer, who in 1946 had founded a
third airline in the Republic of China, voiced strong concern that a transfer of the
seventy-one planes to the Communist regime would doom the Nationalist government
and cripple Washington’s standing in the region. In December 1949, to address the issue

head on, Chennault and Willauer sought to transfer ownership of the planes to their

" Tillman Durdin, “Two Chinese Airlines Join Red®, Planes Leave Hong Kong BasBlgw York Times
10 November 1949.

" Tillman Durdin, “Americans Ready to Fly in Red @&j” New York Timesl1 November 1949.

2 Marylin Bender and Selig Altschufhe Chosen Instrument: Pan Am, Juan Trippe, the &isl Fall of
an American EntrepreneNew York: Simon and Schuster, 1982), 481.
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company — the wholly American-owned Civil Air Transport (CAT) — in order tpkee
them out of Communist hands. Faced with foot-dragging from British and Hong Kong
officials, Jiang Jieshi showed enthusiastic support for the move and Juan Trippe,
recognizing that the Truman administration would not be issuing diplomatic reéoagni
to the new Communist regime, sold his 20 percent share of CNAC to the Nationalist
government. In 1950 Truman made his position clear when he approved the CIA’s
purchase of the financially desperate CAT company.

The transfer of ownership hardly settled the issue. The initial legal digpitdy
devolved into a media circus, with lawyers of Chennault and Willauer criticiitigh
and Hong Kong officials for their lack of grit. Despite Chennault and Willaedorts
to use the increased publicity to nudge British and Hong Kong officials quicklyhat
Americans’ corner, the battle soon stalemated in a drawn out court proceeditizgeove
fate of the planes. While Hong Kong court’s initially sided with the PRC, in 1952IBriti
officials — frustrated with the status of Sino-British relations and métdeaugment
tensions with Washington — overturned the Hong Kong ruling and confirmed American
ownership of the plandé.The court decision, however, marked more of a symbolic
victory than it did a substantive change in Sino-American travel relations. Bynine t
British officials overturned the Hong Kong decision, neither American nor Ghines

officials allowed tourism between the U.S. and the PRC to continue.

" Truman’s decision was part of a larger effort oy lip “proprietary” airlines in order to preveneth
from falling into Communist hands. Victor S. Kaufm&The United States, Britain and the CAT
Controversy,"Journal of Contemporary Historyol. 40 (2005), 98-101; Bender and Altschiie Chosen
Instrument 480-81.

" Burton Crane, “Hong Kong Court Gives Reds Planigi York Time24 February 1950; Kaufman,
“The United States, Britain and the CAT Controvetrdyl0-12.
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The immediate cause for this cessation of travel was the outbreak of tha Korea
War in June 1950. With U.S. and Chinese troops waging war on the Korean peninsula,
Washington’s attitude toward travel to the PRC gradually became less ambiVhis
strengthened travel ban was a component of a larger shift in U.S. policd tingd?RC
that emerged following the outbreak of the Korean War. The American tradegembar
the placement of the Seventh Fleet in the Taiwan Straits, and the 1954 U.S.-ROIC mutua
defense treaty, all aimed to “bring about the collapse of the Peking govetament
signaled the arrival of the Cold War in Aéfa.

The nuanced approach discussed above, however, did not go away entirely. In
August 1950 the State Department’s Bureau of Chinese Affairs felt it iNas st
“inadvisable” to stamp all U.S. passports “not valid for travel in China.” While the
Department did not foresee sending significant numbers of Americans to thet PRC, i
opted to leave the option on the table, “so that certain individuals might be allowed to
go.” It was not until the beginning of 1952 that the Department began inserting
prohibitory stamps on U.S. passports, making all travel to the PRC fffeHfad:
relatively slow pace of the State Department on the passport front did not ssiyrwadca
desire on the part of U.S. officials to engage the Chinese in a program of auitural
recreational exchange. The hesitation toward passport restrictionsaégpedthe
context of the Korean War and the strict economic embargo placed on the PRC,
nonetheless highlighted how travel policy developed along a slightly diffeagedtory

than other components of U.S. foreign policy.

S CohenAmerica’s Response to Chirs80-181.

8 «Telephone Call to Mr. Willis Young of the Passpbivision,” 27 August 1957, Series 2A, Box 5, D.D.
Eisenhower Files Relating to J.F. Dulles, MCO1&IRRWPolicy Papers, Seeley G. Mudd Manuscript
Library, Princeton University, Princeton, New Jgréeereafter JFD).
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By the time that the State Department enacted its official ban on trahel RRIC
in 1952, it had also eliminated the ability of private tourism companies to do business
with the Communist regime. New government restrictions, emerging in be/9d®
and 1951, meant that companies like APL and the American-owned airlines could no
longer participate in trade with the PRC or bring American passerggrs mainland.
By expanding the Trading With the Enemy Act to cover the PRC and North Korea in
1950, moreover, the Truman administration effectively made American travel & thos
countries illegal” Under this statutory authority, the Treasury Department could
prosecute or at least penalize even the casual tourist purchasing souvenirgghaSha
while his ship waited offshore.

The emerging U.S.-PRC conflict also resonated in Hong Kong and Taiwan — both
of which emerged as crucial outposts for U.S. officials after the “losshmfaCHong
Kong’s hotels and infrastructure were overwhelmed in 1949-1950, as refugees, U.S.
officials, Chinese troops, and journalists congregated in response to the CCP takeover on
the mainland. Karl Rankin, who arrived in the British colony in summer 1949, recalled
that he, his wife, and his entire staff had to quarter on the WD&i8, which was docked

in Victoria Harbor’®

" The Trading With The Enemy Act initially emergedli917 to prevent the United States from engaging
in trade with the Central Powers during World WaBy the early 1950s the decision to end trade with
Communist China merged with the larger debate traele with the communist world. As U.S.-Soviet
tensions increased in the years after World WaEdhgress and the Truman administration sought out
means of using trade controls as a form of contamnThe Export Control Act of 1949 and the Mutual
Defense Assistance Control Act (Battle Act) of 19dre the two most significant pieces of legislatilm
sum, the acts prohibited trading certain “strate@mns with the Soviets and gave the Presidertiaity
to terminate economic and military assistance toration that conducted in such activity. The Ra#tt,
in particular, was a political compromise sincedtiaers in Congress wanted to take far more pumigind
immediate action against nations that stood intthg of embargo. The best works on travel controts a
Western trade with the communist bloc are Philipigiello, American-Soviet Trade in the Cold War
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pres98B) and Zhandgzconomic Cold War

8 Karl Lott Rankin,China Assignmen(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1963), 1
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Beyond logistical setbacks, Hong Kong’s geographic location gave travebthere
palpable precariousness. A 1336liday article depicted the dual roles of Hong Kong as
a “money-maker” and “British fortress,” placing photographs of Hong Kongessldi
alongside those of bustling curio shops. “As long as Communist China does not attack,”
the article assured readers, “China indirectly benefits by having laynaarket. Should
the Reds attack, many feel, World War 11l would st&ttThis image of Hong Kong as a
garrison state on the brink of Armageddon proved difficult to shake; even as Hong
Kong’s future seemed more certain and the colony’s tourist industry became tref envy
the region, this dreary image maintained a place in tourists’ minds.

The island of Taiwan, suddenly thrown in the center of the Chinese conflict as the
new home for the Nationalist government, had none of the allure of Hong Kong but
suffered from the same sense of uncertaintidational Geographigournalist, traveling
to Taiwan in the early days of 1950, recalled that the “illusion of peace” that he had as he
flew over the “opalescent waters” of Taiwan, quickly disappeared when he landad on “
military field alongside...camouflage-painted American-built planes®fGhinese
Nationalist Air Force.” AlImost immediately upon disembarkation, “we had nfale t
acquaintance of Chinese police, bent on keeping Communist spies from this uneasy
island.” On the island, inflation was rampant, military personnel were refgalares of
the landscape, and what little tourist infrastructure existed served pyitogkeep
travelers out of the island’s unstable intefibr.

As the epicenter of the Cold War shifted toward Asia and as U.S. policy toward

the PRC became more concrete, the United States rapidly built up itseslaitic its

9 “Hong Kong,”Holiday, November 1950.
8 Frederick G. Vosburgh, “Formosa — Hot Spot ofHast,”National GeographicFebruary 1950, 139-40.
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Asian partners — Taiwan and British Hong Kong among them. In spite, or perhaps
because of the fact that tourism to Taiwan and Hong Kong suffered from the
precariousness of the Cold War, American travel to those destinations seemed to offe
U.S. officials a useful weapon against the PRC. In a broad sense, mass traveh-tf bot
motivating ideology and its physical presence — seemed to advance Waskington’
objectives in the ongoing Cold War. Speaking to a gathering of travel agents ird#te mi
of the Korean War, Truman’s chief of staff John Steelman established interhationa
tourism as a crucial distinguishing characteristic between therfteecanmunist worlds.
“Travel,” Steelman proclaimed, “is a privilege of the free, the prosperadgha
curious. And the Soviet world is determined both to prevent its citizens from seeing how
the free world lives and from letting citizens of the free world see how the Stviet®
In addition to inherent contradictions with Soviet totalitarianism, tourism, inytee @&
most U.S. officials, was the embodiment of middle-class values, in that it i@quire
expendable income, a flexible work schedule, and a cosmopolitan sense of adventure. To
promote American tourism — or better yet, to be an American tourist — was to eromot
American values. In the course of the Cold War — which was as much about auitural
ideological conflict as it was about military, political, and economic steuggburists
represented millions of individual arguments for the supremacy of the Americaof way
life.

As part of this emerging trend of linking tourism to U.S. international strategy
popular images of the PRC, Taiwan, and Hong Kong — in travelogues and travelguides
were increasingly compatible with the Cold War, anticommunist consensus. @imstha

always been the case. From the 1930s through World War I, despite the presence of

81 Steelman, “The Meaning of KoreaASTA Travel NewdNovember 1950.
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strongly pro-GMD writings in Henry LuceBimeandLife, among other periodicala,

large and influential contingent of travel writing on China came from polttiaaélers

such as Edgar Snow, Agnes Smedley, and Graham Peck — who all shared at kmatst a lat
sympathy for the communist cat€&sraham Peck, discussing his experiences in China
during World War 1l in his traveloguBwo Kinds of Timewrote a scathing critique of the
GMD and conservative forces in the United States. Peck developed a liberal version of
the American exceptionalism ethos, arguing that U.S. support for the Nationalis
government — which far exceeded Soviet aid to the CCP — was to blame for rise of
communism on the mainland. In the years before the establishment of the PRC,
“Americans had an excellent opportunity to influence the unavoidable revolution into
democratic channels, but did not bother to make enough effort.” The result, Peck
maintained, was that “[n]o acceptable alternative to communism had been présented.
was conservative policymakers, along with their corrupt, undemocratic, and tiveffec
Nationalist allies, who were responsible for the postwar situation in ¢hina.

A new strain of travel writing that emerged in the post-World War |l eragieder
quickly from the previous model, embracing the Cold War consensus and encouraging
tourists to carry this same outlook when they traveled abroad. Most of these writer
shared Washington and the public’s concern over “losing” Asia to communism and
worked to bring the region into the American consciousness. In addition to anti-PRC
rhetoric — and indeed related to it — one of the dominant themes to come out of this

literature was that Taiwan and Hong Kong were now the “true China.” The Comimunis

82 See Edgar SnoviRed Star Over Chinél938); SmedleyBattle Hymn of Chin&1943); Graham Peck,
Through China’s Wal(1940).
8 Graham PeckTwo Kinds of Tim¢Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1950), 6-8, 89-
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revolution in the PRC was somehow “un-Chinese,” leaving the regions of China that
remained free of CCP domination to carry the “China” appell&fion.

James Michener epitomized this sort of politicized travel writing. Michesasra
critic of Truman’s foreign policy, noting ibife magazine that Democratic policies had
“stripped us of Asian friends and imperiled our national safety.” The result dbssi®f
security, Michener lamented, was that it was “all the more frighteoingf American to
travel in Asia today. Along the entire eastern seaboard [of the Asian cohtiment
American is utterly unwelcomé&®His popular travelogu¥oice of Asialetailed his tour
of Asia just a year after the end of the Chinese civil war and he unapologgircaiided
the reader with his take on the importance of Asia in the ongoing battle withurosmm
Michener invoked the common image of the U.S. “special relationship” with China and
greater Asia: “At the topmost level, we are contending for the friendshiprofikee
Nehru, Sukarno, Liaquat Ali Khan and Chou En-lai. We have already lost the last named
to Russia. We must not lose the others.” To accomplish this, Michener supported the
expansion of cultural exchanges, the distribution of American books, and other efforts to
form bonds with Asian youtff.

This sense of urgency continued in Michener’s discussion of Taiwan, “the bright
spot of Asia.” The maturity, enlightenment, and the development of the Nationalist
stronghold merely underscored “the greatness of our loss [on the mainland].” Had the
civil war turned out differently, this might have been China toda%/.1n Taiwan,

Michener asserted, “the questions of international consequence come to foeus.” T

8 Klein, Cold War Orientalism103; Iriye, Across the Pacific292-93.

8 James A. Michener, “Blunt Truths About Asijfe, 4 June 1951, 96.

8 James A. Michenefihe Voice of AsiéNew York: Random House, 1951), 239-40.
87 Michener, “Blunt Truths About Asial’ife, 4 June 1951, 118.
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island was “a symbol of a once free nation and a constant thorn in the flesh of the
communists.” The conflict between the PRC and the United States was foremost i
Michener's mind and because Taiwan would likely be at the center of any glahal
Michener demanded that Americans “know a great deal more about Formosa than they
do now.®®

Just as central to the Cold War, Hong Kong was “perched on a precarious island,”
and Michener stressed the vulnerability of the British colony. Woven between
discussions of Hong Kong’s famous tailor shops and dazzling harbors, Michener warned,
“[i]f war erupts in Asia generally, communist troops could probably overrun thencty
few days.” Like he had with Taiwan, Michener depicted Hong Kong as a bastion of hope
in a chaotic world. People from all over the world seeking liberties of variousssavts
Hong Kong as their “mecca.” These metaphorical pilgrims rangedtirerAmerican
G.l. seeking rest and recreation, to the American, European, and Asian shopgddry lure

duty-free shopping, to the “[m]ore than a million freedom-loving Chinese from the

mainland” who fled to Hong Kong in the years following the revolufon.

VI
As the Cold War took shape in Asia, U.S. officials, as they had done in regard to
European and Caribbean tourism, began to look to Far East travel as a potentoal additi
to the American foreign policy arsenal. Local deficiencies, combinddimtgrnational
tensions, however, made suitcase diplomacy difficult in the region. But travebdi

always follow the same pattern as the Cold War, nor did military, economic, ancipolit

8 Michener Voice of Asia64-65.
8 Ibid., 80-82.
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realities always resonate with travelers or the travel industtgblishing a pattern that
would continue for the next two decades, tourism developed both as a structured,
government-controlled extension of containment and a non-official, casual, and alpolitic
activity.

On the one hand, for reasons of stimulating local economies and increasing
cultural interaction, Washington policymakers worked with ECAFE and the tourism
industry to streamline the process of international travel and encourage Asiais tat
welcome American travelers. With the establishment of the PRC and the outbtieak of
Korean War, moreover, travel to the region took on new importance as a way of building
up relations with Taiwan and Hong Kong and undermining the new Communist regime.
U.S. officials imagined tourists to be capsules of American culture, valndsdeals,
who could effectively but subtly disseminate pro-American propaganda wadea]ly
chipping away the foundation of the communist world. Popular travel guides, as well,
embraced this sort of purposeful travel and with so few Americans travelingrta, Chi
images and descriptions coming from these travel writings contributed cagnii to
Americans’ “knowledge” of the region. It is significant that the Padifiea Travel
Association (PATA) later named James Michener to its “Gallery of Lagjenalongside
Thomas Cook, Juan Trippe, and Conrad Hilton — for his “outstanding literary
contributions to greater awareness and appreciation of the Pacificegsia.*

On the other hand, tourism emerged from World War Il both as a seemingly
endless source of revenue for private industry and a recreational luxamdftie-class

Americans. For these reasons, the trajectory of tourism often clashed.®itbdjectives

% Chuck Y. Gee and Matt Luri@he Story of the Pacific Asia Travel Associatfan Francisco: PATA,
1993), 11.
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and the individuals involved — tourists, shipping and airline executives, and travel writers
— did not always make the most efficient agents of U.S. foreign policy. Tourismatia

and never would be, entirely predictable, and U.S. officials had to sit back, renggnizi
that their chosen “ambassadors” were often no more than curious travelerspeager

sightsee, relax, and explore their exotic surroundings.
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Ch. 2 — Filling the Void: Tourism and Cultural Exchange in
Taiwan and Hong Kong, 1952-1957

The purpose of this Act is to strengthen the ties that unite us with other nations by
demonstrating the cultural interests, developments, and achievements of tieeop &gl
United States.

-- From the International Cultural Exchange and Trade Fair Partaopéatt of 1956

The very fact that thegre voluntary visitors with no government “axe to grind” is an
argument in their favor.

-- Memorandum on the International Educational Exchange Program, 1956
Finally, let us bear in mind that among the countries suffering under commuaistytyr
only China is fortunate enough to have its Taiwan, a bastion and rallying point where

hope is being kept alive and preparations made for a better future.

-- U.S. Ambassador to the Republic of China, Karl L. Rankin, 1953

In October 1954 Columbia University Chinese history professor ClarencenMarti
Wilbur arrived in Taiwan for a one-week stay. United States InformationcggtJSIS)
and Foreign Operations Administration (FOA) officials, along with Taiwan’s
Government Information Office, quickly became interested in Wilbur’'sariilbur
had entered Taiwan in a “very critical frame of mind...prepared to find aisituaat
would confirm the worst reports about Taiwan that had been circulating in the United
States.” Seeing any American traveler as a potential assetiionatg) to America’s
image overseas, U.S. officials were eager to change Wilbur's mind. The urgehisy of

mission was heightened in Wilbur’s case since the professor planned to travel to

! “Educational Exchange Annual Report,” 17 Februk8$6, CDF511.933, General Records of the
Department of State, Box 2237, NARA.
2 Karl Rankin, press conference, 2 April 1953. Reed in RankinChina Assignmentl59-60.
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Southeast Asia following his visit to Taiwan and officials were concerned thadiid
take his “skepticism” with hini.

Getting to work quickly, the Government Information Office arranged tours for
Wilbur and provided opportunities for him “to be briefed by able and well-informed
Chinese.” FOA officials escorted Wilbur on a tour to some of the agriculture and
irrigation projects carried out by the Joint Commission on Rural Reconstruction. The
efforts seemed to pay off. Just before Wilbur left Taipei for Southeast Asia, he
acknowledged “he had seen evidence of impressive improvement in many phasges of lif
here.” During a brief stop in Hong Kong, moreover, where USIS officials andiéaner
correspondents “did their share in convincing him,” Wilbur developed an even more
favorable opinion of the Nationalist governmént.

U.S. officials kept their eyes on the American professor and when he made his
way back to Taiwan at the end of March 1955, USIS and Embassy staff were eager to
debrief him. Not only had Wilbur maintained his rosy view of “Free China,” he had also
made “ a consistent effort everywhere he went to enlighten the people hath e
came in contact.” He urged journalists and locals to visit Taiwan and “see for
themselves.” U.S. officials were thrilled by his report. While officialen@wledged that
it was near impossible to assess what kind of substantive impact Wilbur had on overseas
Chinese and other Asians — not to mention the countless skeptical Americans he would
engage after returning home — they were confident that this sort of pequeesile
diplomacy could be a major asset to U.S. interests in the region. While favajadits

may have seemed propagandistic coming from an official representathe @hited

3 USIS Taipei to the State Department, “Visits of Blartin Wilbur,” 20 April 1955, Records of U.S.
Foreign Assistance Agencies, Entry #409, Box 92RNA
4 .

Ibid.
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States, American officials believed that private travelers such as Wilkthr;ne axe to
grind,” could significantly alter perceptions of U.S. policy and strengtheArterican
position in the region.

Wilbur’s travels highlight a number of important elements of U.S. suitcase
diplomacy during the first several years of Eisenhower’s presidencyatiémion that
U.S. and Taiwan officials heaped on Wilbur underscores the scarcity of non-official
American visitors to Taiwan and most of the Far East in the early 1950s. An inadequat
supply of hotel rooms, a shortage of airline and cruise line routes, and securitymspncer
meant that local governments and tourists alike were hesitant to make a serious
commitment. Despite, or possibly because of this small number of tourists, U.alsoffic
recognized the importance of using American travelers as agents ohfpadicy in the
region. Wilbur’'s non-official status, moreover, made him even more attractive to U.S
officials as it gave him an air of objectivity not possessed by USIS or Enbizsf.

But to categorize Wilbur as a casual tourist, detached from Washington policy
and “official business,” would go too far in the other direction. In fact, seves géar
his initial visit, Wilbur was back in Taiwan as part of the Fulbright Progr&mbés-
Country Exchange, producing a government-sponsored report on “Taiwan as an Example
of Progress Under Freedorhlhstead, what Wilbur exemplified was the fluidity with

which travel could move from recreational to purposeful and the eagerness with whic

5 .

Ibid.
® American Embassy Taipei to State Department, “Btianal and Cultural Exchange,” 25 February 1963,
Box 316, J. William Fulbright Papers, Bureau of Ealibnal and Cultural Affairs (CU) Historical
Collection, MC468, Special Collections, UniversitiyArkansas Libraries, Fayetteville, Arkansas (a#er
JWFP)
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U.S. officials harnessed the efforts of official and non-official trageddike to develop a
comprehensive and effective brand of cultural diplomacy.

As James Michener made cleaMaice of Asiathe gradual but definite decline
of travel to the PRC opened up a new set of opportunities in travel to Taiwan and Hong
Kong. To Michener, tourism to “Free China” could become an extension of containment
and serve to disseminate American values throughout the region. While the nascent
tourism industries in Hong Kong and Taiwan advanced Washington’s objectives by
establishing these destinations as “Free China,” recreational tourisésrggion in the
early 1950s were relatively uncommon. Washington officials, seeing this pbtentia
Taiwan and Hong Kong, thus worked to supplement privately-funded travel with
government-sponsored cultural delegations. To this end, in the early years of the
Eisenhower administration officials developed a substantial program of cultural
diplomacy that served to boost the prestige of these U.S. allies, faciluialm
understanding, and subtly undermine the validity and stability of the PRC. Smnilar t
Truman'’s incorporation of tourism into the Marshall Plan, Eisenhower’s cultural
exchange program built on existing, but limited, tourism infrastructure and gave
American travelers a central place in U.S. foreign relations. In this,SEis@nhower’s
use of travel policy in the early 1950s was not wholly negative; in addition to prohibiting
or severely restricting travel to the PRC, his administration worked hantooge,

guide, and even co-opt travel to Taiwan and Hong Kong.
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The conclusion of the Chinese civil war and the establishment of the Nationalist
government in Taiwan renewed hope that recreational tourism to “Free China” would
approach the levels experienced in Europe and the Caribbean. To the contrary,atis peri
of transition saw a decline in American tourism as travelers could no longeheisit
mainland of China and the Nationalist government, for a variety of reasons, dailed t
develop a functioning tourist plant in Taiwan. Despite it being a “fashionable topic of
conversation,” a thriving tourist industry in Taiwan was still “a distant dréafnavel
guides for the Far East — which were, not surprisingly, far more sparsiadivan
European and Caribbean counterparts — offered more nuanced, but still reserved,
assessments of Taiwan touridvicKay’s 1953 guide, for example, opened: “Should your
travels take you of necesstty Taiwan (Formosa), you will find it a lovely and
unexciting little island of approximately two hundred and fifty by ninety mftes.”

Few commercial airliners flew from the United States to Taiwan ieainky
1950s. Aside from the dilapidated condition of airstrips, many of the physical @ircraf
belonging to CNAC and CATC were, by that point, in the possession of the PRC. There
was, as well, a substantial shortage of suitable hotel accommodations. Even the two
nicest hotels — the Grand Hotel and the Friends of China Club — were not entirely up to
the standards of American visitors. The Grand (which Ambassador Karl Rankindnsiste

was a “misnomer”), for example, was in an inconvenient location far from the oénter

"Yager, “Tourism on Taiwan,” 8 October 1957, ResonflU.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies, Entry #4009,
Box 211, NARA.

8 E. Cowles GellhornyicKay's Guide to the Far East and the Middle E@$ew York: David McKay
Company, Inc., 1953), 77.
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Taipei and was “pretty dreary insideThe only words of praise thitcKay’s Guide
could offer was that it had “charmingly pleasant persontieltie Friends of China Club
was in a more convenient part of the city, overlooking a park. Blattianal Geographic
journalist staying there in February 1950 remembered mosquito infestationsoortine r
and significant water shortagés.

Moving beyond the superficial critiques, the two hotels were the only ones in the
capital city of Taipei (which was the primary, if not exclusive, destinaif most
American tourists in Taiwan) and both doubled as the only sources of first-class dining
on the island. For these reasons, despite the relatively small number of incasitorg,vi
the available accommodations were simply inadeqdatéghlighting this point, in a
telegram to Secretary of State Dulles, Ambassador Rankin noted thatesasenof one
additional planeload of visitors in Taiwan would “produce [a] minor criSighe
situation got even worse when travelers moved beyond Taipei. Traveling wigmhig f
around the island, Embassy official Joseph Yager noted that hotels were sdagce in t
outskirts of the country. Those that were available to tourists, moreover, dttacte
undesirable clientele and maintained filthy, “Japanese-inspired” outhaugbsif
bathrooms?

Tourist attractions, as well, were sadly lacking. While Taiwan possesseadlzer

of temples, shrines, and other historical landmarks, natural erosion, shoddy repair jobs

° Rankin,China Assignmen®85;Gellhorn,McKay's Guideg(1953), 80.

1 Gellhorn,McKay’s Guideg(1953), 80.

™ 1bid., 80; Vosburgh, “Formosa — Hot Spot of thes&aNational Geographic Magazin€&ebruary 1950,
144,

2 Davenport to Secretary of State, “Tourism Posiisi in Taiwan,” 8 September 1955, Records of U.S.
Foreign Assistance Agencies, Entry #409, Box 21ARN.

13 Rankin to Dulles, 29 April 1954, Records of U.8réign Assistance Agencies, Entry #409, Box 150,
NARA.

14 yager, “Tourism on Taiwan,” 8 October 1957, ResooflU.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies, Entry
#409, Box 211, NARA.
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and vandalism had despoiled their original grandeur. Sun Moon Lake, extolled for “its
scenic beauties,” had no fishing, no swimming, and no significant attractionsenijhe
memorable aspect of this scenic spot was the “genuine” performance bywstime
trained aborigines who...will don their garb and start dancing as soon as they see you
coming.” Those few attractions that gained the attention of Taiwan tourisalsffic
moreover, often suffered from “cheap commercialism” or “omnipresent (and not too
flattering) portraits of President Chiang Kai-shékOn top of all this, transportation to
and from these attractions was an is8tieKay’s Guidenoted the “endless beautiful
spots” on the island, but warned that only travelers who “are not averse to discomfort”
would be able to enjoy thef.

For government representatives like Yager, travel around Taiwan was not as
dreary as it appeared. His association with the Embassy enabled him to obtanegasol
travel guidance, rooms at clean hostels, meals at private residences;emsdtacthe
Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) club. Ambassador Rankin reddhat the
Nationalist government, in fact, operated several guesthouses — which were “nteich bet
than the hotels” — for officially invited guestsBut the average tourist, who would not
receive this VIP treatment, could look forward to a burdensome vacation. Such a tourist,
Yager concluded, would be better off spending his time and money in Hong Kong or
Japan?®

Infrastructure problems — unattractive landmarks, shoddy roads, inadeqehte hot

rooms, and insufficient runways and docks — were only the most tangible obstacles to a

' Ipid.

16 Gellhorn,McKay's Guideg(1953), 80.

" Rankin,China Assignmen®80.

18 yager, “Tourism on Taiwan,” 8 October 1957, ResooélU.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies, Entry
#409, Box 211, NARA.
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thriving tourist market in Taiwan. American perceptions of the island as afe @amh
unstable nation also hindered the development of a large tourist market. The well-
publicized tensions between Taiwan and the PRC, coupled with the mainland’s overt
bombardments of the offshore islands, led tourists to be understandably jittery when it
came to traveling in the region. In late 1954, for example, a group of surgeons removed
Taiwan from their Asian itinerary due to apprehensions over safety. Onewbtie-be
travelers noted: “When | took a second look at the itinerary and thought about the
chances of getting shot down while flying to Formosa I...decided to wait umgshi
quieted down over there.” Encouraging the cancellation of the surgeon tour was a
spokesman for Pan American Airways, who noted that the “tense politicalituati
Taiwan made the tour inappropriate at the tiiéan Am was not alone in its hesitant
approach toward Taiwan. Many other commercial air carriers, assv&Ph, would not
include the island on their itineraries until years after the hostilitie®re&ended.

U.S. officials themselves offered mixed messages on the safety of Taiwan.
Embassy officials tried to downplay the “unduly apprehensive” statements, tiading
while Pan Am did not make calls at Taiwan, “safe and comfortable service is...grovide
by several other airlines — American and otherwf8étwas, nonetheless, difficult for
Washington officials in the 1950s to speak honestly of Taiwan as an entirely sedene
safe tourist destination. In response to a 1955 Embassy report on Taiwan tourism that
discussed the benefit that would arise from APL increasing its involvemenitvana
for example, one State Department official suggested that the Interh&mozeration

Administration (ICA) or the State Department follow up on the suggestion. Thevatea

9 American Embassy Taipei to State Department, “Ahpnsions About Safety of Formosa for Visitors,”
22 October 1954, Records of U.S. Foreign Assisté@gmancies, Entry #409, Box 150, NARA.
20 i
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shot down as “impractical,” however, lest a “war break out in the stfaifs’late as
1958, in fact, the State Department — in the same fashion as many privats earrier
continued to caution private citizens against traveling to Taiwan due to pdlitidal
military turmoil

The sluggish development of recreational tourism in Taiwan was not simply the
result of political and military unrest. The specific policies of thedwalist government,
as well, deserve some of the blame. Nationalist President Jiang Jiesisgiully
restricted the expansion of a tourist industry on the island. There was d genera
uneasiness in Taiwan over an increase in the number of foreign visitors. Theidmstra
of the Nationalist government aimed most directly at the scores of éanevilPs —
congressmen, military brass, and cabinet officials — who, throughout the 1950s, yegularl
toured Taiwan’s military installations, government agencies, and infcaste project$®
The itinerary for many official visits, moreover, included at least one areaketing

with Jiang. Ambassador Rankin noted that Jiang preferred not to receive visitors on

Sundays but pointed to the first three months of 1954, during which various official U.S.

2L Cover note to Davenport, “Tourism PossibilitiesTmiwan,” 8 September 1955, General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #41, Box 4, NARA.

22 Martin to Hickey, “Queries from Private AmericaitiZens re Travel to Taiwan,” 17 September 1958,
General Records of the Department of State, EritB38, Box 2, NARA.

2 When Cardinal Francis Spellman visited Taiwantfivee days in January 1958, for example, local U.S.
officials treated him as a personal guest of Jiiaghi and his wife. Spellman was greeted upoaihnigal

by numerous government and church officials andtveassported around the country via military aifcra
New Jersey Governor Robert B. Meyner, despite laims that he was visiting Taiwan as a “private
citizen” also received VIP treatment while tourihg island. Meyner met and conferred with numerous
high-ranking officials of the U.S. military statied in Taiwan as well as Taiwan Vice President Chen
Cheng and Foreign Minister George Yeh. “OfficiabWiof His Eminence Francis Cardinal Spellman,”
American Embassy Taipei to State Department, 3algri858, General Records of the Department of
State, CDF033.1193, Box 174, NARA, “Visit of the itwrable Robert B. Meyner, Governor of New
Jersey, and Party to Taipei on June 11-12, 1958\8rican Embassy Taipei to State Department, General
Records of the Department of State, CDF033.119%,1Bd, NARA. Cook to Osborn, “Taipei's Telegram
#52 Concerning American Visitors,” 2 August 1952&n@ral Records of the Department of State, Entry
#48, Box 2, NARA,; Clough to Rankin, 2 August 19%&neral Records of the Department of State, Entry
#48, Box 2, NARA.
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delegations were in Taipei on ten different weekends. Each group, not surprisingly,
expected to meet with the Generalissith@vhile U.S. officials recognized that it was
integral to the interests of the United States and Taiwan to have influeniaicans
witness and report on Taiwan'’s progress firsthand, Taiwan officials adl@mesgrew
frustrated with these VIP American visitors, who demanded the time and reesofirc
their Chinese hosts as they toured military installations and bases. Emfiassg
estimated that the annual cost to Taiwan of these VIP visits was hundreds ahtisoos
dollars. A joke around the U.S. Embassy was that “more ammunition was expended in
putting on displays for visiting Americans than would have been needed to repel a
communist attack® More seriously, one Taiwan editorial commented that the money
spent entertaining these guests “could be more profitably engaged in other €hannel
against the enemy?

The culmination of this anti-American resentment came in May 1957 when tens
of thousands of Chinese rioters destroyed several U.S. government buildings on the
island. Though the immediate cause of the riots was the acquittal of an Ametdian s
who had killed a Chinese man, U.S. and Nationalist officials agreed that the primary
underlying cause was the “[a]nti-Americanism generated by the hargéers of
Americans on Taiwan with obviously high living standards and priviletfeBtie

palpable frustration toward American VIPs and relatively wealthy Araeniesidents

% State Department to American Embassy Taipei, t@ifiVisits to Free China,” 14 March 1955,
CDF033.1193, General Records of the Departmentaié SBox 174, NARA; Rankin to Dulles, 29 April
1954, Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance Agené&iegy #409, Box 150, NARA.

% Rankin,China Assignmen®81.

% State Department to American Embassy Taipei, 8@fiVisits to Free China,” 14 March 1955,
CDF033.1193, General Records of the Departmentaié SBox 174, NARA; “VIPs, Visitors,” editorial in
China NewgqTaiwan), 12 January 1955, in General Recordh@iXepartment of State, CDF033.1193,
Box 174, NARA.

2" Collins, “Riot in Taiwan,” 27 May 1957. ReproduciedDeclassified Documents Reference System
(Farmington Hills, MI: Gale, 2010) (hereafieDRS.
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spilled over into a general resistance to build up the nation’s tourism industry. Taiwan’s
economy was weak and its resources were spread thin as it was; a sudden boom in well
off tourists seeking entertainment, lodging, and food seemed like more of a burden than a
gift.

Nationalist leaders, furthermore, consistently gave preferenceidmalagecurity
over tourism promotion. While these priorities were understandable, officiatstoéike
them too far. One British businessman with tourism interests in Taiwan notelethat
Nationalist government had, in 1957, taken over a recently completed hotel and
converted it into an army rest center. Along these same lines, the army ptsress af
“outdated anti-aircraft guns” in the vicinity of a civilian resort, allowsddiers to
acquire favorable rates and privileges as a matter of “national seéfiipre generally,
Nationalist officials worried about the implications of dedicating largeusntsoof
resources or time toward the development of a permanent tourism industry oarttie isl
Long after officials in Washington had lost any genuine hope of restoring N&tonal
control of the mainland, Jiang and other Nationalist officials pursued that goal.
Propagandistic slogans — urging residents to overcome “national difficutEsild be
found throughout the island, underscoring the fact that “the Government is bent upon
returning to the mainland® To most Nationalist officials, Taiwan was merely a
temporary location for the Chinese government; any serious effort to boosttourthe
island would both distract officials from more important issues and exude a sense of

resignation.

% Bolton, quoted in Lacey to State Department, “Tanarin Taiwan,” 25 June 1957, Records of U.S.
Foreign Assistance Agencies, Entry #409, Box 21ARN.

2 vager, “Tourism on Taiwan,” 8 October 1957, ResonflU.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies, Entry
#409, Box 211, NARA.
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Those American officials who had any interest in tourism to Taiwan were dubious
that there would be any progress until Jiang enacted more conducive policies. Addressi
the ineffectiveness of the Nationalist regime in stimulating foreign taytiso U.S.

Embassy reports in 1957 came to the same conclusion: though there was great potentia
in tourism — due to the island’s beauty, its convenient location between Hong Kong, the
Philippines, and Japan, and its novelty to the well-traveled tourist — “government
indifference” toward tourism made it unlikely that such potential would be egal@nly

after Jiang reformed the nation’s outdated entry and exit procedures zedithe

dilapidated tourist infrastructure, and embraced the island as the permanent tioene of
Nationalist regime, could Taiwan join the scores of other nations benefiting tireams

of American tourist&®

[l

Hong Kong’s recreational tourism industry was significantly stronger than
Taiwan’s. In general, the British colony recovered quickly following tlleadrdapanese
occupation in 1945. Civil government returned less than a year later and Hong Kong
resumed its position as a great international entfépiaiurism, too, bounced back, aided
by Hong Kong’s well-founded infrastructure and its reputation as a shopperssegara
During World War 1l the colony had served, as well, as a valued recreasbnatien
for American servicemen. This trend continued throughout the 1950s, as U.S.

commanders in the Far East saw frequent stops at Hong Kong as a means of boosting

% yager, “Tourism on Taiwan,” 8 October 1957, ResonflU.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies, Entry
#409, Box 211, NARA; John Lacey, “Tourism in Taiwa®5 June 1957, Records of U.S. Foreign
Assistance Agencies, Entry #409, Box 211, NARA.

31 Mark, Hong Kong and the Cold Wat4.
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morale. By 1955, 10,000 U.S. sailors were visiting Hong Kong every month. Because of
this steady flood of tourist traffic, travel guides, tour operators, curexxatyange, and
souvenir shops were fully established by the time recreational tourists &eiyang in

larger numberg?

Despite its solid footing, Hong Kong tourism faced early problems as wvikad. L
Taiwan, Hong Kong suffered from its location and its precarious relationsthphs
PRC. While the establishment of the PRC did not directly or immediatebtémr&ritish
rule in Hong Kong — due to Britain’s stepped up military defenses — Westeralsffic
still worried that the PRC would gradually destabilize the British colonyulttyng off its
water, food supply, and transportation serviteghis persistent pestering by the
Communist regime was no doubt on the minds of inbound tourists. Oné&N&9b6¥ ork
Timesarticle lauding the tourist possibilities in Hong Kong, nonetheless noted e i
“not immune to the sea of ferment around it”; “someday,” the PRC would take control of
the British colony**

For most of the 1950s bureaucratic deficiencies, as well, kept Hong Kong tourism
somewhat static. Until 1957, when the local government established the Hong Kong
Tourism Association (HKTA), there was no official mechanism to faalitae
promotion and expansion of tourism. Individual companies like Northwest Airlines, APL,
and Philippine Air Lines, along with international and regional organizations ARAP
ASTA, and IUOTO, tangentially promoted tourism to Hong Kong; without a central

travel agency, however, the colony could not reach its potential. Due in part tokté lac

%2 Henry R. Lieberman, “Navy Plans Cut of 50% in Dfaew York Times27 December 19584ark,

Hong Kong and the Cold Wg35-36.

% Mark Chi-kwan, “A Reward for Good Behaviour in tBeld War: Bargaining Over the Defence of Hong
Kong, 1949-1957, The International History RevieWol. 22 (December 2000), 837-42.

% Henry R. Lieberman, “Hong Kong Still Welcomes Tists,” New York Time24 April 1955.
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organization and direct promotion, from 1952 to 1957 the total number of tourists to the
colony consistently hovered around 50,000 — a respectable but not entirely impressive
figure. Considering that after 1957 Hong Kong tourism increased by an averagecof
than 50,000 tourists annually, these earlier figures are noticeably nieager.

Even if the local tourism industry could overcome these external and internal
obstacles, some U.S. officials considered tourism to Hong Kong to be a political and
strategic liability. Just as Jiang Jieshi worried about the impact of toandms
perennial struggle with the Chinese Communists, so too did U.S. officials worry about
the consequences of boosting tourism to a British colony bordering the mainland of
China. Compounding these concerns was the fact that the views of British and Chinese
officials were not always in line with Washington’s policies.

This was especially true in terms of tourism’s economic impact. Evertsiace
CCP victory in the Chinese civil war, Hong Kong’s economy had been the focal point of
Anglo-American disagreement. Most notably, any increase in U.S. monetarytsioppor
Hong Kong, or any influx of American dollars into the British colony, presented
complications to Washington’s economic embargo against the*PRCcombat this,
Washington officials gradually expanded the economic embargo to cover Hong¥ong a
well. In 1950 Congress had placed significant restrictions on the types of prdducts t
could be sold to Hong Kong and prohibited American merchants from buying or selling

any item manufactured in the PRC — even if those items were located outdiieGhe

% wisitor Totals Over a Decade of Growtt?acific Travel NewsNovember 1962.

% This economic problem, moreover, was not isolatedong Kong. In the midst of the Korean War,
Japan, for example, was becoming a legitimate aognpower in the Far East. As Walter LaFeber has
noted, the Korean War served Japan much in the saye¢hat the Marshall Plan served western Europe.
Considering the increasing benefit that Japan sélciitom American presence in the region, U.S.
policymakers wanted to ensure that the Japanessmoent was not, directly or indirectly, channeling
money back to the PRC in the form of trade. Waltdfeber,The Clash: U.S.-Japanese Relations
Throughout HistoryNew York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1997), 294.
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Historian Nancy Bernkopf Tucker notes the absurdness of Washington'’s strictgolicy
trade restrictions, noting that U.S. officials refused to allow even innocuousiitem
Hong Kong for fear of indirect benefit to the PRC. Businessmen selling dried ducks
(whose eggs originated in the PRC) and large numbers of Patti Page albuns ran int
obstacles from U.S. officiaf¥.

Washington’s efforts, however, were not always completely successful. A
National Security Council (NSC) assessment of the embargo, published almost
simultaneously with Eisenhower’s entry to the White House, listed the thousands of tons
of goods that, despite Washington-sponsored restrictions, made their way in®@SRe U
and the PRC. Part of the problem was that various governments had different levels of
commitment to the embargo; few were as steadfast as Washington. The gomteshm
Ceylon, for example, was not a member of the United Nations and it explicitkgeavor
out broad trade agreements with the PRC. In one such agreement, Ceylon annually would
purchase 80,000 tons of rice from the PRC and the PRC could use the resulting funds to
purchase Ceylonese rubber or other prodiidesien close allies of the United States
wavered in their support. Many were concerned that a tight economic embargo would
provoke war. Also a concern — especially for nations like Great Britain, &rand
Japan — was that continued trade restrictions would irreparably damage theChines
economy and thus eliminate a crucial, future trading partner. This economic aragety w
particularly palpable in regard to Hong Kong, which had traditionally served aga ba

from which nations could trade with mainland China.

3" Tucker,Taiwan, Hong Kong, and the United Stat2@3.

% National Security Council progress report, “U.8li€les and Programs in the Economic Field Which
May Affect the War Potential of the Soviet Bloc9 January 1953)DRS Zhang,Economic Cold War
115-16.
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“Leakage” from Hong Kong also proved to be a problem. Smuggling,
remittances, foreign exchange, and outright trade between Hong Kong ailChe P
meant that Washington’s policy of containment was not airtight. PRC offigiais,the
moment they came into power, saw relations with Hong Kong as a means of
circumventing any Western attempt at economic strangulation. This intladet along
with the obvious tensions between the United States and Great Britain, would be the
PRC'’s keys to success. To this end, as CCP officials consolidated power in summer
1950, Zhou Enlai ordered a “mass smuggling” campaign through Hong Kong and Macao
as a means of countering the anticipated economic assault from th& Wst.
intelligence showed that between December 1950 and January 1951, Hong Kong'’s
exports to the PRC — “because of the fear of increasing restrictions...fretee
countries” — increased by 45 percéhas late as 1953 Washington officials noted that
while the embargo was placing “growing pressures” on the Chinese Comminaigts, t
estimated that 5,000 tons of goods a month entered from Hong Kong to Macao or the
PRCH

Despite these difficulties, preventing American companies from uninteryional
helping the PRC was fairly straightforward. Following China’s interventidhe Korean
War in October 1950, the Commerce Department announced that all U.S. shipments to
the PRC, Hong Kong, and Macao required validated export licenses. Commeieésoffic
did not intend to issue any such licenses for trade with the PRC, and Amerieawitrad

the latter two colonies required a “case-by-case” consideration by UctalsffThis

39 Zhang,Economic Cold War72, 82.

“0 Central Intelligence Agency, “Daily Digest,” 2 Apt951,DDRS

“I National Security Council progress report, “U.8lites and Programs in the Economic Field Which
May Affect the War Potential of the Soviet Bloc9 January 1953)DRS
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extra burden made it quite difficult for Hong Kong to import from the United Statg

item that could potentially aid the PREThe U.S. policy — combined with the PRC'’s
retaliatory reduction of purchases from Hong Kong — served both to strengthen the
embargo on the PRC and cripple the Hong Kong economy. Within years of the
embargo’s implementation, Hong Kong officials saw the disappearance of 8dtpefrc

the exports and 25 percent of the imports that normally went through the colony.
Between 1950 and 1955, trade between Hong Kong and the PRC, likewise, dropped 15
percent®

The embargo question became more complicated, however, when it involved
hundreds of thousands of relatively inexpensive transactions carried out by unsuspecting
tourists. In this case, it was not a matter of the Commerce Departmemob iitiy
licenses from a handful of U.S. exporters; instead, it involved overseeing the mundane
activities of tens of thousands of American tourists legally visiting Hong Kartge
early 1950s American tourism to Hong Kong was relatively light but the colongtillas
welcoming upwards of 18,000 American recreational tourists a'§ear.

In late 1952, to deal with the steady flow of Americans scouring Hong Kong
markets for bargains, the U.S. Treasury Department developed a complex afyste
Comprehensive Certificates of Origin (CCOs). Working with the Hong Kongribepat
of Commerce and Industry, U.S. officials distributed these documents to sanctiorged Hon
Kong shops. For a nominal fee (less than $1), shoppers purchased a CCO that would

cover most of their purchases within a particular shop. Upon approval from the colonial

“2 Mark, Hong Kong and the Cold Wat43-50.

3 Tucker,Taiwan, Hong Kong, and the United Stat280; ZhangEconomic Cold Warl33.
“«pATA’s 1% Annual Statistical Report: Visitors to PATA MembRestinations 1952-1965Pacific
Travel NewsFebruary 1966.
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government (a process that usually took about a week), passengers could tateentheir
home or the Hong Kong shop would ship the items to the United $t&esamon and
popular items like brassware, jade, ceramics, wood furniture, and silk goodsofétie
Commerce Department’s “presumptive” category; unless a valid CCO deatedst
otherwise, U.S. Customs officials were to assume that such goods had PRC origins. Ot
souvenirs, such as binoculars, cameras, umbrellas, and watches, were “nompfpreSum
and did not require any proof of origif.

On top of the economic complexities of Hong Kong tourism, the fact that Hong
Kong lay within mainland China presented unique problems when dealing with tourism
development and infrastructure. While the colony’s location, as one travel moitst,
allowed American tourists to “get an ersatz taste of China,” it also ntedii 1S.,
British, and Chinese officials would have difficulty separating Hong Kdfagra from
those of the PR In 1955, for example, shortly before tourism became the leading
industry in the British colony, U.S. and British officials argued over air tizeteveen
Hong Kong and the PRC. While the issue of U.S. airlines traveling to the PRC had, for
the most part, been settled when the State Department prohibited U.S. companies from
doing business with the Chinese Communists, complications still remained. Most
notably, officials of Hong Kong Airways, operated by Northwest Airlines, hoped t
resume service between Hong Kong and Canton. Airline officials, furtherhmmped to
use Canton as the site of an “alternate airport” for the anticipated hafraiesists

visiting Hong Kong. State Department officials responded promptly that Hong Kong

“5 Gene Gleasomjong Kong(New York: John Day Company, 1963), 292; “The $p#iShopping,”
Pacific Travel NewsMarch 1960.

46 «A Practical Guide for Hong Kong Shoppind?acific Travel NewsMarch 1962.

“" Lieberman, “Hong Kong Still Welcomes Touristsléw York Time24 April 1955.
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Airways, since its operating company was based in the United States, could nd¢ provi
service into the PRC without a proper license, “which would not now be granted.” If
Hong Kong officials continued to push for landing rights in Canton, the State Department
concluded that it would “have no recourse but to warn American nationals not to travel
on Hong Kong Airways or any other airline where the possibility existeditaaircraft

might land at a Chinese Communist airpdft.”

11l

In the early 1950s the conditions of recreational tourism in Taiwan and Hong
Kong did little to inspire Washington officials. Applying frustratingly egal logic, U.S.
officials reasoned that without planeloads and shiploads of tourists headed over the
Pacific, there could be little benefit in devoting millions of dollars toward touris
development. More generally, international and domestic changes resultexiinSes
government support for recreational tourism. European economies — to which the Truman
administration had directed the bulk of the country’s tourist dollars — were improving
somewhat; the economic and strategic exigencies which had guarantésd toarucial
spot in foreign aid programs, therefore, no longer held as much sway. Eisenhower’s
brand of fiscal conservatism, moreover, reduced the likelihood that the federal
government would continue to dedicate tax dollars toward the promotion of recreational
tourism. Even though tourism was a relatively inexpensive way to spread Americ

wealth, to some conservatives within the White House and Congress, it repreaented a

“8 State Department to British Embassy, 24 Octob861&eneral Records of the Department of State,
Entry #41, Box 6, NARA.
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unnecessary expense that went beyond the appropriate parameters of government
involvement?®

It did not, however, go away entirely. Like Truman before him, Eisenhower
recognized that tourism had the potential to be an effective conduit for cultural and
economic exchange. The strongest influence on the Eisenhower adnamstraegard
to travel was Clarence Randall, who served as a White House economic advisor. Upon
entering the administration he had consistently promoted the reduction of tradesbarri
and the increased use of private investment to close the dollar gap and restore
international economic stability. From there, it was not a far leap to suggesiuhsin,
too, might play a pivotal role in international economics. In an unofficial 1954 report on
American foreign economic policy, Randall advocated the use of tourists in thalgene
exchange of currency and he urged policymakers to take economic advantage of the
voluntary movement of Americans around the world. Regardless of how Washington
officials approached this activity, American travelers — due to improved traaispor
technologies and a noticeable curiosity to see these “strange places” — wgrogoi
continue touring abroad and spend money in the process. To Randall, it seemed illogical
to let this opportunity pass.

Randall's efforts did have some impact. In Eisenhower’s speech to Congress in
May 1954 he called on policymakers to wean foreign nations off of direct aid andlinstea
offer loans, private investment, trade, and tourism. While Eisenhower avoided the
implication that the promotion of tourism overseas was primarily the respogsibittie

U.S. government, he nonetheless urged Congress to take substantive, “helpful” actions.

“9 Endy,Cold War Holidays144-45.
* Clarence Randall Foreign Economic Policy for the United Stat€hicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1954), 29-30.
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These included simplifying customs, passport, and currency procedures, andrigcreasi
duty-free limits from $500 to $1,000 Eisenhower also ensured that international
tourism policy would maintain a permanent place on his administration’s agendb. In J
1956, Eisenhower invited Randall to assume the role of Chairman of the Council on
Foreign Economic Policy. The office, and the selection of Randall, signaled that
Eisenhower was committed to using tourism as a means of international economic
stimulus. Hitting the ground running, Randall set up meetings with governmemalsffi
and representatives from the tourism industry to discuss how best to incorporad@a®vers
travel into the nation’s foreign policy agenfa.

On the whole, however, Eisenhower’s early efforts resulted in few damat
changes in Washington’s tourism policy. Exemplifying this, by the end of 1955 the
increase in the duty-free exemption, which initially had seemed destinedstthpaggh
Congress, became mired in a sea of protectionist opposition and failed to become law.
Eisenhower’s rhetorical support for tourism promotion, nonetheless, establishedte cli
within which tourism promotion could advance and in the last few years of this
administration Eisenhower took a far more active role in this redard.

In these early years of the 1950s private organizations, more so than the
Eisenhower administration, served as the driving force behind transpaci@atienal

tourism>® Top among these private associations was the nascent Pacific Area Travel

*1 See “Text of President Eisenhower’s Message tay€ms Outlining Foreign Trade Policyyew York
Times 31 March 1954.

*2 Eisenhower to Randall, Council on Foreign Econofticy (CFEP) Journal, 10 July 1956, Vol. 1, Box
6, Clarence B. Randall Papers, MC109, Public Pdtiagers, Seeley G. Mudd Manuscript Library,
Princeton University, Princeton, New Jersey (heeza@BR).

*3 Endy,Cold War Holidays129-30.

** This development was not entirely unique to tragehe Far East. As historian Neil Moses Rosendorf
suggests in regard to American tourism to postvpair§ “we must be careful not to oversubscribe
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Association (PATAS® PATA was the brainchild of Lorrin Thurston, founder of the
Honolulu Advertiseand chairman of the Hawaii Visitors Board, and William Mullahey,
a former Pan American Airways executive. For years before thaisktaent of PATA,
Thurston used his newspaper as a means of integrating Hawaii into the ecandmic
cultural orbit of the continental United States, frequently promoting Americaisin to
Hawaii and beyond. Mullahey, too, had been a long-time proponent of increased tourism
to the Far East and Pacific and had been actively involved in the expansion of Pan Am’s
Clipper routes in the 1930s.

To the consternation of Thurston and Mullahey, the Far East of the early 1950s
was not wholly conducive to a large-scale tourism industry. In January 196 kswfiter
PATA's Pacific Travel New$ooked back nostalgically on these early years, noting the

poor conditions that Thurston and Mullahey faced:

Hawaii was still a territory, an overnight plane trip from the Maidl. There were no
tourist air fares in the Pacific, no jets, only three luxury-classepass steamships. And
to the average person the great countries of the Pacific beyondi Menarelatively

unknown and little travele¥.

American cultural promotional responsibility to thevernment, which has over time offered rhetoréral
organizational support to a far greater extent firmancial aid.” Rosendorf, “Be El Caudillo’'s Gugs370.

* The original name of the organization was “Paciiea Travel Association.” In 1985, delegates cleahg
the name to “Pacific Asia Travel Association,” lept the same acronym, “PATA.” Whereas tourism had,
from the 1950s through the 1970s, largely beeneaveay flow from the United States to the Far Et,
1970s and 1980s saw increasing tourism from EasinAsations to the United States and, more
significantly, between East Asian nations themselide name change thus reflected the changing glob
and put Asia front and center. For an overviewhefhistory of PATA, see Gee and Luride Story of the
Pacific Asia Travel Association

% “pATA’s Phenomenal Growth — Nine Conferences iniBe,” Pacific Travel NewsJanuary 1961.
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Though Hawaii itself was still quite a trek for the average American tpthresexotic
American territory was rapidly becoming a prime destination for Ameticevelers.
From the pre-war peak of 31,000 tourists in 1941, Hawaii rebounded and welcomed
41,000 tourists in 1948. Despite a significant labor strike that year that keptnugsey
ships from docking, the tourist boom brought in an estimated $15 million in tourist
expenditures’ Thurston and Mullahey hoped to apply the same strategy that had brought
success to Hawaii's postwar tourism market to the rest of the Pacificamht region.
While distance and general lack of interest, in the prewar years, had stunteduhese
industries, Thurston and Mullahey were confident that with new transportation
technologies, combined with the postwar cosmopolitanism and affluence of many
returning soldiers, travel to the region was likely to grow.

Their efforts to expand tourism, however, ran into serious obstacles. Governments
in the Far East — Taiwan’s Nationalist government being one of the most blatant
examples — showed almost no interest in overhauling their nations’ antiquated travel
procedures and encouraging the arrival of foreign visitors. Visa policies wr@tesing
and worked only to frustrate and deter tourists. Hotels were lacking and thosel that di
exist often failed to meet the expectations of would-be American travelarbors were
too shallow to accommodate many cruise liners and runways were too short to handle
large commercial planes. Most Americans, due to a lack of publicity, wersiaiply
unaware that tourism in this region was possible. Finally, European and Caribbean

destinations, which served as successful models for PATA'’s founders, also pkyed t

*" Richard MacMillan, “Hawaiian Welcome; Islands &¥ace More Ready to Invite Tourist Trade from the
Mainland,”New York Time21 September 1947; “Hawaii’s Big Tourist Yeadléw York Timest January
1949.
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role of competitors, successfully drawing in travelers who may have othdreased
the Far East®

To address these and other problems, PATA took shape in January 1952 as
ninety-one delegates from thirteen nations and territories met in Honolulu. Thsrrston’
Hawaii Visitors Board sponsored the event. The first conference, though pdenigest
and a bit erratic in structure, highlighted two aspects of PATA that would petrit a
from other tourism associations. First, non-government delegations dominated the
conference. Though government officials would come to play a larger part in PATA
later years, from its start it was airline and cruise line executia¢sl managers, travel
agents, tour operators, and advertising firms that held the positions of power. Fhis self
proclaimed “quasi-government” status offered a stark contrast to travel @iamsz
such as the IUOTO, the Inter-American Travel Congress, the European Travel
Commission, and the Caribbean Travel Association, all of which developed a state-
centric infrastructure.

Second, PATA consistently and almost exclusively looked to its east — namely the
United States — for business. Thurston and Mullahey, along with other PATA efficial
recognized that the U.S. — particularly the West Coast of the United Statedd-be the
primary supplier of tourists to the Far East and Pacific regions and thus rebeitadk
of PATA'’s attention. Underscoring this fact, California Governor Earlréradelivered
the keynote address at the first PATA conference. Likewise, Honolulu, teabri
location of PATA’s headquarters and the site for the first two confereremraesl
appropriate since it was located as a midpoint between the U.S. and the cofitiiees

Far East and Pacific. But even Hawaii was too distant from the Americantrandkm

8 “pATA’'s Phenomenal Growth — Nine Conferences iniBe,” Pacific Travel NewsJanuary 1961.
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1953 PATA moved its offices to a permanent location in San Frantist®
importance of the American market to the future of PATA might also explam wh
officials issued invitations to Taiwan and Hong Kong, but not to the PRC. While PRC
officials showed little interest in joining any international travel orgdiuma, the
IUOTO, for example, struggled with the question of PRC/Taiwan membership and
delayed a decision until 1958. PATA’s immediate embrace of Taiwan and Hong Kong —
along with a sizeable delegation of American airline, shipping, and touring companie
signaled that PATA could eventually become an effective vehicle of U.S.rdgrelgy
in the Far East.

The objectives of PATA in its early days, however, were largely discaguhect
from U.S. Cold War strategy. This was due in part to the sense of indifferencatemman
from Washington. In the early 1950s, the leading travel organizations were the@mer
Society of Travel Agents (ASTA) and the IUOTO, both of which catered toward North
American, European, and Caribbean tourism. To the extent that Washington officials
were involved in tourism promotion, they worked within these select forums. For the firs
half of the 1950s, on the other hand, official U.S. involvement in PATA was strikingly
limited. As late as February 1956 Secretary of State Dulles suggestddhat not the
U.S., should take the leading role both in PATA and in the general campaign to draw
tourists to the Far EaSt.Underscoring this, through the first half of the 1950s the U.S.
delegation to PATA held the lowly “observer” status and it paid a mere $500 in annual

dues to the association. Department of Commerce officials, believing thatShe out

9 Gee and LurieThe Story of the Pacific Asia Travel Associafi29.

9 Dulles, “Instructions to U.S. Representativesh® Annual Meeting of the Pacific Area Travel
Association, February 13-17, 1956, 31 January 1% ords of U.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies,yEntr
#411, Box 93, NARA.
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of all PATA members — had “the least to gain” from a boom in transpacific touris
hesitated to increase suppdrt.

As suggested by the response coming from Washington, PATA'’s early efforts
were directed mainly at convincing governments and members of the tourismyinidustr
take a more active interest in Far East and Pacific tourism and overhauategititavel
procedures. PATA delegates understood that European tourism — due largely to the
efforts of the European Travel Commission — was far simpler, cheaper, and more
comfortable than the Asian variety. If the Far East and Pacific governmantsd any
chance at pulling tourists away from Europe, they would have to reform their nations’
tourist policies and increase official support for the tourism industry. Signthe
changes that would be necessary, PATA delegates at the inaugural moafsassed a
resolution pledging to eliminate entry and exit visas and taxes, standaeleaounts of
alcohol and perfume travelers could carry in and out of a country, and ease customs
procedure$?

These efforts to overhaul the region’s tourist policies had some early sgcess
Soon after the 1952 conference the Japanese and Philippines governments agreed to
liberalize their entry and exit procedures, eliminating visa fees and aexgerida
validity to sixty days. In Indonesia — a country known for its notoriously frustya&d
tape — government officials promised, before the end of 1953, to ease visa reqsirement

foreign exchange controls, and customs proceddi®st on the whole, government

1 McClellan to Williams, “PATA’s Request for U.S. @rnment Contribution,” 10 April 1957, General
Records of the Department of Commerce, Entry #B06&,4, NARA.

%2 Richard F. MacMillan, “Pacific Tourism Plangyew York Time27 January 1952.

83 “Tourist Documents and Regulationd|ew York Times22 February 1953; “Indonesia Plans Reforms,”
New York Time28 November 1953; “Jakarta Red Tape Curbing BtajfiNew York Timesl3 December
1953.
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intransigence was the defining characteristic of the era. Trued#oittof recreational
tourism was contingent on more government cooperation, which was in short supply in

PATA's early days.

v

Despite the fact that Washington officials consciously minimized their sufgport
transpacific recreational tourism, the lack of a thriving industry in the &strgosed
foreign relations problems. By 1953, following the death of Stalin and the end of the
Korean War, the Cold War developed more as a protracted, ideological and cultura
struggle. With both the United States and the Soviet Union possessing substantial
arsenals of atomic and hydrogen bombs, a traditional military war becameadenger
the point of obsolescence. The swelling tide of nationalism in the Third World, moreover,
gave U.S. officials added incentive to bolster the cultural and ideological donerudi
containment. Recreational tourists were a part of this cultural offensivekiGpea the
150" anniversary of the Louisiana Purchase, Eisenhower urged the tratetesther
bearing a commission from his Government or traveling by himself for pleasstoe
business” — to carry himself as “a representative of the United Statesesfcd” and to
portray the United States as “a peace-loving nation, living in the fear of God, thet i
fear of God only.** By 1957 Eisenhower’s State Department formalized this entreaty,

placing an official note on decorum in each U.S. passport:

% Dwight D. Eisenhower, “Address in New Orleansha €eremony Marking the 18@nniversary of the
Louisiana Purchase,” 7 October 1953, from http:Mweisenhowermemorial.org, accessed 4 December
2009.
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As you travel abroad, the respect you show for foreign laws and customs, youruurteo
regard for other ways of life, and your speech and manner help to mold the ogpoitati
our country. Thus, you represent us all in bringing assurance to the people ydhanee
the United States is a friendly nation and one dedicated to the searchltbpgare and

to the promotion of the well-being and security of the community of nations.

The various efforts to bring the mass tourist directly into Washington’s foreign
policy establishment was quite effective in areas like Western Europeatid&an,
Canada, and Mexico, all of which welcomed hundreds of thousands of American tourists
a year. In regard to Hong Kong and Taiwan, which, in 1952, welcomed around 35,000
and 5,000 tourists, respectively, this indirect approach to cultural diplomacy was not
entirely appropriaté&®

The meagerness of Taiwan and Hong Kong'’s recreational tourism industries did
not, however, preclude U.S. officials from establishing cultural connections wek “F
China.” The Eisenhower administration, more so than any of his predecessorsgelevate
Washington’s commitment to government-sponsored cultural exchange, psychological
warfare, and the dissemination of propaganda. The establishment of the Usiiésd St
Information Agency (USIA), which oversaw literature exchanges, theroatisn of
American-themed exhibitions, and broadcasts of American radio shows throughout the
world, epitomized this approach. Eisenhower’s prized People-to-People program —

though it was officially detached from Washington — also maintained venry dtaions

8 passport letter from Eisenhower to “Fellow Citiggri2 July 1957, Records as President, White House
Central Files, 1953-61, Permanent File, Box 6, Dwig. Eisenhower Presidential Library, Abilene,
Kansas (hereafter DDE).

% These figures are estimates based on “VisitorIS@aer a Decade of GrowthPacific Travel News
November 1962.
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with the State Department and advanced U.S. foreign policy objectives throughl cultura
exchange. These new tools of cultural diplomacy gave the Eisenhower adtiamdtre
ability to go on the “offensive” in its foreign policy in a way that was not egtfessible

with military, political, or economic endeavors. Less a means of dilutinggtisgons of

the Cold War and more a means of combating communism with a new style of warfare,
Eisenhower’s cultural diplomacy was uniquely flexible and allowed for a \aiuiger of

new actors to participate in U.S. foreign relatiBhas part of this effort, in the early

1950s U.S. officials worked hard to engage Taiwan and Hong Kong — the two most
prominent remaining outposts of “Free China” from the perspective of Washengtion
American travelers — in cultural diplomacy. In this way, despite the end otitbedght
Program and other private exchanges with China in 1949-50, Washington continued its
commitment to cultural diplomacy with the Nationalist government and the regeéon as
whole.

To some extent, the Eisenhower administration needed to develop from scratch its
cultural exchange program in Taiwan and Hong Kong. The successful culturamsogr
that had existed in China during World War Il and in the immediate postwar-year
namely the Exchange of Technical and Cultural Leaders Program and thgt®ulbri
Program — had both ceased and no comparable programs had taken th&ripaead,

U.S. contacts in the region were mostly military or diplomatic in nature. A 1$88-U

sponsored survey of American presence in Taiwan revealed that the onlyckge-s

67 Kenneth Osgoodiotal Cold War: Eisenhower’s Secret Propaganda IBait Home and Abroad
(Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 200644, 242.

® There was, however, a significant history of gowveent-sponsored upon which the Eisenhower
administration built. The best coverage of thigdrgis Frank NinkovichThe Diplomacy of Ideas: U.S.
Foreign Policy and Cultural Relations, 1938-19%0ew York: Cambridge University Press, 1981). Far t
most in depth discussion of the successful Sino#tare exchanges, including the Fulbright Progrdma, t
Exchange of Technical and Cultural Leaders Progeard,other privately-sponsored exchanges, see
Fairbank,America’s Cultural Experiment
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exchange programs on the island were under the auspices of FOA and MMABIn

five years of the Nationalist regime establishing itself in Taiwan, 576rfsan and

Chinese scientists and technicians participated in FOA exchanges. Und€s MAA
sponsorship, over 1,000 Chinese in the armed forces had come to the United States for
training.® These U.S. exchange and aid programs, as Neil Jacoby notes, all worked
toward maintaining “a huge military establishmefit.”

The overwhelming presence of military and political exchanges was not
surprising. With the Chinese Communist victory in the civil war, the explosion of ste fir
Soviet atomic weapon, and the outbreak of the Korean War, U.S. policy toward the PRC
became noticeably more aggressive and militant. Hong Kong and Taiwan, amee see
peripheral to U.S. strategic interests, suddenly became central to Washinfjotss@
ostracize and smother the PRC. Taiwan became a military and politica¢iquint to
the PRC and Jiang, despite his obvious failings, became a crucial Cold Waoalyy. H
Kong, similarly, became a passageway for spies, propaganda, and potdidigt mi
force, and its British associations meant that the colony figured promimently
discussions over NATO and other Cold War military alliances.

As important as these developments were to the maintenance of “Free China,”
many U.S. officials recognized that the near absence of cultural prograrasgrkidng
and Taiwan posed serious problems. Successful Asian containment required a degree of

“soft power” — specifically ideological and cultural initiatives — to caenpént political,

%9 Rankin to State Department, “Survey of ExchangBersons Activities in Formosa,” 4 November 1953,
CDF511.933, General Records of the DepartmentaiESBox 2533, NARA.

"0 Rankin to State Department, “Semi-Annual Reportheninternational Educational Exchange Program,”
2 February 1954, Box 316, JWFP.

" Neil H. Jacobyl.S. Aid to Taiwan: A Study of Foreign Aid, SelffHand DevelopmeriiNew York:
Frederick A. Praeger, 1966), 31.
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military, and economic tactidé.Ambassador to Taiwan Karl Rankin — himself a
hardliner and loyal supporter of the Nationalist regime — provided one of the most
prominent voices on this issue. While he acknowledged that “technical and military
assistance is badly needed in this country [Taiwan],” the “seeming lack i&sititen the
part of the U.S. government in establishing cultural and educational exchangensogr
was concerning®

To rectify this gap in Sino-American relations, Rankin urged that “all tbset
resources of the State Department be used in those neglected fields [infornemtian m
and the humanities] and that every possible effort be made...to strengthen the
program.”* The segments of Chinese who were not impressed by “how many tanks we
give to the Republic of China or how much fertilizer we bring into the country,” Rankin
reasoned, might instead be brought to the American side through softer, cultasaitly-b
exchange$’ “[lntellectual Chinese,” who would benefit greatly from cultural exchange
were the future political, educational, and cultural leaders of “Free CNifreen
Taiwan'’s military leaders had achieved their objective of retaking tidand, Rankin
anticipated it would be these civilians who would oversee the “new democratity’5ocie
in China’® In Hong Kong, as well, U.S. officials recognized that the arrival of Americ

cultural delegates could offset the substantial cultural and ideologieakofé launched

"2 For a detailed examination of the concept of “gofiver,” see Joseph S. Nye, Bound to Lead: The
Changing Nature of American Powgtew York: Basic Books, 1990); and Joseph S. NyeSoft Power:
The Means to Success in World Polifisiew York: Public Affairs, 2004).

3 Rankin to State Department, “Survey of ExchangBearsons Activities in Formosa,” 4 November 1953,
CDF511.933, General Records of the DepartmentaiESBox 2533, NARA.

" |bid.; “Semi-Annual Report on the Internationalugdtional Exchange Program,” American Embassy
Taipei to State Department, 2 February 1954, Bak 3WFP.

S Rankin to State Department, “Educational ExchaSgeniannual Report,” 18 October 1956,
CDF511.933, General Records of the DepartmentaiESBox 2238, NARA.

0 “Semi-Annual Report on the International EducagioBxchange Program,” American Embassy Taipei
to State Department, 2 February 1954, Box 316, JWFP
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by the PRC government. In the early 1950s especially, when it proved difficult, for
logistical reasons, to bring PRC refugees from Hong Kong to the United Btétes
form of cultural exchange, American cultural ambassadors in the Britishyaodoid be

extremely effectivé’

\Y

To meet these objectives, the Eisenhower administration developed a series of
programs — under the broad umbrella of International Educational Exchange — aimed at
promoting intercultural understanding while boosting the prestige of the Unitied Sta
and its overseas allies. Between 1949 and 1963, 21,000 Americans went overseas as part
of these exchangé8.The bulk of these Americans traveled as Fulbright scholars, but
others traveled under the Lecturer and Research Scholar Program,c¢herRragram,
the Foreign Specialist Program, and the Foreign Leader Program. ImT aioveever,
the Fulbright Program developed more slowly. It was not for lack of trying. Ambassador
Rankin proposed reinitiating the program as early as 1953 and by the end of 1954 U.S.
and Nationalist officials had approved the exchange. Washington officialgllooke
forward to a partnership with the Nationalist government, expecting thatvadevi
Fulbright program on the island would have a “healthy psychological effect” anidi w
demonstrate “long-range American interest in Free CHihRdlitical and logistical
problems, however, caused delays and it was not until 1957 that American and Chinese

students began the two-way exchanges.

Lin Ye, “In China’s Shadow: The United States FgnePolicy Toward Hong Kong, 1945-1972,” PhD
diss. (University of New Mexico, 2000), 156.

8 Battle to Kennedy, “American Specialists,” May B98ox 139, JWFP.

9 American Embassy Taipei to State Department, “Restion of Fulbright Foundation in China,” 15
May 1953, General Records of the Department oES@DF 511.933, Box 2533, NARA.
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Instead, two of the most prominent and unique exchanges in Taiwan and Hong
Kong were the Cultural Presentations and the American Specialists Psogatm of
these programs supplied grants to private individuals and groups for short visits
oversea&? Over the course of a few weeks to several months, the tours usually took
participants to a number of locales in a particular region; it was not unusual tdiceve
or more countries in one tour. Having reached their destination, the participantging
from symphony orchestras to track and field coaches to legal experts — spetayheir
traveling, offering demonstrations and performances, meeting with @hoffesals, and
conversing with local audiences.

The Cultural Presentations Program — also known as the President’s Special
International Program — began haphazardly, as Eisenhower requested astongke
appropriation of $5 million for the President’s “emergency fund” in order to expand U.S.
cultural activities. Specifically, Eisenhower hoped both to counteractc¢hesased
attention the Soviets were giving to cultural and educational exchange antifyahec
perception that American society was superficial and devoid of cdftiitee funds,
which Congress approved in August 1954, went primarily toward the costs of
participating in international trade fairs and sponsoring cultural delegateans’
oversea$’

For the first two years of the program, officials worked on an ad hoc basis,

sending delegates and exhibitions where they were needed at the time but without

8 During the first year of the Cultural Presentasi®trogram, organizers discussed the possibilitysifg
U.S. funds for foreign artists’ tours of the UnitSthtes. By August 1955, however, officials decithed
government funds were not necessary to attracigio@tists, in part because American culturalchites
encouraged artists to tour under private ausp{@psrations Coordinating Board, Progress Repottef t
Activities of the OCB Cultural Presentation Comestt 3 August 1959)DRS

8 Humphrey, “International Exchange and Trade Faiti€ipation Act of 1956,” 16 March 1956, '84
Congress, " Session, Report #1664.

82 Eisenhower to President of Senate, 27 July 196%,93, JWFP.
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establishing any long-term goals or strategy. In August 1956, through the tiotesha
Cultural Exchange and Trade Fair Participation Act, the program beuarmanent and
it developed a more efficient infrastructure. Receiving an annual allotmemtuoica$2.5
million, the Cultural Presentations Program fell under the authority of the Stat
Department, with Theodore Streibert of USIA acting as coordinator. Inaudn
advisory panel — made up of representatives selected by the AmericanaN@heater
and Academy (ANTA) and the Amateur Athletic Union (AAU) — provided suggestions
and guidance to program officidfs.

The American Specialists Program had emerged a few years earjart af the
1948 Smith-Mundt Act, which laid much of the groundwork for U.S. cultural diplomacy
and funded many of the exchanges of the 1950s and 1960s. Most of the other Smith-
Mundt programs (the Fulbright Program most notable among these) offeredrong-te
two-way exchanges between the United States, Taiwan, and Hond KBbimgg American
Specialists Program, on the other hand, offered a way for overseas posts to recrui
“outstanding and prominent persons” for short-term, specific tasks. USISstaff, i
conjunction with senior Embassy officers, made final selections of particigadts
supervised the prografn.

Not surprisingly, the two programs had a good deal of overlap. Any distinctions
were largely a matter of semantics. Participants in the Culturalr®aésas Program —
mostly dance troupes, choirs, musicians, and artists — tended to be part of large

delegations and they dedicated the bulk of their tours to performance. American

8 State Department to all diplomatic and consulatadPresident’s Special International Program,” 9
July 1959, Box 47, JIWFP.

8 Though the Fulbright Program’s funding came pritydrom wartime surplus sales, Smith-Mundt funds
often acted as a supplement. Fairbakerica’s Cultural Experimenfl60.

8 Donovan to Boerner, “"Report on the American Saksti Program,” 9 February 1962, Box 138, JWFP.

87



Specialists, on the other hand, often traveled alone and their tours centered omoimstruct
and exhibitiorf® In both programs, selection of participants usually derived from
suggestions from overseas posts, universities, private organizations, or even by
individuals interested in touring abroad. Delegates in both programs, moreover,
traditionally filled a specific need for their host country.

This utilitarian dimension of the visit was often readily apparent. DavidrDalli
for example, visited Taiwan at the request of Taipei’'s Government Informatime €@f
give academic lectures on Soviet affairs and contemporary Sino-Sdateine. Robert
Storey worked intimately with Taiwan’s legal experts to help develop adehta of
American Law. At other times, however, participants pursued a far more géessal
immediate, cultural objective. Jay Archer, who invented the game of “bid#gtbad”
for shorter and younger athletes, took his game on the road and successfully @atroduc
the sport to youngsters in Taiwan. The Denver Jazz Band’s 1965 tour of Hong Kong was,
according to U.S. officials, “a very successful one,” namely becausedhareye
facilitated American contacts with Chinese youth. Similarly, the vasit3wilight
Zone” creator Rod Serling and actor Kirk Douglas to Hong Kong were notable because
of the significant impact the men had on Chinese college stutfents.

In this sense, the Cultural Presentations and American Specialists Programs

operated as a continuation of the World War ll-era Exchange of Technical andaCultur

% The distinction between the two programs was nesi-defined and there was consistently
disagreement and confusion over which program hdsdiction over a particular individual. For examp
see “The Nature of the American Specialists Progr&mx 138, JWFP.

87“Educational Exchange: U.S. Specialists Prograviisit of Dr. David Dallin,” 7 January 1957,
CDF.511933, Box 2238, NARA; “Educational Exchangeerican Specialists Program Dr. Robert G.
Storey,” 20 March 1957, CDF511.933, Box 2238, NARBgucational Exchange: U.S. Specialists
Program: Follow-up Report on Mr. Jay Archer’s Peogron Taiwan,” 11 February 1958, CDF511.933,
Box 2238, NARA,; “Educational and Cultural Exchangenual Report on the Educational and Cultural
Exchange Program,” 27 September 1965, Box 317, JWFP
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Leaders Program, which sent engineers, biologists, weapons experts, and otakstspec
to the Republic of China to strengthen China’s economy, infrastructure, and fighting
capacity. But unlike the earlier program, these postwar exchange prdgraores
specialists in the fields of education, literature, athletics, journalism rarichas while

the programs intended to bolster the strength and prestige of the governmentgaof Tali
and Hong Kong — toward the ultimate objective of winning the Cold War — they did so

with an eye toward cultural development.

VI

The two programs remained remarkably small. The American SpeciabsgsaRr
sent a total of some 2,500 specialists abroad in its first fifteen years.ultheaC
Presentations Program, comprising larger delegations, showcased only about a dozen
tours a year. Taiwan and Hong Kong — which were usually on the same tourfoircui
both programs — averaged a total of about six cultural delegations % yegr.officials,
however, were not incredibly concerned about the programs’ small numbers, In fact
because embassy and consulate officials oversaw every detail of thentberdhausted
significant resources to ensure their success, organizers preferred thalisinim
approach. When three American Specialists were in Taiwan at the same 18%9] for
instance, local U.S. officials complained that their staff was stretchetito8 More

substantively, officials correctly assumed that these tours — if plackd fight hands

8 Numbers based on the annual reports of the CuRuwesentations Program in Boxes 49 and 93, JWFP;
Survey of Educational Activities, Part VIl — Fornag51957, Box 316, JWFP; Reports on the American
Specialists Category of Educational and Culturaitiaxge, Box 138., JWFP; “American Specialists
Program — Its First Fifteen Years,” 1965, Box 1B38/FP.

8 American Embassy Taipei to State Department, “Btiasal Exchange: Annual Report for Fiscal Year
1959,” 1 August 1959, Box 316, JIWFP.
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and directed toward the right audience — could have a disproportionately significant
impact.

This meant, first and foremost, that the tours would target the hearts and minds of
“friendly” audiences everywhere. This inclusive rhetoric was partlytdulee
Eisenhower administration’s conscious effort both to avoid the appearance of
“propaganda” and ease anxieties of those in the Free World who feared the@aiast
implications of U.S.-USSR-PRC war. In contrast to Truman’s “Campaigmnudh,T
which critics saw as too explicitly anticommunist, Eisenhower’s progetnout to fight
the Cold War by more subtle means. To this end, Eisenhower’s various information
programs fell back on positive themes of cultural understanding and avoided provocative
references to the Soviet Union, nuclear war, or East-West cofifespite this distinct,
toned-down style, Eisenhower’s cultural programs sought to destabilize theuoash
world. Organizers of the Cultural Presentations Program, in fact, dddigméours to
“refute communist propaganda by demonstrating clearly the United Slathsation to
peace, human well-being and spiritual valu€s.”

In Asia, in particular, the anticommunist dimension of American cultural
exchange was quite apparent. Exemplifying this, the programs in Taiwan and Hang Kon
worked to weaken the PRC in a subtle, but persistent, manner. By establishing Taiwan
and Hong Kong as cultural outposts of China, U.S. officials were not only ensuring
mutual sympathy and understanding between the U.S. and “Free China”; theinvaere
sense, further undermining the very legitimacy of the PRC. As almost every

memorandum on the programs made clear, moreover, these exchanges would work to

% Osgood;Total Cold War 99-100.
1 Operations Coordinating Board, “General Policy @mkrating Guidance for the President's Emergency
Fund for Participation in International Affairs +sEal Year 1956,” 29 June 1993DRS
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boost the prestige of the United States, Taiwan, and Hong Kong, by “countering
communist claims,” “projecting the superiority of the Free World,” andutned) the
widespread misconception...that the United States is materialistic and bagificant
cultural interests or achievement$ Ambassador Rankin, a strong supporter of the
program, noted that the increased understanding of American ideals was aatually a
“indirect aim” of the cultural exchanges; the “immediate practicgd@se” of the
cultural program was “to promote...the well-being of the population at large asna mea
of strengthening the free world and thereby supporting our basic foreign.p&lioyn
the start, Taiwan’s cultural exchange program was a “vital part of thlectyhpaign to
support Free China in its anti-Communist battfeHong Kong's cultural exchange
program, as it became larger in the 1960s, took on a greater role as a bulwark against the
PRC. Beyond reorienting Hong Kong “toward the west,” the exchanges “help[ed]
preserve Hong Kong's continued existence as a free society on the rim ofu@minm
China.®*

Making this dimension of the program even clearer was the absence of any

comparable exchanges with the PR@ the mid-1950s, for example, Robert Breen

92 For examples, see “Educational Exchange: AnnupbRédor Fiscal Year 1958,” American Embassy
Taipei to State Department, 29 July 1958, GenegabRis of the Department of State, CDF 511.933, Box
2238, NARA; American Embassy Taipei to State Dapartt, “Educational Exchange: China: Proposed
Program for Fiscal Year 1961,” 20 May 1959, GenBetords of the Department of State, CDF 511.933,
Box 2238, NARA; American Embassy Taipei to Stat@&rément, “Educational Exchange: Estimated
Budget, Fiscal Year 1958,” 25 June 1956, GenerabRis of the Department of State, CDF511.933, Box
2238, NARA; Operations Coordinating Board, “Genétalicy and Operating Guidance for the President’s
Special International Program,” 8 February 19BIDRS

93 Rankin,China Assignmen®78; Rankin to State Department, “Semi-Annual &epn the International
Educational Exchange Program,” 2 February 1954, Bidx JWFP.

% American Consulate General Hong Kong to State Beyemt, “Educational and Cultural Exchange,” 7
August 1968, Box 317, JWFP.

% The omission of an official, cultural educatiopabgram with the PRC is worth noting, considerinatt

the United States and the Soviet Union, in Jant@68, signed such an agreement, which brought about
numerous educational, scientific, athletic, andistic exchanges. The renewed Soviet-American cailtu
relationship stemmed from the 1955 Geneva Conferahevhich the American and Soviet delegates made
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proposed taking his production Bbrgy and Besen tour to the PRC. In exchange for
Breen'’s production visiting the PRC, the Beijing Opera — which had alreatdyk@a in
several international exchanges — would make a tour of the United Statess Begewe'st
was not entirely unexpected or inappropriate. Since 1954 the State Department had
partially subsidized the play’s international tour, which included stops throughout South
America, the Middle East, and Europe. Under private auspices, and with hesitant
approval from the State Department, Breen also took his production to the Soviet Union
and other nations behind the Iron Curtain. When he proposed a visit to the PRC,
therefore, Breen likely expected a degree of supfort.

Breen’s proposal did, in fact, receive initial interest from some U.S. and PRC
policymakers. Throughout summer 1955, as U.S., French, British, and Soviet officials
were embedded in diplomatic talks in Geneva, Breen traveled through Europengngag
in an intense campaign of private diplomacy. In Paris he met with Georges Soria, a
French contact who had successfully negotiated Franco-Soviet culturahg&sha the
past. Soria helped Breen in his efforts to bffaggy and Best Moscow and he was the
first to suggest that a Sino-American exchange was a possibility. In,Romed with
Soria’s optimism, Breen took his proposal to USIA officials. Though he was not able to
meet directly with Director Theodore Streibert, Breen later insistédht@dJSIA chief
was quite interested in the proposal. Breen was more successful in his disowghkions

Chinese officials. In Brussels Breen met with Chang Chi-hsiang, the PBR®/ndster

certain commitments in the field of cultural exchanSee Richmondultural Exchange and the Cold
War, Glenn Wesley Leppert, “Dwight D. Eisenhower ambple-to-People as an Experiment in Personal
Diplomacy: A Missing Element for Understanding Eisewer’'s Second Term as President,” PhD diss.
(Kansas State University, 2003), 1.

% John Harper Taylor offers a lively and detailedamt of this exchange in “Ambassadors of the Akts:
Analysis of the Eisenhower Administration’s Incoration of ‘Porgy and Bess'’ Into its Cold War Forreig
Policy,” PhD diss., (Ohio State University, 1994).
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of Culture, and the two worked out a joint agreement on a cultural exchange. The July
1955 agreement committed Breen to a ten-week, eight-city tdowrgly and Besthat
would begin in NovembeY. The proposed tour, however, soon fell apart. In August
Assistant Secretary of State Walter Robertson resorted to the stanaisinchgton line,
noting that while the State Department “understands the cultural motivation behind y
effort,” the tour could not proce€d.

The destination of tours was not the only element over which U.S. officials
exerted control. Program organizers also placed significant emphasis omgehect
right kinds of audiences. The tours, which offered performances and exhibitions, had the
potential to reach huge crowds. During their twelve days in Taiwan, violinis@aSylvi
Rosenberg and pianist Seymour Bernstein came in contact with 10,000 people at clinics
concerts, and receptions. The Symphony of the Air played to a packed theater of over
7,000 in Taipei. Olympic decathlon champion Robert Mathias, over the course of three
clinics in Taiwan, attracted an audience of 35,000. The United States AAU track and
field team held a meet in Hong Kong for over 2,500 aspiring athletes. Audiences for the
1961 Joey Adams Variety Show tour, which offered eighty-one shows in eleven countries
throughout the Far East, numbered 250,000 excluding the hundreds of thousands that

listened and watched the performances on radio or television.

" Ibid., 123, 137-40; Thomas F. Brady, “U.S.-Peipirgde of Shows Proposedyew York Times30 July
1955.

% Robertson to Breen, 12 August 1955, CDF511.938e@% Records of the Department of State, Box
2237, NARA.

“American Embassy Taipei to State Department, “Etiical and Cultural Exchange: Annual Report,” 25
February 1963, Box 316, JWFP; American Embassyel aipState Department, “Education Exchange:
U.S. Specialist: Robert Mathias in Taiwan, Decemb8r 1955,” 20 February 1956, General Records of
the Department of State, CDF511.933, Box 2237, NARAack and Field Tour to Far East, July 26-
September 3, 1965,” Box 47, JWFP; Bauer to Boeft#er Objective Appraisal of the Joey Adams Tour,”
3 April 1962, Box 53, JWFP.
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Despite this ability to reach large audiences quite easily, the tougs avethe
whole, a drain on the budget. Without a doubt, the programs were quite inexpensive for
their accomplishments. Organizers boasted that the Joey Adams tour, which had
entertained 250,000 Asians at a total cost of around $250,000, had cost the State
Department a mere $1 for every specta?dBut even with relatively low costs, the
performances often produced deficits since they did not bring in a great deadrofee
The bulk of the $2.5 million yearly budget for the Cultural Presentations Progeatn w
toward underwriting the deficits that the performances incuffédith revenue a
consistent problem, organizers struggled to balance the practical need foe wwithrthe
broader objectives of the programs. U.S. officials in Hong Kong, for example,
complained that they were often unable to reach their “preferred target tpexause of
the prohibitive cost of tickets. The wealthier, more cosmopolitan individuals that chose t
attend performances in Hong Kong were, moreover, usually the ones that already
maintained positive impressions of the United States and thus did not require “in-person
visits from top-ranking artists-*?

Recognizing that budget shortfalls were inevitable, tour organizers shifted the
focus of the program away from revenue and toward “the importance of the target.”
Sometimes this required appealing to a “more sophisticated segment af foreig
audiences.” Organizers wanted the tours to “correct misconceptions” about&mer

culture and society; to do this it was necessary to reach out to “culturalslecriters,

10 Bauer to Boerner, “An Objective Appraisal of tteey Adams Tour,” 3 April 1962, Box 53, JWFP.

191 Herter to all diplomatic and consular posts, “Qtdt Presentations: President’s Program: Program
Guide,” 9 July 1959, Box 47, JWFP; Operations Cowting Board, “Progress Report on the Activitiés o
the OCB Cultural Presentation Committee,” 22 Mag1L,®DDRS

192 American Consul General Hong Kong to State DepamtniEducational and Cultural Exchange,” 16
August 1967, Box 317, JWFP.
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students, and individuals capable of shaping public opiriGiBut more frequently
organizers looked beyond urban centers and booked tours for more provincial areas.
These poorer regions, previously left off tour itineraries due to lack of revenueadotent
made their way into performance circuits. If the goal of the program was toearts
and minds, the State Department could hardly afford to ignore large segmir@s of
population that might not be able to pay the cost of admission. This approach applied, as
well, to Chinese exchanges in the United States. One memorandum encouraged sending
Chinese delegates to “areas of our country [the United States] which do not pormall
have contact with persons from China...[and] where the local newspaperstdarry li
news of international significancé” Such priorities meant the program was almost
always in the red. For example, the Symphony of the Air's 1955 Asian tour — which
traveled to seven cities in the Far East — resulted in a $200,000 deficit. The tloatles
produced the greatest costs and least revenues for this particular tour r dadAtdong
Kong were high on the list — were, nonetheless, “psychologically most impoftant.”

As much as they worried about what sort of audiences would experience the
American tours, U.S. officials were concerned with the participants thesad®
Program creators anticipated that participants, in the hours between padesma
exhibitions, would practice personal diplomacy, engaging locals in discussions.on U.S

politics and values or simply winning friends through warm banter and encouragement

103 state Department to all diplomatic and consulatgdPresident’s Special International Program,” 9
July 1959, Box 47, JWFP; “The Nature of the AmemiGpecialists Program,” 1962, Box 138, JWFP.

194 American Embassy Taipei to State Department, “Btlonal Exchange: Educational Budget, Fiscal
Year 1958,” 25 June 1956, General Records of thmBmment of State, CDF511.933, Box 2238, NARA.
195 «president’s Special International Program Fo@#mi-Annual Report,” 1958, Box 93, JWFP; Raobert
G. Schnitzer to International Educational ExchaBgevice, 14 February 1955, Box 48, JWFP.

16 state Department to all consular posts, “CultBrasentations: President’'s Program: Program Gui@ile,”
July 1959, Box 47, JWFP; American Embassy Taip@&ttaie Department, “Education Exchange: Annual
Report for Fiscal Year 1959,” 1 August 1959, Bo% 31WFP.
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Organizers of the exchange programs encouraged this sort of purposefulejialogu
officials in the American Specialists Program went as far as dividing eptt
participants into three categories — “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happwr@ssrder
to ensure that the tours sufficiently evinced American id84Bach participant served
as a “living refutation of the lies and innuendos which circulate so persistemtliyg the
populace of many foreign land¥® To this end, officials targeted participants who they
believed, after returning home, would present a “sympathetic but fair-mindedssyr
thus boosting popular support for U.S. China policy. “Criterion number one” for all
cultural delegates going to Taiwan and Hong Kong was their “qualificatisra
prestige-building representative of his count$?.”

This extra attention was especially significant in regard to traveldraitvan. In
the early 1950s Washington officials struggled to establish the Republic of China as a
legitimate, friendly, and stable ally. Positive reports coming from Asaeitravelers
advanced this objective, but Washington officials worried that critical t€pmming
from individuals with first-hand knowledge of the region, could have disastrous
consequences. The case of C. Martin Wilbur — discussed above — was emblerhatic of t
critical mindset of many potential travelers to Taiwan and unless thosketsave
underwent a similar “conversion” process, U.S. and Nationalist officialsrpeefthem
to stay away. The 1952 visit of Supreme Court Justice William Douglas, for exampl
aroused attention and concern within Washington and Taipei. As both a vocal opponent

of Washington’s China policy and an influential, well-published travel write3, and

197«The Nature of the American Specialists Progrann’date, Box 138, JWFP.

108 «“Report on the American Specialist Category ofliiternational Educational Exchange Program, Fiscal
Year 1958,” 5 September 1958, Box 139, JWFP.

199 American Embassy Taipei to State Department, “Btional Exchange: Estimated Budget, Fiscal Year,
1958,” 25 June 1956, General Records of the Depauttiof State, CDF511.933, Box 2238, NARA.
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Nationalist officials saw Douglas’s visit as potential liability. Qtas had aggravated
members of Congress a year earlier, after returning from a trig #lerRussia-China
border, when he voiced his support for recognition of the PR&s would be expected,
Nationalist officials approached the visit with “a degree of coolness.” Uralarg this
tentativeness, President Jiang, who normally made himself available forsut?
remained in the southern part of the country for the duration of Douglas’s trip. The visi
however, proceeded in a “friendly atmosphere” and, according to Tai@amia News
Douglas departed the nation “a convért.”

The cases of Wilbur and Douglas demonstrated the tentative means by which
Washington officials incorporated travel into their Cold War policy. Aware of tipadin
that returning travelers could have on public opinion and policy, policymakers worked
hard to ensure that such visits would comprise only positive experiences. This was fa
easier to accomplish when Washington officials had some say in who would travel, what
audiences they would encounter, and what message they would deliver. Thus, while the
International Educational Exchange Program was not a foolproof means of advancing
U.S. foreign policy objectives in the region, it was far less risky than gebnrprivate
tourists, traveling outside the auspices of the U.S. government.

This ability to control the outcomes of the exchange programs came across quite

clearly as Washington officials tried to use the tours as a function of UeStetations.

10 AP, “Justice Douglas China Stand Irks Senatdigshington Postl September 1951

11 geveral of the Nationalist officials with whom DOas met insisted that Jiang wanted to meet the
Justice, but that he was “unfortunately” unava#atl.S. embassy officials, however, found this apph

“not convincing.” Chinese officials had learnediduglas’s visit weeks before his arrival; Jianddsance
likely had more to do with his concerns that Dogghould be critical of his administration. Rankin t

State Department, “Visit to Taipei of Justice Wt O. Douglas,” 16 December 1952, General Recdrds o
the Department of State, CDF033.1193, Box 173, NAR&nkin to State Department, “Visit to Taipei of
Justice William O. Douglas,” 16 December 1952, GahRecords of the Department of State,
CDF033.1193, Box 173, NARA.
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As numerous diplomatic historians have demonstrated, foreign peoples paid close
attention to domestic racial tensions in the United States. U.S. officials, mghinise
involved in the exchange programs, were very much aware of these international
observers and used civil rights legislation, protests, and developments to manipulate
foreign attitudes toward the United States. This spotlight became all thesigioifecant

in the 1950s and 1960s as the United States and the Soviet Union engaged in a struggle
over the loyalties of the Third World. While American race relations provideshpailt

fodder for communist propaganda, they also gave U.S. officials an opportunity to
showcase American tolerant’@.

Just as important as combating potential Soviet or Chinese propaganda, U.S.
officials wanted to assure Asian allies — Hong Kong and Taiwan high on thaHist
Washington’s vision of the future transcended racial lines. As historian Mattmas J
argues, the Eisenhower administration saw the PRC as both a “red” anda™yell
menace; in the context of rapidly changing world demographics, U.S. ofttoiald not
afford to quell the tide of Soviet communism if it meant sacrificing thdtiegeof its
Asian allies**® Indeed, Asian concerns about Western imperialism and discrimination
often defined the Asian political landscape more so than fears of communist iafluenc
Highlighting this point, renowned travel writer James Michener, travéirayighout

Asia in the early 1950s, noted that the first questions locals posed to him wereialways

M2 For the most comprehensive work on this topic,Magy Dudziak,Cold War Civil Rights: Race and the
Image of American Democraélprinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 20@&2gnda Gayle Plummer,
Rising Wind: Black Americans and U.S. Foreign A$fal935-196QChapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1996); Thomas Borstelmdrg Cold War and the Color Line: American Race Rats

in the Global ArengCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 200hd #enny M. Von EscheRace
Against Empire: Black Americans and Anticolonialig®37-1957Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1997).

113 Matthew Jones, “A ‘Segregated’ Asia? Race, thedBag Conference, and Pan-Asianist Fears in
American Thought and Policy, 1954-5®)fplomatic HistoryVol. 29 No. 5 (November 2005), 843-45.
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regard to American race relations. He recounted a recurring conversahiad théh
multiple Asians in which he discussed lynchings, specific cases of Afkicemnicans on
trial, and the racial inconsistencies of the American justice systefor this reason,
U.S. officials needed to tread carefully as they developed cultural exchartges i
region; these initiatives needed to highlight the values of equality and tolecamzesla
as they did anticommunism. As Peggy Von Eschen notes, it is no coincidence that the
State Department’s cultural exchange tours began almost simultanedhsiyen
opening of the 1955 Bandung Conference for non-aligned and non-white ftations.

This race-consciousness was quite apparent in the U.S. tours to Taiwan and Hong
Kong. Organizers of the American Specialists Program, fearful that tisevdiilssue of
civil rights and race problems would undermine their objectives, included questions in
post-tour debriefing interviews on the host people’s awareness of American raci
problems**® More directly, organizers symbolically chose artist Dong Kingman — the
American-born son of Hong Kong immigrants — to be the first American to traveldao As
under the Cultural Presentations Program. In 1954 Kingman embarked on an Asian tour —
including stops in Taiwan and Hong Kong — during which he offered art exhibitions and
met with local artists. Throughout it all, U.S. officials made little effottite their
anticipation that Kingman’s Chinese ancestry would help evince sympathydtanr

garner support from host audiencés.

14 Michener Voice of Asia233-35.

15 penny M. Von EschetSatchmo Blows up the World: Jazz Ambassadors R&agold War
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2004), 7.

18 Donovan to Boerner, “Report on the American SpistsaProgram: Suggested Topics for Debriefing,
9 February 1962, Box 138, JWFP.

H7«semi-Annual Report on Educational Exchange Attg,” 16 December 1954, CDF511.933, Box
2533, NARA.
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Kingman’s tour was indeed an undisputed success, but from the perspective of
tour organizers, merely displaying a racially diverse panel of artestsnat enough. Like
all participants, non-white delegates needed to represent “some geaecaiyed
cultural theme in American life"*® For most of these participants, this meant
highlighting the progress in integration and tolerance that had taken place inti Uni
States since the end of World War Il. To this end, the State Department andftAe AN
looked for participants who had a history of both patriotism and moderation. In the 1950s
and early 1960s Dizzy Gillespie, Marian Anderson, and Alvin Ailey — all of whom met
these qualifications — embarked on Cultural Presentation tours throughout Asia.

Marian Anderson was one of the most prominent American singers of the 1950s.
Her landmark concert at the Metropolitan Opera launched to her celebtty istéhe
U.S. and abroad. Just as significantly, observers knew her as a political madherate
was reluctant to criticize publicly the treatment of African America’ Indeed, during
her Far East tour a reporter questioned the singer on the ongoing crisieiRbadk and
Anderson offered an optimistic response. She even left open the possibility of performing
for Arkansas Governor Orval Faubus, “if it could help at ¥ Anderson was not,
however, simply a passive messenger of Washington'’s foreign policy agendisjtier
India, for example, stirred latent racial turmoil in that country and led ozertitd
comment that Anderson’s arrival shed light on those “who still suffer disabfbties

other reason than that they belong to a particular c&¥3tBLit State Department

118 State Department to all consular posts, “CultBrasentations: President’s Program: Program Gufile,
July 1959, Box 47, JWFP.

119 Allan Keiler, Marian Anderson: A Singer’s JournéMew York: Scribner, 2000), 280-81.

120 Gould, “T.V.: Singing Ambassadorilew York Times31 December 1957; KeileWarian Anderson
283-84.

21 Quoted in Walter C. Daniel, “Musically Speakintids Angeles Tribuné& January 1958.
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officials, as one African American newspaper noted, were likely noteagidhese more
nuanced ramifications of Anderson’s visit and instead saw her as a “goodwill
ambassador” with a positive racial mess&ge.
Alvin Ailey, likewise, offered an appealing message on American gdatgans.
Recognizing that most audience members were only aware of negative ashe6&ts
race relations, Ailey hoped to offer a new perspective through both speechea@nd da
Officials saw Ailey as a potential asset to U.S. interests abroad and imis9&hce
group became the first African American dance ensemble to go abroad undettaingl Cul
Presentations Program, traveling to twenty-five Asian cities during arthoa¢h tour:?®
Even in private correspondence, U.S. officials recognized that non-white
participants were potential assets to the program. A report on the AmericaaliSise
Program noted that the successful visit of track and field Olympian WillidtarMi
which centered on preparing Taiwan'’s athletes for the coming Olympic games i
Melbourne — was all the more significant because of Miller's views @ Baing “part
Negro” and a “very well adjusted, broadminded member of his race,” Miller blasa
“counteract some of the exaggeratedly unfavorable reports on race relatibaednited
States.*®* Similarly, a report by Robert Schnitzer of the ANTA supporting a second
Asian tour for Tom Two Arrows (Thomas Dorsey) — an Onondaga dancer and musician —

noted that while Stella Dorsey, Tom’s wife and manager, did not participate in her

122 baniel, “Musically Speaking,l.os Angeles Tribun& January 1958.

123 Naima PrevotsDance for Export: Cultural Diplomacy and the Colda(Hanover, New Hampshire:
University Press of New England, 1998), 93-94.

124«Educational Exchange: U.S. Specialists: WilliamMRller,” American Embassy Taipei to State
Department, 20 June 1956, CDF511.933, General Readithe Department of State, Box 2238, NARA,;
“Survey of Educational Activities International Edhtional Exchange Program, Part VII: Formosa,” 1957
Box 316, JIWFP.
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husband’s performance, she added interest to the project “as living proof thatfsiliccess
mixed marriages are possibfg>

In a broader sense, the fact that the United States was committingpitself
cultural exchange program with Taiwan and Hong Kong was an implicit sign that
Washington officials held Asian culture in high esteem. In light of legitimateerns of
Asian nations that the United States was carrying out a distinctly iWestd “white”
form of containment, the cultural exchange programs worked to solidify Asian
cooperation. Promoting racial harmony and integration through the cultural exchange
program, to some extent, provided the foundation on which the U.S. and Asian
governments could build a working relationsHip.

U.S. policymakers, nonetheless, saw race relations as a potential Achallésrhe
the American image. There was great concern that African Americaaijpants in
particular would taint international perceptions of American race relaipns
highlighting this aspect of American society in an inappropriate or unitagteranner.
Tour organizers were thus cautious to avoid artists and athletes who might use &ise tour
a platform from which to criticize U.S. civil rights policy. This effort to quiettain
would-be spokesmen, moreover, was not a development that emerged only with the
cultural exchange programs. Overseas travel and the civil rights movement both
underwent booms in the post-World War Il years and U.S. policymakers feared that
critical activists, traveling privately around the world, would take thessage to an
international audience. To address this issue, the Truman and Eisenhower adiomnsistra

seized passports from numerous notable African Americans who, in the course of the

125 schnitzer to International Educational ExchangeviBe, “Thomas Dorsey to the Far East,” 21 August
1956, Box 48, JWFP.
126 Jones, “A ‘Segregated’ Asia?,” 847.
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international travels, regularly spoke out against American segregatiolty,cane
systemic racism. State Department officials harassed Josephine BakdRoBeson, and
William Patterson, among others, seizing their passports and limiting liey &
speak'?’

The International Educational Exchange Program, which intentionally gave
participants a platform from which to speak and engage locals, made this dilemma
surrounding race relations even more explicit. Officials struggled to foedaace
between advertising racial tolerance and providing a free internatioonat for anti-
American criticism. Louis Armstrong, for one, was cause for headaaties w
Washington. Though Armstrong worked with U.S. officials during his 1956 African tour,
in the wake of the 1957 Little Rock crisis Armstrong’s public criticism ofrifisgver’'s
civil rights policy became more audible and provocative. He publicly challenged th
segregationist policies in Arkansas, insisted that the U.S. did not offer a democrat
alternative to the Soviet Union, and announced that he would not participate in
government-sponsored tours until he saw substantive changes. As he continued to speak
out against the administration’s civil rights policy, U.S. officials and numerousnaéti
newspapers intimated that Armstrong had “disqualified” himself as a gdodwil
ambassador:®

With Eisenhower’s decision to integrate Little Rock High School by force,
Armstrong warmed to the idea of reviving his State Department tours. Though U.S

officials were likely dubious about such a possibility due to Armstrong’s histag as

127 For more details, see KleiBold War Orientalism136-37; DudziakCold War Civil Rights61-66.
128\/on EschenSatchmo Blows Up the Woylf1-65; Lisa E. Davenport, “Jazz, Race, and Anagric
Cultural Exchange: An International Study of U.$itGral Diplomacy, 1954-1968,” PhD diss.
(Georgetown University, 2002), 127.
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outspoken critic of U.S. race relations, his popularity around the world made it
impossible for the State Department to pass him by. In this particular leasenefit to
U.S. foreign policy objectives that would be gained by sending “Ambassador Satch”
overseas trumped any potential embarrassment he might cause on thehtsvitoigt. In
the end, Armstrong’s tours proved immensely successful from the perspedioé of
host audiences and U.S. officials. Tens of thousands of eager fans met Armstrong at
every stop and Armstrong showed moderation and diplomacy when discussing his
previous comments with American and foreign journalfsts.

The case of Katherine Dunham, a world-renowned dancer and actress, offered a
different outcome. Dunham first came on the radar of tour organizers in 1955. The
content of her performances, however, proved to be a sticking point. At the time,
Dunham was most well known f&@outhlang a controversial ballet that depicted a
beating and lynching and ended with “a feeling of unresolved hatred and ratigme
performance, which toured throughout South America and Europe, was not the sort of
cultural exhibition that State Department officials hoped to promote. Makirtgnnat
worse, several European communist newspapers, hoping to elicit morenardfcis
America’s history of racial violence, applauded the performance and eshogiiy that

the staged lynching had not been more graphiErom this anecdotal evidence, U.S.

129/on EschenSatchmo Blows Up the Worl61-65.

130 prevotsPance for Export102-03.

131 |bid. While Porgy and Besdealt with many of the same issuesSasithland it offered a far less explicit
indictment of American treatment of African Amemsa If anythingPorgy and Beswas too moderate
and “mainstream” in its depiction of racial norrogte point of promulgating detrimental stereotypes
African Americans. Many notable black celebritiéshee 1940s and 1950s either refused to partake in
various productions of the play or publicly criged its message. In addition to this, Americarcaifs
displayed great admiration and appreciation of Bieeast. Aside from consisting of “personable,lwel
educated American Negroes,” the cast, “when offestdeports itself in such a manner as to belie
Communist propaganda of racial discrimination aradtr@atment of negroes.” Operations Coordinating
Board, “Porgy and Bess,” 21 September 133BRS
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officials could easily connect the dots; Dunham’s performance would provide
unnecessary fodder for communist propagandists.

Also working against Dunham was the fact that she had, in 1956, attempted to
take her dance troupe on tour in the PRC. CCP officials had approached Dunham when
she was touring in Australia and the dancer hoped to fit a stop to the PRC into her
upcoming tour to the Far East. Offering contrast to the Robert Breen case, Ddidham
not seek out the assistance or advice of State Department officials and when \Wwerd of t
proposed trip leaked, the Department’s response was abrupt and explicit. Ag¢ordin
Dunham, State Department officials insisted that if she went she would loses$gonpa
and face a $10,000 fine for each member of her dance troupe. There is no direct mention,
in State Department memoranda, that U.S. officials passed over Dunham due to her
ideology or her agenda. Dunham insisted that the decision was simply a matter 8f rac
think it was because they would not want anything as attractive as a black coagpany,
we were, to go.” The fact that she was kept out of the program, while her conteagporari
such as Marian Anderson, Alvin Ailey, Jose Limon, and Duke Ellington partidipate
extensively, however, implies that her racial politics and ideology servih kast, as

one factor in her exclusiofi?

132y/eVe A. Clark and Sara E. Johns#iso! Writings by and about Katherine Dunhéifadison, WI:
University of Wisconsin Press, 2005), 357.

105



VI

Though U.S. officials clearly integrated the exchange programs into their
containment strategy and selected audiences and participants with anaye tow
domestic and international impact, they also worked to mute the political dimension of
the programs. Following the precedent established in the 1920s and 1930s, Washington
officials were hesitant to take the cultural exchange programs erduebf private
hands. As critics within Washington were quick to point out, “Governments are not very
well qualified” to determine what sort of cultural exchange “would do America good or
not.”** Even State Department officials acknowledged they had “no special emoeet
to judge performing arts or athletic abiliti€s?In practice, though the State Department
and USIA administered and coordinated the Cultural Presentations Progranvates pr
ANTA and AAU took care of most logistical matters and private sponsors covered some
of the tour cost$®

There was also a “voluntarist tradition” in U.S. cultural diplomacy that datéd bac
to the country’s earliest exchandé®Part of this was due to genuine concerns about the
First Amendment, which suggested at least a partial separation betweea puiltural
initiatives and governmental control. While institutional and political chamgé®ipost-
World World Il era led Washington officials to take a more active and contretiegn

cultural diplomacy, there was still a desire to give the appearance of argivespublic-

133 This criticism can be found in dialogue betweenaer William Fulbright and USIA director Theodore
Streibert, Senate Foreign Relations Committieiernational Cultural Exchange and Trade Fair
Participation Act of 1956: Report to Accompany S1& 84" Congress, ¥ Session, 1956, p. 7, in Box 47,
JWFP.

134 State Department to all consular posts, “CultBrasentations: President’'s Program: Program Guiile,”
July 1959, Box 47, JIWFP.

135 OsgoodTotal Cold Way 224.

136 Frank Ninkovich details the early twentieth cegtphilanthropic and private origins of American
cultural diplomacy along with the shift toward ma@vernment control in the post-World War 1l years.
Ninkovich, The Diplomacy of Ideas
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private partnership®’ During the Eisenhower administration in particular, when the
International Educational Exchange Program took shape, this objective was paramount.
An introductory pamphlet explaining the exchange program noted that “the
interdependence of Government and private activities in the promotion of educational
exchange programs and the special competence of each make more effecii@rts
of both in promoting the national intere$t*This harmonious, symbiotic relationship
between the public and private sector — what historian Robert Griffith lcalfsdrporate
commonwealth” — was thus just as much a part of Eisenhower’s cultural diplasacy
was a part of his economic and political strat&gy.

Though motivations were likely different, host governments, too, were dubious of
any cultural program in which Washington left its lasting imprimaturngii.S.
officials yet another reason to accentuate the non-official dimension of thamsgr
Highlighting this point, when famed theater director Edward Mangum travelemiw@it
to test the waters for the Cultural Presentations Program with localsgloffecials, he
consciously avoided calling the program by its other name — the Presidental Speci
International Program. U.S. Embassy officials, who encouraged Mangum'stidiscr
were concerned that the program’s links to Washington would chip away at its success

and popularity:*°

137Wilson P. Dizard, Jrinventing Public Diplomacy: The Story of the UiSotmation AgencyBoulder,
CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2004), 6.

138 State Department, “The Citizen’s Role in CultURelations,” September 1959, Box 340, JWFP.

139 Robert Griffith, “Dwight D. Eisenhower and the @orate CommonwealthAmerican Historical
Review Vol. 87, no. 1 (February 1982); Osgodatal Cold Way 215.

140 American Embassy Taipei to State Department, t\isEdward Mangum,” 11 January 1955,
CDF511.94A3, General Records of the DepartmentateSBox 2245, NARA. U.S. officials eventually
embraced their role in the cultural exchange pnograbut came to this point gradually and hesitai@ge
State Department to all consular posts, 9 July 1868 47, JIWFP.
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Beyond these explanations, U.S. officials seemed to prefer the non-otitied s
of these travelers and used that status to advance Washington’s foreign polityesbjec
Most of the participants’ visits went off without a hitch, reducing the politiskér
involved in this sort of diplomacy. Every now and then tour organizers complained about
artists who spent only a couple of days in Taiwan or Hong Kong — as part of a regional
tour — and gave “cursory attention” to their hdét<ther individuals used the tours as a
springboard for their own career, undermining the cooperative spirit of the progratm. Mos
common were participants who spoke or acted in ways that offended local hosts or
challenged U.S. foreign policy interests in the region. These cases, howeedhave
exception to the rule and most tours highlighted the effectiveness and decorune of thes
non-official travelers*?

Cultural exchange participants were attractive to U.S. officialotpstical
reasons. U.S. officials overseas, burdened by a flood of demanding Americagrsravel
routinely complained about the additional hassles and pressures that these visitor

produced. All visitors, including “cultural ambassadors” and private tourists, coettibut

141 American Consulate General Hong Kong to State Beynt, “Educational and Cultural Exchange,” 7
August 1968, Box 317, JWFP.

142 The tour of harmonica player Larry Logan, for exéenfrustrated U.S. officials. While his tour was
well-received in Taiwan and Hong Kong, U.S. offlsiavere concerned that he approached his tour for
selfish reasons and, moreover, that Logan wouldecofinas a “brassy loud-mouthed American.”
American Embassy Taipei to State Department, “Etimcal Exchange: Estimated Budget, Fiscal Year
1958,” 25 June 1956, General Records of the Depauttof State, CDF511.933, Box 2238, NARA; USIS
Hong Kong to the State Department, “Report on therof American Specialist Larry Logan,” 20
February 1961. Joey Adams and his wife, whose Bat tBur received rave reviews, “violated all of ou
[State Department’s] ‘don’ts’.” Adams and his wifgoke critically about the tourist facilities ahs® of

the tour stops and he frequently ignored localamstdespite substantial briefing. Bauer to Boerter,
Objective Appraisal of the Joey Adams Tour,” 3 Afi862, Box 53, JWFP. Finally, a Fulbright scholar,
Frederic Grab, left his position in West Germanypéaticipate in Moscow's Youth Festival. He
subsequently joined a group of American students tndveled to the PRC. According to State Departmen
officials, Grab’s actions were “prejudicial to thest interests of the Fulbright program.” U.S. ciffis
consequently cut off Grab’s financial assistanad @@manded his return to the United States. State
Department to American Embassy Bonn, 26 Septenfi&#, X5eneral Records of the Department of State,
CDF511.933, Box 2238, NARA.
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to this “chronic trouble,” but most problematic were the scores of VIPs hoping &n get
up-close look at the military, agricultural, and industrial developments in host
countries:*® Going on the attack against the “general problem” of official visitors,
Ambassador Rankin described an “American official of no very exalted rank [who]
arrives at a foreign capital in a two million dollar aircraft with antet. He frequently
expects a guard of honor, a motorcycle escort, and to be received and enteyt#ireed b
head of state’**

Though increased visits by “importunate” American travelers posed problems in
many U.S. embassies, the condition existed in an “acute form” in Taiwan. The
explanation for this was largely a matter of tourist infrastructureci@lfi visiting locales
with a more solid basis for tourism, like France or the Caribbean, could be leftron thei
own to seek out proper transportation, entertainment, dining, and accommodations. But
through the early 1960s visiting officials in Taiwan were far more dependention the
hosts for their every neé In this context, non-official visitors, cultural delegates
included, were less of a burden on Taiwan in part because U.S. and Chinese officials fe
less obligation to guarantee VIP treatment for these sorts of travetefaivian built up
its tourism infrastructure, moreover, U.S. officials turned more and more to ficialpf
non-VIP recreational tourists who would take advantage of commercialragpl@urist

hotels, and limited hand-holding during their stay on the ist&hd.

143 Clough to Rankin, 2 August 1957, Entry #48, BONARA.

144 Rankin,China Assignmen®86.
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146 See, for example, Dutton to Goodell, 29 March 19B&neral Records of the Department of State,
Subject Numeric File, Box 3235, NARA; State Depainto American Embassy Taipei, “People-to-
People Program: Good Neighbors Abroad, Inc.,” 300et 1963, Subject Numeric File, Box 3235, NARA.
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VI

The significant role that the State Department assigned these cutithrahge
participants underscored the breadth of the administration’s travel policyl &s whee
fluidity between political representatives and non-official traveEisenhower
consistently approached international affairs as a realm not limited politieal elite. If
the United States was to win allies and spread goodwill around the world, it could not
attach itself only to generals, diplomats, and information officers; “it mustthavactive
support of thousands of independent private groups...and millions of individual
Americans.**’

Included among these “millions,” no doubt, were countless American recreational
tourists. Also among them were the cultural delegates who took part in these exchange
programs. This latter group, on the surface, did not fit the traditional “touristf. mol
Though they technically were not U.S. government officials, the participantseida
under the auspices or with the support of the State Department and local residents no
doubt associated them with Washington. The participants, moreover, were not like the
average, faceless tourists, who sought out little interaction with local mesidlestead,
these world-renowned singers, actors, and athletes performed and spoke to large
audiences, intentionally engaging in “offstage” conversations with |oCia¢st objective
was to stand out, not blend in, and they actively pursued a political agenda in which they
tried to spread American ideas and values to their hosts.

Despite these blatant differences from traditional tourists, from the pevspeic

Eisenhower officials — and in the context of Eisenhower’s “people-to-peopterdipl/”

147 Text of invitation to White House Conference omple-to-People Partnership, 31 May 1956, Records
as President, Official File, Box 930, DDE; remasitshe People-to-People Conference, 11 September
1956, Public Papers of the President, 1956, DDE.
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— there was little distinction between these exchange participants asaticeaal
travelers who were, at the same time, spanning the globe in unprecedentedsnborber
the first few years of the 1950s, in fact, these travelers, along with meofgivately-
funded cultural exchanges, represented one of the most significant groupssbs touri
Taiwan and Hong Kong. Though cruise ships regularly made port at Hong Kong and the
occasional commercial airliner made its way to the region, a lack of haiisitg of
tourist attractions, and a damaged infrastructure left would-be recréationsts with
little incentive to visit. Exchange programs, which offered more supervisiategre
predictability, and a better chance at comfortable accommodations, helpee fill t
touristic void.

But it was not merely the scarcity of recreational tourists that produeed thi
blurring between different forms of travelers. As was demonstrated by Ng&shis
intense interest in the travels of Clarence Martin Wilbur, there was ae atfiort to
merge the roles of “travelers” and “tourists,” of non-official and officeledations.
Symbolizing this, the U.S. government had, by 1955, expanded the definition of “tourist”
to include not only sightseers, but also any temporary traveler visitingignf@euntry
for a legitimate purpos¥? Eisenhower followed this up in a press conference on his
“people-to-people” program, during which he placed educational exchangesiadotig
“ordinary traveler.**® In NSC 5607, which outlined Washington’s approach to East-West

cultural exchanges, an increase in “private tourism” was among the esewvgmoposal

148 Klein, Cold War Orientalism105.
149 Remarks at the People-to-People Conference, 1tei®bpr 1956, Public Papers of the President,1956,
DDE.

111



points, lodged between a commitment to encourage the free flow of ideas and a pledge to
promote technical and educational excharlg®s.

As non-official cultural delegations and private tourists began visiting ¢here
in larger numbers, State Department officials latched on to them in order to suppleme
the nascent government-supported exchange program. Washington memoranda on
exchanges constantly highlighted the visits of educators, musicologists, anthrdpplogis
and museum curators — all traveling under private auspites1956 U.S. officials
boasted that there had been a “considerable increase in interest and...actyzdgpantic
of private universities and institutions in exchange programs with Taiwan argd Hon
Kong, implying that such private exchange bolstered the government-run program.
Because of limited government funding, educational exchange officials dependdg heavi
on the programs of the China Institute, the University of Michigan, and Cornell
University. The Cultural Affairs Officer in Taiwan, for one, regularly cotesuivith
these and other outside programs whenever a proposed exchange was beyond the means
of the government prograf’ By 1963, when private, recreational travel to Taiwan and
Hong Kong was commonplace, Lucius Battle announced that the AmericanliSigecia
Program was stepping up its efforts to recruit prominent Americans who would be
vacationing abroad at their own expense. These “volunteers” presentetl a grea
opportunity to program officials who were faced with lofty goals and budgefalsort

Tour organizers were not only open to the idea of merging their exchange proginam wi

150 NSC 5607, “East-West Exchanges,” 29 June 1DBIRS

151 American Embassy Taipei to State Department, “Btlonal Exchange: Semiannual Report,” 18
October 1956, General Records of the DepartmeStaie, CDF511.933, Box 2238, NARA.

152 American Embassy Taipei to State Department, “Btional Exchange Annual Report,” 17 February
1956, General Records of the Department of Stdd&;521.933, Box 2237, NARA.
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recreational tourism, they urged “active” support in “seeking [out] persons who odn be
real help.**3

Embassy officials, indeed, took an active effort to integrate these prisre¢deirs
into their own exchange programs, noting that while U.S. officials lacked the staff
necessary to interact with all these voluntary visitors, “even a minimum of gaidanc
rewarding.” They were convinced, moreover, that the “time and effort expendedze utili
the services of voluntary visitors...is [frequently] more productive than the aamunt
of time and effort spent on government selected and connected visitors.” As had been the
case in regard to government-sponsored delegates, U.S. officials saw vaoligitary as
“unofficial ambassadors,” who could share Western ideals and values with theiahds
return home with positive accounts of their trip. To capitalize on this asset, Ensbaf§sy
“attempt[ed] to do almost as thorough a job of planning for their visit as we do for our
own grantees.” While these “non-program visitors” were “not an entirabfaebry
substitute” for those hand-selected by the State Department, they proved tsbetdin a
“wisely handled” by local U.S. official®*

These “cultural ambassadors” were thus one part of a sweeping and mudtifacete
program of suitcase diplomacy that aimed to use all American travelersrdas afU.S.
foreign policy. In the early 1950s, when recreational travelers in Taiwhirlang Kong
were still a rarity, participants in exchange programs filled thesibisioid. As

recreational tourism in Taiwan and Hong Kong developed into legitimate anbdlsizea

133 Battle to Kennedy, “American Specialists,” May B98ox 139, JWFP; Kennedy to Battle, “Plans for
the American Specialists Program,” 16 May 1963, B8%, JWFP.

14 American Embassy Taipei to State Department, “Btlonal Exchange Annual Report,” 17 February
1956, General Records of the Department of Stdb&511.933, Box 2237, NARA; American Embassy
Taipei to State Department, “Educational Exchai®@gmni-Annual Report,” 18 October 1956, General
Records of the Department of State, CDF511.933, 238, NARA; Rankin to State Department, “Semi-
Annual Report on International Educational ExchaRgegram,” 2 February 1954, Box 316, JWFP.
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industries, American exchange participants continued to serve as one component of U.S

cultural diplomacy.
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Ch. 3 — Creating a Touristic Image: PATA, Private hdustry,
and the Promotion of Tourism to Taiwan and Hong Ko,
1957-1961

The main attitude of North Americans toward travel to this region is one of iegtitfe,
coupled with fear of war and communism.

-- The Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far E&Sbmmerce Department tourism
survey, 1961

There is no question but that almost every American...has firmly in his mind an image of
what he will find in Hong Kong when his ship idles through the beautiful junk strewn
harbor to tie up, or as his jet plane swoops down between the peaks onto one of the finest
airfields in the Far East.

-- F. Marvin PlakePacific Travel NewsJanuary 1961

On July 29, 1959, a Qantas Airways Boeing 707 leaving from Sydney touched
down at San Francisco International Airport after a flight of just less ite@rf hours.
Following Qantas, other transpacific carriers promptly adopted jet technolpdiye Bnd
of 1959 British Overseas Airway Corporation and Pan American were flyisfgen
the U.S. to Hong Kong and jet connections to Taiwan followed soon after. The Pacific
Area Travel Association’s (PATA) executive director, F. Marvin Plake, hapgiérred
to the event as “a turning point in modern tourigridvhile commercial jets had been
landing in Latin America and Europe for years, the consistent arrival ofgshesdy
commercial aircraft in the Far East and Pacific (at “tourist fare€egjiindeed ushered in
a new era in American tourism to the region.

The boom in transpacific travel was a small component of a general growth in

mass tourism that reached unprecedented heights in the late 1950s. The number of

! ClementThe Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far Edst.
2 E. Marvin Plake, “Multitude of Problems Posed fioe Pacific in Decade AheadPacific Travel News
February 1960.
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Americans traveling abroad, which had hovered around the 1 million mark in the early
years of the decade had, by 1959, reached 7,000,000. As stated by P&edm’s
Horizonstravel guide, “vacations are a very necessary part of modern lifeS”
officials even got in on the act, becoming tourists themselves as they used new jet
technology and improved tourist infrastructure in the course of their work. Béspit
levity, it was no insignificant gesture thktavelmagazine awarded Secretary of State
Dulles and Vice President Nixon its annual “Mr. Travel” award during theurés in
office.*

Continuing a pattern that emerged following World War II, however, the vast
majority of the travelers stayed on the North American continent, visitingdaaand
Mexico. Those who ventured overseas headed primarily to Europe and the Caribbean.
Only a small percentage headed to Asia. Despite the relatively small rsinologism
levels rose quickly, often at a faster pace than in other regions. Local travielrbaos
Taiwan and Hong Kong — who had done little to promote incoming tourism in years past
— suddenly embraced inbound travelers and worked to make their stay comfortable. Hong
Kong government and business leaders encouraged the rapid construction of luxury
hotels, modernization of airport and cruise line facilities, and disseminated anagte
of promotional literature. In Taiwan, restaurants began printing menus in EnglisH, tr

agencies printed colorful and accurate maps and guides, local craftsmen produced more

3 pan American World Airway$yew Horizons: The Guide to World Trayslew York: Simon &
Schuster, 1957), 5.
* Klein, Cold War Orientalism107.
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sellable handicrafts, and government agencies worked to improve roads, scenic
attractions, and hotel accommodations.

Also significant, tourists and travel boosters played a crucial role in developing
popular and official images of “China.” As Christina Klein notes, for the firs in
American history tourism became a “prominent feature of the social andatultur
landscape® Saturday RevieyReader’s Digest_ook Travel Holiday, and PATA’s
Pacific Travel Newsledicated regular columns to travel writers, filled their pages with
colorful advertisements, and increasingly “sold” the Pacific and FaraSasstciting and
feasible tourist destinations. Travel guides from Sydney Clark, Harvey Otsbdpan
Caldwell — all of which heralded the modern “tourist” and facilitated his 1@tat
became national bestsellers. Unlike older travel writing, which had focuséeé on t
exoticism and elitism of overseas travel, the new guides, articles, antiseiaents
stressed how familiar and attainable tourism had become. These tourdgiesimere all
the more influential in regard to these East Asian destinations precisealysbesn few
Americans would ever visit Taiwan or Hong Kong, let alone the PRC.

Private travel boosters and government officials ran into trouble, however, when
trying to mesh this travel discourse with the overarching U.S. position in the Cold Wa
To the extent that they were successful, travel guides and official spsetthdsiwan
and Hong Kong as vital outposts of authentic Chinese culture and urged travelers to
perceive these locales as more than mere tourist destinations. More ofteverhowe

tourist images of “China” seemed to clash with U.S. Cold War objectives. Tourist

® Sturm to Secretary of State, “Tourism on Taiwa§"February 1959, Records of U.S. Foreign Assigtanc
Agencies, Entry #409, Box 240, NARA.

® Klein, Cold War Orientalism103-04.

" Endy,Cold War Holidays
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“ambassadors” often placed a higher value on exploration, relaxation, and personal
discovery than they did on the promotion and protection of U.S. foreign policy interests.
To a greater extent than cultural exchange participants, recreationaktappsbached
overseas travel more as an escape from than an extension of internatioical Qalit

War concerns — threats from the PRC, political subversion, and renewed military
hostilities — were not part of the idealized vision of China that most travel@rsamad.

To attract American tourists to these destinations, therefore, officidisavel boosters

on both sides of the Pacific needed to downplay the Cold War in the course of developing

travel relations with Taiwan and Hong Kong.

I

Two distinct (and seemingly contradictory) developments explain the dcamati
rise of American tourism to the Far East and Pacific in the late 1950strawvst,
promoters saw tourist potential in a region that was so utterly different thém Nor
America, Europe, and the Caribbean. American tourists were, in genekalgsaet
“new horizons” and while the majority of travelers still wound up going to traditiona
destinations, a remarkably large contingent now headed toward less rabtgtazales.
As Timeexplained, American travelers were “searching for some fresh igevitit the
elemental life and with the far past....search[ing] for remnants of anowdizations, for
the humbling majesty of raw, rugged nature...a symbolic as well as genuine datachm
from the rest of the world®”

Along these same lines, in an era when many in and out of the travel industry

lamented the fact that traditional destinations were overpopulated with touwages

8 “Beyond the Horizon, Time 19 May 1961.
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agencies, hotels, and attractions, the Far East seemed to be an undiscovered and
underdeveloped gem. Horace Sutton remarked that many of the hassles of+ourism
artificially high prices for souvenirs, hotel fees, and tourist taxes edtmyay from East
Asian destinations far longer than they did in Eurdje region’s “best advertisement,”
Sutton concluded, “would be to maintain the purity which makes it today one of the last
refuges for the traveler whose back arches at the prospect of being bilked, taxed

and tolled.® Another travel writer noted that Taiwan, in particular, had successfully
developed the gimmick of “uncommercialized tourism.” It maintained few mode

hotels, no nightclubs, and “the people still like Americans,” the combination of which led
to a unique, rewarding tourist experierite.

While there was, no doubt, a certain cachet associated with the less redinsd t
experience, this aspect of East Asian tourism was nothing new. The exoticism,
backwardness, and burden of the Orient had long characterized the region’s tourism
industry; American tourists — if they could afford it — saw a trip to the Fstrd&sathe
epitome of rugged exploration and discovery. The fact that there was a Inleticeam
in tourism to the region in the late 1950s, therefore, points to a second explanation: the
development and maturity of tourist infrastructure. It was not until comfort|i&aityj,
and modernization arrived on the scene that American tourists sought out these
“alternative” vacations in large numbers. According to a 1958 survey of Ameraaah t

agents, the three primary deterrents to tourism in the Far East were ctats;ajiand

° Horace Sutton, “The Pacific MessagBdcific Travel NewsAugust 1961.
19 Jerry Hulse, “Taiwan — Cold War is Warm — Frierigstare Warmer,t.os Angeles Time&2 April
1962.
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poor accommodation’s.The increase of commercial airliners, airports, modern hotels,
restaurants, highways, and entertainment venues — all anathema to the rugged touri
experience — addressed these obstacles head on and they served to draw fostgyn touri
to the region in unprecedented numbers.

Epitomizing this willingness to seek out and embrace the “modern” and
“familiar,” in the post-World War 1l period the “tourist” — historically therget of
criticism and condescension — came into his own. Travel before the war had, no doubt,
been the domain of the wealthy, but it also seemed to demand a sense of adventure, an
open mind, and a willingness to get dirty. Being a recreational sightse@otvas
sufficient; every tourist needed to be simultaneously a risk-taker, a diplorda, a
discoverer. This grittiness — which was all the more applicable to the nontraditional
destinations of the Far East — came through in popular travel guides and travé&ogue
Harry Franck and Owen Lattimore, as well as the articles and photogndgasonal
Geographionmagaziné? Commenting on the old style of travel writing, famed travel
guide writer Karl Baedeker noted that its purpose was “to keep the travelegreat a

distance as possible from the unpleasant, and often wholly invisible, tutelagedof hire

1 The statistics for “deterrents” were as followsis€ (53.8 percent), distance (36.9 percent), poor
accommodations (15.4 percent), and lack of knovdeafghe area (9.2 percent). Cambell-Ewald survey,
Pacific Travel NewsFebruary 1958.

2 There was an overwhelming desire, in travel wgitirom this period, to locate the “real China.”Zali
Skidmore, for example, praised Beijing as a plaber& the “demon of progress has not brought down th
dread monotony of the universal commonplace. Quinté€ifford, “A Truthful Impression of the

Country”, 89-90. In northern China — which was not as dgyedl or cosmopolitan as southern cities like
Shanghai — Harry Franck noted that he was “in tfa¢ €hina at last.” Franckyandering in Northern
China(New York: Grosset & Dunlap Publishers, 1923), 18unilarly, on his visit to Shanghai in the
1930s, George Kates wrote cynically that “this wasChina.” KatesThe Years that were Fat: The Last of
Old China(Cambridge, MA: The M.L.T. Press, 1952), 8. Fdrastexamples of this sort of travel writing,
see Owen Lattimordylongol Journey¢New York: Doubleday, Doran and Co., Inc., 1941 &nne
Morrow LindberghNorth to the Orien{New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1935). [Rational
Geographics articles on China, see Kenneth F. Junor, “Curicwk@haracteristic Customs of China,”
National GeographicSeptember 1910, Frederick McCormick, “Presentdams in China,"National
Geographi¢ December 1911, Frederick McCormick, “China’s Bu@s,”National GeographicOctober
1912.
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servants and guides...to assist him in standing oavindeet, to render him
independentand to place him in a position from which he may receive his own
impressions with clear eyes and a lively he&tt.”

Soon after the war had ended and international travel became attainable for
middle-class Americans, travel writing and the negative connotatiorisding the
“tourist” began to change. Offering a stark contrast to Baedekerésddtgelf-sufficient
travel,McKay’s Guidemplored the American tourist to seek out U.S. officials when
overseas for “even the most trivial information” and not to be “afraid to show your
ignorance.*® In this vein, instead of “off-the-beaten-path” narratives and efforts to
reclaim the traveler-adventurer label of the nineteenth century, tradelsgfrom the
1950s onward were filled with shopping tips, “can’t miss” attractions, and dilestufr
Western-style hotels and restaurants.

These new travel guides also placed less emphasis on the themes of aythenticit
adventure, and difference that had been such staples of earlier travel. \Wiitohgg the
“real” China — regardless of the obvious flaws associated with that approach — was not
the concern of most tourists in the 1950s and 1960s and most guides reflected and
encouraged this viewpoint. Despite the resulting condemnation of these travel guides a
superficial introductions to foreign countries that placed more importance oortamd
familiarity than true exploration (one recent critic retorted that stheywld, more
accurately, be calleurist guides), these guides reflected, and in turn shaped, popular

images of and popular activities in foreign destinations.

13 Quoted in Edward Mendelson, “Baedeker’s Univer3@é Yale Revie{pring 1985).

4 Gellhorn,McKay’s Guideg(1953),xv-xvi.

15 paul FussellAbroad: British Literary Traveling Between the Wéew York: Oxford University Press,
1980), 42.
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Some self-conscious tourists, unwilling to throw themselves in the same gategor
as the masses of other globetrotting Americans, clung to some nostalgic eoirtbhat
adventuresome, “genuine” travel of earlier years. Advertisers anetswdutinely used
terms like “exotic,” “authentic,” and “Old China” to appeal to these “antrigts.”

Despite this underlying concern about the ubiquitous loud, camera-toting American
tourist, most travelers and travel writers eventually cast off theseti@asx In regard to
Taiwan and Hong Kong, a common approach among travel writers and adveréis¢os
acknowledge the vast differences and exotic adventures that tourists would encounter
while vacationing, but primarily to focus on the level of modernization that had taken
place in the region since the end of the war. Spokesmen for the IntercontinentaliMandar
Hong Kong, for example, noted that the hotel was “an exciting blend of the Orient's
colorful past and today's modern comfort” and that it was “modern with subtle Oriental
influences.*® Advertisements for Hong Kong’s President Hotel and the Mandarin both
show small junks in Victoria Harbor, dwarfed by the massive and modern steel hotels on
the coast’ APL ran similar advertisements, highlighting the attractive contrasts of the
region: “Like the splendor of a President liner — graceful and majestic +ingvaser a

busy swarm of junks and sampans. Or the deep, restful peace and satisfactiaeatPres
cruise brings after the problems of workaday life ashtt@ne Pan Am brochure

pointed to the “many strange and wondrous sights” that tourists could expect in the

Orient, but assured them that Malaya and Hong Kong were “British Crown Colonies

'8 Mandarin Hong Kong Hotel press release, 24 OctaB6B, Series Il, Box 578, PAA.

7 Advertisement, “The PresidenClipper, November-December 1963, in Series |, Box 90, PAA;
Advertisement, “Hong Kong’'s Newest Hotel: The Mandd Series I, Box 578, PAA.

18 Advertisement, “A Delightful Ocean? Ask any Pacilavigator,”Pacific Travel NewsJuly 1957.
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be sure.*® Another noted that Hong Kong was the “heir to the intrigue and glamour of
Shanghai” but that this Oriental character was merely a “facddé@ willingness to
embrace the modern while still clinging to symbolic vestiges of an ideglesicwas,
perhaps, best captured by a cartoon in PATRsific Travel NewsStanding on their
balcony in an extremely modern, high-rise hotel, a couple looks down on a scene of
Asian peasants and traditional architecture. Without a note of irony, the coupl&sem
“Isn’t the Pacific wonderful...it's so primitive.” Alongside the cartoon, theogegliof

Pacific Travel Newsioted that while “[tjravelers enjoy the foreign and unfamiliar by

day...by night they want the comforts of honfé.”

[l

Regardless of which factor was dominant, the convergence of an abstractalesire
experience the exotic Orient with the mundane, modern institutions needed to gé& touri
to their destination and keep them happy, promised to usher in a new era in regional
tourism. The numbers bore out such optimistic predictions. The increase in tourism to the
region was dramatic, outdoing the pace of both the Caribbean and Europe. The numbers
(excluding Hawaii) jumped from 350,000 in 1954 to 680,000 in 1958 to 1.2 million in
1961 to 2.1 million in 1965. As would be expected, tourist expenditures rose by similarly

exponential numbers. In 1956 travelers spent $45 million in the region. By 1958, total

9 pan American travel brochure, “People and PlatéseoPan American World,” 1952, Series |, Box 53,
PAA.

2«An Qasis in the South China Seg&lipperwise Vol. II, no. 6 (June 1960), 5, in Series |, Bk ®AA.

L PATA advertisemen®acific Travel NewsNovember 1966.
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expenditures rose to $200 million. By 1964 the figures reached $439 rffllidre
economic benefit of tourism was augmented further by the “multipliertg¢fieboon to
the local economy by which the same tourist dollars changed hands again and again.
Within twelve months of being spent, economists estimated that a tourist doligedhan
hands between three and four times, meaning that the average tourist who spent $1,000
on his vacation (excluding air or cruise fares) produced $3,000 of national income for the
host country® Signaling the impact of tourist dollars on local economies, by 1966 four of
the twenty-five PATA member destinations counted tourism as their number one
“export” and half placed it in their top four “exports.”

Improvements in transportation and hotel facilities contributed significamtly
this increase in tourism. Pan American Airways had first introduced trafisgights in
1937 but the journey was expensive and often took over a week to complete. The
introduction of larger, faster planes dramatically changed the way that peagdedthe
Pacific and the 1950s and 1960s saw air travel become the new norm. In March 1953 Pan
Am initiated daily flights from the West Coast to the Far East with fiveklydights to
Tokyo and two to Manila. Between 1952 and 1958, the number of total weekly flights to

the region increased from 36 to 102. In 1957 Pan Am alone was making twelve weekly

22 «goaring Visitor Totals Mark 1962 as Another Ratdtear for Pacific,’Pacific Travel NewsNovember
1962;“PATA's First Annual Statistical Report: Visitore PATA Member Destinations, 1952-1965,”
Pacific Travel NewsFebruary 1966; “U.S. Tourism Rises in Asilgw York Time24 February 1957;
Clement,The Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far E&Q0; “Gimmicks East & West,Timg 25
August 1961.

% According to a Commerce Department tourism surthey average “multiplier effect” was 3.27. This
number was significantly higher in more developegions, in which it was less necessary to import
consumable goods such as food, drink, souvenirgasoline. In less developed areas, where motgeof t
original tourist expenditures “leak” out of the @omy in the form of imports, the multiplier effestirinks.
Clement,The Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far Ed8-27.

2 wvisitor Expenditures in PATA Member Destinatioh®acific Travel NewsApril 1966.
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flights to Hong Kond™ By the early 1960s even Taiwan, which had been poorly served
by international airlines in the past, had at least five internationalesidanding daily®

With the increase in routes and, in 1953, the introduction of coach class on
transpacific flights, it became far cheaper to fly. The price in 1953 foe-avay ticket
from New York to Hong Kong was $599, which represented a $120 drop from pre-coach
class pricing. By 1966, following an agreement by the International Air Transpor
Association to reduce economy transpacific fares by another 15 percenicéheas
$4707%" With the rapid increase in consumer credit plans — such as Pan Am’s “Go Now,
Pay Later” program — flying overseas became feasible for most rulidie budgets.

As more and more international tourists poured into the Far East, industry insiders
frantically built up accommodations to house the incoming guests. As would be seen,
hotel growth consistently and frustratingly lagged behind the rise in tourisninebut t
proliferation of tourist hotels in the late 1950s and 1960s was, nonetheless, extrgordinar
Between 1957 and 1966 hotel accommodations more than doubled, increasing from about
48,000 to 110,000 rooni8 Much of this development was the result of American
businesses expanding their share of the international tourism market. Betw8eand9
1959 Intercontinental Hotel Corporation (IHC), a subsidiary of Pan Americarays,

for example, was working on projects — at various stages of completion andtgertai

% “Daily Service to the Orient, ASTA Travel Newsvlarch 1953; “Pacific Area Travel Group Sets Patle
Los Angeles Timed February 1958; “The Pacific: 70 Million Squavides of Travel-Land, Pacific
Travel NewsFebruary 1958; Pan American Airways Advertisem&nour Guide to All the Pacific,”
Washington Post and Times-Heraldl July 1957.

% George K. C. Yeh, “Formosa’ Was Well Nametlyashington Post and Times-Herak8 May 1961

27 «pjrlines Complete World Tourist NetRew York Times24 November 1953; “North Pacific Air Fares
Cut,” Pacific Travel NewsMay 1966.

2 «The Pacific Hotel Industry Looks Ahead to the-Agle of the 1960s,Pacific Travel NewsJuly 1957;
“Pacific Outlook for '66,"Pacific Travel NewsApril 1966.
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for thirty-four overseas hotels. Hilton, between 1955 and 1966, opened seventeen new
international hotel$?

The dramatic rise in tourism and facilities was not distributed evenly throughout
the region. Hawaii, Japan, and Hong Kong saw the majority of this boom; those three
regions attracted roughly three times more tourists than the rest of thie &adiFar
East combined® As one tourism survey noted, Hong Kong was a “red-hot tourist
attraction.” In 1958 the colony brought in over 100,000 international tourists (not
including American servicemen) and $67 million in tourist expenditirByg.1968 the
numbers had increased to 600,000 tourists spending roughly $360 million in tourist
expenditures. Taking into account the “multiplier effect,” tourist spendingowaging
in well over a billion dollars to the Hong Kong economy. Such figures were a testame
to Hong Kong’s thriving shopping scene, but they also meant large budgetary sindfall
by the time tourists began showing up in large numbers Hong Kong was earning roughl
30 percent of its governmental revenue from foreign toufistsr an economy like
Hong Kong’s, which suffered from a significant balance-of-payments imbaldnece
relatively effortless and constantly growing tourist income was tabée.

To some extent, the seemingly “overnight” tourist boom caught Hong Kong
officials and industry insiders by surprise; the 1960s were marked by frequenbbouts

hotel room and water shortag€sravel guides alerted tourists to the likelihood of water

2 |HC, “Hotel Facilities,” 9 March 1959, Series Bpx 314, PAA; Annabel Jane Whartduyilding the
Cold War: Hilton International Hotels and Modern ¢hitecture(Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 2001), 203.

30 Clement,The Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far Edst

*! bid., 95.

32 June Shaplen, “Hong Kong, the Great Supermarkéds/A Wing,"New York TimesL3 March 1966;
Peggy Durdin, “Hong Kong’s Role: A Tourist's BargdiNew York Times2 March 1969; Clementhe
Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far Ea87.

3 For an example of criticism, see “More BargainaiBeds, Time 30 May 1960.
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rationing and advised using bottled or boiled water for drinking purposes. Gene Gleason
noted that the price of speedy hotel construction was inadequate elevata, servic
undersized rooms, and insufficient stdfOn the whole, however, tourist development in
Hong Kong was smooth. Very much a leader in Far East tourism, Hong Kong hotel
rooms increased from a mere 800 in 1958 to over 6,000 by the end of 1963. In 1961
alone, three new luxury hotels — with a total of 2,000 rooms — were under constfuction.
The 900-room Hong Kong Hilton, which opened in April 1963, was the first of the Hilton
chain in East Asia and the largest hotel outside of North America. The $15 niil@n |
Mandarin, with 650 all-balcony suites, rooftop swimming pool and garden, cocktalil
lounge, and views of “the world’s most exotic harbor,” opened that summer. The
President Hotel, which promised a “rare combination of Oriental mystery angémes
glamour and elegance,” opened its doors shortly theréifiévese first-class hotels

proved immensely popular; the vast majority of tourists to Hong Kong, when given the
option, stayed in the most expensive category of hotels. This preference was even more
dramatic in the case of Americans (67 percent) and Canadians (75 p&rcEmpugh

some tourists would likely have settled for lower quality hotels if there wer

alternatives, the inclination toward luxury, especially when paired with #mealic

3 Eleanor Cowles GellhorhcKay’s Guide to the Far East and Hawéllew York: David McKay
Company, Inc, 1965), 87; Gleastinpng Kong 300.

% “The Big News from Hong Kong — More Hotel Rooms Tmurists,”Pacific Travel NewsMarch 1961;
“Pacific Hotel Building and Planning BoonPacific Travel NewsJanuary 1962; Hong Kong Tourist
Association advertisement, “The Orient is Hong K&mRpcific Travel NewsNovember 1962.

% Advertisement, “The PresidenClipper, November-December 1963, in Series |, Box 90, PAA;
advertisement, “Hong Kong’'s Newest Hotel: The MaidaSeries Il, Box 578, PAA, press release, “The
Mandarin in Hong Kong,” no date, Series I, Box 5P&A; “900 Room Hotel Gilds Hong KongNew
York Times5 April 1963.

37 Prices at these first class hotels were signiflgdower than their counterparts in the U.S. Theng
Kong Hilton’s rates were 30 percent below thosthefNew York Hilton and 40 percent below thosehef t
Plaza Hotel in New York. Rates from “Two Orient idils Formally OpenedPacific Travel NewsJuly
1963; and Harold HarHart’'s Guide to New York CitfNew York: Hart Publishing Company, 1964);
Robert HazellThe Tourist Industry in Hong Kong, 1966 (Short R§piong Kong Tourist Association,
1966), 26.
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increase in tourism throughout the late 1950s and 1960s, demonstrates the impact that
high-class hotel development had on Hong Kong’s tourism industry.

Though never in the same league as Hong Kong, more obscure destinations like
Taiwan saw exponential increases as well. The conclusion of the Taiva#s Stises in
1958 — which Embassy officials called a “definite deterrent to increasesibars
foreigners” — restored a sense of calm to the region and travelers bebaw tmisd
interest®® Receiving almost no recreational tourist traffic in the first seyerails of the
1950s, by 1958 Taiwan was welcoming well over 20,000 visitors a year. The numbers
continued to rise exponentially, rising from 44,000 in 1962, to 155,000 in 1966, and to
300,000 in 1968% U.S. officials in Taipei who, only years earlier, had written off Taiwan
as a backward, unappealing, and doomed tourist destination, began offering more positive
(though far from glowing) assessments. The 1959 editidmctfay’s Guide as well,
recognized the changes, adding a section on Taiwan’s steady progress tioeduca
public health, land reform projects, and tourist infrastructure.

Hotel construction, perhaps, best highlights Taiwan’s moderate but steady
progress. As late as 1957, as discussed above, the Grand Hotel and the Friends of China
Club remained the only first-class hotels in Taipei. Considering that the bulk gfrforei
visitors remained only in the capital city, Taiwan could handle just over a planeload of
tourists at a time. By the last few years of the 1950s, however, the number cbbotsl

rose dramatically. Commencing this development boom, in 1956 the Grand Hotel

3 Sturm to Secretary of State, “Tourism on Taiwdr§"February 1959, Records of U.S. Foreign
Assistance Agencies, Entry #409, Box 240, NARA.

39416 Countries Report that Jet Age has Boostedrigssi to Record VolumePacific Travel News
September 1960; Murray J. Brown, “Lure of the OrigrNot Occidental,Los Angeles Time&8 February
1965; “Total Visitors to PATA Member DestinationBacific Travel NewsApril 1966; Tillman Durdin,
“Help for Taiwan’s Tourists,New York Timesl6 March 1969.

0 Gellhorn,McKay’s Guide to the Far East and the Middle E@¢tw York: David McKay, Inc., 1959),
77.
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doubled its capacity by adding forty rooms and four cottage suites. Contragtirthevi

earlier designs of Taiwan hotel rooms, all these rooms were air-condianaehad

private baths. Several other smaller hotels, likened to European pensions, also opened
their doors that year. The “western-style” Kao-Hsiung and Tai-Chungdmpeined in

early 1958 and the Railway Hotel, the Overseas Chinese Mansion, and the Hua Yuan
Hotel all began welcoming guests the following year. From less than 200 nod!®57,
accommodations rose to 375 in December 1960, to 760 at the end of 1961, and to 3,000
by the end of 1966. A 19@8acific Travel News$eature on Taiwan tourism showcased

four luxury hotels and fourteen more modest venues in Taipei &lone.

11l

The increase in tourist flows encouraged and reflected active participaton f
the governments of Taiwan and Hong Kong and private businesses. In 1957 Hong Kong
saw the establishment of both the semi-governmental Hong Kong Tourist &gsoci
(HKTA) and the private Hong Kong Association of Travel Agents. HKTA, thgelaand
more influential of the two tourism agencies, quickly joined PATA and took on an active
role. Though its budget was remarkably small (just $166,000 in 1959), it becamera leade
in tourism promotion, distributing posters, travel literature, and promotionalfflins

1959 it distributed over 500,000 pieces of promotional literature, the vast majority of

“L Ibid., 80; “Pacific Hotel Building is on the Inase,”Pacific Travel NewsFebruary 1957; “Pacific Hotel
Building and Planning BoomPacific Travel NewsJanuary 19625eorge F. Rodts, “Pacific Outlook for
'66,” Pacific Travel NewsApril 1966; “Sales Folder TaiwanPacific Travel NewsNovember 1966.

2 The relatively low budget of the HKTA was a souotgraise and criticism from travel experts. Oa th
one hand, in 1959 the ratio between tourist expgarel in Hong Kong and the amount of money spent on
tourism was about 530 to 1, by far the most impvessost-benefit ratio in the region. On the othand,
critics pointed out that if the government gave enattention to tourism and increased the budggteof
HKTA to be commensurate with its economic importgrtourism to the colony would increase
exponentially. Clemen®he Future of Tourism in the Far East and Paciéig.
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which ended up in American periodicals suclsaturday RevieyHoliday, and theNew
Yorker HKTA's “A Million Lights Shall Glow” — a twenty-minute film highlightinghe
cultural, historical, and recreational facets of Hong Kong — won internatecagmition
and received the best travel documentary award at the 1961 Cannes Film.£@tival
the facilitation front, in 1961 the Hong Kong government modified the colony’s visa
policy, allowing American visitors to acquire multiple-entry visas (goodrigrraumber
of visits within twelve months) for the same $2 fee as a single-entry visEO@ythe
colony allowed U.S. citizens to visit up to fourteen days without a*isa.

More striking reforms came out of Taipei. Though Taiwan would never approach
the level of Hong Kong tourism, the attitudinal and substantive change of the government
was incredibly significant, especially when viewed alongside Jiang’srestsigent
view towards tourism development and the country’s dismal tourism industry. According
to one government spokesman, “visitors are as welcome as the sun” and a member of
Taiwan’s PATA delegation humorously noted that the infamous “head-hunters” of the
island’s interior were “now entirely friendly, particularly so with totgi&” Changes
seem to have begun in 1956 when, according to several government and private
representatives, Jiang himself “decreed that the tourist industry should bepeevel

The policy shift, which was part of a broader, “3-point” program in Taipei to move the

4341959 Pacific Preview,Pacific Travel NewsJanuary 1960Pacific Preview, Pacific Travel News
February 1960.

4 «Visa Requirement Relaxed; More Visitor®4cific Travel NewsJanuary 1961; “Tourist Documents
and Regulations,New York Time23 February 1964; “Sales Folder for Hong KongJuding Macao,”
Pacific Travel NewsNovember 1966.

> Quoted in “A Tour of Taiwan,Pacific Travel NewsApril 1959; C. K. TsengTaipei Chinese News
qguoted in Oscar F. Gavrilovich, “The Foreign Pregss Angeles Time20 March 1956.
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nation toward economic independence, signaled that the Nationalist regirhe final
recognized the economic and political benefits that foreign tourists could pfduce.

The new attitude of Nationalist officials produced substantive institutional
changes. The government rapidly developed a multi-layered bureaucracyittda
incoming tourism. In November 1956 Jiang’s government established the Taiwan
Tourism Council (TTC), which became the nation’s official travel agenieg.Qouncil
quickly became an active member in PATA and, despite objections from the PRC and the
Soviet Union, joined the IUOT®. The non-official Taiwan Visitors Association (TVA),
consisting of travel agents, and representatives from airlines, hotels, @noaets,
followed shortly afterward. The TVA served as an advisory board of sorts for the
government-run TTC and the Council, in turn, provided substantial subsidies to the
private TVA®®

Beyond establishing and supporting these new administrative bodies, the
Nationalist government threw its support behind the island’s tourist infragteutt
1957 the Nationalist government initiated a three-year plan to promote tourism
development and hotel building. To this end, officials designated almost $287,000 toward
the construction of tourist accommodatidh3he government further facilitated the
development of first-class hotels by streamlining land sales, allowiegtedlbuilding

materials to be imported at lower customs duties, and offering five-yeaxeémptions

8 Sturm, “Tourism on Taiwan,” American Embassy Taiwa State Department, 16 February 1959,
Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies, EmB9, Box 240, NARA; Greg MacGregor, “Taiwan
Planning Era of Self-HelpNew York Timesl1 September 1956.

*"“Taipei Gets Travel Unit SeatNew York Timesl1 October 1958.

“8 Sturm, “Tourism on Taiwan,” American Embassy TaipeState Department, 16 February 1959,
Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies, EmB8, Box 240, NARA; ICA Taipei to ICA
Washington, 18 August 1959, “Tourism Activities,édbrds of U.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies, Entry
#409, Box 240, NARA.

“9These U.S. currency figures are based on the ¢@6@ersion rate of U.S.$1=NT$40.
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to certain government-approved hot®1§he results were significant; five new hotels —
most with private bathrooms and air conditioning — opened in ¥967a joint effort
with the TTC and Taiwan’s Highway Bureau, the government spent $315,000 on road
repairs in order to “attract tourists to scenic spots.” As part of its roadvenqment
campaign, the government began construction on an East-West highway. This “Dragon
Road,” which stretched 200 miles and linked the east and west coasts of Taiesad off
tourists easier access across the isfahultotal, between 1958 and 1962 the Nationalist
regime committed around $5 million to various tourism proj&tts.

Taiwan tourism officials, moreover, undertook a number of initiatives to attrac
foreign travelers. In mid-1956 Nationalist officials negotiated direcilly wPL — which
still did not offer direct service to Taiwan — to organize an island-wide’t@uch
activities continued over the next several years. In 1958 the TTC and the privae Chi
Travel Service organized a visit for 400 American tourists on board t&ta®8ndam
who were partaking in a “round-the-world” cruise. To ensure the visit's suckhesE]C
dredged the harbor to accommodate the large cruise liner, organized tours, setagr a ba

at the pier, and streamlined entry and exit procedures for the passengers.ddadhg br

0 veh, “Formosa’ Was Well NamedyVashington Post and Times-Hera8 May 1961¢Pacific Hotel
Building is on the IncreasePacific Travel NewsFebruary 1957.

1 “The Pieces of China that Border the PacifRdcific Travel NewsFebruary 1958.

2 |CA Taipei to ICA Washington, 18 August 1959, “Fimm Activities,” Records of U.S. Foreign
Assistance Agencies, Entry #409, Box 240, NARAr&ihwe Teets, “Touring Taiwan Via New Cross-
Island Road,’New York Timesl2 June 1960; “1959 Pacific Previewacific Travel NewsJanuary 1959;
Paul J. Sturm, “Tourism on Taiwan,” 16 February9,98ecords of U.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies,
Entry #409, Box 240, NARA.

33 “pacific Hotel Building and Planning BoonPacific Travel NewsJanuary 1962.

> MacGregor, “Taiwan Planning Era of Self-Helpléw York Timesl1 September 1956.
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by the end of 1958 the TTC had pinpointed and began developing twenty scenic locations
as tourist attractions.

Finally, the government gradually began to deal with the massive amount of red
tape and bureaucracy encumbering Taiwan tourism. Tourists had difficulty acquiring
visas, entry and exit procedures were complex and prohibitive, and security concerns
prevented easy mobility throughout the island. By 1957, however, the TTC, along with
outside institutions like PATA, the IUOTO, and U.S. travel boosters, had convinced the
Taiwan government to reform these debilitating practices. Signalisg tenges, in
1957 Taiwan made “drastic relaxations” in its entry and exit procedurds foxmn
Chinese residents. The new policy, which applied only to Chinese tourists trageding t
from nations with diplomatic relations with Taiwan, allowed tourists to acdugie t
travel permits with ease. More broadly, in 1959 Taiwan provided incoming tourists with
Register of Currency cards, providing them with a 33 percent more favorablegecha
rate. A year later, following a TVA-sponsored mission to Japan to exploretavesiax
entry and exit requirements, the government instituted a less-burdensome customs
declaration form and updated its antiquated travel laws to allow visitors teestamty-
two hours without a vis#. In 1961, to show support for all these changes, Jiang

established the Vice Ministry for Tourism, a position within the Ministry for

%5 Gladwin Hill, “Expanding Pacific, New York Time23 February 1958; Tillman Durdin, “Hong Kong:
Alive, to the Present,New York Timess April 1958; Paul J. Sturm, “Tourism on Taiwath@ February
1959, Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance Agené&iegy #409, Box 240, NARA.

* “Taiwan Government Liberalizes Exit-Entry Regutais: Japan-United States Enter New Visa
Agreement,Pacific Travel NewsJune 1957; “Special Exchange Rate for Tourifagific Travel News
April 1959; ClementThe Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far E&st7.
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Communications that oversaw this sizable bureaucracy and coordinatecetteecéff
Taiwan’s public and private tourism agenciés.

Taiwan’s progress on tourism was commendable, but critics continued to
complain. The government, according to some observers, was not giving its “whole-
hearted support” to the industry and when officials did initiate reforms, they did so only
after intense, incessant lobbying from the TVA and other tourism interegiggf The
Nationalist government, moreover, consistently refused to place tourisnsiatebeve
(often exaggerated) security concerns. Tourists, for example, still faneetows
restrictions on travel to the interior of the islafidaiwan’s new “72-hour” visa policy
applied only to tourists from “friendly countries.” Along these same lines, the
government refused to adopt PATA’s recommendation to eliminate visa requisdorent
any tourist staying less than thirty days, citing concerns aboutriaitsecurity.®® These
security concerns led to significant restrictions on what items touostd bring into the
country; those wishing to carry a camera, for instance, had to fill out pilep@fpak
and, even then, local police prohibited photographs in many #r&esvel writer John
Caldwell, referencing the “security-conscious” officials at Tagairport, warned
travelers: “immigration and customs formalities may not be as speedylakyo or

Hong Kong.*?

" “Orient Showing Vigorous Approach to Travel Prahke Says PATA Director Pacific Travel News
January 1961.

%8 Sturm, “Tourism on Taiwan,” 16 February 1959, Resof U.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies, Entry
#409, Box 240, NARA.

> |pid.

0 “Report on Progress of Pacific FacilitatioAcific Travel NewsJanuary 1962.

®1 This practice officially ended in January 1961t inuplementation took several months. Robert G.
Smith, “Call it Taiwan,"Baltimore Sun9 September 1961; “Easing of Visa RegulatiorSr@aving Hotel
Industry Help Taiwan Prepare for Tourist InfluRacific Travel NewsJanuary 1961.

%2 John C. CaldwellFar East Travel GuidéNew York: John Day Company, 1959), 114-15.
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Regardless of these persistent and legitimate critiques, the privatecame
tourism industry was eager to capitalize on Taipei’'s new attitude. Taiffertseo
highlight tourist attractions and make travel more accessible to touastespecially
important in a nation like Taiwan, which never ranked high on lists of tourists’ dream
destination$? Tourism promoters in the United States and Taiwan had never believed
that the island was a tourist magnet on its own. Embassy official Paul Sturm, for
example, noted that Taiwan offered “little which would in itself merit a sp&ap to the
area.” Put differentlyf-odor’s guide noted that any tourist who expected to find the
“gaiety and glamour” of Hong Kong and Japan “is in for a disappointniéBetause of
the peripheral status of Taiwan in the eyes of American tourists and travedrsptiss
new tourist policies, specifically the more liberal visa policy, were fsogmit
achievements. The key to Taiwan’s success was its fortunate position inifiee Pac
Ocean, lying along the main air route between Japan, Hong Kong, and the Philifhpines
the Nationalist government could make travel to Taiwan pleasant and simple, and if
promoters could convince travelers of these changes, tourists were more likelyde i
Taiwan on their Far East itinerary, even if it was not the primary purpdkeiof
vacation.

In a travel piece in th&/ashington PosROC Ambassador George Yeh worked
toward this goal, highlighting the ease of travel to Taiwan. Because a \8s@ov@nger

necessary for a short stay, Yeh wrote, “all one needs to do...is to contact oneesaairli

83 According to a 1958 survey of U.S. and Canadianists, Taiwan ranked thirteenth on a list of néret
Pacific and Far East countries that tourists wavadit to visit. Vietnam, Macao, Cambodia, Okinawa,
Korea, and Laos were the only destinations to tawer. ClementThe Future of Tourism in the Pacific
and Far East17.

% Sturm, “Tourism on Taiwan,” American Embassy Taiva State Department, 16 February 1959,
Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies, EmB9, Box 240, NARA; Barbara Hoard, “The
Miniature Republic of China,” ifodor’s Guide to Japan and East Asia 196d8s.Eugene Fodor and
Robert Fisher (New York: David McKay Company, 1963)1.
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travel agency® PATA’s executive director F. Marvin Plake, as well, did his part, being
on the scene to greet the first tourists to arrive under the new “72-hourégigdation.

As he and other tourism insiders had hoped, the first arrivals — Mr. and Mrs. E. C.
Erickson of Stockton, California — had not planned on visiting Taiwan, but upon hearing
of the policy change while in Hong Kong had decided to make a quick stop to the island
on their way to Japaii.American travel promoters expanded on this strategy, organizing
potential visits to Taiwan around the new visa laagific Travel Newsffered up

several itineraries for three-day tours. These seventy-two-hour “stégopsmwould be

an easy sell to tourists due to Taiwan’s proximity to Japan, Hong Kong, and the
Philippines and the fact that a visit to Taiwan could be included in a round-trip ticket for
no extra cost. Three days, moreover, “gives time enough for a good sampling ai Taiwa
as a bit of Old Chin&” Taiwan travel agencies, as well, embraced this approach in their
promotional literature; almost every advertisement for Taiwan noted that drfligiats
between Japan, Hong Kong, and the Philippines, a stopover to Taiwan would not cost
anything extr&® Travel writer Sydney Clark playfully disagreed with the new visa law:
“Three days idarelyenough time to see something of Taipei and then hustle down to
Sun Moon Lake and perhaps the Taroko Gofg€rark’s mild criticism, nonetheless,
underscored the ubiquity of the “3-day tour” in Taiwan tourism. In the year betore th

law went into effect, nearly 20,000 tourists visited Taiwan. Following the policy’s

% veh, “Formosa’ Was Well Named\Washington Post and Times-Hera8 May 1961.

 “Three Day No Visa Visits Announced for Taiwandaor Australians in the Philippinesiacific
Travel NewsDecember 1960.

7 «Tajwan Offers 72-hour Tourist an Orient BonuBAcific Travel NewsApril 1961.

% For examples, see China Travel Service, “Taiwan,tate, in Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance
Agencies, Entry #409, Box 240, NARA,; and TTC adgerent, “Taiwan: Epicenter for Orient Tours,”
Pacific Travel NewsOctober 1966.

% Sydney ClarkAll the Best in Japan and the Orient: Including lgdfong, Macao, Taiwan and the
Philippines(New York: Dodd, Mead & Company, 1964), 324.
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implementation, tourism increased by 37 percent. Not surprisingly, moreos, the

visitors stayed for an average of three days in order to avoid the hasslenof geiga’’

v

Christopher Endy, writing about American tourists to France in the 1950s and
1960s, notes that the majority of travelers “refused to reduce their trips to Coeld War
themed vacations.* Escapism, adventure, and relaxation — more so than patriotic
mission and political ideology — motivated Americans to travel abroad. To understand
American perceptions of and relations with the outside world, historians must thus look
beyond the Cold War. This desire to escape was present, as well, among treandrist
travel boosters in Taiwan and Hong Kong. The unique roles that these destinageds pla
in Sino-American relations and, more broadly, East-West conflict, however,tmade
proclivity to “ditch” the Cold War far more difficult.

The Cold War was apparent from the moment travel boosters considered
promoting tourism industries in Taiwan and Hong Kong. The key to boosting tourism to
those destinations was making them seem stable, alluring, and exciting. Sathvapi
however, difficult to maintain. Because of their associations with the PR®aii and
Hong Kong both suffered from palpable concerns about safety. These concerns often
were logical and justified. The Chinese Communist military had, in 1954 and 1958,

shelled two of the small islands between Taiwan and the mainland. As the Unigsd Stat

0“The Measure of Tourist Traffic in the Pacifid?acific Travel NewsJanuary 1962; “Taiwan — Sales
Data and Three 72-Hour Tour IdeaBAcific Travel NewsMarch 1962. Following on the success of the
revised policy, the Taiwan government, in preparafor the 1964 Summer Olympics in Tokyo, allowed
tourists to visit for five days without a visa. “We From the Field of TravelNew York Times26 July
1964.

"1 Endy, Cold War Holidays9-10.
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beefed up its presence in the Taiwan Straits and the Eisenhower adnomsoydd
with the idea of using nuclear weapons, a military conflict between the PRGeand t
United States seemed imminent. Even when the Communist regime was not bombing the
offshore islands, the Chinese civil war (though technically over by 1949) remained a
constant presence in Taiwan. Large, ominous photographs of Jiang Jieshi and the “ever-
present” Nationalist soldiers in the streets gave Taiwan the feebaf &rother state,”
while ubiquitous posters with irredentist messages drove home the lingering uneas
between the Nationalist and Communist regiffes.

In Hong Kong, as well, the Cold War could not hide. U.S., British, Nationalist,
and Communist officials all saw the potential in using Hong Kong as a based@r tra
travel, espionage, and propaganda. Because of this constant struggle by all sides to use
Hong Kong to advance foreign policy interests, the colony quickly became a
cosmopolitan “Cold War city.” While the constant interaction between Britons,
Americans, and Chinese made Hong Kong “officially neutral in regard to &lcpglin
practice such neutrality rarely prevailed. A 1956 clash in Hong Kong between
Communists and pro-Nationalists, for instance, led to street riots and locallsffi
encouraged tourists to remain in their hotels. More than just the occasional outburst of
conflict, looming over the British colony was the knowledge that the PRC couly easil

swallow up Hong Kong at any moméft.

2 Greg MacGregor, “A Political Guide for Touristsoly Kong, Taiwan, the PhilippinesSaturday
Review 7 January 1961; Yager, “Tourism on Taiwan,” 8dberr 1957, Records of U.S. Foreign
Assistance Agencies, Entry #409, Box 211, NARA.

3 Anne Norman, “Meals for Millions: Thailand Fasdies, Hong Kong Saddens, Says Dr. lliana Cosby,”
Los Angeles Time8 November 1956; MacGregor, “A Political Guide Tmurists: Hong Kong, Taiwan,
the Philippines,’Saturday Reviewr January 1961.
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Tourists were not entirely turned off by the precariousness of Taiwan and Hong
Kong. There was a certain cachet associated with risky and unpreglictab$ém. The
physical, cultural, and psychological proximity of Taiwan and Hong Kong to “Red
China” infused those tourist destinations with a greater sense of impaatatheedegree
of added excitement. Henry Lieberman wrote that the Hong Kong-PRC bordenwas, i
fact, one of the primary draws for American touri§t&. HKTA survey backed this up,
noting the first question asked by most incoming American tourists: “Whédre Red
border and how far away is it?"To many incoming tourists, Hong Kong was a
proverbial peephole on an isolated nation. Satiating these voyeuristic ancetrkitigs
tendencies, Hong Kong’s “Red China Border Tours,” which promised an up-close look at
the “forbidden” PRC became increasingly popular among foreign visitors.

Travel writers, as well, fed into this fixation. One guide promised that a drive in
Hong Kong's New Territories offered a “good glimpse behind the Bamboo Cuftain.”
Another directed tourists to gaze toward the “barbed-wire fence and@digmunist
soldiers in mustard-color uniforms at the frontier station on the Kowloon-Canton
railway.””’ By 1962, according to or@aturday Reviewarticle, the only “spice”
remaining in the Portuguese colony of Macao was “the proximity of the Communis
neighbors sitting on the far side of the West River with their patrol b8aistin
Caldwell, with a note of sensationalism, informed his readers: “Taiwanti$gQamiles

off the coast of Red China so that its air defenses must always be on thesayenr A

" Henry R. Lieberman, “Hong Kong HavermNew York Timest March 1956.

> Quoted in Jacques Nevard, “Hong Kong Heat WaMeyv York TimesL8 August 1962.

S “pATA Publicity Man Reports on Swing Around thedffie,” Pacific Travel NewsMay 1962.
"“The Fragrant Harbor,Time 21 November 1960.

8 Arthur Knight, “’Booked For Travel,Saturday Review? April 1962.
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plane taxis down the runway, you may note constantly manned anti-aircraftelsateri
both sides.”

But these allusions to danger and imminent war only went so far. The tense
environment was, on the whole, a deterrent to the average tourist. For the same reas
that tourists and travel companies hesitated to set their sights on Taiwan andddgng
in the early 1950s, they continued to exhibit anxiety in the latter half of the d&wte
Taiwan and Hong Kong consistently ranked within the top four countries seen as
“unsafe” by potential tourists. In 1958 Taiwan topped the list, with nearly 30 p@fcent
tourists concerned about travel there. Likewise, of those tourists who feitahgtkong
was a dangerous destination, 68 percent cited apprehensions over “communism,” “war
danger,” and “Chinese dangé.”

U.S. officials recognized that this perception would prove to be a major obstacle
for tourism development, particularly in a location like Taiwan that had a poor tieputa
for drawing foreign tourists and had only a minimal tourist plant already ie.glaa
report from the International Cooperation Administration (ICA), a State Depat
agency that played a major role in providing technical assistance and finasrdimcgf
tourism programs, officials noted that Taiwan would never achieve its full tourist
potential as long as would-be visitors saw it as an “active war zone subjpadsible
immediate hostilities.” ICA, in fact, long considered Taiwan a low pgyiatue to its

precarious position on the world stde.

9 Caldwell,Far East Travel Guidel114-15.

8 The percentage of American and Canadian traveleesviewed Far East destinations as "unsafe” were
as follows: Taiwan (28.6 percent); South Vietnard.9lpercent); South Korea (13.7 percent); and Hong
Kong (8.7 percent). The remaining fifteen natioms/eyed had rates of 7 percent or lower. CleniEms,
Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far Eag¥, 107.

81 |CA Taipei to ICA Washington, “Tourism Activiti€s18 August 1959, Records of U.S. Foreign
Assistance Agencies, Entry #409, Box 240, NARA.
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Travel boosters on both sides of the Pacific, realizing that tourism worked best in
a generally stable and peaceful environment, consequently downplayed Cold War
tensions. Advertisements, articles, guides, and government reports emisicaqasne
more than gritty realism, recreation more than politics, and enjoymentthaorenission.
One article introducing would-be travelers to Taiwan read: “It is ansgake to let
front-page datelines keep Taiwan off an Asian itinerary. Nature knowshgathpolitics
and troubles, and the island’s beauty and its people’s charm have been untouched by the
heat of international debate¥.Caldwell, despite his frequent anticommunist diatribes,
opened his Far East travel guide by telling readers: “The Far East stilevevidence of
the war it has experienced. The hotels are good and getting better. The Gtalnd H
supposedly isolated and war-threatened Taiwan...is one of the world’s best.teRbspi
expectations of many tourists, he continued, Taiwan was not an “embattled staesif
where people live in dugouts while fearfully awaiting enemy aftaElavid Dodge,
similarly, assured American travelers that “the guns aren’t booatiAgnerican
rubbernecks. They never have boomed at American rubbernecks. The never will boom at
American rubbernecks?*

Washington reports, as well, drove home this theme of stability. To discourage
tourists from associating Hong Kong and Taiwan tourism with impending war, a
Commerce Department tourism survey, carried out in cooperation with PATA,
recommended highlighting the safety of travel to those destinations in any hationa
advertising campaign. Going even further, the survey encouraged referring té&étmng

as “The Crown Colony of Hong Kong” in order to “counteract the impression...that

8 Florence Teets, “Tropical Taiwan, An Island foiiéwing’,” New York Timesl7 May 1959.
8 Caldwell,Far East Travel Guide7, 116.
8 Dodge,Poor Man’s Guide9-10.
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Hong Kong is in China® Private industry came to these conclusions as well. Pan Am’s
1951New Horizongravel guide stated only that Hong Kong lay within southeast China,
but the 1957 edition specified that its “correct designation is ‘Hong Kong, BritshrC
Colony'...not China [italics in original].” Don Briggs, who worked closely with HKTA
and PATA in the development of his travel guide, included “Don’t Say Hong Kong,
CHINA” in his long list of inappropriate behavior for touri§fsAttempting to protect
Taiwan from similar associations with the PRC and general instakhili§; officials
encouraged the Nationalist government to employ the Hamilton Wright publionslati
firm (which it soon did) in order to develop and distribute stories on the economic and
political stability of Taiwarf’

The travel discourse did not, however, entirely hide the ongoing controversy and
conflict between Taiwan, Hong Kong, and the PRC. In regard to Taiwan, most guides
included a brief history of the island and obligatory remarks about the “fall” oflamai
China. The manner in which these writings “sold” Taiwan, however, centered on the
physical beauty and recreational activities that Taiwan offered. idamejournalist and
Taiwan resident Barbara Hoard, for example, applauded the “phenomenal” oésults
Taiwan’s tourism promotion campaign and pointed tourists toward the island’s Buddhist
temples, tranquil lakes, and national pafkBven George Yeh, Taiwan’s Ambassador to
the United States, failed to mention the PRC once in his opinion piece extolling the

virtues of Taiwan tourism. Instead, he highlighted the island’s “[nJumerous s@ensc s

8 pacific Area Tourism Development Project reparty 1959, Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance
Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93, NARA, Clemenhe Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far Ed<6-
07.

% pan American Airwayd\ew HorizongPan American World Airways, Inc., 1951), in SerieBox 423,
PAA; Pan American Airwayd\lew Horizong1957), 446; BriggsQrient Guide

87 Clement The Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far E&t9.

8 Hoard, “The Miniature Republic of China,” Fodor’s Guide to Japan and East Asia 1968s.Fodor
and Fisher, 518-46.
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and tourist attractions” and boasted that at least five international ameiatained
regular service into Taip&7.Even the terminology of most travel guides and articles
sidestepped the divisiveness of the Cold War. Few traveler writers useththe te
“Formosa” — the Dutch name for the island preferred by the China Lobby and used in
much of Washington’s official documentation — relying instead on the less provocative,
Chinese-approved “Taiwan.”

More dramatically, one of the trends in advertising and writing was to discuss
Taiwan or Hong Kong barely at all. APL advertisements, which appearedhe all
leading travel magazines in the 1950s and 1960s, showed photographs of laidback
passengers enjoying sun-drenched decks, fine dining, and cruise actmigeAPL
advertisement for a transpacific cruise announced: “So Much To
See...Enjoy...Remember!” The illustrations in the advertisement, however, depicte
buffet dinner, sunbathing vacationers, a side-view of the luxuRocesdent Cleveland
and only a small image of the Japanese c8d&sten APL’s slogan throughout the period
— “All this fun...and the Orient too!” — demonstrated the priorities of many Anrerica
tourists. Along these same lines, many travel guides included as much discusk®n on t
meansof travel as they did the destination itself. Explaining why he so admiradiiali
Sydney Clark, in higll the Besseries, highlighted the Civil Air Transport (CAT)
aircraft that brought him to the island. While acknowledging that the airef@atsented

the tenacity and freedom of the Chinese people, he also dedicated many linestite the at

8 veh, “Formosa’ Was Well NamedWashington Post and Times-Hera8 May 1961
% Advertisement, “So Much To See...Enjoy...Remembeéigliday, October 1952.
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of the attractive stewardesses on board the gfaBkips and planes became destinations
in themselves and Taiwan and Hong Kong faded to the background.

The campaign in Washington and the private tourism industry to downplay the
Cold War in the public space was part of a broader effort to rebuild the imdggeFedint
East and Pacific. More than just a means of maximizing profits in an unstab$ touri
environment, “image creation” — through architecture, advertisementd,dragles, and
articles — served as a primary means of creating “knowledge” of Asgainfusion of
these images in popular culture, moreover, meant that despite the relativéyusnizdr
of Americans who actually visited the region, knowledge of the Far East was quite
widespread.

This aspect of tourism was not entirely unique. Throughout the 1950s Americans
demonstrated a heightened interest in Asia, a trend that materialized ironsmepular
culture venues. Christina Klein has looked to the works of James Michener, Byoadwa
musicals such abhe King and BndSouth Pacificand films likeThe World of Suzy
WongandLove is a Many-Splendored Thiradl of which earned accolades and
widespread popular appeal. Tourists, as well, contributed to such awareness cReferen
American tourism in postwar France, Christopher Endy notes that outside igfranta
coming to the United States, “tourist impressions” served as one of the pwangsyhat
Americans “knew” foreign countrie$.

These imaginings and images were not necessarily accurate. As seen@beve, s

images, in fact, explicitly eschewed objectivity and developed falsesemiations of the

L Clark, All the Bes(1964), 319-20.
92 Endy, Cold War Holidays7; Klein, Cold War Orientalism114.
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Far East® Popular depictions of Hong Kong, in particular, developed layers of romantic,
exotic imagery that masked the true character of the British colony. Aschokar notes,
even as Americans began visiting Hong Kong in larger numbers by the late 1@50s, t
city “served more as an imaginary landscape than actual topograptiyriiorist Art
Buchwald underscored this disconnect between image and reality, joking that most
tourists to Hong Kong were traveling 18,000 miles either to buy a cheap suittor mee
Suzie Wong, a reference to the 1960 film that followed the romance of a young
Englishman and a Hong Kong prostitdte.

Regardless of their objectivity, Americans depended on these popular visions of
Asia as they developed their own attitudes toward the region. This was dgpreaih
locales like Taiwan and Hong Kong, with which few Americans were fanahd to
which fewer Americans actually travel&Travel guides and reading material in general
regularly depicted Hong Kong, for example, as a romantic Eastern porplzofeen the
PRC, and a bastion of democracy and freedom. A 1966 HKTA report noted that roughly
half of all American tourists to Hong Kong used a travel guide in the courseiof t
vacation. Eighty-three percent said they acquired their knowledge of thehBxalony
from “general reading® These popular perceptions, moreover, had some impact on

official U.S. policy. While there was no “one-to one” relationship between popular

% Harold Isaacs, in his classic work on Asia, makéspoint in regard to American “knowledge” of the
region. “Knowledge,” he wrote, “is a highly relativnatter,” and American perceptions and attitudes f
China and the rest of the region derived largedyfisources other than objective fact and academniy s
Harold IsaacsScratches on Our Minds: American Images of Ching ladia (New York: The John Day
Company, 1958), 37, 40.

% Thomas Y. T. Luk, “Hong Kong as City/ImaginaryThe World of Suzie Wonigove is a Many
Splendored ThingandChinese BoX New Asia Academic Bulletiol. 18 (2002), 74.

% Art Buchwald, “Off to the World of Suzy Wongl’os Angeles Time42 May 1960.

% This phenomenon, moreover, was not isolated taaCini the post-World War Il era. Akira Iriye
suggests that because most Americans would neaesl tio the Far East, let alone China, travelers’
perceptions — along with inherited generalizatiand myths about China — shaped the American imhge o
China. Iriye, Across the Pacific3-7; Klein,Cold War Orientalism114.

" Hazell, The Tourist Industry in Hong Kong, 196%5.
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images and foreign policy decisions, the images, in order to be effective, itadttod
general discourse with which most Americans sympathized and understood. U.S.
policymakers, no less than the average American traveler, recognizegdbes
images as at least part of the “true” China. In other words, these depictioes! far
portion of the “cultural space,” within which foreign policies were developedu&@dc
and challenged’

Very much at the center of this “image building” project was PATA. PATA,
which by the late 1950s was emerging as the chief institutional drivingldetead
tourism to the region, rapidly and dramatically expanded its influence. Membership gr
from 80 member delegations in 1953, to 500 in 1962, to 800 in*f9®@h its growing
influence — and an enlarged budget to match — PATA stepped up its promotion campaign
to “sell” the Pacific to travelers. Its advertising budget of $8,000 in 1955 jumped to
$92,000 in 1958, to $140,000 in 1959, and to $187,000 by 1961. Maintaining focus on
the North American tourist market, PATA directed its advertising campaigrSaad
Canadian periodicals, hoping to offset the overwhelming dominance of North American,
European, and Caribbean tourism in the public space. Advertising campaigns like
“Discover the Festive, Fabled, Fascinating Pacific,” “Explore the Wondatbuld of the
Pacific,” and “Discover the Pacific,” adorned the pagedafday, Saturday Review
SunsetEsquire National GeographicAtlantic, New Yorkerand most large city papers.
“Total impressions” — a phrase that PATA executives developed in refdetiee

number of times that advertisements were printed — jumped from 8 million in 1959 to 32

% Christopher Jespersehmerican Images of China, 1931-19%&anford, California: Stanford University
Press, 1996), xix-xx; Kleirnzold War Orientalism8-9.

% F. Marvin Plake, “Pacific Travel Will Hit New Rents in 1962, Pacific Travel NewsJanuary 1962; F.
Marvin Plake, “Report to MembersPacific Travel NewsFebruary 1966.
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million in 1962'%° Though it is difficult to determine the impact of these direct
advertising campaigns, the fact that PATA, by the beginning of the 1960s, wadyannual
receiving about 14,000 direct inquiries from readers (three times greatethe average
inquiry level for travel advertising), signaled that the organization’s piomait

campaign was having an efféét.

Beyond advertisements, PATA supplied photographs and brief news stories to
numerous periodicals, keeping readers up to date on new developments in Far East and
Pacific tourism. In 1958 PATA distributed seventy-seven travel stories to &k tr
editors. PATA executives estimated that 22 million North Americans néguéad about
the Pacific because of PATA’s publicity departmBAPATA, moreover, worked with
well-established travel writers and major movie studios to acclimate¢nage
American to Far East travel. Teaming up with Eugene Fodor, Sydney Clarlgtand J
Caldwell, PATA officials urged writers to produce more travel guides fstirt&ions in
the Far East and Pacific.

Even with the increasing success in exposing potential tourists to the Fandtast a
Pacific, PATA executives struggled to find suitable outlets for promotional and
informational material. A solution emerged in 1957, when PATA establidheific
Travel News- a trade magazine that detailed the activities of PATA and offered news
articles, tour suggestions, travel information, and advertisements for aiggues and

other travel insiderdacific Travel Newgroved very successful and circulation rose

100«pATA’s Ads Are in Their &' Year,” Pacific Travel NewsJanuary 1962.

191 This number of “inquiries” had grown steadily hetlate 1950s. In 1958 the number was 9,000 and in
1959 it was 13,000. “PATA Launche¥ 2d Push,”Pacific Travel NewsSeptember 1960; “PATA’s Ads
Are in Their 4" Year,” Pacific Travel NewsJanuary 1962.

192 George Turner, “For PATA 1958 Was a Year of Ackiment,”Pacific Travel NewsJanuary 1959;
“PATA Launches % Ad Push,"Pacific Travel NewsSeptember 1960.
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from 5,000 for its initial release in 1957 to nearly 8,000 two years'f&teinlike
Holiday andTravel Pacific Travel Newsvas not meant for the average tourist, but its
advertisements, tour suggestions, and advertising campaigns made thetoviiayvel
agencies across the country and littered the travel sections of popular pésioche
magazine, moreover, allowed PATA to expand its collaboration with top-level talent
the travel industry. In 1957 PATA teamed up with MGM studios and launched a “Win a
Pacific Island” contest in conjunction with MGM’s film “The Little Hut
Advertisements for the contest, which became a regular featBeific Travel News
resulted in a “barrage of publicity” as PATA received 50,000 entry foffris. August
1960 John Caldwell, the popular travel writer, produced two tourism articles extfusive
for Pacific Travel Newsdetailing “off-the-track” tourist sites in Southeast Asia and
alerting tourists to “common pitfalls” they might encounter. But overall, Galdw
portrayed a “romantic Asia” to which American travelers — “bored witlogeir— could
travel with ease and enjoyméfit.

Though PATA rarely made it explicit in its advertising and promotional tileza
its portrayal of the Far East and Pacific in the 1950s and 1960s worked to overturn the
image of the region as unstable, unsafe, and unready for tourists. The poputheseof
images shows that, despite efforts by government officials and same thie travel
industry to establish a Cold War script for American tourists, many traueiersed to
become active Cold Warriors. Cultural historians, looking at American domésstic |

during the two decades following World War Il, have argued that Americams ofte

193«Tyrner Resigns as PATA’s Executive DirectoPAcific Travel NewsOctober 1959.

104 Advertisement, “Win an Island!Pacific Travel NewsJune 1957; “California Couple Named Winners
of Ava Ava Island in the South Pacifid?acific Travel NewsDecember 1957.

195 John Caldwell, “Know More of South AsiaPacific Travel NewsAugust 1960.
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refused to integrate the Cold War into domestic, popular culture. Just as Disney, movies
soap operas, and John Wayne films enjoyed far more popularity in the 1950s than did
explicitly Cold War-themed entertainment suciTae Red Menacd 949),l Married a
Communis{1949), and Led Three Live$1952), so too did travel advertising and

writing that focused more on the exoticism and leisure of tourism than on itgisteatd

political implications:%°

\Y

This argument, however, only goes so far. While government officials, writers,
advertisers, and industry insiders took great care to build up Taiwan and Hong Kong as
safe and recreational destinations detached from the troublesome reathiepost-
World War 1l environment, they simultaneously gave “purpose” to tourism by placing
squarely within the context of the international politics, the Cold War, and Sino-
American conflict. Examining post-World War Il middlebrow culture and popular
attitudes toward Asia, Christina Klein notes that the Cold War “made égiartant to
the United States in ways that it had not been bef8fériternational travel, a significant
part of the cultural landscape of the 1950s and 1960s, seemingly allowed Americans to
place themselves (either physically or vicariously) in the center df\aéfairs’®
McKay’s Guide for instance, reminded readers that “every...traveler is an ambassador of

good will.”*%° White House official Clarence Randall, writing the introduction to a

1% Filene, “Cold War Culture’ Doesn't Say it All,’hiRethinking Cold War Cultureeds. Kuznick and
Gilbert, 162-63.
197 Klein, Cold War Orientalism102-03.
108 i
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199 Gellhorn,McKay’s Guidg(1959), 45.
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government report on tourism, similarly wrote that travel was a “unique instituoh
friendly, peaceful communication among the nations and the peoples of th&€%®arth.

Several of the most influential “producers of knowledge” on Asia — travel writer
and industry insiders among them — were, moreover, those individuals with a Cold War
outlook that resembled attitudes in Washington. Embracing the “purposeful” approach to
tourism, these individuals saw travel not merely as a means of forging cultural
connections, but also as a way of strengthening U.S. containment policy. Jashesevli
had demonstrated this fusion of “tourist guide” and Cold Warrior literatweire of
Asiaand, as recreational tourism to the Far East rose in tandem with Sino-America
tensions, this genre gained influence.

John Caldwell, for instance, saw tourism as a blend of recreation and purposeful,
anticommunist behavior. Increased American travel to the region, Caldwell nated, w
leading explanation for improved perceptions of the United States; in the early 1950s —
before the American tourism boom and before President Eisenhower made hisfglicces
1959 tour through Asia — “American-baiting was a common sport” and local residents
generally had more sympathy with Beijing than they did Washington. Bisenhower’s
trip, Caldwell noted the increased affection directed at Americans. Refegdndia,

Caldwell wrote that while the nation “still is a neutral...she is neutral on ‘det.si'*

Caldwell, moreover, linked American tourists to the Far East with the miatzat
political treaties that bound the U.S. to the region, and urged visitors to recogrmize thei

potential impact! Tourists, themselves, could advance or cripple the cause of

10 Randall, “Report to the President of the Uniteat&t: International Travel,” 17 April 1958, General
Records of the Department of Commerce, Entry #B6&,1, NARA.

M1 caldwell, “Know More of South AsiaPacific Travel NewsAugust 1960.

112 caldwell,Far East Travel Guidge7-8.
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international freedom through their actions. Caldwell urged them to avoid stecabtypi
American behavior — drunkenness, over-tipping, inappropriate dress, and ethnocentrism —
which tended to make American travelers quite conspicuous and gave credence to
stereotypes of arrogance and ignorance. This simple modification of behavior, he

insisted, would deprive the “communist world” of propagandistic fodtfer.

The relevance of the American tourist was even more pronounced in areas like
Taiwan and Hong Kong, in which the U.S.-PRC rivalry was readily apparent. d,aiwa
Caldwell insisted, “is more than a place.” The notion that Taiwan was more Cthaese
the PRC — a perception derived both from U.S. restrictions that cut off Amerioans fr
the mainland and from the growing belief that communism, instability, andityostlre
not genuine Chinese traits — came through in Caldwell’s travel guide. Taiasithe
[italics in original] China recognized by the United States and the more vigpanmis!
communist countries of the world.” In this sense, Taiwan “is anathema to the Catmuni
world, denounced, threatened, and covetétiReferencing Hong Kong, Caldwell
detailed the history behind the Comprehensive Certificates of Origin (CC@&ineng
that purchase restrictions were in place because of the continuing U.S.-PRE. confl
After citing some past cases of “trading with the enemy,” Calda#dld against those
tourists who would try to circumvent the U.S. Customs policies: “As far as | am
personally concerned, it is a matter of patriotism and of being a law-abidzencit'

Numerous other travel writers, as well, routinely invoked the East-West ¢onflic
in their discussions of tourism to the regionFiydor’s Guide Doris L. Rich called Hong

Kong the “West Berlin of Asia” and noted that its “political future [was] tteead by

13bid., 41-43.
14bid., 119.
15 hid., 159.
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the Communist colossus which borders it.” Sydney Clark similarly reféorédiwan as

the “welcoming world of Free China,” and optimistically predicted that the ‘iGonist
rebellion” was merely a “temporary phase.” Robert S. KaAsia A to Zravel guide

noted that without the establishment of the Bamboo Curtain, Hong Kong would still be a
relatively unimportant “tiny British colony**®

Taiwan’s own travel literature also scattered subtle and not-so-subtlkesaitac
the PRC around idyllic descriptions of Taiwan’s landmarks and attractiorts pSlitcal
polemics were to be expected, considering that travel services in Taiwamoesr
closely associated with the national government than were comparablesagertbe
United States. According to a TVA brochure, Taiwan’s capital of Taipei exubded “t
pulse of the nation, the determination of the Chinese people to maintain their freedom,
even though the great mainland is at present in the hands of the Communists.” Taiwan,
furthermore, was “a demonstration of democracy in action, a prosperous pocketsize
China, the achievement of free men who have a will to work — not industrial progress at
the price of human slavery®”

Such Cold War imagery was not limited to travel literature. The Hamiltaghtvr
Organization — a leading public relations firm that had gained prominence iarthe e
twentieth century for turning Egypt’'s pyramids into tourist attractions — wiooke
Taiwan’s behalf to produce a variety of promotional materials, including Sinost
photographs, and press releases. While the company promised that these “publicity

campaigns” stayed “entirely clear of politics and ‘political propaganda’ ghjectives

18 Doris L. Rich, “China in a Gray Flannel Suit,” fiodor's Guide to Japan and East Asia 1968is.
Eugene Fodor and Robert C. Fisher (New York: DaitKay Company, 1968), 475; Clark|l the Best
(1964), 264, 319; Robert S. Karfesia A to Z(Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 196R}2.
17 Taiwan Visitors Association, “Visit Taiwan,” Felaty 1959, in Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance
Agencies, Entry #409, Box 240, NARA.
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were, nonetheless, to boost mutual understanding as well as foreign investment — both of
which were strong “antidote[s] to communism.” Epitomizing the approach of the

publicity firm, the tagline for one film on Taiwan, “Majestic Island,” red@the story of

a tiny part of China, the island of Taiwan, where Chinese tradition, expressee of |

home and country, still prevails free from Communist dominatith.”

Hamilton Wright, moreover, worked closely with Taiwan and U.S. officials in the
promotion and development of a Taiwan tourism industry. Wright, for instance, was
regularly in touch with ICA officials and had, at their request, added spemies to
his 1958 documentary, “Fortress Formosa,” in order to depict Taiwan in a manner that
better reflected U.S. interests. Wright seemed unfazed by the propagaaspsicts of
his work, standing behind his films “even if we have to turn the place into a ‘Hollywood’
to create news™? In testimony before Congress, Wright fully acknowledged that his
promotional material worked to “arouse public opinion in the United Statesd to
create a sympathetic understanding of Free China that would have drarpatit am
members of the United Nations and prevent the seating of Red CHina.”

Wright's “productions” made significant inroads into the mainstream media.
Universal-International Pictures distributed “Majestic Island” and dtudiywood
studios such as Warner Brothers and Twentieth Century Fox routinely worketiavith t
publicity firm. Writing to Assistant Secretary of Commerce Henryrgan May 1959,

Wright boasted that his company had six “featurettes” currently showihgatetrs

18 Advertising brochure for “’Majestic Island,” in @eral Records of the Department of Commerce, Entry
#176, Box 3, NARA.

19\Wright to Kearns, 18 May 1959, General RecordsefDepartment of Commerce, Entry #176, Box 3,
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across the country. “Fortress Formosa,” for example, showed for seven wisiekg at
York’s Radio City Music Hall. Hundreds of television stations ran Wright's “short
subjects.” The leading wire services, moreover, regularly distributeéstmd
photographs to leading media outlets. Hamilton Wright photographs and articles,
consequently, appeared regularly in the travel columns dekeYork Times
Washington Postife, andTime'?

The luxury hotel, often the most explicit symbol of tourism’s presence, in itself
also contributed to the political dialogue and shaped the Cold War consensus. On the one
hand, these hotels served as a means of escape. In volatile or uncomfortaglg setti
luxury hotels often served as the only source of refuge, familiarity, and leisure. A
Annabel Jane Wharton writes, the Hilton hotel — in its various manifestations around the
world — was literally “a little America.” Its manicured lawns, swimg pools, air-
conditioning, telephones, and familiar American delicacies, all combined taedthe
new and powerful presence of the United States.” Advertisements, and thecauchit
itself, served to depict tourist hotels as dramatic examples of Westaliarigyrnn the
midst of an “alien territory**? Along these linesFortunemagazine labeled the IHC
Mandarin one of several “imperturbable oases in a clamorous wWétlimilarly,
commenting on a stay at Taiwan’s Grand Hotel, one travel writer noted thatthdil

“Reds still shell the offshore islands...on Taiwan it's as quiet as a buttefflgfit.”***

121 For examples, see Nancy and Horace Sutton, “AieQin Haiti,” New York Time=28 May 1950;
Walter Breede, “Europe Sets Sights on a TouristrBtius Year,"Washington PostL0 June 1951and
Teets, “Tropical Taiwan, an Island for ‘ViewingNew York Timesl7 May 1959.
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On the other hand, the men behind these hotels intended their structures to go
beyond “insulation”; they built them to be bulwarks of American democracy and visible
icons of U.S. containment. Conrad Hilton, in many ways the personification of the
postwar travel boom, made this connection explicit: “An integral part of my dreentowv
show countries most exposed to Communism the other side of the coin — the fruits of the
free world.™ Similarly, in a letter to Henry Kearns encouraging government support i
financing Hilton hotels overseas, executive vice president John Houser noted that
“private American business...with appropriate help and guidance...is so important to the
development of a peaceful and prosperous wdff.”

The same was true with commercial airlines. According to Pan American
President Juan Trippe, the dramatic reduction in air travel costs in the post-Waorld W
era was, in itself, a symbol of democracy, freeing most Americans frothigirewalls
of an economic jail.” But more than just contributing to the democratization of the
country, airlines played a crucial role in the ongoing fight against communisrthe~or
United States to be the leader of the free world, Trippe insisted that Amerexshesd to
“know and understand foreign lands.” The very “survival of the free world,” in fact, was
linked to increased commercial air routes across the Atlantic anddPawifia

commensurate increase in foreign traVél.

125 Conrad HiltonBe My Gues(New York: Prentice Hall, 1957), 237.

126 Houser to Kearns, 22 August 1958, General Reaufrttee Department of Commerce, Entry #176, Box
3, NARA.
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VI

Writing in 1961 on the status of Hong Kong tourism, PATA executive director F.
Marvin Plake commented: “almost every American...has firmly in his mind an image of
what he will find in Hong Kong when his ship idles through the beautiful junk strewn
harbor to tie up, or as his jet plane swoops down between the peaks onto one of the finest
airfields in the Far East®® Due in large part to the efforts of PATA, Plake’s assessment
was on point. With the rapid construction of hotels, expansion of air routes, and active
involvement of local governments, tourism to the Far East grew at exponatagl3till,
relatively few Americans ever made it as far as Hong Kong'’s harborsstrips, let
alone the more obscure destination of Taiwan. The image of the Far East ag a touris
mecca, however, was readily available to tourists and armchair taaéler. The
creation and dissemination of these heterogeneous images throughout theaAmeri
public space gave travelers and travel boosters a great deal of influence ovar popul
opinion and, in turn, foreign relations.

The position of these touristic images in the context of the Cold War, however,
was never standard. On the one hand, the purposefully politicized language and images of
Caldwell, Hilton, Wright, and Trippe clearly complemented the Cold War rhetorapef t
level officials in Washington. These individuals sought to use their positions within the
travel industry to integrate tourists fully into international affairs andentla&m active
agents of containment. On the other hand, the sense that the PRC was a true threat and
that Taiwan and Hong Kong could, at any moment, fall behind the Bamboo Curtain, was

tempered by depictions of calm landscapes, scenic beauty, and modern skylines. With

128 E Marvin Plake, “Orient Showing Vigorous ApproachTravel Problems, Says PATA Director,”
Pacific Travel NewsJanuary 1961
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Americans understandably scared of nuclear war and communist takeover, it @ftssh pr
easier and more effective to downplay the Cold War. Travelers, travel boostens a
turn, government officials, often seemed more interested in Taiwan and Hong Kong as
“stepping stones” on tourist itineraries of the Far East than they did as baages-RRC
activity.

The two sets of images were not wholly incompatible. The common link was that
both presented Taiwan and Hong Konghetrue China. In the former group, authors,
film producers, and architects made explicit arguments linking Taiwan ang Kong to
the cause of freedom, the steady sabotage of the PRC, and the success ofdhe Unite
States in the Cold War. In this manner, individual tourists traveling to “Free China”
actively played a positive role in the ongoing Cold War. The latter group gksnaever
designated tourists as vital actors in the Cold War, nor did it muddy Taiwan and Hong
Kong tourism with references to warfare, East-West struggle, and containment
Nevertheless, merely by establishing Hong Kong and Taiwan as latgttourist
destinations and showcasing their “Chinese-ness,” these images reinifierodekt that
Taiwan and Hong Kong were as close to China as American tourists woulttigaaga
those destinations could, if need be, serve as culinary, aesthetic, and culturtatesibst
for the real thing.

Titles of travel articles on Taiwan and Hong Kong — which included “ThesRiec
of China that Border the Pacific,” “China in a Gray Flannel Suit, ” and “Thedire
Republic of China” — all point to this urge to find ersatz Chiids Department of

Commerce tourism survey, likewise, recognized that “Chinese atmosphes el wnique

129«The Pieces of China that Border the PacifRgcific Travel NewsFebruary 1958; Rich, “China in a
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and marketable asset in both Taiwan and Hong Kong, and it encouraged local businesses,
guides, and travel agents to exploit it fully. The average tourist, the reged, “does
not know the real difference between what is Taiwanese, what is Chinese, amsl what
aboriginese. Experience seems to indicate, however, that tourists veaabfa and are
attracted to things Chinese, and these should be emphasized.” It encouraged feiture hot
construction to be “distinctiZhinesditalics in original] in architecture and desigh?”
Travel boosters should go further, “subsidizing traditional Chinese events, continuing to
feature Chinese operas in promotional materials, and encouraging travel agents t
schedule Chinese meals...for groups of tourists.” If tourists were seekinGlung;”
Taiwan and Hong Kong travel officials were not about to disappoint tffem.

This effort to Sinicize these outposts of “Free China,” however, went only so far.
Such characterizations often had more to do with maximizing tourist interest éarg dol
than they did providing a means by which Taiwan or Hong Kong could actually
counteract or undermine the PRC’s influence in the region. In Hong Kong in particula
because of the colony’s geographic proximity to the PRC, officials and tramebpars
had to walk a fine line between highlighting the “Chinese-ness” of Hong Kong and
implying that Hong Kong and the PRC were one and the same. To this end, dgystrat
of travel boosters was not intended to go so far as depicting Hong Kong as &bulwar
against, or even an alternative to, the PRC. In fact, as discussed above, the t@std in m
travel guides was to use careful language to distinguish British Hong Kong from
mainland China. The seemingly contradictory advice of highlighting Chinggritds of

Hong Kong while simultaneously distancing Hong Kong from China underscored that

130 clement The Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far E&281-52.
131 |pid., 105.
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travel boosters conceptualized Taiwan and Hong Kong's relationships with thenPRC i
terms that appealed to tourists. Tourists had vague, romanticized, and likelyatacc
conceptions of a “Chinese” vacation and Taiwan and Hong Kong seemed to fit the bill.
The only thing that would disrupt the exotic voyage, however, would be the potential
“war danger” coming from the PRC.

The ambiguity surrounding the image of tourism to Taiwan and Hong Kong again
highlights the limitations of the Cold War in explaining the foreign relationseopost-
World War 1l period. While tensions with the PRC and the ongoing efforts of
Washington to contain communism clearly reflected and influenced travelers’
perceptions and much of the travel discourse, those factors alone do not tell the whole
story. Other motivations — outside the realm of Cold War — shaped public awareness,

attitudes, and actions toward Taiwan and Hong Kong.
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Ch. 4 — Washington Takes a Leading Role: Tourism Rigy and
its Place in Cold War Containment, 1958-1961

The friendly tourist, his camera slung over his shoulder and his travelers’ chéuks i

pocket, meets the people of other nations face to face. With acquaintance comes
understanding. With understanding comes peace. More power to the tourist, the unofficial
ambassador for us &il.

-- Secretary of Commerce, Sinclair Weeks, February 1958

| hold the strong conviction that tourism has deep significance for the peoples of the
modern world, and that the benefits of travel can contribute to the cause of peace through
improvement not only in terms of economic advancement but with respect to our

political, cultural, and social relationships as ell.

-- Clarence B. RandalReport to the President of the United Staf€58

Something happens to the spending habits of all tourists when they reach Hong Kong.
Wallets fly open, purse-strings snap and money gushes forth in a golden shower.

-- Gene Gleasortjong Kong(1963)

In Washington, just as had been the case in Hong Kong and Taipei, the dramatic
rise of tourism to the Far East caught the attention of policymakers. WHile U
administrations since the end of World War 1l had incorporated tourism — to varying
degrees — into their general foreign policy strategies, such efforts had beteddifer
the most part, at Europe and the Caribbean. By the late 1950s, with Hong Kong, Japan,
the Philippines, and Hawaii successfully challenging many European aft&zari
destinations in terms of the tourist market share, U.S. politicians and adriomnstra
officials began directing more resources toward transpacific travel.

This effort took several forms, many of which fit nicely within Washington’s

Cold War arsenal. First and foremost, U.S. officials saw tourism to the Eaasan

! Sinclair Weeks, “The Pacific Messag@Acific Travel NewsFebruary 1958.
2 Randall, “International Travel: Report to the Rdest of the United States,” 17 April 1958, General
Records of the Department of Commerce, Entry #B06&,1, NARA.
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economic strategy that would infuse local economies with stable U.S. currer@s Jus
U.S. officials saw foreign aid as a useful means of strengthening fomgoraies and
fending off communism, so too did they see tourism as an economic bulwark. In regard
to Taiwan and Hong Kong, the cultural and political repercussions of tourism played
part in Washington’s strategy as well. Bringing American tourists te ttad®rnative”
Chinese destinations helped reinforce their legitimacy vis-a-vis the PiR€arented
transpacific sympathies and allegiance.

There was a limit, however, to Washington’s incorporation of tourism into its
containment policy or even policymakers’ ability or willingness to contre| t
development and direction of international travel. The unwieldiness of tourism as a
foreign policy tool emerged, in part, from the fact that U.S. and foreign leadexs wer
hesitant, and often outright opposed, to co-opt or restrict travel for reasons of economic,
strategic, or political self-interest. The recreational connotation surroutadingm and
the fact that American — and increasingly international — tourists egtbthe activity as
a vital component of modern life, made it very difficult for national governmertis t
tourism neatly into their general foreign policy strategies. At tjrtnes meant merely
that American tourism, and the policies that encouraged it, failed to advance WS. Col
War strategy in the Far East. But such discrepancies between travelptiasyeland
U.S. Cold War objectives, also meant that tourism could produce unexpected results that

challenged or conflicted outright with U.S. containment of the PRC.
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Paralleling the dramatic rise in Hong Kong and Taiwan governmental sdpport
tourism, the U.S. government began to take a more proactive position on travel to the Far
East and worked to incorporate tourism into its general foreign policy. Contributing to
this was the fact that in the latter half of the 1950s, Americans, more tharhany ot
nationality, dominated the wave of transpacific travelers. American totwisine Far
East and Pacific grew at more than double the rate of tourism to Europe. Americans
moreover, made up roughly half of all tourists to Taiwan and around 35 percent of tourist
traffic to Hong Kong. As of 1962, in the region as a whole (excluding Hawaii),

Americans made up over 40 percent of all tourists and contributed more than half of all
tourist expenditure$By comparison, while the actual number of American tourists to
Europe was significantly higher, there were few European nations in whiehicam
tourists comprised more than 10 percent of total visftditse numbers gave U.S.

officials more incentive to influence the nature of transpacific tourism aee gl

additional responsibility on Washington to take a leading role in promoting, faicgita

and expanding tourism to the region.

Within the Eisenhower administration, it was Clarence Randall, a member of the
White House foreign economic policy team, who took the lead in shaping Washington’s

approach to tourism as a function of U.S. foreign policy. Randall had experience in the

% “The Pacific: 70 Million Square Miles of Travel-hd,” Pacific Travel NewsFebruary 1958; Plake,
“Multitude of Problems Posed for the Pacific in Bde Ahead,Pacific Travel NewsFebruary 1960;
“Soaring Visitors Totals Mark 1962 as Another Ret¥ear for Pacific, Pacific Travel NewsNovember
1962; ClementThe Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far E&@8; Plake, “Pacific Travel Will Hit New
Records in 1962 Pacific Travel Newslanuary 1962.

* Michael L. Hoffman, “Tourism Now Europe’s Best [l Earner,"New York Timest September 1955.
This economic reality goes far in explaining whyMmaintained English as its official language
whereas the IUOTO followed the precedent of thedahd employed several official languages. Ford H.
Wilkins, “Tourism: What is to Come New York Timesl3 December 1959.
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field. Since the early years of the Eisenhower administration he had beenstetinsi
voice for expanding the use of international travel. Though his early efforts neve
amounted to substantive reform, he received a boost in 1957 when New York Senator
Jacob Javits included a brief and vague reference to a travel report in tteaMrdaal
Security Act.

The task of carrying out the report — which came with little funding — fell on
Randall’s shoulders. In this capacity, Randall was to act as both a lobbyist anch@oint
for international travelers. Though tourism circulated billions of dollars aarehwas
second only to war in producing international exchanges and interactions, its grouping of
disparate actors — private airline and shipping companies, advertising agemeigs, f
governments, international travel associations, and individual tourists — madieuttdif
to formulate a coherent strategy for simplifying and expanding internatranal.
Compounding this disarray, numerous U.S. agencies — State, Commerce, Tredsury, IC
and USIA — all had various interests in and suggestions for overseas travel policy.
Randall worked to consolidate, publicize, and pursue the agendas and strategies of these
diverse and disconnected actors, many of whom were struggling to get thesr veacd.

The final report, which Randall presented to Eisenhower in April 1958, provided
a comprehensive outline of tourism’s place in U.S. foreign policy and, more or less,
dictated the administration’s policy in this regarfhe integration of tourism into foreign
policy was not an exact science but Randall saw benefits to be gained in ameasaf
international relations. First and foremost, tourism was to be a powerful vadricle f

economic exchange. By 1957 American tourists as a whole were spending&most

® Randall, “Report to the President of the Uniteat&t: International Travel,” 17 April 1958, General
Records of the Department of Commerce, Entry #B06&,1, NARA.
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billion outside of the United States. This money had a similar effect asrfaieig

tourism, however, served as a voluntary, fun, and seemingly limitless wayrifudist
U.S. currency overseas. Extolling this theme, a popular slogan within the Eisenhower
administration became, “vacations not donatidhs.”

Tourism boosted the U.S. domestic economy as well. By the late 1950s, roughly
one-sixth of the money that American tourists spent on their vacations went tc&me
companies like Pan Am, APL, Hilton, and American Express. Even money that did not
go directly to American companies often made its way back to the United, Stitethe
influx of U.S. tourist dollars, foreign nations had far more purchasing power, providing
new customers for American manufacturers and farmers. In an informational
advertisement, Pan Am played up this point, noting that “tourist dollars spent abroad”
filled millions of Americans’ paychecks at home. Taking this theme to the pbint
hyperbole, the advertisement concluded| [italics in original] tourist dollars come back
to the U.S.A*

Beyond the economic potential of international travel, Randall pointed to the
cultural and political ramifications of tourism. On the cultural front, Randadichtitat
tourism — more so than any form of communications media — had the ability to enrich the
lives of both traveler and host. Building on the successes of the Internationali@&thlcat
Exchange and People-to-People programs, Randall noted that recreatiosis toutd
reach components of the world that military bases, economic aid programs, andlpolit
summits could not touch. As improving international opinion of the United States became

more central to U.S. Cold War strategy, policymakers turned to charmieffgetive

® Quoted in EndyCold War Holidays129.
" Pan American Airways, “A Story of People, Oppoities and Services,” Series |, Box 53, PAA.
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forms of soft power such as tourism. In addition to strengthening bonds at theasassr
level, Randall also hoped that increased overseas tourism would bolster Washington’s
political friendships with critical governments. Referencing Germaagan, and,

notably, the USSR, Randall argued that tourism could serve the cause of world peace:
“Prejudices will soften, and it will become clear that no man at heart reislhes to

destroy his fellow man®’

Eisenhower immediately embraced Randall’s report and urged cabinedlsffici
and Congress to continue this wdrkollowing the release of the report, Assistant
Secretary of Commerce for International Affairs Henry Kearns esilol the
Interdepartmental Travel Policy Committee. The Committee — includermgbers from
Commerce, State, Treasury, Agriculture, USIA, ICA, the Export-ImpankBthe
Development Loan Fund, and numerous industry insiders — primarily addressed the
recommendations of Randall’s report and attempted to bring them to fruition. Coenmerc
officials, for example, soon ran with the ideas of raising the duty-freefbmieturning
American tourists to $1,000, lowering the costs of passport fees, and extending the
validity of U.S. passport¥.

Congress, too, had moderate success on this front. In 1958 the Senate and the
House both presented bills to raise the duty-free limit to $1,000 and both bills received
strong support from the White HouSeThe move to encourage more spending overseas,

however, once again came up short. Despite minor setbacks, policymakers — led most

8 Randall, “Report to the President of the Unitealt&t: International Travel,” 17 April 1958, General
Records of the Department of Commerce, Entry #B6&,1, NARA.

° AP, “President Urges Help for TraveNew York TimesL3 May 1958.

19 Kearns to Ostroff, “Travel Legislative Proposalé,June 1958, General Records of the Department of
Commerce, Entry #176, Box 1, NARA.

M |bid.; Randall to Kearns, 3 June 1958, GenerabRisof the Department of Commerce, Entry #176,
Box 1, NARA.
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noticeably by Senator Jacob Javits, who served as Randall’'s congressisoal liai
throughout the tenure of the travel study — made strides on the facilitation front.
Eisenhower soon signed into law legislation allowing tourist literature tmperted to
the United States without tariffs and extending the length of passport véiwiitytwo to
three years?

One of the primary obstacles to outbound tourism, from the perspective of
government travel boosters, was the shortage of suitable hotel rooms overseas. Randal
included a lengthy discussion of hotel shortages — “one of the most formidablesliarrier
international travel” — in his repoft.In other memoranda on the subject, officials
depicted hotel construction not only as a means of stimulating foreign investment and
attracting more U.S. tourist dollars; the growth of American hotels ovevgaad also
“add dignity and prestige” to the host country in questfon.

Recognition of the hotel shortage problem was not, however, anything new in the
late 1950s. PATA, for one, had argued since its inception that hotel development was the
key to a successful tourism industry in the region. Going back even further, Conrad
Hilton recalled State and Commerce officials approaching him shorththaéend of
World War 11, suggesting that overseas hotel development could prove beneficial in
stimulating American travel and trade. Juan Trippe, as well, met with Comuedc

Export-Import Banks officials in 1956 to discuss government assistance in financing the

2 wilkins, “Tourism: What is to ComeNew York Timesl3 December 1959.

13 Randall, “Report to the President of the Uniteat&t: International Travel,” 17 April 1958, General
Records of the Department of Commerce, Entry #B6&,1, NARA.

14 Smith to Kearns, “International Hotel Financing7 December 1958, General Records of the
Department of Commerce, Entry #176, Box 3, NARA.
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Intercontinental Hotel Corporation (IHC). At the time, however, congressionalippos
hindered any broad-based policy of government support.

Randall and Kearns succeeded in reversing the trend and moved the Eisenhower
administration toward more active participation in overseas hotel developmektngvor
closely with private businessmen, Washington officials leveraged U.S. lending
institutions — such as the Export-Import Bank and the Development Loan Fund — to
provide more loans for overseas hotel projects. Kearns was in regular cottiaihm
Houser of Hilton International and Juan Trippe and seemed willing to offer the hotel
companies as much assistance as possible. As a sign of the rapid progrE8s9at a
subcommittee meeting on hotel financing, a representative of the Export-Inanért B
noted it was currently reviewing nineteen loan applications from IHC and would be
moving forward with them shortf?

Randall's report also urged U.S. officials to expand their involvement in
international tourism associations, a recommendation that U.S. officials actedatklyg.qui
Predating the release of Randall's report by a few years, the Unatiss 8elegation to
PATA - represented by Commerce officials — became an active memio@p@ssed to
merely an observer). But Randall, concerned that U.S. officials still did “natisxe

sufficient initiative in these organizations,” wanted to make sure Washingtotaman

15 Hilton, Be My Guest233; Letter from Juan Trippe to Sam Waugh, ne daeries I, Box 314, PAA;
Trippe, “Statement Before President Eisenhowerm@itee on Facilitation and Promotion of
International Travel,” 22 January 1958, SeriesdxB58, PAA; Kelly to Smith, “Hotel Development in
Foreign Countries,” 11 February 1959, General Riof the Department of Commerce, Entry #176, Box
3, NARA.

16 Kearns to Macy, “Importance of Hotel Developmetirdad,” 12 June 1958, General Records of the
Department of Commerce, Entry #176, Box 1, NARAapRall, CFEP Journal, 30 July 1956, Vol. 1, Box
6, CBR; Houser to Kearns, 22 August 1958, GeneeabRis of the Department of Commerce, Entry #176,
Box 3, NARA; Kearns to Houser, 3 September 1958)6Ba& Records of the Department of Commerce,
Entry #176, Box 3, NARA; Minutes from Subcommitiae Hotel Financing, Interdepartmental Travel
Policy Committee, 11 May 1959, Records of U.S. kpréssistance Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93,
NARA.
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and strengthened its esteemed position in these foruRmeign delegates were usually

more than happy to oblige. Randall’s report proved extremely popular overseas —
especially in areas likely to benefit from an increase in American towrisna the

Eisenhower administration sent copies to hundreds of posts around the world. There was,
moreover, a notable bump in Washington’s involvement in PATA following the release

of the White House report. Officials within the State and Commerce Depdstme

regularly sent instructions to PATA’s U.S. delegation with draft speecttepdicy

objectives. By the end of the 1950s the U.S. delegation comprised by far the largest and

strongest influence in the organizatidn.

As demonstrated by the central role played by Clarence Randall and the
Department of Commerce, in the late 1950s the biggest change that developed in U.S.
tourism policy toward the Far East was that it developed an economic basise Despit
some modest efforts to integrate recreational tourism into the agenda=abiti@mic
Commission for Asia and the Far East (ECAFE), for the first ten yelhosving the end
of World War Il American tourism to the region never amounted to a major fihancia
stimulus, especially when compared to travel to western Europe or LatincAmEnat
changed dramatically as ships, planes, and hordes of tourists traversedftb@®Raan

in search of East Asian destinations. Numerous Far Eastern economiesd<udher

" Randall, “Report to the President of the Unitealt&t: International Travel,” 17 April 1958, General
Records of the Department of Commerce, Entry #B6&,1, NARA.

18 For examples, see State Department to AmericaraEsybTokyo, “Suggested Statement to be Made at
Opening Session of the Annual Meeting of the Paéifiea Travel Association in Tokyo, February 13,
1956,” 3 February 1956, Records of U.S. Foreigrisasce Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93, NARA; State
Department to American Embassy Tokyo, “Instructitmb).S. Representatives to the Annual Meeting of
the Pacific Area Travel Association, February 13-1956,” 31 January 1956, Records of U.S. Foreign
Assistance Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93, NARA.
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either significant balance-of-payments deficits or heavy dependencySoifiockign aid.
Because of these economic vulnerabilities, and the fact that the region had not yet
enjoyed the massive influx of tourist dollars that had already blessed Europdaatiand
American economies, such an economic benefit seemed all the more important.

Hong Kong’s economy, in particular, was poised to benefit greatly from
American tourism. For one, of all the emerging tourist destinations in tieasaand
Pacific, Hong Kong suffered from the heaviest trade imbalance with thed Biiates;
the 1958 figures placed the deficit at $268 millidt the same time, Hong Kong
consistently ranked alongside Hawaii as the leading recipient of touristdtypes in
the Far East and Pacific. As of the late 1950s the average American wdisig#300
during his trip to Hong Kong, of which $700 was designated for purchases to be taken
home (as opposed to hotels, transportation, entertainment, or food). With this trend only
increasing, Hong Kong could theoretically erode a sizable portion of itsitnddéance
by simply bringing in more American tourist.

Aside from closing Hong Kong’s dollar gap and stabilizing the local economy,
Commerce officials saw tourism as a means of eliminating, or at le@ishizing,
competition from Hong Kong’s manufacturing sector. By the late 1950s Hong Kong had
developed an impressive textile industry that employed nearly half of theytol
industrial workers. As American importers eagerly purchased the cheaus, ghe
stage was set for a clash between Hong Kong manufacturers and thei@rd mill
Americans in the U.S. textile industry. London officials, equally concerned about the

flood of cheap textiles entering the British market and damaging the economy of

19 Checchi and Company, “Pacific Area Tourism Devaiept Project: Field Trip No. 1, Hong Kong
(Including Macao),” in Records of U.S. Foreign Asance Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93, NARA.
20 i

Ibid.
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Lancashire, had only recently convinced Hong Kong manufacturers to place voluntary
restrictions on their exports. Following suit, the Commerce Department angcAme
union leaders started to discuss trade restrictions of their own and there was strong
pressure on the Eisenhower administration to take a firm stand against Hany &ttn
practices.

Though the British colony had, for the most part, been an economic ally of the
U.S., offering lukewarm support and cooperation in enforcing the economic embargo
against the PRC, the conflict over textile exports and rumblings of further trade
restrictions — which seemed to be less about Cold War security concerns and more about
domestic political pressure — brought latent tensions to the s@tfReaction was swift
and fierce from Hong Kong. Industrialists, manufacturers, and colony dfficial
preemptively rejected any additional export restrictions and denied assdltat Hong
Kong textiles seriously undermined the American industry. Invoking U.S. containme
policy, one editorial noted that Hong Kong had already suffered a greatydeal b
“faithfully observing the trade embargo.” Hong Kong’s garment industry, trodear
continued, provided subtle support for Washington’s Cold War strategy, serving as an
incredible attractant for PRC refugees who comprised a significant portioongf kkbng
factory workers? One Hong Kong resident went as far as linking the Chinese refugee
workers to the survival of the free world: “These mill workers are in theirway the

hard core of Chinese resistance to the blandishments and brutalities of Communism.”

2 Tycker,Taiwan, Hong Kong, and the United Stat280.
22 «Hong Kong Manufacturers Oppose Limitation of TiexExports to the US,Hua-ch’iao Wan-pap27
January 1959, in General Records of the DepartofeBbmmerce, Entry #176, Box 4, NARA.
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This crucial line of defense, he warned, “ought not to be weakened now by any monetar
or commercial consideration$®”

But monetary and commercial considerations were certainly on the minds of U.S.
officials. In early 1959 Henry Kearns was traveling throughout Asia, attgrutith the
ECAFE meeting in Bangkok and PATA'’s conference in Singapore. In light of the
ongoing trade dispute, Kearns made a stop in Hong Kong as well. But Kearngstinte
went beyond U.S.-Hong Kong trade. As was already apparent by the late 1950s, Hong
Kong was an incredibly appealing tourist destination for American travelersesard—
serving as point man for the U.S. delegations in PATA and I[UOTO - had been one of the
administration’s most dedicated proponents of expanding Far East tourism. Tig,Kear
the tourism issue seemed to offer a partial resolution to the conflict otikrselt Hong
Kong diversified its export economy in a way that placed more focus and invested more
resources into tourism, there would likely be less pressure on Americae textil
manufacturers, who felt they were being undermined by foreign compéfitianthis
end, while in Hong Kong Kearns held several meetings with different reprisges
the garment industry to discuss the growing trade dispute. He met, as well }K¥igh H
executives and other members of Hong Kong’s tourism indérstry.

In a second trip to Hong Kong in November 1959, Kearns again fused the two

industries. In the months before he left Washington Kearns met with reptessnitam

2y, B. Low, “Restriction of Hong Kong ExportsSouth China Morning PosL7 February 1959, in
General Records of the Department of CommerceyE#iir6, Box 4, NARA.

24 British officials were not oblivious to this asped tourism. At the 1962 PATA conference, H.D.M.
Barton of Jardine Matheson noted that tourism deaiom bringing in hundreds of millions of dollas

year — “seems to be the only important trade incviwve can indulge without making ourselves thordygh
unpopular.” Barton quoted in “Conference ChartsI&&ar Booming Tourist Industry,Pacific Travel

News February 1962.

% Address by Henry Kearns to the Committee on TeattkTrade Developments, Economic Commission
for Asia and the Far East, 6 February 1959, Gergabrds of the Department of Commerce, Entry #176,
Box 4, NARA.
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IHC, who briefed the Assistant Secretary of Commerce on the progresisf hot
throughout Asia as well as their potential impact on the U.S. and international economy
On his trip he planned to put “additional pressure” on local governments to support IHC
projects® Invoking the dramatic increase in American tourism to Hong Kong over the
past few years, while trying to downplay the likelihood of U.S. trade restricti@asnk
announced to Hong Kong reporters that Washington’s goal was “the expansion, not the
contraction, of U.S. economic relations with Hong Kofg.”

Kearns’s proposal to substitute tourism for textiles was not just a matter of
reconciling U.S.-Hong Kong relations with domestic labor concerns. At a mace bas
level, Kearns was urging Hong Kong manufacturers to recognize the emeaagitigs in
their economy. Tourism, not textile production, was the future of the colony, and Hong
Kong workers and government officials needed to embrace that industry. Tisentour
trade, which Kearns noted had “very important income producing possibilities,d woul
benefit Hong Kong as welf He made sure to point out that the potential income to be
gained from the “American tourist traveling abroad...is potentially greaain that of
direct exports to the United States.” The numbers, in fact, already supported’'&ea
argument. By 1958, tourism had become Hong Kong's largest “export.” In termslof tota
impact on Hong Kong’s government revenue, tourism accounted for $67 million (29

percent) while cotton (Hong Kong’s single largest export) earned just over hadit of t

% Garnett to Gates, “Conversation with Henry KeaAssistant Secretary of Commerce for International
Affairs,” 1 October 1959, Series Il, Box 325, PAA.

2" Outline of Kearns's November 19 press confereimckgarns, “Report of Visit to Hong Kong,” 1959,
General Records of the Department of CommerceyE#iir6, Box 4, NARA.

2 «Report of Henry Kearns Trip,” General Recordstaf Department of Commerce, Entry #176, Box 4,
NARA,; “Press Statement of Honorable Henry Kearnssigtant Secretary of Commerce for International
Affairs-USA,” 13 February 1959, General Recordshef Department of Commerce, Entry #176, Box 4,
NARA.
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figure ?° Focusing specifically on the United States, American travelers provided Hong
Kong with $33 million a year while all other Hong Kong exports to the U.S. brought in a

combined $36 million.

11l

Offering a stark contrast to Washington’s travel policy toward Hong Korfg), U
officials never anticipated Taiwan tourism to be a major revenue booster.eDespit
extraordinary gains in tourist numbers in the years after 1957, expenditur@seegma
paltry. Each of the 26,000 international visitors who traveled to Taiwan between 1958
and 1959, for example, spent an average of only $50 over the length of their stay, totaling
just over $1 million in tourist expenditures for the year. Even taking into account the
turnover of tourist dollars, the money generated from international tourism accoamted f
well under 1 percent of Taiwan’s national incofi@hus, while Taiwan, like Hong
Kong, suffered from a significant balance-of-payments deficit in the poste\Wvail I
period, it was direct foreign military and economic assistance, not tourignofférad
the best solution.

Though tourism never allowed Taiwan to close its dollar gap or dramatically
diversify its economy, U.S. officials nonetheless saw a place for it in Washisg

foreign economic policy. As opposed to using tourism to help wean Taiwan off foreign

2 Henry Kearns press release, 17 February 1959, r@idRecords of the Department of Commerce, Entry
#176, Box 4, NARA; ClemenfThe Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far E&t-98; Checchi and
Company, “Pacific Area Tourism Development Proj&itld Trip No. 1, Hong Kong (Including Macao),”
in Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance AgenciesyyBft11, Box 93, NARA.

3By 1958, only three of PATA'’s “destination membBedawaii excluded) earned a substantial portion of
their national income from tourism revenues. Horoné led the field (29 percent), with Tahiti (18 pemt)
and Fiji (12 percent) following behind. The rematpidestinations earned 4 percent or less fromawouri
Taiwan, along with Malaya, Cambodia, South Vietna&mstralia, Indonesia, the Philippines, Japan, and
South Korea all earned less than 1 percent. ClembetFuture of Tourism in the Pacific and Far E&5t.
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assistance, U.S. officials worked to integrate Taiwan’s tourism development i
Washington’s technical assistance and foreign aid progtaite most dramatic

example of Washington’s effort in this regard was the development and completion of a
Pacific and Far East tourism survey, a joint effort between the U.S. Caemmer
Department and PATA that would become one of the major government contributions to
mass travef?

The need for a comprehensive survey of the tourism potential of the region had
been on the minds of travel promoters for some time. Members of PATA frequently
voiced concern that they were approaching the problem of tourism development with
blinders on, unaware of what work needed to be done and how it could be accomplished.
PATA delegates, at their 1956 conference, had first announced “a clear and urgént need
for an independent survey on the region’s tourist potential. Two years later teglega
unanimously approved a resolution on the profébi.both its scope and its intended
impact, the proposed survey was unprecedented. PATA had produced a handful of
research and statistics bulletins beginning in 1954, but they did not offer any
comprehensive conclusions about tourism in the region nor did they offer a grand
strategy for future action. Similarly, some European travel associatidrah@ed out
small-scale, regional tourism surveys, but the reports did not dramaticatly a

government or private tourism policies toward the region.

31 The most thorough history of American technicaistance programs is Samuel Hale Butterfields.
Development Aid — An Historic First: Achievemenmid &ailures in the Twentieth Centufyestport, CT:
Praeger, 2004). See also Jacdhys. Aid to Taiwan

32 At the same time that U.S. officials were movingafard with the Pacific Area Survey, they were also
considering a request from the government-basee|lSiourist Corporation to carry out a tourism syrv
and assistance project. ICA circular, “Informat@mm Tourism,” 22 May 1959, Records of U.S. Foreign
Assistance Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93, NARA.

¥ «Sixth Annual Pacific Area Travel Conferenc@®Acific Travel NewsFebruary 1957; letter from Kearns
to Smith, 27 February 1958, General Records obiggartment of Commerce, Entry #176, Box 4, NARA.
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With unanimous support for the survey within PATA, funding became the major
obstacle. While the association’s budget had risen substantially throughout the1950s, i
1957 PATA was still a relatively poor organization. Its budget that yeaeximple,
was only $60,000, almost all of which was dedicated to publicity. Airline and shipping
companies, moreover, were “bearing the chief burden” of private adverusitigef
region and thus could not afford to spend any more money until the Far East became
more of a tourist magnét.Considering that a preliminary report by the Stanford
Research Institute placed the total cost of a tourist survey at nearly $250,0@0, PAT
officials were justified in their budget jitte?s.

To fund the survey PATA officials turned to Washington and U.S. officials
quickly warmed to the idea. Most U.S. travel officials pointed to the practicdlibe
survey. For years, they had complained that the lack of statistics on tourisnitrcifie
and the Far East was one of the primary reasons that those regions lagged sodar behi
Europe and the Caribbean. With the falling prices of air and cruise faresalefiiere
sure that Americans could afford the trip across the Pacific. In whatyitasioa
commonly cited statistic, a travel consultant for the Commerce Departrated that
since Americans were, at that time, spending $1500 on a trip to Europe, and because the
cost of a trip to the Far East was under $1000, there was “no financial barrier to a
vacation in the Pacific ared*But without accurate data, it was impossible to track

trends, assess the ebb and flow of tourist traffic, and document the economic bé&nefits

3 McClellan to Williams, “PATA’s Request for U.S. @rnment Contribution,” 10 April 1957, General
Records of the Department of Commerce, Entry #B0&,4, NARA; Chafkin to Fitzgerald, “Pacific Area
Travel Association,” 5 February 1958, Records @.UForeign Assistance Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93,
NARA.

% Prentice to Young, 24 September 1957, Records $f Ebreign Assistance Agencies, Entry #411, Box
93, NARA.

% Waters to Randall, 11 January 1956, Records of Eb&ign Assistance Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93,
NARA.
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tourism to specific destinations. The survey seemed especially importantl@s lboa
Taiwan, where the local tourism industry was significantly underdevelopleite W
officials were yet to be convinced that the survey could actually solve the psobfe
Taiwan tourism, it would, at the least, bring official attention to those problemsiand, i
the process, publicize tourism on the isldhd.

Beyond its use in compiling statistics, the survey became a sizable component of
Washington’s technical assistance program. Since 1955 the ICA, which elyentual
funded the survey, had been looking to fund regional projects that would address
economic or institutional development in A&falhe proposed survey project filled that
need. By providing host governments with the technical know-how to formulate long-
range plans for tourism development, the survey supplemented Taiwan’s economic and
industrial growth®® Members of the Interdepartmental Travel Policy Committee agreed,
calling the proposed survey the “most important recent development” in Washington’s
technical assistance progréfh.

Underscoring this dimension of the survey, ICA drew funds for the survey from
the President’s Special Fund for Asian Economic Development, a fund that fnigfezm
in the 1954 Mutual Security Act. Ten of the seventeen countries covered by the proposed

survey were, in fact, already receiving assistance under the Mutuaityspoogram and

37 |CA Taipei to ICA Washington, 20 December 1957¢&ds of U.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies, Entry
#409, Box 211, NARA; State Department to Americambiassy Tokyo, “Instructions to U.S.
Representatives to the Annual Meeting of the Radifea Travel Association, February 13-17, 1956, 31
January 1956, Records of U.S. Foreign Assistanangigs, Entry #411, Box 93, NARA.

3 |CA circular, “President’s Fund for Asian Econonflevelopment,” 6 December 1955, Records of U.S.
Foreign Assistance Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93RRA

% Resolution at 7 Annual PATA Conference, “Survey Program to Develmpirrist Earnings in Pacific
Area Countries,” 19 February 1958, Records of B@eign Assistance Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93,
NARA.

0 Minutes from U.S. Department of Commerce Interdepeantal Travel Policy Committee, 22 July 1958,
General Records of the Department of CommerceyE#iir6, Box 1, NARA.
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U.S. officials saw the project as a means of expanding suéh B other countries and
territories, including Hong Kong, New Zealand, Australia, Tahiti, Singapae, N
Caledonia, and Fiji, were not part of the “Arc of Free Asia,” as described umsdisas
surrounding the Mutual Security Act, and thus were not receiving technicahassis
from the United States. Policymakers justified this inconsistency, howmiating to

the regional, interconnected framework of Far East and Pacific tourism. Bebhaus
average American traveler visited several countries in the region in the obarsmgle
vacation, the “aid-receiving countries would receive very little benefit trasurvey
unless an integrated project including most of the countries of the region were
completed.*?

The presence of non-foreign aid nations in the survey was, however, a sticking
point for many U.S. policymakers. It seemed illogical for the U.S. to subsaliziem
development in “relatively wealthy” locales like Australia or Hong Koniined®
individuals voiced criticism over what they saw as governmental favoritismddha
foreign tourism industry. To them, the survey was merely another sign thhingtas
officials were subsidizing one-way trayfedmthe U.S. at the expense of those whose

livelihood depended on the domestic tourism matkbtore generally, tourism still

L Fitzgerald to Smith, “Proposal for DeterminationGrant up to $150,000 from the Asian Economic
Development Fund to the U.S. Department of Commiréénance Survey of Tourism Potentialities,” 28
May 1958, Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance Agendintry #411, Box 93, NARA.

2 Kearns to Riddleberger, 28 July 1959, Records.8f Boreign Assistance Agencies, Entry #411, Box
93, NARA,; Fitzgerald to Smith, “Proposal for Deténattion to Grant up to $150,000 from the Asian
Economic Development Fund to the U.S. Departme@ayhmerce to Finance Survey of Tourism
Potentialities,” 28 May 1958, Records of U.S. FgneAssistance Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93, NARA;
Wilkins to Anton, “Proposal to Finance Survey ofufism Potentialities in the Free Asia and Pacifiea
from Asian Economic Development Funds,” 9 May 1988¢ords of U.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies,
Entry #411, Box 93, NARA.

3 Miami hotelier Samuel Rivkind, for example, wasstdrbed” by the Eisenhower administration’s
decision to support the PATA project and predidtext such attention to overseas tourism meanttteera
gloomy outlook for South Florida in the immediatgure.” Rivkind to Smathers, 9 September 1958,
General Records of the Department of CommerceyE#iir6, Box 3, NARA.
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invoked a connotation of recreation and luxury. Despite the overwhelming evidence that
international travel could stabilize and stimulate foreign economies, affigls were
hesitant to place tourism on the same level as agricultural, industrial, and trade
development? As late as March 1958, ICA officials were still debating whether it was
even appropriate for their agency to pursue the issue tourism develdpment.

Concerns about the survey, however, failed to halt its momentum. In June 1958
ICA transferred $150,000 to the Commerce DepartiffeBemmerce — which served as
the U.S. liaison with PATA — proceeded to negotiate a contract with Checchi and
Company, a private economic consulting firm that would actually produce the tourism
survey. Following a preliminary stage of data-gathering, Checchi cted@e “attitude
survey” of 1,500 “upper-income respondents” in U.S. and Canadian cities to determine
the interest of North Americans in visiting the Far East and Pacific. Resgsnde
explained their reasons for traveling to the region, ranked their destinatiomferépce,
and assessed their primary concerns. Fieldwork followed, spanning fromydagtarto
May 1960 and covering seventeen countries and territories in three phases. The
Commerce Department published the completed survey in 1961 and PATA officials

presented the results at the following year’s conferéhce.

“Wilkins to Anton, “Proposal to Finance Survey afufism Potentialities in the Free Asia and Pacific
Area From Asian Economic Development Funds,” 9 NI8§8, Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance
Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93, NARA.

“5|CA Director James Smith, in fact, resisted addingrism to ICA’s agenda for some time, but eveliyua
allowed the PATA-sponsored survey to move forw&idafkin to Fitzgerald, “PATA Tourism Survey
Project,” 6 March 1958, Records of U.S. Foreignigtasice Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93, NARA.

“5 The total cost of the survey was $250,000. Intmftio the $150,000 coming from U.S. funds, $100,0
was to come from PATA delegates and local currendiégzgerald to Smith, 28 May 1958, Records of
U.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies, Entry #411, BRxNARA.

" Clement,The Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far Ed$-17; Henry Kearns to James
Riddleberger, July 28, 1959, Records of U.S. Fordigsistance Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93, NARA.
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Following the completion of the Commerce survey, and indeed in an effort to
carry out its recommendations, ICA worked to improve substantively Taiwanisrtour
potential. The decision on the part of ICA to move forward with substantive development
projects was significant. As mentioned above, there was noticeable hesmabiog ECA
officials to get too deeply involved in tourism development and many saw the survey as
an end in itself. Director James Smith lowered expectations early onnberaed that
ICA participation in the survey “would not imply any commitment...in carrying out
survey recommendation&®”

Despite these caveats, in 1961 ICA dedicated around $1 million to Taiwan for
various projects of tourism promotion. The bulk of this, roughly $925,000 was part of a
counterpart loan to fund the construction of the new National Palace Museum in Taipei.
U.S. Ambassador Everett Drumright, ICA, and a special committee estaldbigliee
Nationalist government, led the campaign to secure the loan for the museum.aldee Pal
Museum addressed the lack of manmade, enticing tourist attractions imTa&lvea
collection of nearly 250,000 pieces of priceless Chinese art, which remaindg most
hidden in caves near Taichung, could serve as a unique and substantial means of
attracting foreign travelefS.Based on coverage in travel guides and advertisements, it
seemed to do the trick. The Palace collection became a focal point on touristiésnera

within a few months of opening, three out of four tourists to the island visited the

8 Smith, “Pacific Area Travel Association,” 6 Noveertl 957, Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance
Agencies, Entry #411, Box 93, NARA.

“9 Before coming to Taiwan, most of the collection leeen in either the National Palace Museum in
Beijing or the National Central Museum in Nanjiddter arriving in Taiwan, the bulk of the collectio
remained in “artificial caves” — temperature-cotigd underground vaults — in the suburb of Taichung
Despite its “hidden location,” the TTC attemptegtdlicize the collection in order to draw in tais. See
Henry Lieberman, “Bulk of China’s Great Art Work®ld in Taiwan by NationalistsRew York Time22
July 1956; “Out of a Cave in Taiwariew York Times April 1961;“1959 Pacific Preview,Pacific
Travel NewsJanuary 1959Cohen,East Asian Art and American Culturg45s.

179



museum. Countless advertisements and every travel guide in the 1960s, moreover, urged
travelers to make a visitlcKay’s Guidenoted that the artwork was “worth a trip to

Taiwan in itself.” A TTC advertisement, listing the reasons that Araeriavelers

should visit Taiwan, heralded the collection, “Asia’s greatest collection teadures.”

Pacific Travel Newsaved that there were now “243,639 reasons to visit Taiwan.”

The remainder of the ICA funds went toward various organizational and
promotional matters that would be required to facilitate “the movement and handling of
tourists.® In 1961, for example, officials provided a $65,000 loan to the Taiwan
Handicraft Promotion Center (THPC), a nascent organization that promotedwlaa Ta
souvenir and handicraft industry. The THPC worked closely with the Taipei Rietial S
and brought truckloads of souvenirs to cruise and air passengers arriving am.Tiaiw
“OperationKungsholni’ named for the Swedish American Line ship that docked at
Keelung, the Retail Store brought in about $2,000 in onéday.

The ICA funding was, in the end, quite puny, especially when compared to
military and political aid. By the early 1960s, however, these latter souress \were
drying up quickly>® Taiwan officials hoped their intensified tourist program would attract

more Americans to the island and saw ICA development loans as means of

% Alan Nicholls, “Holidays and TravelThe AggMelbourne, Australia), 12 February 1968; Gellhorn,
McKay’s Guideg(1965), 344; Taiwan Tourism Council Advertiseméfpme to Taiwan! To Drink Your
Tea Straight,New York Time®5 February 1968; “There are 243,636 Reasonssiv Miwan...,” Pacific
Travel NewsOctober 1966.

*1 Haraldson to Yin, “Project Approval: FY61 Projé@4-95-560 Tourism Promotion Construction of
Palace Museum,” 22 June 1961, Records of U.S. floissistance Agencies, Entry #409, Box 265;
Sheppard to Hughes, “Tourism Promotion,” 27 Mar8b1, Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies,
Entry #409, Box 265, NARA.

2|CA, “THPC Operations,” 5 April 1961, Records of3J Foreign Assistance Agencies, Entry #409, Box
265, NARA.

>3 Between 1960 and 1965 U.S. officials terminatedifm aid to Taiwan. The ultimate objective of U.S.
aid had been to establish Taiwan as a strongsséitient nation capable of holding its own agaithe

PRC. By 1965, Taiwan had joined the ranks of Holgds Japan, the Philippines, Malaysia, and Ceylon
as a leading Asian economic power. Jacah$g. Aid to Taiwan227-31; “Taiwan Prepares to Lure
Tourists,”"New York Timgs21 August 1960.
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supplementing other forms of U.S. financial support. On top of this, U.S. officials
predicted that as recreational tourism to Taiwan increased, it would offer@rmsorm
economic opportunities for the island nation. The minor successes of the THPC, for
instance, gave U.S. and Taiwan officials confidence that tourism would draltyatic
boost Taiwan’s domestic economy. Citing figures from the Commerce Degdrt
survey, moreover, U.S. officials pointed out that drawing in American travetéreugh
reputable attractions like the National Palace Museum — had the potential tsbring
“sizable foreign exchange earnings.” If Taiwan boosted its tourism iyl tisgr
government could bring in about $425 million (multiplier-effect taken into account) in
annual national revendé.

While the anticipated economic gains for Taiwan were respectable andiolot w
unrealistic, they were still a distant goal. Recognizing that it would ryeangs before
tourism revenue ever comprised more than a small fraction of the Taiwan e¢cah&@ny
involvement with Taiwan tourism did “not address a priority activity directlyceamed
with economic development>More significant from the perspective of Washington
officials were the political and cultural benefits that tourism promotion sgémaffer.
Embassy officials in Taiwan “repeatedly emphasized” that the willirsgokthe
Nationalist government to dedicate funding to “cultural and sociological (aastadrto

military) purposes” fit nicely with the 1958 Jiang-Dulles Communiqué, which worked to

** |CA Taipei to ICA Washington, “Tourism Promotiomdfect No. 95-560 Sub-Project A,” 14 April 1961,
Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance Agencies,” EfQ9, Box 265, NARA; Sheppard to Hughes,
“Tourism Promotion,” 27 March 1961, Records of UeBreign Assistance Agencies, Entry #409, Box
265, NARA.

% Sheppard to Hughes, “Tourism Promotion,” 27 Mat8b1, Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance
Agencies, Entry #409, Box 265, NARA.
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renounce the use of force in “liberating” mainland Chfhslore importantly, tourism
development served as a reaffirmation of the cultural legitimacy ofafeamd
“boost[ed] the world-wide prestige of [the] GRC [Nationalist Government].”

This cultural-political approach to Taiwan tourism applied equally to Hong Kong.
Officials hoped to use Hong Kong as a “show window” for American visitors in ayder t
counteract the successful propaganda coming from the PRC and as a portal through
which American values and styles could creep behind the Bamboo Cliitaiese
efforts to build up “Free China” as a counterpoint to the PRC gained even more traction
in the 1960s as Mao’s regime moved from its Great Leap Forward to Cultural
Revolution, both of which heightened tensions between Washington and Beijing and
renewed fears about the future of Taiwan and Hong Kong. Just as policymakers had
approached American cultural exchange participants largely in termsrafpeact on
the “hearts and minds” of their hosts as well as Americans, they saw theseofea
recreational tourists in Taiwan and Hong Kong as a passive and non-propagandistic

means of spreading the values of freedom, democracy, and capitalism throughout Asi

* The Jiang-Dulles Communiqué emerged in the comtettte 1958 Taiwan Straits Crisis. In an effort
simultaneously to reinforce Washington’s commitmentaiwan but sway Jiang away from a military
takeover of the mainland, Dulles offered this dagpdf support. In conjunction with the Communigagd
along the same lines as ICA’s “tourism aid,” USt&pped up its efforts to make Taiwan the “true
representative of the Chinese people.” Garvkg Sino-American Allian¢c@23-24.

>" Sheppard to Hughes, “Tourism Promotion,” 27 M&teb1, Records of U.S. Foreign Assistance
Agencies, Entry #409, Box 265, NARA.

%8 National Security Council, “U.S. Policy on Hong i@” 17 July 1957DDRS
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As suggested by the economic, cultural, and political benefits of recreational
travel, tourism to the region offered clear possibilities in the realm of dioetainment
of the Communist regime. Surprisingly, however, explicit efforts to inte§iat&ast
tourism into Cold War strategy maintained a low priority. Washington’sasitén
promoting tourism to Hong Kong, for example, seemed to be centered more on the
emerging trade dispute issue — which only tangentially related to the &irdean
conflict — than it did in undermining the PRC or shaping Hong Kong into an “alternative”
China. It is worth noting, as well, that neither Clarence Randall’s repotheor
Commerce Department’s survey located international travel within thextaht€old
War containment. Randall, in fact, saw his report as an extension of his previous work
within the Eisenhower administration, through which he sought an across-the-board
reduction in the trade and travel restrictions that were curtailingebdléw of goods
and ideas. It is quite telling that the Randall report concluded with a recommaridati
use tourism as a meansle$seningJ.S.-Soviet tensions.

Nonetheless, in 1958 the Eisenhower administration — in an effort to establish
tourism as a bulwark against PRC diplomatic recognition — forwarded a resofution i
IUOTO to limit membership only to those nations currently belonging to the UN, a move
that would have effectively disqualified the PRC, North Korea, North Vietnam, East
Germany, and Outer Mongolia. U.S. policymakers made clear that “keeping the

unrecognized Communist regimes...out of international organizations is a foreigy poli

%9 Randall, “Report to the President of the Uniteat&t: International Travel,” 17 April 1958, General
Records of the Department of Commerce, Entry #B06&,1, NARA.
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matter to which great importance is attached by the President and Sebrdtes.”™
Concurrently, U.S. representatives pushed for admission of Taiwan — alreactyve
member of PATA — to the IUOTO. While the move to bring Taiwan into the internitiona
body succeeded, U.S. representatives failed to get any support for the pi@pasathe
PRC and other communist natidiis.

The botched effort was not immediately significant. None of the communist
nations had shown any interest in joining the IUOTO and thus the failed resoluion wa
somewhat of a moot point. But State Department officials were concernedebeat t
nations, especially those in Asia, might make moves to enter these forumsututge f
To prevent such a development from arising, the State Department providedidetaile
instructions to U.S. delegates. Should a proposal come forward, the Department proposed
an aggressive statement announcing that it was “unthinkable” that an organikation |
the IUOTO, with its inherent commitment to the objectives of the United Nationsd woul
“even consider an application from a regime which departs drasticattyrfoomally
accepted standards of international condfct.”

More than anything else, the State Department’s failed resolution fhitgdighat
there was little support for efforts by U.S. or foreign officials to use touas a form of
containment. Within the IUOTO, many foreign delegations insisted that the ftwautds

remain non-political and therefore should not apply foreign policy considerations to

% wilcox to Kearns, 15 May 1958, General RecordghefDepartment of Commerce, Entry #176, Box 4,
NARA.

81 Of the nine voting member delegations, the UnSates was the lone vote in support, with Japan
abstaining. “General Assembly Meeting Set for OetobUOTO Committee Plans for Travel Growth,” 9
June 1958Foreign Commerce Weekiyn General Records of the Department of Commetogy #176,
Box 4, NARA.

2 Wilcox to Kearns, 4 October 1958, General Recofdhe Department of Commerce, Entry #176, Box
3, NARA.
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membership qualificationS.Even from Washington’s perspective, much of this effort to
integrate tourism fully into Cold War strategy was, in the end, largely ayenbBespite
rhetoric to the contrary, most officials recognized that that tourism was not
quintessentially, a “free world” activity. While one could argue that the R&RCa

negligible record on tourism, IUOTO members included the Soviet Union and

Yugoslavia — both of which had sizeable tourism industries. In the 1950s and 1960s even
Taiwan, despite its position on the U.S. side of the Bamboo Curtain, could hardly be
called free and democratic. U.S. officials, moreover, seemed to be annoyegewith t
Nationalist government’s obsession with communism and national security in its
development of a tourism industry and feared that the Taiwan delegation would bring this
baggage into the international tourism forums. Worse yet, Taiwan’s reaal@bsition

likely would be tied back to the United States, weakening Washington’s position in the
arena of international travel.

This was not as large a concern within PATA. As mentioned above, the U.S.
played a more dominant role in that body and PATA delegates demonstrated @wgbnsist
— though perhaps muted — respect for Washington’s Cold War strategy. The W&TO
a different matter. The [IUOTO was centered in Europe — both physically anchtiylt-
and while the U.S. continued to serve as the major supplier and receiver of tinéicsatla
tourists, it never achieved a commensurate leadership role in the organizatioa. Suc
position gave the U.S. less opportunity to use tourism as a weapon of containment and
meant that U.S. officials could not afford any additional drama from the Taiwan

delegation. Joseph Rand, assistant to Clarence Randall, pointed out that the top priority of

83 «General Assembly Meeting Set for October: IUOTGn@nittee Plans for Travel Growth,” 9 June 1958,
Foreign Commerce Weekly General Records of the Department of Commetoey #176, Box 4,
NARA.
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IUOTO delegates was the advancement of tourism and they were “intolenaattt
political matters such as PRC membershigven when meeting with IUOTO delegates
from “iron curtain countries,” Rand found that discussions were “apolitical” and
“confined...to tourism.?® Taking a cue from these conversations, Assistant Secretary of
Commerce Henry Kearns was certain that a “continuation of the ‘China Position’
[denying the PRC membership in the IUOTO] into another year will biongiderable
embarrassment to the United States Delegation and will probably resultaline de
United States influenceé®

Washington’s ambivalent approach toward PRC membership highlighted that
U.S. tourism policy often diverged from strategic and political objectivdseoCold
War. Beyond concerns that a hard line anti-PRC position could sap U.S. influence on
international tourism, the proliferation of tourism itself added complexities to
Washington’s containment policy. Most broadly, Washington’s approach toward Taiwan
and Hong Kong tourism implied that U.S. officials accepted the permanence of the
Nationalist government in Taiwan and the seclusion of Western influence on the
mainland in Hong Kong. While Nationalist officials were always hesitaohtlertake
any long-term development in Taiwan because of its implications on the Chiviese c
war, U.S. officials were explicitly establishing Taiwan as the econonilitary, and

cultural home of China.

% Rand, “Report on the Annual Meeting of the Inté¢ioral Union of Official Travel Organizations,” no
date, General Records of the Department of CommeEitey #176, Box 3, NARA.

% Rand, “Supplementary Report: 1959 Manila UTO Megtino date, General Records of the Department
of Commerce, Entry #176, Box 3, NARA.

% “Report of Henry Kearns Trip to Brussels and P@xisober 2-9, 1958,” October 1958, General Records
of the Department of Commerce, Entry #176, Box ARA.

186



More specifically, tourism and tourism revenue continued to complicate
Washington’s embargo policy. Tourism, no doubt, worked to strengthen the Hong Kong
economy. This, in turn, made the British colony less vulnerable to PRC subversion.
When combined with the dramatic increase in tourism, moreover, Washington-sponsored
purchase restrictions — though technically detrimental to Hong Kong -lpetoaked to
diversify Hong Kong’s domestic economy. In 1950 only 25 percent of Hong Kong
exports originated in the colony but by 1962 — due to the continuing inability of colony
officials to trade actively with neighboring China or sell PRC-made gmoadther
nations — around 70 percent were manufactured lotaBgyond diversification, tourism
contributed to a third of Hong Kong’s non-trade foreign exchange and made the colony
an economic dynamo. Taken in sum, the economic vitality in Hong Kong was of great
value to the PRC,; the idea of undermining the economy of Hong Kong by invasion or
absorption seemed counterproductive. Recognizing this symbiotic relationship,
Washington officials — despite significant concerns about the long-term ptegp¢he
British colony — consistently believed that the economic and strategiatsesfdiong
Kong made a PRC attack unlikéfy.

These same economic figures that protected Hong Kong from PRC attack also,
when viewed from a different perspective, underscored the significant holes in
Washington’s economic containment policy. The influx of tourists to a destiniat
maintained such proximity (physical, economic, cultural, and political) to tii& PR

threatened to provide unanticipated and undesirable benefits to the Communist regime.

" Tucker,Taiwan, Hong Kong, and the United Stat285; Robert Trumbull, “U.S. Curb on China Aiding
Hong Kong,”"New York Time26 May 1963.

% Dillon, comments on DOS staff study on Hong Kobg,August 1957DDRS CIA, “The Outlook for
Hong Kong,” 25 August 1967, Central Intelligenceefsgy Freedom of Information Act declassified
document, http://www.foia.cia.gov, accessed on tfer 2009.
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This would have been true for any vacation destination that bordered the PRC, but Hong
Kong was even more of a liability because of its reputation as a “shopper’sspdradi
Every travel brochure and article included an almost obligatory referenuoe 1@4-hour
suit shops” and the “duty-free bargains.” Art Buchwald remarked that the toagesved
his first fitting by his hotel's bell captafif.Shopping, indeed, was the most popular
activity for tourists in Hong Kong with two-thirds of expenditures going tt suc
purchases. According to a 1966 HKTA survey, over 60 percent of tourists admitted to
doing nothing on their vacation aside from shopping and eating in hotel restd@rants.
These figures meant significant expenditures; by the early 1960s Amerigests in
Hong Kong were annually spending approximately $30 million on visible purchases
alone’™

While the Comprehensive Certificate of Origin (CCO) system — whickdim
keep U.S. dollars out of the PRC economy by requiring that American consumers prove
overseas purchases did not originate in the PRC — was firmly in place byehadim
Hong Kong experienced its late 1950s tourism boom, the dramatic increase m touris
and tourist dollars made it increasingly difficult for U.S. officials to agphbargo
policies in an effective way. The CCO process was burdensome. Travel wnier Ge
Gleason referred to the system as a “recurrent pain in the neck” for Am&nessts.
Some confused Hong Kong shop owners gave up on the CCOs altogether, focusing

exclusively on non-American shoppéfs.

% Art Buchwald, “The Struggle for Men’s Backs: Holgng Certainly Suits Art,Washington Post and
Times-Herald 26 June 1960.

0 Clement,The Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far Ed€4; HazellThe Tourist Industry in Hong
Kong, 1966 37.

" Jan Stewart, “SRO in Hong KongNew York Timesl9 June 1960.

2 GleasonHong Kong 291.
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U.S. officials and private travel boosters worried that American touristsiwoul
follow suit, either violating purchase restrictions or choosing to bypass Homg K
entirely. To remedy this, the private tourism industry, along with Hong KoddJaS.
officials, worked together to acclimate American tourists to the complef set
restrictions. Eve Meyers, a regular contributoP#xific Travel Newsoured Hong Kong
shops and provided details to travel agents on which shops were conducive to American
shoppers. Referring to one promising shop, Meyers noted that American touridts coul
“go wild as certificates of origin are issued on everything sold tHé#e.discussions
with Hong Kong tourism officials, Kearns urged organizations like the HKTA tbdurt
their efforts to make the whole certificate process easier fasteto comply with and
understand? Moving forward with this request, HKTA issued a free pamphlet, “What
U.S. Citizens (and Visitors to the United States) Must Know About Buying Chingse
Goods in Hong Kong,” which attempted to explain the CCO prdCe$&TA, moreover,
offered its support to any local business willing to comply with the new policies. “An
extremely attractive membership seal,” provided by HKTA to cooperatia loc
businesses, allowed tourists to shop with confidéhetk TA’s involvement discouraged
tourists, as much as possible, from visiting non-sanctioned shops, many of which sold
bogus certificates or convinced naive shoppers that such documentation was

unnecessary/.

3 Eve Meyers, “Hong Kong'’s Shops Invite Pacific Spers,”Pacific Travel NewsDecember 1957.

" Clement,The Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far Ed€4; “Address by Henry Kearns to the
Committee on Trade and Trade Developments, Econ@miemission for Asia and the Far East,” 6
February 1959, General Records of the Departme@baimerce, Entry #176, Box 4, NARA, Outline of
Kearns’s November 19 press conference, in KeaRaport of Visit to Hong Kong,” 1959, General
Records of the Department of Commerce, Entry #B6&,4, NARA.

> Dodge,Poor Man’s Guide236-27.

® Clement,The Future of Tourism in the Pacific and Far Ed€3.

"T«A Practical Guide to Hong Kong Shoppind4cific Travel NewsMarch 1962.
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More than adding paperwork and confusion to the tourism process, the CCO
system was not entirely effective. Hefty purchases by large Amecaapanies were
easy enough to track. In May 1963, for example, the Hong Kong Hilton, which had
opened only a month earlier, faced scrutiny from Washington officials over $100,000
worth of Chinese screens, tapestries, scroll paintings, bronze statues, anuerioer
decorations — all of which had origins on the mainland of China. Unable to keep the
decorations on display and unable to sell them back to the PRC (which would have
consequently violated the Trading With the Enemy Act), Hilton executives treatsfe
the items to various warehouses in Hong Kong. To fill the empty wall space, hotel
executives looked to local Chinese artisans, “with respectable ideologatarbund,”
to create replacements.

But for smaller purchases and for less conspicuous consumers, there wete ways
get around the purchase and import restrictions. Customs agents were unlikegsto pr
“average-looking” tourists on their purchases or written declarations. J. D. Chenga H
Kong art dealer, boasted that casual tourists had regularly served asifgnaggnts” to
deliver restricted goods to the United States without interference fronCusfoms
officials.”® Timemagazine noted that British and Italian art dealers often purchased
Chinese antiquities in Hong Kong, shipped them to Europe, and then exported them to
the United States, all without CC&5A light-hearted article in the/ashington Post and
Times-Heraldapprovingly relayed stories about numerous casual violations of the ban.

“Congressional, Cabinet and Pentagon wives” had for years been purchasirggChine

8 “Hilton Scraps ‘lllegal’ Chinese Art,WWashington Post and Times-Herakb May 1963; Hedley
Rhodes, “Global Trade: Hong Kong Hilton to Stop BigyRed Goods,Washington Post and Times-
Herald, 10 July 1963.

9“Case of the Runaway Tongud,ime 28 May 1960.

8 “The Fragrant Harbor,Time 21 November 1960.
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antiques smuggled out of the PRC into Hong Kong. Other female shoppers — including
one “well-known woman member of Congress” — bypassed Customs agents by sending
their purchases to friends or storage units outside the United $tAresrican tourists,
moreover, soon found that while it was quite difficult to purchase antiques and other
Chinese handicrafts in Hong Kong, such acquisitions were simpler in Taiwan, Sagapo
or Thailand. These other locales, which often accompanied Hong Kong on the itinerarie
of American tourists, did not set off the sort of red flags to U.S. Customs offsiasl

Hong Kong. Alerting travelers to this apparent loophole, travel writer David ®odg

noted: “It’s all in the way you handle the shipmefitih general, it seemed that the
Treasury Department was far more concerned about large American cesgaimg
business with the PRC, or Hong Kong firms with close ties to the PRC, thanutithhas
individual tourists. To some extent, this approach was logical. On an individual basis,
tourists were spending a relatively small amount of money overseas; Uctl®thus

did not see them as a major threat to the embargo. When taken as a whole, however,
tourists represented a monumental economic force and their position within the conom
embargo would have serious consequences.

More significant than the occasional circumvention of customs regulations,
Washington’s general policy of embargo — when applied to tourism — failed to atthieve
intended objectives, namely keeping U.S. dollars out of the PRC. While customs
restrictions were relatively effective in controlling what souvenirseAcan tourists
could purchase in Hong Kong, there were never any efforts to restrict thestourist

themselves. To the contrary, U.S. officials and private travel boosters workecde@scr

8 Dorothy McCardle, “Trade Embargo Against Red Chsigmies Hong Kong Antique Hunting,”
Washington Post and Times-Hera® June 1958.
82 Dodge,Poor Man’s Guide11.
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the flow of American tourists and dollars into the colony. But certain tourist measha
outside the jurisdiction of CCO regulations, infused the colony with U.S. dollars that
often made their way across the border into the PRC. Around one-third of the food and
one-quarter of the water used in hotels, restaurants, and establishments throughout the
colony, originated in the PRE Throughout the 1960s Hong Kong and PRC officials, in
fact, worked out an assortment of detailed agreements by which the PRC would provide
Hong Kong with around 10 billion gallons of water every year for an annual cost of about
$1.7 million®*

The sum of all these purchases and trade amounted to large sums of money.
Beijing was earning nearly $200 million a year through food and textile saltémnig
Kong. By the early 1960s 40 percent of the convertible foreign exchange earndtyannua
by the PRC (between $400 and $500 million) and $200 million in yearly remittances
came from Hong Kong alorf& This substantial revenue underscores that economic
containment was never as airtight as Washington officials anticipatdtbaed.
Considering that officials in Eisenhower’s Council on Foreign Economic Policfigdsti
the economic embargo by pointing to the resulting loss of foreign currenoy RRC,
this backchannel of monetary exchange was certainly rel&vant.

Though American tourism was not the sole factor in this backchannel, it was,

nonetheless, part of the formula. Demonstrating this on a small scale, the PRC

8 Seymour Topping, “What Goes in Hong Kong? Eventii New York Timesl1 April 1965; Rhodes,
“Global Trade: Hong Kong Hilton to Stop Buying R&dods,”"Washington Post and Times-Herald
July 1963.

8 John Rose, “Hong Kong's Water Supply Problem ahth&s Contribution to its Solution,”
Geographical Review6, no. 3 (July 1966), 435.

8 “The Fragrant Harbor,Time 21 November 1960; Trumbull, “U.S. Curb on Chinidiag Hong Kong,”
New York Time26 May 1963; Seymour Topping, “Unperturbed Horany,” New York Timest July
1964; Topping, “What Goes in Hong Kong? Everythirdew York Timesl1 April 1965.

8 Zhang,Economic Cold Warl31.
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government, working to weaken the embargo through cooperation with Communist
banks in Hong Kong, hoarded U.S. $50 and $100 bills, which were simpler to use in
foreign purchases and overseas government operations. Recognizing that $1S. tour
were partly responsible for the increase in large currency denominations in dogg K
the U.S. Navy began issuing the pay of Seventh Fleet sailors (who frequenteldhang

for leisure) in smaller bill&’

\

Just as touristic images of Taiwan and Hong Kong simultaneously embraced,
rejected, and ignored the Cold War, so too did American tourism and U.S. tourism policy
work in ways that both facilitated and challenged U.S. foreign policy and, more
specifically, Cold War strategy. No matter the destination, U.S. offictalsidered
tourists to be potential agents of foreign policy and hoped that their travels would be
conducive with national interests. The inclusion of Taiwan and Hong Kong — both of
which figured prominently in Washington’s policy of containment toward the PRC — on
one’s itinerary, moreover, gave tourists even less opportunity to ditch the Cold War.

Washington policymakers, tourists, and private travel boosters all recognized the
potential economic, cultural, and strategic benefits of American tourism t@tleabt.

The “overnight” boom in tourism to Hong Kong and Taiwan held out promise to ease
balance-of payments problems, revitalize their domestic economy, and suppleSient U
aid programs. Hong Kong and Taiwan, moreover, served as bastions of capitalism,
freedom, and democracy. The mere arrival of tourists to these destinagdoresise

reinforce the legitimacy of “Free China” and served as a subtle, getie# attack on the

8 Topping, “What Goes in Hong Kong? Everythintgw York TimesL1 April 1965.
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political and cultural integrity of the PRC. Through tourism associations, moreover,
Washington officials could strengthen their case for marginalizing the-P&§trategy
they pursued simultaneously in the United Nations and other international bodies.

But tourism to these Cold War outposts did not always work the way that U.S.
officials hand in mind. At the top-level, the Eisenhower administration’s etiorts
integrate tourism into Cold War containment policy often seemed more synitzolic t
genuine and officials often approached Taiwan and Hong Kong on their own terms,
disconnected from the PRC and the ongoing Soviet-Sino-American conflict. Adteampt
build up Taiwan and Hong Kong as crucial bulwarks against Chinese communism,
moreover, were not entirely compatible with efforts to attract touodtsetregion. The
administration often found that their objectives in the region could be served better by
downplaying or suppressing Cold War considerations. On top of all this, even though the
tourism boom undoubtedly had a positive economic impact on the stability of Hong
Kong, it also had the unfortunate consequence of bolstering the PRC’s economy.

Government intentions aside, most tourists saw Taiwan and Hong Kong simply as
“Chinese” locales and seemed oblivious to their vacation destinations’ stjadsgions
vis-a-vis the PRC. As late as 1964, 30 percent of Americans were not evenrawvare t
communist regime controlled the mainland of China and, of those “knowledgeable”
individuals, only 60 percent knew of the existence of “the other” China on Taiwan. These
statistics, especially when placed alongside the growing popularity of talaiwan

and Hong Kong in the public sphere, further underscore the disconnect between popular
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perceptions of the Far East and official Cold War pdifcjhus, while Washington
officials may have considered it a high priority to make Taiwan or Hong Koeg “th
Chinese alternative to Communism,” American tourists and travel boosters did not

necessarily approach these destinations in this m&hner.

8 Survey Research Center, University of Michigaine American Public’s View of U.S. Policy Toward
China: A Report Prepared for the Council on ForeRalationgNew York: Council on Foreign Relations,
1964), 5, 10.

8 For official discussion of this objective regamlifiaiwan, see NSC Progress Report, “U.S. Policy
Toward Taiwan and the Government of the RepubliCluha, NSC 5503” 3 July 195DDRS
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Ch. 5 — Behind the Bamboo Curtain: The Right to Trael to the
People’s Republic of China, 1956-1961

But somehow it is strange to hear the State Department say /
you are living in the free world, in the free world you must stay

-- Phil Ochs, “Ballad of William Worthy(1963)

It is unfortunate that we in the United States have so little opportunity to heamamdfle
the developments in the People’s Republic of China. My experience in this country has
been an inspiring one which I will share with as many fellow Americahsas reacH.

-- Lorraine Nowacki, member of an American student delegation to the PRC, 1957
Whether it will be possible to devise any effective safeguard againsd@atjexosion of

all travel restrictions, | rather doubt. However, it looks very much as if Wenake the
attempt®

-- Ralph Clough, Director of Office of Chinese Affairs, 1957

As the Eisenhower administration worked to promote tourism to Taiwan and
Hong Kong, it made efforts to restrain similar developments in the PRC.| paicy
toward “Free China” developed alongside and should thus be seen in the same context as
travel policy toward the mainland. In an abstract sense, Americanerageldom drew
direct or consequential distinctions between travel to Taiwan or Hong Kong anddravel
the PRC. In practice, individuals demonstrated this “right to travel” ideologughr
protests against travel bans, persistent efforts to establish travehgashaith
Communist China, and bold violations of travel restrictions.
The American public — in both its overwhelming opposition to travel bans and its

effort to open the PRC, like the rest of the world, to American tourism — was nolyentire

1 “Young Americans’ Impressions of China,” (All-ChirYouth Federation, 1958), in Notebooks: Moscow
and China, Box 4, Folder 3, Sally Belfrage Papéfagner Archives, Tamiment Library, New York, New
York (hereafter SBP).

2 Clough to Johnson, 18 July 1957, General RecdrtteedDepartment of State, Entry #48, Box 3, NARA.
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at odds with the Eisenhower administration. Government officials often exhilitesira
to loosen travel restrictions and engage the Chinese in a variant of sdifgas&cy. In
part, this was a modest effort to feel out the Communists and test the watersPRG.S
cooperation. Because travel served simultaneously as an extension of U.S. €old Wa
politics and an apolitical representation of middle-class curiosity, leisudtanability, it
gave Washington officials the ability to push Sino-American relations ireatidin that
was impossible with traditional forms of diplomacy. There was also, no doubt, fa belie
that moderate, unrequited travel initiatives had the potential to embarrass tlznéRC
thus advance the objectives of containment. Hovering over all of this was thelinger
sense that travel and travel policy were somehow outside the political &aire
Eisenhower officials clearly recognized that they could use travel — cgstrection of
travel — as an effective means of containment, there was a noticeabledyesitgo too
far with this sort of strategic and political manipulation. By the late 1950seaers
tourism had become a staple of middle-class living and any government that imposed
unwavering restrictions on such an activity seemed anachronistic and tatalitar

In this context, U.S. policymakers began discussing the idea of re-establishing
American travel connections with the PRC almost immediately upon seVieose) tery
contacts. Because individuals outside of direct government control played such a
significant role in travel, however, a systematic, well-organized apptoacavel policy
was not always possible. This policy of liberalization, while useful in smallyaited
doses, was not a force that could be turned on and off at will. Once it had begun it was
difficult to reverse course. When policymakers attempted to hold their ground and use

travel as an explicit extension of containment, they found that such effortsagdye e
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undone. The result was a travel policy — liberalized passport controls, increasingly
frequent “exceptions” to travel bans, and relatively light punishments foi trialations

— that often ran contrary to military, political, and economic policy in the region.

In 1953, following the conclusion of the Korean War and as Washington officials
began to doubt the effectiveness of the U.S. embargo on the PRC, the Eisenhower
administration undertook modest efforts to test the waters of improved SinaeAmer
relations. In particular, on the economic and cultural front — travel policy irethade
Eisenhower was not firmly set on strict and punitive containment. As early ds Apri
Eisenhower was voicing concerns that the U.S. embargo against the PRC was not
achieving its intended objectives, and he urged his administration to scale down trade
restrictions on China. The hope was both to improve relations with American allies —
most of whom were critical of Washington’s economic warfare — and to usartog as
opposed to the stick, to drive a wedge between the PRC and the Soviet Urfion.
officials argued, moreover, that it was not logical to maintain economiapeess the
PRC when the U.S. was pursuing normalized economic relations with Sovietesatellit

eastern Europé.

% Zhang,Economic Cold War124-28.

* Throughout the 1950s and 1960s, the State Depargmadually lifted bans on travel to eastern Eeep
nations behind the Iron Curtain. As of 1952, thep&ément banned travel to Albania, Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, Rumania, and ®8RJ At the 1955 Geneva Conference, Secretary of
State Dulles announced that the United Statesiftiag Irestrictions on travel to the USSR,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, and Rumania. Bartdungary returned in 1956, only to be removed
permanently in April 1960. In November 1957, in #ftermath of the State Department’s proposal for a
newsmen exchange with the PRC, the State Departvegain easing its restrictions on travel to Bulyari
and Albania, allowing “selected” individuals to neathe trip. In May 1959 the Department dropped all
bans on travel to Bulgaria and in March 1967 itttiiel same for Albania. After that point, the only
remaining bans on U.S. passports were for the RR@h Korea, North Vietnam, and Cuba. Drew
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The first Taiwan Straits Crisis in 1954-55, however, made these initial moves
toward liberalization seem naive and potentially dangerous; the administration soon
reasserted its faith in strict economic warfare. But efforts to rettec&hina
differential” remained a top priority for several key officials withie administration.
Clarence Randall, who led the administration’s campaign for travelkdaich, saw
efforts to restrict American trade as “appalling” and he actively pdrshenking the
embargo’. Randall’s attitudes toward trade with the PRC, especially when viewed
alongside his dogged efforts to boost international tourism, highlight a signifsyzetta
of Washington'’s travel policy. The administration’s encouragement of tourisii@ii
and Hong Kong emerge less as a means of containing and undermining the PRC and
more as a component of general efforts to stimulate international epe;hvaduce trade
and travel barriers, and promote international stability.

Randall's influence on Eisenhower was substantial, demonstrated in part by the
fact that Randall gained the ire of “die-hards” like Walter Robertson and/Heane,
who both believed that the path toward liberalization was “utter madness.” Eisanhow
indeed, sympathized with Randall’'s approach to China policy. In referencedoctioa
in the China embargo, CIA director Allen Dulles was sure he had “heard the Boss sa

that twenty times” Despite significant support within the White House for an easing of

Middleton, “U.S. Frees Travel to East Europe asr$pémity,” New York Timesl November 1955; AP,
U.S. Eases Travel Ban on Albanidashington Post and Times-Heralkd November 1957; “U.S. Again
Allows Trips to Bulgaria, New York Timesl3 May 1959; UPI, “Hungary Visa Ban Endbléw York

Times 30 April 1960; “Curbs on Travel to Albania LiftedNew York Timesl5 March 1967; Chayes and
Schwartz to Rusk, “Regulations on Travel Contrdl§/ 5. Citizens,” General Records of the State
Department, Entry #5409, Box 3, NARA.

® Randall, CFEP Journal, 19 July 1956, Vol. 1, BoCBR.

® Randall, CFEP Journal, 22 June 1957, Vol. 5, Bo2BR; Randall, CFEP Journal, 4 February 1957, Vol.
3, Box 6, CBR; Zhangzconomic Cold War127-28.
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Sino-American trade relations, the Eisenhower years saw a resurreicthe “China
differential.”

There was, however, no commensurate revival of strict travel prohibitions. Once
liberalization of travel policy began, it largely moved beyond the control of Washing
policymakers and officials found it impossible to return to pure containment. Indkis w
while the revival of the Trading With the Enemy Act in 1950 and the placement of
“permanent” prohibitory stamps on U.S. passports in 1952, signaled a complementary
relationship between containment and Sino-American travel policy, U.8atdfhever
accepted the travel ban as a permanent staple of U.S. China policy nor did they demand
consistency in its application as they did with issues like economic embargo, non-
recognition, and alliance with the ROC. From the start officials wdraaxlinarily
flexible with the ban and open to significant modification and liberalization. Within only
a few years of the conclusion of the Korean War — as U.S. and Chinese offigaied
in diplomatic talks in Geneva — Washington officials embarked on a precarious path
toward liberalizing travel policy toward the PRC.

Prior to the August 1955 Geneva Talks, the U.S. ban on travel to the PRC had
been largely academic; PRC officials had given no indication that they waddtac
American visitors even if the State Department had given the go-aheadigust 1956,

however, PRC officials reversed course and offered visas to Americamersdrom

" The only exception to this was the case of Willizaok Ranallo, a United Nations employee who worked
with Secretary General Dag Hammarskjold. In 1954dRa served as Hammarskjold's guard, valet, and
secretary during the Secretary General’s visihtoRRC. The State Department validated Ranallo’s
passport but insisted that such a move did na peécedent for future American travel. Robertson t
Dulles, “Policy Concerning Travel of Americans tor@munist China,” 18 February 1957, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #48, BAXARA.
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fifteen news agenciésThe invitation was part of an attempt by the Chinese to breathe
new life into the listless Sino-American talks by increasing the press public opinion
on Washington official§.Although Secretary of State Dulles would not alert the
American public of the fact until February 1957, PRC officials at the tinoeimislied
that the invitations (were they to be accepted) would expedite the refesseial
American airmen who had been in Chinese custody since the Koredfl War.

U.S. officials rejected the offer. In public, Eisenhower officials pointedvteraé
related explanations for the decision. Most generally, the United States didagstizec
the PRC as a legitimate nation. Though the Korean War had produced a ceasefyre in J
1953, a state of quasi-war still existed between the U.S. and PRC, reinforcingrtis dist
and hostility between the two nations. Because of the years of politicaliadym
clashes, the United States had no diplomatic presence in China and could not, therefore,
guarantee the protection of visiting journalists. As evidence of the danger posed to
visiting Americans, Eisenhower and Dulles consistently pointed to the handful of

American prisoners held “unjustly” in Chinese prisons.

8 The invitation was not a total surprise. Two menglarlier officials at the American Consulate imigo

Kong had received word from French newsmen thaethas a good chance the Chinese would be issuing
invitations to American journalists. Other Europe&mws agencies in the area, however, insistechthat

such invitations would be issued until progress legin made at the Geneva talks. Shortly thereafter,
Henry Lieberman of thBlew York Timemsisted that the Beijing government had conta&edters

regarding the forthcoming invitations and he wasvioced that the information was accurate. Lieberma
had been in touch with Kung Peng, Director of thi@imation Division of the Ministry of Foreign Afiie,

and Lieberman was sure that the Chinese were caethtd the proposal. Everett Drumright to
McConaughy, 22 June 1956, General Records of tipafaent of State, Entry #48, Box 2, NARA,;
Drumright to McConaughy, 17 July 1956, General Rds®f the Department of State, Entry #48, Box 3,
NARA.

® Yafeng Xia, “From Antagonists to Adversaries: UGhina Talks During the Cold War, 1949-1972,” PhD
diss. (University of Maryland, College Park, 2008)6-57.

1% American officials first learned of these prisamar November 1954 when Beijing Radio broadcast tha
the Chinese were detaining thirteen Americans azto§espionage. Eleven were Air Force men, led by
Colonel John Knox Arnold, who had been on a leaftepping mission over North Korea when they were
shot down by Chinese forces. The other two men Wéfeagents Richard Fecteau and John Downey who
had been involved in covert activities in North Karand the PRC when they were ambushed and captured
by Chinese troops. For an overview of these casesTed Guplhe Book of Honor: The Secret Lives and
Deaths of CIA OperativgNew York: Anchor Books, 2001).
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The prisoner issue was, in fact, the explanation that was most tangible to the
American people and the administration made it front and center in every publie deba
over the journalist exchange. It was also the dominant justification in official
correspondence and memorant@he prisoner issue took on renewed significance after
Dulles announced, in February 1957, that the Chinese had offered to release the prisoners
if Eisenhower agreed to send the American journalists. Instead of takindeahasoén
added incentive to send the newsmen to China, Eisenhower and Dulles insisted that such
a move would give the PRC undeserved recognition and prestige and that the PRC’s quid
pro quo bordered on “blackmait®

Despite the way it appeared in the media, the decision to prevent the newsmen
from traveling to the PRC was not a knee-jerk Cold War reaction. In a broa] gens
military, economic, and political standoff between the United States and theiB'RGY
necessarily translate to a denial of travel connections between the resn@b this
end, while Eisenhower and Dulles, in public statements and official policy, voiced
unwavering disapproval for the newsmen trip, behind closed doors they expressed far
more nuance. A year before the Chinese offer Dulles pondered whether the State

Department actually had the authority to deny Americans access to@eaRiRhe

M For examples, see Drumright to McConaughy, 7 Ma@%6, General Records of the Department of
State, Entry #46, Box 15, NARA; McCardle to Dulléd, August 1956, General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #48, Box 2, NARA, Selial®ulles, “Ambassador Johnson’s Views on
Possible Travel of American Correspondents to ComstiChina,” 17 August 1956, General Records of
the Department of State, Entry #48, Box 2, NARAymeandum of conversation on “U.S. Policy on Visits
of Correspondents and Others to Communist Chinddruary 1957, General Records of the Department
of State, Entry #48, Box 2, NARA.

12 press conference of 5 February 1957, John FostéesPapers, Speeches, Statements, Press
Conferences, etc, Box 353, John Foster Dulles Baps£016, JFD.
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acknowledged his discomfort with the “legal basis for denying passports validvel

to Communist China®®

[l

When Dulles temporarily put aside his uneasiness with travel prohibitions and
rejected the Chinese invitation, his concerns were voiced (though more loutiyyby
segments of the American population. Liberal groups such as the Americhn Civi
Liberties Union (ACLU), along with American journalists, were the mosthiaca
expressing their outrage over the State Department’s actions. Thes\aitéd of
America called the ban “censorship” and the American Committee for Cufiaadlom
linked the travel restrictions to totalitarianisfrDespite this strong, public opposition,
the issue remained under the radar of most Americans until a handful of travelers
intentionally violated the ban.

There was no cohesive, organized effort to undermine the State Department’s
travel restrictions, but the various individuals who did travel in violation of the
Department’s ban all shared frustration — to differing degrees — with Wéshisg
policy. Though these individuals literally circumvented U.S. travel prohibitions, their
actions also made sense in the context of U.S. postwar travel policy. As demdnstrate
through the work with PATA, Randall’s travel report, and congressional initatiove
facilitate tourism, governments around the world — the United States include#edwor
extremely hard in the years following the Second World War to break down thedarrier

of international travel. Individual travelers and travel promoters reflented encouraged

3 Dulles, “Memorandum for Mr. Phleger,” 11 July 19%ries 8, Box 12, JFD.
¥ Thomas Pryor, “Writers Protest China Travel Baxeiw York Time2 April 1957; “China Ban
Assailed,”"New York Timesl1 January 1957.

203



this liberalization policy, developing a firm belief that all Americans ghbel able to
travel overseas unobstructed. Violation of the State Department’s travel ban k- thoug
certainly earning the resentment of U.S. officials — was merely agnextvariant of this
growing trend.

One of the earliest violators of the travel ban was William Worthy, ag/tree-
lance correspondent, who wrote regularly for the Baltinddre-Americanand the
NAACP’s Crisis. On Christmas Eve 1956, shortly after the Chinese invited American
journalists to visit the country, Worthy entered the PRC for forty-one days bimasé
visa. He arrived by plane in Hong Kong and quickly boarded a train to Canton. Two days
after Worthy's arrival, correspondent Edmund Stevens and photographer Phillip
Harrington — both oEookmagazine — reached China. The arrival of the three men
created a media sensation. Worthy, Stevens, and Harrington were thedgstéwsmen
to defy the administration’s travel ban and, in that capacity, transformecveéisue
from one of abstraction to one of immediate and tangible significance.

Stevens and Harrington, who arrived shortly after Worthy, never intended for
their trip to take on the significance it did. While the men cannot be taken entitiefyra
word, they later claimed that their visit to the PRC was an accident. lgelslciscow on
a skiing trip in late December, the men wound up in the PRC shortly thereafter. The
publication, a few months following their return, of a seventeen-page newsd specia

Lookthat chronicled — in photographs and text — Stevens and Harrington’s trip, seemed to

!5 The national media offered extensive coverag@etrips of Worthy, Stevens, and Harrington. For
examples, see Wilmot Hersher, “Reporter Defies &Nisit Ban,” Washington Post and Times-Herafb
December 1956; Warren Unna, “U.S. Reporters in Reida Called Aid to Freeing Americans,”
Washington Post and Times-HeraBD March 1957; and C.P. Trussell, “Newsman (fesssure by
U.S.,” New York Times30 March 1957.
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undermine the “accidental tourist” excu§élonetheless, from the moment they left the
PRC the men were extremely cooperative with U.S. officials and eager teepotident
behind them. Roderic O’Connor, of the State Department Bureau of Security and
Consular Affairs, was confident that after the present passport debacleshagsaved,
neither Stevens nor Harrington would ever again pose problems for the State
Department’

Worthy, who was not associated with tteoknewsmen, entered the PRC
knowingly and with the explicit intention of challenging the administratioa\seirban.
According to the editor of th&fro-American who publicly acknowledged sponsoring
Worthy’s trip, Worthy had begun planning his visit to the PRC in late 1954. The trip to
China was to be the culmination of successful run of journalistic tourism that took
Worthy to Bandung in April 1955, to the USSR in July 1955, and throughout Africa in
September 1956n addition to close collaboration with tAéro-American Worthy had
been in contact with the ACLU and the organization intended Worthy's visit to test the
tenacity of the U.S. government in upholding its travel Yiakside from the legal

challenge, Worthy insisted that his visit would be useful in disseminatingfnaws

8 Edmund Stevens with photographs by Phillip Hatong“Inside Red China,l.ook 16 April 1957.

" 0'Connor to Thompson, 23 July 1957, General Resofdhe Department of State, Entry #48, Box 3,
NARA.

18 Worthy made no effort to hide his association wfitt ACLU. He spoke of his cooperation with the
organization in several speeches he deliveredvitig his return to the U.S. Aylward to McConaughg,
date, General Records of the Department of Statiey E48, Box, 2, NARA.

205



behind the Bamboo Curtain and possibly in securing the release of the American
prisoners still lingering in Chinese jaff$.

Because of its “purposeful” nature, Worthy’s visit, in particular, produced a
torrent of media coverage and subsequent vitriol from Washington. In addition to regular
front-page stories documenting his visit, Worthy’s own reports appearedAifrthe
American theNew York Postand CBS new&’ There was, moreover, extensive positive
coverage in the African American press. In an effort to tie Worthy'srasto the
broader civil rights struggles, tiddlanta Daily World for examplegriticized the State
Department for taking such an immediate and hostile interest in Wortipyishile
Washington officials maintained such a “hands off policy” when it came to erdorcin
school desegregation.” TiNdew York Amsterdam Newsisted that Worthy's reports
were “restrained and circumspect,” noting that Worthy “will not offend the U.S.
government insofar as content is concerrfedorthy, himself, had an extensive
background of reporting on African American issues overseas, often sugdleatitize
socialist model might offer more freedoms for racial minorftfade produced reports on

black expatriates living in the Soviet Union, interviewed “died-in-the-wsig] [

19 Worthy continued to pursue to the prisoner issillewing his return to the United States. in pregian
for a newspaper article. He corresponded frequavitty family members of the imprisoned men, inquari
about their attitudes toward the situation. Worlgo interviewed State and Defense Departmentiaific
on the issue and informed them that he had secarkdge number of...complaints” from family members
regarding Washington’s handling of the prisoneaiaffSee Osborn to Jones, “Interview with William
Worthy,” 22 August 1957, General Records of the &¥gpent of State, Entry #48, Box 2, NARA,;
memorandum of conversation, “Activities of Williaworthy,” 15 April 1957, General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #48, Box 2, NARA.

20 According to William Paely of CBS, the network sistently rejected cooperation with Worthy, refigsin
to make any sort of contractual arrangement with dii provide him equipment for his trip. However,
when Worthy informed CBS that he was broadcastirgcertain time from the PRC, CBS opted to pick
up and rebroadcast his story. Memorandum of coatiers 4 January 1957, General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #48, Box 2, NARA.

ZL«Covering Washington,Atlanta Daily World 5 January 1957; Marguerite Cartwright, “Back Nmas
Who Crashed Iron CurtainNew York Amsterdam NewsJanuary 1957.

%2 Jinx Coleman Broussard and Skye Chance Cooleyljidii Worthy: The Man and the Mission,”
Journalism Studie$0 no. 3 (June 2009), 390-91.
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Southerner” Senator Allen Ellender while both men were visiting Moscow, repooted f
the Bandung Conference in Indonesia, and chastised the apartheid system of South
Africa. In the PRC, as well, Worthy pursued these issues, speaking with eanAfri
American Gl who had opted to stay in China following the Korean3Var.

Coming on the heels of the PRC'’s invitation to American newsmen, the media
frenzy surrounding Worthy, Stevens, and Harrington no doubt placed additional pressure
on Eisenhower and Dulles to modify, or at least clarify, Washington’s policy on
journalist visits to the PRC. While most in the journalism community créitiz
Washington'’s initial restrictive travel policy, in the end they had acquieschd to t
government’s demands. The three visits in late 1956 thus stood out as unexpected acts of
defiance®* Complicating this was the fact that the three men emerged as mainstream
personalities and earned the sympathy of the American public. This was Bgpecia
significant in regard to Worthy, who became the unofficial spokesman in opposition to
the travel bans. Despite being a self-proclaimed socialist, Woemeft the debate over
his trip in terms of the “right to travel” and “freedom of speech” as opposed taiexpli
criticism of U.S. Cold War policy. Speaking about his trip before an audiencersliCor

University, for example, Worthy “made an excellent impression.’e3apartment

2 For examples, see William Worthy, “This is Rus$ieom Ford to StalingradBaltimore Afro-American
13 August 1955; William Worthy, “Louisiana Senabdakes Bad Impression In MoscovBaltimore
Afro-American 1 October 1955; William Worthy, “Fear Grips Rudénside S. Africa, Baltimore Afro-
American 29 September 1956; “Mr. Worthy's MissiomBaltimore Afro-American5 January 1957.

24 Jim Robinson of NBC had planned on visiting theOAR summer 1956. NBC cancelled these plans,
however, upon the announcement from President Eiseer that such travel was illegal. Though
Robinson strongly disagreed with the official trigpelicy, he demonstrated some ambivalence on the
issue, noting, “one does not lightly defy the Rtest.” Armstrong to Lutkins, 22 August 1956, Gehera
Records of the Department of State, Entry #48, BAXARA. Similarly, the editor 0f).S. News and
World Reportefused to allow the magazine’s Far East repootéravel to the PRC in 1956 due to the
“state of war” that existed between the U.S. anth@HStatement from Flieger, telephoned to Dulles b
David Lawrence, 7 August 1956, Series 2A, Box B;JBroussard and Cooley, “William Worthy,” 387.
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officials even conceded that his account was noticeably balanced and nuancedl)yspeci
in regard to his discussion of Beijing’s censorship and brainwashing préctices.

Adding to this boost of credibility, in March 1957, as officials debated the
appropriate response to Worthy’s actions, Worthy testified as a witnfess tiee Senate
Constitutional Rights subcommittee in an effort to reform State Departraget policy.
Missouri Senator Thomas Hennings, who was very critical of the admirostsatiavel
policy and its treatment of Worthy, had invited Worthy to speak at the hearing. In this
capacity, Worthy was not the focus of vitriol and criticism but instead served as a
knowledgeable expert on the topic of passport restrictions. Worthy and othesestnes
argued that the visit had not only left Washington’s foreign policy undamagetiatiac
had furthered U.S. interests in the PRC, specifically in terms of the weltizedl POW
issue. Using Washington’s own generally liberal policies toward internatranal as a
basis for criticism, a representative for the ACLU insisted that thie Bepartment
travel ban was “anachronistic” in the post-World War Il period, when most canrtrie
the United States included — were urging an increase in internationalanaval
reduction in travel barrierS.In this and other settings, Worthy’s demeanor helped
convince most Americans that government restrictions on travel to the PRGsseee |
means of containing domestic communism or protecting U.S. interests thanetteegfw
denying the freedom of movement.

Washington officials, nonetheless, tried to marginalize Worthy, insidtaigis

case — which involved an explicit violation of U.S. law — had nothing to do with the

% Aylward to McConaughy, “William Worthy’s Visit aornell,” no date, General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #48, Box 2, NARA.

% “\Worthy Before Senate on FridayBaltimore Afro-American30 March 1957; Trussell, “Newsman Cites
Pressure by the U.SNew York Timgs30 March 1957.
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“right to travel” or the continuing debate over the PRC’s open invitation to Aareri
journalists. To the chagrin of the Eisenhower administration, however, “to the public
[they] were directly related® Following Worthy’s return, national media agencies
increasingly lost faith in the government’s travel ban and amplified theiadés for
unrestricted travel to China. TiNew York Postwhich carried many of Worthy’s stories,
called his trip “a mission for the whole American press.” WhileRbstacknowledged
that there was likely a legal case against Worthy, “morally, Weuse he has rendered a
memorable service.” Edward R. Murrow hailed Worthy’s visit as “an hisewent” and
he forged a close bond between Worthy and €B8sed on media coverage, there
seemed to be a general consensus that the Worthy case and the ongoing efioe & sec
newsmen exchange both placed the U.S. government on the very unpopular side of
restricting travef?

More than just a talking point for journalists and liberal critics, mainstream
politicians and administration officials, who genuinely desired more infasmah
“current conditions within China,” railed against the travel Hak healthy majority of
the American public, as well, opposed restrictions. Gallup Polls released in 19%tishow

that while an overwhelming majority of Americans still opposed seating tReifPte

2" Memorandum of conversation, “Travel of Newsme@@mmunist China Meeting,” 28 March 1957,
General Records of the Department of State, Ert8y Box 3, NARA.

2 «A Newspaperman’s MissionKlew York Post2 January 1957, quoted in “New York Newspaper
Applauds Worthy, Baltimore Afro-American5 January 1957; Cartwright, “Back Newsman WhaosGeal
Iron Curtain,”"New York Amsterdand January 1957.

2 Memorandum of conversation, “Travel of Newsme@@mmunist China Meeting,” 28 March 1957,
General Records of the Department of State, Ert8y Box 3, NARA.

%0 State Department press release on reporters t€CRied, 22 August 1957, General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #1336, Box 4, NARA.
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United Nations and engaging the PRC in non-strategic trade, 57 percend fiz¢tng

newsmen travel to the PRC while only 26 percent oppJsed.

11l

The public controversy surrounding Worthy’s visit sparked a number of other
visits to the PRC over the next several years. The increase in unlawfiil ni@adeubt,
posed a significant problem for U.S. officials. Despite Washington officiaguent
protestations to the contrary, the general prohibition on travel to the PRC wagehtim
connected to Washington’s non-recognition policy toward China; while sporadic
violations of the travel ban likely would not permanently damage American standing in
the region, the steady erosion of restrictions that would result from indreiasztions
seemed to undermine Washington’s position vis-a-vis the PRC.

Officials in the Eisenhower administration also deplored the travel violations
because they were, as seen in the Worthy case, often associated witpdlieral
organizations or individuals sympathetic with the Chinese Communist regimeaOnly
few years after the end of the Korean War and at the peak of domestic Mc€arthyi
many officials saw these violators as little more than communist digsidéne
characterization was not always hyperbole. In general, Americans aviebettl to the
PRC in the decades prior to the 1970s were disillusioned, to some extent, with U.S.
society and were searching for “political and spiritual alternativesy Tvere,

moreover, fed up with the cursory or hostile treatment of the PRC in the American pres

3L Gallup Poll #578, 5 February 1957; Gallup Poll #58 June 1957; “Recent Public Opinion Polls on.U.S
Relations with Red China,” 3 April 1957, GenerakBels of the Department of State, Entry #48, Box 3,
NARA.
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and among U.S. policymakers, using their trips to correct misconceptions and ghowcas
Communist reforms in a more positive light.

Several visits by Americans exemplify what sociologist Paul Hollaralksr ¢
“political pilgrimages” and what historian Brenda Gayle Plummer cadtediutionary
tourism.”®® In October 1952 Henry and Anita Wilcox circumvented the U.S. travel ban
and visited Beijing to attend the Peace Conference of the Asian and PacifinfRkeg
Along with twelve other members of the American delegation, the Wilcoxetehsieat
the United States was engaging in biological warfare in Kr8aven years later, in the
midst of the Great Leap Forward, W.E.B. Du Bois and his wife Shirley, not yet
convinced that the socialist experiment in China was a failure, traveled tRGever
the course of a ten-week visit, Du Bois met with Mao Zedong, dined twice witlgRorei
Minister Zhou Enlai, and wrote rich, laudatory accounts of the “glorious...miratle” o
China. He blamed the Cold War — and the West’s consequential fear of socialism — for
the inability of Americans to visit the PRC and “learn the truth about the Revoldtion.”
Du Bois, soon to become an official member of the American Communist Partyydseem
to relish his emerging status as an American exile and an adopted Chinebeg iecal
he spent his ninety-first birthday with Chinese ministers of state sagistfessionals,
and other “exiled” fellow travelers such as Anna Louise Stfbfigaveling at the same

time as Du Bois, former Treasury and International Monetary Fund officaalk Coe

32 paul HollanderPolitical Pilgrims: Western Intellectuals in Searohthe Good SociefNew Brunswick,
NJ: Transaction Publishers, 1998), 279-80.

3 |bid.; Brenda Gayle Plummer, “Castro in HarlemCald War Watershed,” iRe-Thinking the Cold

War, ed. Allen Hunter, 133-153 (Philadelphia: Templaivérsity Press, 1998).

3 «Germ War Alleged by Passport LoseNew York Time27 November 1952.

%5 W.E.B. Du Bois quoted iWV.E.B. Du Bois on Asia: Crossing the World Colatd.ieds. Bill V. Mullen
and Cathryn Watson (Jackson, MS: University Prédgississippi, 2005), 188-89.

% Du Bois, “The Vast Miracle of China Today: A Repon a Ten-Week Visit to the People’s Republic of
China,” inW.E.B. Du Bois on Asjads. Mullen and Watson, 188, 195.
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traveled to the PRC following a lengthy investigation into his involvement in the
Communist Party and alleged espionage activities. Like Du Bois, Coe wretesieely

on the Great Leap Forward and published a favorable overview of his visit in a Beijing
periodical®’

While these cases strengthened the associations between unlawful tdavel an
communist sympathies, not all American visitors to the PRC were communist, neor we
they all intent on promoting their trip as an anti-American political statenvWorthy,
for instance, was eager to deny any affiliation with the Communist &aditywhen
testifying before a Senate Committee, dared senators to ask him the “$édnjseshe
could respond in the negatit&lnstead, the bulk of these tourists portrayed themselves
as curious, nonpolitical travelers, intent on bringing more knowledge of the PRC int
their own lives and to the American public.

This was certainly true for a group of American students who, in August 1957,
traveled to the PR&.In this case, as well, Washington officials tried to marginalize the
students as radical leftists. Such an approach was not entirely surprigiag.fttllowing
an appearance at the 1957 Moscow Youth Festival that the All-China Youth Federation
(ACYF) — a CCP-run organization that aimed to develop national loyalty and
international connections among the younger generation — extended invitations for 160
American students to visit the PRC. Spotting an opportunity to travel in this forbidden

land, forty-one of the Americans chose to make the trip. Washington officials, who wer

3" Robert Alden, “Frank Coe Lauds Red China’s Wolegw York Time21 February 1959.

% Unna, “U.S. Reporters in Red China Called Aid teding Americans,Washington Post and Times-
Herald, 30 March 1957.

% The presence of the American students at the Mo3tmuth Festival and the subsequent visit to the
PRC was extremely well publicized in the U.S. Séax Frankel, “Fifty U.S. Youth Plan China Tour,”
New York TimeslO August 1957; Dana Adams Schmidt, “U.S. FeamsHin Visits to China,New York
Times 13 August 1957; David Chipp, “41 American Youtbgend Tour to Canton¥Vashington Post and
Times-Herald 28 August 1957.
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already frustrated that the students (legally) traveled to Moscowed@#at in the
Festival, became irate when discovering the students’ intention to visiRtbel® an
attempt to undermine the students’ credibility, one memorandum noted that while
officials “have not been able to establish any direct connection [to communist
organizations], it is interesting to note that of those ‘students’ who continued on into Red
China...43 percent claim residence in the Greater New York City &tea.”

Despite these efforts in Washington, the students’ visit to the PRC had far more to
do with personal curiosity and search for the exotic than it did leftist pdfitMsst of
the students recognized that their Chinese tour could be politically benefidiaé fPRC
regime but, while motivations behind the visit varied, few made the trip exphaitly
challenge or damage Washington'’s international standing. For Amerigatetsa more
so than their European counterparts (many of whom came from countries tigaizedo
the PRC), mainland China carried an air of excitement, adventure, and nduslsyran
call from behind the Bamboo Curtain, no doubt, was incentive enough for many of the
students to violate the ban. Peggy Seeger, the half-sister of folk-singeSdegfer,
considered herself naive on political issues and made the trip to fulfill her own
curiosity*? Roderic O’Connor suggested that the “greatest inducement” for travel to the

Soviet Union and the PRC, both of which were heavily subsidized by the Moscow and

9 O’Connor to Herter, “Students Who Traveled to @Hirl9 November 1957, General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #48, Box 3, NARA.

*I Yale Richmond argues that while politics at thaifoFestival certainly leaned to the left, theres\atso
a great deal of substantive criticism of Sovieigies. American, British, and Israel delegates &dic
concerns about human rights and political suppres§oviet delegates, moreover, expressed a strong
eagerness to adopt American cultural practicegjimgrfrom blue jeans to free speech. Thus, whie th
USSR likely benefited from the Festival in the ghran, in the long run these sorts of festivals sdwhe
seeds of dissidence and reform that would hastendhapse of the Soviet Union. Richmojltural
Exchange and the Cold Walr1-13.

“2 peggy Seeger, interview by author, 23 Septemb@8.20
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Beijing governments, was the “greatly reduced rate of travel cGdBs/'the time they
left, moreover, most of the students in the group had lined up deals with publishers to
write articles or books about their trip and thus personal profit and publicity were
overwhelming incentives to accept the invitation.

Regardless of their reasons for travel, most of the students saw the trigligs a
and innocuous form of expression; thirty-two of them signed a statement resgftirair
“belief in the right of U.S. citizens to travel,” and maintained that the trip e@ssistent
with loyalty to our country® Shelby Tucker, in fact, claimed to be a voice for patriotism
and conservative ideology, leading what he called a “rightist factiomimilhe student
group. He insisted he made the trip to demonstrate the freedom of the United States and
to rebut any potential anti-American statements coming from the mord lbagaof the
student group. To this end, Tucker stood alone in his opposition to hand his passport over
to PRC authorities — an act that he believed would have violated U.&. law.

Like Worthy’s visit, the students’ trip to the PRC certainly left an impact & U
China policy and Sino-American relations. Both intentionally and unintentionally, the
students engaged in a sort of intimate, non-official diplomacy that no doubt complicated

the objectives of policymakers back in the United States. The students regnabed

3 O’Connor to Herter, “Students Who Traveled to @Hirl9 November 1957, General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #48, Box 3, NARA.

4 Quoted in “Defiant Group Leaves for Red Chinags Angeles Time45 August 1957.

> Many of the students, in fact, worried that bydiag over their passport to Chinese authoritieshiev
the Chinese demanded — they would transform tlasinal violation of the U.S. travel ban into a faren
serious crime. Sally Belfrage recalled that WalvlmiKkennan was the most worried since he had been
responsible for collecting the students’ passpamts delivering them to the Chinese. Belfrage hérsel
seemed to brush off the consequences, noting ¢tastved're all due for a charge of violation of [E®rt
regulations.” Six of the students had initiallyuséd to hand over their passports but Tucker wais g
only student to hold this distinction. As a restilicker faced constant pressure from Chinese atidsor
who threatened to remove him from the country iflfltenot comply. Officials eventually followed thrgh
in removing Tucker from the country and in earlypf@®enber he returned to the United States. Notebooks
Moscow and China, Box 4, Folder 3, SBP; Reutersjpiag to Oust American Youth if He Won't
Surrender PassportNew York Time29 August 1957.
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local Chinese in political discussion and they often had to explain Americantitomes
issues such as the civil rights movement and racial segregation. Some oflémsst
following on the heels of Worthy, met with, interviewed, and relayed information on a
handful of the American POWSs. The interviews, organized by the ACYF and putblicize
extensively in American newspapers, provided a rare glimpse at theseepsiand
offered the prisoners’ families some consolation. The students reported the men in good
health, eager for release, and absent of any signs of brainwashing of®athese.
students, moreover, held a lengthy question and answer session with Zhou Enlai. They
gueried Zhou on the still unsettled newsmen exchange, the imprisonment of American
POWs, the remaining Chinese students in the United States, the development of atomic
weapons, Chinese admission to the United Nations, and the status of Taiwan. Responding
to the group, Zhou noted that the students were “pioneers” and that the task of improving
Sino-American relations was not “for professional diplomats aldhe.”

Even upon their return some of the students continued to play up their role as
renegade, political tourists. Nina Landau, David Hollister, and Sheila Greegdes a
series of talks in New York sponsored by the Young Socialist Alliance, pranii
divulge the “eye-witness report of the ‘forbidden’ triff!Bob Cohen, at the urging of

NBC, had filmed much of trip. NBC’s “Huntley-Brinkley Report” and “Today Shoari

6 According to Ruth Redmond, whose son Hugh wasobtiee American prisoners in the PRC, the
students’ report “confirmed earlier reports tha{Hagh Redmond] had remained ‘fanatically American’
Likewise, while Richard Fecteau and John Downewe-€IA agents captured by Chinese forces in the
middle of the Korean War — gave positive accoufitt® PRC government and criticized State Departmen
policy regarding recognition and travel bans, ksitlied that there was little effort by Chinese arities to
influence their politics. Though much of their reegmaterial was communist-related, the men alad re
Sports lllustratedNew YorkerandHouse BeautifulAccording to the students’ report, Downey clainhed
was “not a Communist. | guess I'm still a New Dedl®iary excerpts by David Hollister from 1957ri
to China, Box 24, Folder 13, SBP; Quoted in “Amaris Visit 3 U.S. Prisoners in Shanghai; Captivenfro
Yonkers is Cool to Touring PartyiNew York Times20 September 1957.

*"“Interview with Chou En-Lai,” Notebooks: Moscowdhina, Box 4, Folder 3, SBP.

“8 Diary excerpts by David Hollister from 1957 trip €hina, Box 24, Folder 13, SBP.

215



footage of Cohen’inside Red Chinapecial and Cohen took his film on tour to
universities across the country. In all his broadcasts Cohen assured thehaubshot a
single frame was censored or even seen by the CommufiiBtespite his claims of
objectivity, the general tone of Cohen’s documentary was, nonetheless, onepthace
and admiration.

The political implications of the students’ visit also emerged from thelatt t
their trip was one component of a larger, cultural and touristic “offensive” ladrihe
the PRC government that spanned from 1955 to 1989.Worthy, Du Bois, and the
American students were slipping through the cracks and visiting the PRC inoviati
Washington’s travel ban, thousands of foreigners from other countries legaigl tour
China. The majority of these visitors were from the Soviet Union and other communist
countries. But other tourist delegations — from India, France, Sweden, Canada, Brita
Israel, and Colombia — visited the PRC as well. The number of foreign tourists coming
into the PRC was never large. The number in 1955, for example, was around| 5,060.
PRC'’s version of suitcase diplomacy — though quantitatively far smaller thgraprs in
the United States, Europe, South America, and elsewhere in Asia — was, nonetheless,

surprisingly effective since the government was able to “control and focestine

9 See advertisement for Robert Cohen film lecturd@LA Daily Bruin 1959, in Letters and memorabilia
from 1957 trip to China, and from subsequent 1&8ion trip, Box 24, Folder 12, SBP; “Political
Emphasis to Focus on Chinese-Peking Conflithé Blue and Grey Toddiiood College, Frederick,
Maryland), February 1965. Cohen also showed his dit the Los Angeles County Museum as part of its
“Where in the World” film-lecture series. “Film-Lage Series Set Tonightl’os Angeles Time&0
October 1960; Robert C. Cohédnside Red Chingoriginal footage 1957; Radical Films, 2002), 3&.m

48 sec; from www.youtube.com (accessed 12 Feb2@09).

¥ The best accounts of international tourism toRR&E during the 1950s are the Richard Walker’s very
brief Guided Tourism in ChinfHong Kong: China Viewpoints, 1956); and HerbersshasChina’s
Cultural Diplomacy(New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1963). Contemppmaticles that discussed the
boom in foreign travel to the PRC inclu@i@iman Durdin, “Red China Lures Many Foreignerslgw York
Times 19 August 1957; Seymour Topping, “Red China S¢éel&pur Tourism,/New York Timesl7 May
1964; “Peking Calling, Timg 27 July 1959.

1 MacGregor, “Foreign Visitors See Peiping’s BesteSiNew York Time26 August 1956.
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experience ® In a closed society like the PRC, government officials chose who could
visit the country, what sights they could see, with whom they could interact, and when
they had to return hont@ Foreign visitors were — in the words of French journalist
Jacque Marcuse — VIPPs (Very Important Potential Propagandistsks bottiext, PRC
officials hoped that these travelers would develop and spread sympathy faseChine
international and domestic polici#sThe resulting images and stories that these tourists
produced — in the form of newspaper articles, memoirs, and lectures — thus passed on
inaccurate or skewed information to eager listeners back at home.

As this approach suggests, in the PRC there was little distinction between
political, propagandistic exchange and recreational tourism. Just months before the
students arrived in the PRC, the government-run Chinese Intourist agency had issued an
announcement that tourists from all countries were welcome in China. Through tntouris
the PRC welcomed, guided, and supervised all sorts of recreational, diplomatic, and
cultural delegations. The warm reception that the American students cefreive
Chinese youth as their train pulled into the Beijing Railway Station, therefasemare
likely a calculated effort on the part of the PRC government than it wastaspous
outpouring of pro-American sympathy.

Almost every visitor to the PRC — regardless of country of origin or motivation
for travel — had a similar experience. The cablegram that granted Wiiatiy a visa,
for instance, instructed him to contact Intourist for all his travel and accommodati

needs. The official agency oversaw every aspect of Worthy's visit, inclb@rigptel

*2 passinChina’s Cultural Diplomacy9.

>3 One correspondent, for example, noted that thénewisit to Mao’s birthplace and the chance th ta
one of Mao’s uncles, required “uncles working ifftsl’ Quoted in WalkerGuided Tourism in Chinéb.
* MarcuseThe Peking Papers.
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rooms, tours, transportation, interpreters, and interviewisa Hobbs, an Australian-
born journalist for th&an Francisco Examingnoted that “[e]very foreigner in China,
even paying tourist groups, is there at the behest of the Chinese Government and is
regarded as a guestThe story was much the same with William Kinmond, a Canadian
journalist who entered the PRC in 1957. Kinmond recalled “Miss Fen” — “an
indefatigable representative of China Intourist” — boarding his train upon arrival
Canton, rushing him to his hotel, and then guiding him on what he referred to as an
“ideological tour” of China. Kinmond was, in his words, completely dependent on the
Intourist interpreters to the point that they provided “a strange feeling wits&and
induced a “state of somnolent happine¥stench journalist Robert Gullain, traveling in
China around the same time as the American students, commented that the Bamboo
Curtain materialized as a “subtle veil...skillfully and firmly drawn betw€hina and
myself.” Gullain recalled that despite the monumental population of China, “hevas
left alone to speak with one of them [an average Chinese citizen] without asyands
if | was, it was a put-up job>®

The students’ association with the ACYF, moreover, was standard for incoming
tourists. While Intourist was responsible for all incoming visitors, moststsureceived
assistance, funding, or supervision from various front organizations that matched thei
particular group dynamic. W.E.B. Du Bois and his wife, for instance, received joint

sponsorship from the Communist People’s Association for Cultural Relations with

5 “Why Bill Worthy is in Red China, Baltimore Afro-American5 January 1957.

*% isa Hobbs) Saw Red ChingNew York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1966), 9.

" William Kinmond,No Dogs in China: A Report on China Tod&ew York: Thomas Nelson & Sons,
1957), 19-22, 27.

%8 Robert Gullains00 Million Chinesetrans. Mervyn Savill (New York: Criterion Bookk957), 40.
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Foreign Countries and the Communist China Peace Comniifiéxese organizations
often subsidized the visits, assuming that such treatment would result in “arsmmdd| c
of favorable comment when they return to their home countries.” William Kinmond
commented on the number of “freeloading” tourists in the PRC, noting that of the 300
foreign guests at Beijing’s Chen Men Hotel, he was the only one to pay'% bill.
Detailing the level of PRC supervision of tourists, Robert Loh testified before
Congress on the means by which the Chinese “hoodwinked” incoming travelers.eChines
officials spent months preparing for individual travelers in order to ensure that the
resulting exchange was beneficial to the interests of the PRC. Visitodsssmibnly
certain cities, visit pre-selected factories, and reside in exclusigis hdhough visitors
were “nominally” free to choose their activities, in actuality theyaw'ehoosing only the
places previously designated by the Communists.” Officials selected duizens
“showplaces” — homes of “average” Chinese workers, cotton mills, and universities
order to be prepared for any “improvised” request on the part of tourists. LoHfhimse
played a role, posing as a token “reformed capitalist” for visitors who werestéd in
how PRC officials dealt with these sort of ideological dissid¥rBsitish journalist Felix
Greene, visiting China shortly after the students, for instance, remembes&dgrwith
“Mr. Wang,” a wealthy Chinese businessman, who lauded China’s economic foakmew

and proudly called himself a “Communist capitalfét.”

9 AP, “Wife With Dr. Dubois,”New York TimesL4 February 1959.

¢ Kinmond,No Dogs in Chinal70-71.

®1 Robert Loh, “How the Chinese Reds Hoodwink Vigjtioreigners,” House of Representatived! 86
Congress, ? Session, 21 April 1961.

%2 Felix Greene insisted that the encounter withWang was not a matter of staged propaganda, sice h
met Wang on a train during an unplanned trip tot@anT he similarity of Greene’s account to numerous
other stories of Chinese “capitalists,” howeveggests that there was more at work than a merecehan
encounterAwakened China: The Country Americans Don’t Krfgvestport, CT: Greenwood Press,
1973), 336-39.
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The American students, as well, followed a set itinerary during their hisg.
these other “guided tours,” the students visited China’s industrial center in Mianehur
prison in Shanghai, traveled by train between Canton and Hankow, and, not surprisingly,
witnessed the dazzling array of military, cultural, and political delegatat Beijing’s
October 1 National Day parad&Few of the foreign visitors to the PRC, however,
recognized the restrictive nature of their visits. Three of the Ameriadersts — Peggy
Seeger, Robert Cohen, and Earl Williamson — insisted that the PRC regime did not inhibi
their visit. Journalist Lisa Hobbs, likewise, denied any sense of supervikion: *
experienced no restrictions as to when and where | wandered. | went foraivsilksip,
noon and night — | wandered in and out of markets, poked my nose into backyard
factories, mingled with crowds sunning in the park....Not once did | have any reason to
believe | was being watched or followet.Even journalists like Tillman Durdin, writing
from Hong Kong on the students’ visit, concurred with this rosy view of Chinese tourism
While some students remained under Communist guidance, Durdin noted, other
“individualists” were able to “roam around alone...to find out things for themseives.”

From personal accounts, however, it is clear that their options were limited. The
students did not travel to Tibet, forced labor camps, areas ravaged by flood or famine
regions occupied by ethnic minorities. Because of the language barridreand t
omnipresent guides and interpreters, the students interacted with a limitedgtagd hi

supervised, segment of Chinese society. Their interview with Zhou Enlai, as opposed to

% This footage can be seen in Cohlaisjde Red ChinaReinforcing the standardized nature of PRC
tourism, the students’ itinerary matched up alnpestectly with that of a group of American POWSs,ieth
the Chinese escorted around the country in 1958iavdiWorthy, “Worthy Visits Prisoners in Red
China,” Baltimore Afro-American26 January 1957.

® Hobbs,| Saw Red China4.

% Tillman Durdin, “U.S. Youths Can Learn in ChindTifiey Try,”New York Timesl September 1957;
Tillman Durdin, “Peiping Assails U.S. on NewsmeNgw York Timesl5 September 1957.
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being a significant achievement that proved the visit went far beyond the ordinary,
actually highlighted the all too common way in which the tourist’'s PRC experiease w
constructed by official opinions, statistics, and anecdotes. As Robert Loh slyccinct
noted, “whatever the foreign visitors ask, they are bound to heafdies.”

Though the experiences and “knowledge” that the American students took from
their trip to the PRC were largely constructed and fabricated, to caegjoe trip as
purely a matter of political propaganda would be too dramatic. As mentioned above, the
students did not see themselves as unwilling tools of the Communist regimed,itistga
perceived their trip more as a touristic adventure. In this context, desjaite the
confinement by the standard PRC itinerary, the students engaged in recreational
sightseeing activities that were common among other tourists in the PRCtiaté¢ and
would be on the itineraries of American tourists twenty years later, whemRtQdury
opened its doors. Like their fellow tourists, the group attended a performahee at t
Peking Opera, wandered around the Temple of Heaven, took pedicab tours of Belijing,
and traveled to a summer resort at HangZHdine diary of David Hollister, one of the
American students, reads much like a traditional tourist account and exentpéfies

recreational nature of the students’ visit:

10 a.m. left in bus for Great Wall. Stopped for lunch along the way....From 2 to 3

clambered up and down Great Wall at a busy spot where much restoring going ah. Lef

% |oh, “How the Chinese Reds Hoodwink Visiting Fgreers,” House of Representatives! &ongress,
2" Session, 21 April 1961.

87 Chipp, “41 American Youths Extend Tour to Cantonashington Post and Times-Hera8 August
1957.
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3 for Ming Tombs. Saw main Ming Tomb....Return to Peking, arr[ived] around 8 p.m.

Exhausting rid&®

The students’ visit, which some U.S. officials legitimately saw as ansgteof both

leftist politics and national disloyalty and which Chinese officials sawnasams of

bolstering PRC propaganda, can thus also be seen in the context of leisure, exploration,
excitement, and self-improvement — all of which were motivations behind massrtour

to more traditional locale¥.

\Y]

The ease by which travel maneuvered between the political and the apolitical, and
the ambiguity between subversive travel and innocuous recreational tourism, made it
difficult for U.S. policymakers to determine appropriate punishment for violators.
Generally speaking, U.S. officials viewed the visits as violations ofltrastictions and
thus means of undermining Washington’s position and legitimacy in the Far East.
Formulating a response to these violations, however, was not so straightforward.
Policymakers had to determine whether the loss of prestige the Unites \&oate
suffer if they backed away from firm travel restrictions was monendental than the

political headache they would likely encounter if they punished violators too harshly.

% Diary excerpts by David Hollister from 1957 trip €hina, Box 24, Folder 13, SBP.

%9 Harvey Levenstein makes a similar argument, pugntd the fact that American tourism to France
remained extremely popular throughout the twentietttury despite the perception that France wieslfil
with snobby, anti-American locals. Contemporaryitprs, Levenstein argues, had less of an impact on
tourist patterns than one might expect; insteasl hthtorical Franco-American relationship, alonghwi
lingering perceptions of France as the “epicentdrigh civilization and sophisticated pleasure,pkée
flow of tourists high. Levensteifye’'ll Always Have Paris: American Tourists in Fran8ince 1930
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004), x.
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Setting the stage for this policy decision, State Department officials, upon
learning of William Worthy's arrival in the PRC, were convinced that ectiand
punitive response was only appropriate. While such a position would likely “arouse
strong opposition in journalistic circles,” it would also successfully “disgmimaost if
not all of those who would travel to Communist China” and “encourage respect for
passport restrictions in generd?.To this end, the State Department chose to make
Worthy’s passport valid only for return to the United States and sought to configcate
passport upon arrival. Several officials, moreover, advocated freezing VédotmK
accounts and prosecuting him under the Trading With the Enenty Act.

Harsh rhetoric surrounded the students’ tour to the PRC as well. The State
Department issued a statement defining the trip as “subversive of Amerneanf
policy” and Under Secretary of State Christian Herter made personal pdisn® @ach
student considering the trip, threatening passport confiscation, arrest, hjgntadil

time if they crossed into the PREU.S. congressmen followed a similar path of

O Robertson to Dulles, “Travel of American CitizaosCommunist China,” 27 December 1956, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #120% BANARA.

" Richard Selby, the American Vice Consul in Budapesde the first attempt to render Worthy’s
passport valid only for return to the United Statesllowing his trip to the PRC, Worthy had arrivied
Hungary from the Soviet Union. In two meetings witdlby, Worthy refused to hand over his passport,
insisting that he and the ACLU denied the powetheffederal government to limit the travel rights o
reporters. “Rule Defied on PasspoBdltimore Sun9 February 1957.

2 Seeger, interview by author; Schmidt, “U.S. Féasm in Visit to China,New York Timesl3 August
1957; “Herter's Warnings to U.S. Students on TapChina,New York Timesl4 August 1957.
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intimidation following the students’ visit, calling several before the Houséfdarican
Activities Committee to defend their actioffs.

In general, however, the threats issued from inside Washington proved to be
bluster. The individuals had clearly violated passport restrictions, the Logaaniic
several Treasury regulatioffsBased on existing criminal statutes, they could have been
fined $2,000 and sentenced to five years in pridétoderic O’'Connor, however, quickly
gualified the severity of the travel ban, explaining that the limitatione meant more to
protect American travelers than they were to serve as a basis for punishmeeed,
despite promises to act otherwise, the State Department never even caohfiseat
passports of Worthy, Stevens, Harrington, the students, or Du Bois. In regard to Worthy,
who posed the most trouble for the Eisenhower administration, officials opted to take the
more passive route of allowing his passport to expire and rejecting renewal
applications.” But even this seemed too harsh for some policymakers. Senator Hennings,
for instance, introduced a resolution to put Congress on record as opposing the State

Department’s decision on Worthy’s passport and requesting that Worfipfisadion be

3 Some policymakers felt that punishments for thietts should vary depending on their individual
motivations for making the visit. Roderic O’Conmted the difficulty in punishing Shelby Tuckergth
head of the “rightist” delegation within the stutlgnoup, “in view [of his] alleged anti-communist
activities...and his apparently sincere but misguieéadrts to avoid violating regulations.” In the end
however, State Department officials refused tottfesker differently than the other students, itisgsthat
to do so would “undermine our whole policy of semkio prevent travel by Americans to Communist
China.” O’Connor to Herter, 5 September 1957, Galneecords of the Department of State, Entry #48,
Box 3, NARA; Robertson to Dulles, 13 September 195&neral Records of the Department of State,
Entry #48, Box 3, NARA.

" Transcript of informal hearing at Passport Offiteegard to William Worthy, 6 May 1957, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #48. BAXARA.

> Based on Title 18, Section 1544, U.S. Section God&Misuse of Passport.” Anthony Lewis, “Peiping
Lifts Ban on U.S. News Menfew York Times/ August 1956.

% It appears, moreover, that U.S. officials had glvatended to approach travel violations in a matie
manner. In August 1955, when officials had discdsbke (then hypothetical) possibility of a joursali
violating the travel ban, passport confiscation badn the “sole immediate sanction” that officiatsuld
pursue. Clough to Robertson, “Travel of William Whrwoyrto Communist China,” 26 December 1956,
General Records of the Department of State, E8y Box 2, NARA,; “U.S. is Softening Passport
Policy,” New York Times26 September 1957.

""“Senate Inquiry to Hear WorthyBaltimore Sun23 March 1957.
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approved. The State Department, too, muted its response to Worthy. Though Department
officials remained steadfast in their opposition to passport renewal, two mérths a
Worthy'’s return officials they had seemingly abandoned any thoughts afipuirs
prosecutior® The students, as well, faced some problems getting back into the United
States, but once home suffered few major consequences for their transgressions. E
while the students were still abroad, four members of the Senate Foreigorelati
Committee doubted that officials would mete out any serious punishment, lightlg notin
that they should be given “a good spankifi).”

By minimizing the punishment dealt out to these travelers, Eisenhower’s State
Department began removing the tough exterior of its travel ban. This development was,
moreover, somewhat intentional. In a speech to the Advertising Council and Rateral
Association of Maryland, Roderic O’Connor downplayed the punishments awaiting
transgressors, implying that travel violators could, in fact, hold onto their passgport
they promised not to breach the travel ban in the futureNEmeYork Timesn several
news stories, latched on to this “second-chance” prinfiple.

Assistant Secretary of State Walter Robertson railed against O’Clamribis
misleading depiction of U.S. policy, but O’Connor’s speech accurately described
Washington’s approach to those who traveled to the PRC in violation of restrfétions.
When Worthy testified before the State Department’s Board of Passpoetls, for

example, officials asked if he would “state under oath that he would live up to tHe trave

8UP, “Newsmen,” 20 February 1957, in General Resaofithe Department of State, Entry #48, Box 2,
NARA.

" The senators involved were Hubert Humphrey, Milenkfield, Howard Alexander Smith, and George
Aiken. Quoted in “Four Senators Hit Students’ TiopChina,”Los Angeles Time46 August 1957.

8 For an example of newspaper coverage, see “USftening Passport PolicyNew York Time6
September 1957.

81 Robertson to O’Connor, “Your Address Before thevédising Council and Federal Bar Association of
Maryland,” 28 September 1957, General RecordseoDtpartment of State, Entry #48, Box 3, NARA.
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restrictions if his passport were renewed,” implying that promises of goodibeha

would result in a second chance. In the subsequent letter rejecting Wopthlcaion

for passport renewal, Frances Knight of the Passport Office cited not onlgywgort

initial travel to the PRC, but also his apparent unwillingness to abide by passport
restrictions in the futuré Further reinforcing the State Department’s unofficial “second-
chance” policy, officials temporarily held the students’ passports aftgreéhened

home, but hinted that the students could easily regain them if they swore not to return to
the PRC. Stevens and Harrington, both of whom had cooperated with U.S. officials
following their departure from the PRC, were also able to reacquire thagl tra

documents. Even Du Bois, despite his impending membership to the Communist Party,
retained his passport by signing an affidavit swearing he would not repeatdmns.act

Among those early violators, William Worthy — who explicitly refused tatlhvs future

travel plans and, in fact, conceded that he would violate travel restrictidnsratiee

near future — faced the most serious problems when he reflifBetieven in his case,

U.S. officials never sought any punitive measures beyond passport confiscation and non-
renewal. The same moderate punishment came to Du Bois in 1962 when he violated the

terms of his earlier pledge and made another visit to the’PRC.

82UP, “Passports,” in General Records of the Depamtrof State, Entry #48, Box 2, NARA; Knight to
Worthy, 29 March 1957, General Records of the Diepamt of State, Entry #48, Box 2, NARA.

8 Worthy, indeed, followed through on this promise1961 William Worthy traveled to Cuba without a
U.S. passport. In August 1962 a Federal judge ctewiWorthy, but the Fifth Circuit Appeals Court
overturned the conviction, asserting that an Anaericitizen traveling overseas without a valid passp
was not subject to criminal charges. This inteigdieh was later upheld dnited States v. Laufd967),
discussed in more detail below. John Scali, “UoSSeize Passports of 41 Youthg/ashington Post and
Times-Herald 19 September 1957; AP, “Newsman Upheld in Pas$iase,’New York Time221
February 1964.

84 “Negro Scholar Faces Loss of U.S. Passpadg Angeles Timed November 1962.
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The decision not to take punitive actions against these sojourners was a significant
move on the part of the State Department, in part because U.S. officials redataiz
weak punishments would likely encourage future and more frequent violations. Director
of the Office of Chinese Affairs Ralph Clough, for instance, warned Walterr®ohe
that if Worthy did not receive a harsh punishment, “the ban on travel...will collapse
rapidly.”® Such advice was not uncommon, pointing to the conclusion that most
policymakers either looked forward to that result or were simply ungitlo take the
necessary steps to ensure it would not happen.

More striking, in August 1957 the State Department floated its own
counterproposal for correspondents’ travel, agreeing to provide representatives from
twenty-four news agencies with valid passp8tGiven the earlier ambivalence of
Dulles and other U.S. officials toward the travel ban, along with growingyreesm
the American public, the move was not a total surprise. Dulles and others in ¢he Stat
Department had been actively working on the initiative since March; the majongt
point had been devising a means of assuaging the journalism community without
completely dissolving the government’s ban on tri{el.

Aside from developing a compromise that officials felt would satisfy the bulk of
the American public while protecting U.S. interests in the Far East, séaeti@ls made

mid-1957 an auspicious time to make a move. The PRC’s “people diplomacy” — by

8 Clough to Robertson, “Travel of William Worthy @mmunist China,” 26 December 1956, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #48, BAXARA.

% |n order to be eligible for representation in BFRRC, news agencies had to have “demonstrated isuffic
interest in foreign news coverage.” Based on feeklfram American news agencies, the State Depattmen
approved applications for twenty-four agenciesteSzepartment press release on reporters to ReChi
22 August 1957, General Records of the DepartmieBtate, Entry #1336, Box 4., NARA

87 Memorandum of conversation, “Travel of Newsme@@mmunist China Meeting,” 28 March 1957,
General Records of the Department of State, Er8y Box 3, NARA.
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which officials had actively and publicly lobbied for the visits of Americansmean —
put serious pressure on the Eisenhower administrati@oupled with this was the vocal
domestic criticism that had risen dramatically in the wake of the Chinesationi On
top of external and internal pressures, the visits and safe returns of Stevengtdia
Worthy, and the American students, all of whom came across as relativelg$smand
sympathetic, made Washington’s travel ban front-page news and made it mouoét diff
for U.S. officials to defend it as vital to national security.

China watchers within the administration also likely noted that in the early
months of 1957, Mao had grown more hostile toward the United States. Stepping up his
fight against U.S. aggression and imperialism, Mao’s policies in early 1957
foreshadowed the PRC'’s anti-Western, anti-conservative Great Leapré&omkéech
commenced the following ye&tFor this reason, Washington officials could safely
assume that Mao would likely never accept a U.S. travel initiative. By chaibésng
moment to forward the travel initiative and force the Chinese to make the next move,
U.S. officials could take the upper hand and paint the Chinese as the antagonists. To this
end, U.S. officials actively encouraged news agencies to take full advanthgeSoate

Department’s new policy and apply for passports valid for the PRC. Not only would this

8 Xia, Negotiating with the Enem$5.
8 Xia, “From Antagonists to Adversaries,” 160-62.
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put added pressure on the Chinese government, it would also directly address domestic
claims that the State Department was to blame for the logjam.

From Beijing’s perspective, the sudden shift in Washington’s travel policy
suggested that Chinese efforts to pressure Washington were succeedingarftidrits
proceeded to push the issue further by demanding reciprocity for anyexahange that
took place. When U.S. officials announced that they would agree to “de facto”
reciprocity, the Chinese insisted that Washington and Beijing officialsasigrmal,
“equality and reciprocity” agreemefitFor the Chinese, the ongoing dialogue was never
really about the right to travel or the free exchange of ideas; instead cagmhistafeng
Xia notes, “there was a clear preoccupation with issues of sovereignty and mutua
equality.” The back and forth on the newsmen was only useful, therefore, if it led to
increased respect from the West and resolution of broader issues suchasaravN
membership? In this way, the dialogue on the newsmen exchange reinforced the
“fundamental tendency” of the Chinese to bring all international policy que&tamksto

the issues of Taiwan and diplomatic recognition — a development that emergreg duri

%It was, indeed, difficult for the American pubtiz overcome the assumption that it was Washington’s
fault that the exchange had failed. In part this wae to a lack of publicity on the part of thetSta
Department. Officials were hesitant to over-pulalictheir proposal lest Americans see it as a sotdsta
change in policy. On the other hand, without marblie attention to the State Department’s proposal,
most Americans would continue to look toward Wagton as the source of the problem. Morton Fried,
for example, noted the “public seems largely unavedithe [State Department’s] action” before iraipt
that it was the Chinese, not the Americans who wei#ame. Morton H. Fried, “Breaching the China
Wall,” Saturday Reviewl9 March 1960Ernest Fisk to Walter Robertson, 11 December 1&&Beral
Records of the Department of State, Entry #133% BANARA.

1 Ambassador Wang Ping-nan, quoted in Clough to Rsire, “Chicom Statement on Newsmen Issued
September 16 at Geneva,” 17 September 1957, Gdrecalds of the Department of State, Entry #48,
Box 3, NARA.

92 Xia, Negotiating with the Enemy?9.
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Korean War negotiations at Kaesong and Panjumon and again at the ongoing talks at
Geneva?’

The Eisenhower administration was only willing to go so far in giving the
Chinese the respect they desired. The sudden call for a formal recipgregynent
signaled to the administration that the Chinese were merely toying winteacans
and that they would continue to push the finish line back farther and farther. Dulles’s
rejection of Chinese demands for reciprocity, in turn, provided Beijing adequate
justification for rejecting Washington’s initiative. TReople’s Dailycriticized the State
Department’s travel proposal as a “clumsy deception” and placed the blame for the
exchange’s failure squarely on Washingtdfrom this point on, both sides recognized
that the exchange proposals were unlikely to bear any immediate fruit.

The exceptions that proved the rule were the cases of John Strohm, an agricultural
writer and editor foFord Farmer’'s Almanacand famed writer Edgar Snow, both of
whom received valid passports under the State Department’s 1957 pr@bagah’s
opportunity came first. In September 1958, working through the Chinese Embassy in
Finland, Strohm received a visa from PRC officials and visited China for thrée Jiee

News of Strohm’s admission caught U.S. officials by surprise and set off aofvave

% Chen Jian uses this phrase in reference to Manisigs during the Korean War. Cheviao’s China and
the Cold Way 89.

% The report of several American students who m#t &hou Enlai in 1957 demonstrated the official
narrative coming from the PRC. In response to guestof whether American newsmen would be
permitted into the PRC, Zhou stated that whileStete Department had allowed a number of jourisatitst
visit the PRC, U.S. officials had “specifie[d] tHaties of these newsmen when they come to China,
reaffirm[ing] its hostile policy toward China.” Zlip moreover, laid blame for the failed initiative the
State Department’s unwillingness to abide by thgu& opportunity principle” in regard to newsmen
exchange. Diary excerpts by David Hollister fronb5Z%rip to China, Box 24, Folder 13, SBP; “A Clumsy
Deception of the U.S. State DepartmeRgople’s Daily 27 August 1957, in General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #48, Box 3, NARA.

% Knight to Grant, “Possible Travel of Scholars ton@munist China,” 6 February 1962, General Records
of the Department of State, Entry #5409, Box 3, MARIbert Ravenholt, “U.S. Editor Beats China-
Passport Ban,The Washington Post and Times-Herdl@ October 1958; “U.S. Reporter Talks to Peking
Leaders,"Washington Post and Times-HerakB August 1960.
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speculation. There was disagreement within the State Department overntihethe
Chinese, when they invited Strohm to visit, knew that he was one of the accredited
newsmen. Andrew Berding, of the State Department’s Bureau of Public Affass, w
convinced the Chinese saw Strohm as an “agricultural specialist,” not a government
approved journalist. But Walter Robertson and others in the Far East Division were
inclined to think that the Chinese knew of Strohm’s status. PRC officials weresby thi
point, somewhat familiar with the language of U.S. passports and knew that eachtpasspor
included clear language prohibiting travel to “Communist China.” When the State
Department had validated Strohm’s passport for travel to the PRC, U.S. officlals ha
stricken the anti-PRC language from his travel papers; this in itself shandddbban a
strong hint that he was one of the State Department-sanctioned joutfialists.

In summer 1960 Edgar Snow followed suit. Because of Snow’s background as a
writer sympathetic to Mao’s regime, the events leading up to his admission t®Ghe P
caused even more disagreement and confusion in Washington. As Snow recalled, the
Eisenhower administration was firmly set against the visit, doing “everythihgompel
me to go to China illegally, if at alP* By the time the State Department floated its own
newsmen exchange proposal — a move that Snow criticized as halfhearted —iBIRIE off
were clearly uninclined to allow American journalists to visit. To eageeties on the
Chinese side and to avoid being completely shut out of the PRC, Snow applied for
admission as a “writer,” as opposed to a “journalist.” To placate Washingtomlsff

Snow sought the support bbokmagazine, which made Snow its news representative in

% Fisk to Robertson, “Travel of American Correspartdéo Communist China,” 4 December 1958,
General Records of the Department of State, EritB35, Box 2, NARA.

9 Edgar SnowRed China Todayrevised and updated versionTdfe Other Side of the Riveé¥ew York:
Vintage Books, 1971), 25.
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China. “Very grudgingly,” Washington allowed the validation process to move fdrwar
But because of the differing viewpoints from Beijing and Washington — the Chinese
seeing Snow as “a-writer-not-a-correspondent” and Washington officgasting he was
“a-correspondent-not-a-writer,” few officials in Washington saw Snavgis as a sign of
Sino-American cooperatiofi.

Neither Strohm’s nor Snow’s visit was a coup for the Sino-American newsmen
exchange. Instead, many U.S. officials saw them as oversights on the parCbinese
or further evidence that PRC officials would grant entry only to those who were
sympathetic to the Communist cause. Nonetheless, between 1958 and the mid-1960s
Strohm’s and Snow’s visits were the only ones that materialized out of the Sino-
American newsmen exchange proposals. While the State Department rerseviied in
October 1958 and again in 1961 — and even “dared” the Chinese in April 1959 to send
their own reporters to the United States — the Chinese continued to*0bject.

Critics on the American side were quick to point fingers. They charged that U.S.
officials floated their proposal without a reciprocity clause knowingttireChinese
would reject it:°’ There is no doubt that Washington improved its image somewhat as a
result of PRC non-compliance. At a March 1957 meeting on a possible newsmen
exchange, for example, Dulles and most of the other participating officialglvoice
confidence that the Chinese would reject Washington’s pending offer, but noted, “this

would be beneficial to us® To this end, in a call to Roderic O’Connor in late 1958,

% |bid., 28.

994y.S. Dares Peiping to Send Reportefséw York Times24 April 1959.

190 For example, see Dabney to Robertson, 26 Novefr&8, General Records of the Department of
State, Entry #1335, Box 2, NARA.

191 Memorandum of conversation, “Travel of Newsme€wnmunist China Meeting,” 28 March 1957,
General Records of the Department of State, Er8y Box 3, NARA.
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Dulles suggested State Department officials should “violate our own rulds ayitt

being a little more liberal [with passport distribution].” Since he was cantfithat the
PRC would never grant visas to American visitors, the proliferation of valigp@asso

“a few people of good repute” would serve only to quiet frustrated would-be traaatkrs
embarrass the Chinese regitffeThe political benefit of Chinese rejection was still
apparent a decade later when Secretary of State Dean Rusk acknowledged that the
continuation of “our willingness to promote such contact in contrast to Chinese
Communist intransigence has scored heavily for us here and abtdad.”

While U.S. officials recognized the political benefit of the unrequited travel
proposal, they simultaneously worked to downplay the significance of their offe Th
was an overwhelming concern that the American media and PRC officials would
exaggerate the significance of the newsmen offer and perceive it as a andde
dramatic shift in U.S. foreign policy. To avoid this, State Department instrud¢tons
USIA officials stated that announcements regarding the proposal “should ngehe gi
major emphasis.” The decision to allow American newsmen into the PRC was “in no
sense intended to be a step towards the opening of cultural relations,” nor did &imply
change in political recognition, UN membership, or “any slackening of our opposition to
the Chinese Communist regim&¥In internal memoranda and press statements, officials
stressed that the new travel policy was not a sign of “softness” and haal deswith

rewarding the Chinese as it did removing “restrictions on Americans'dneed

192 Telephone call from Dulles to O’Connor, 12 Decent58, Series 2A, Box 9, JFD.

193 Rusk to Johnson, “Modification of Policy Regardifigivel of Americans to Communist China,” no
date, General Records of the Department of Statiey E5409, Box 3, NARA.

194 Lindbeck to Bradford, “American News RepresengsiPermitted to Visit Communist China,” 22
August 1957, General Records of the Departmentai€SEntry #48, Box 3, NARA.
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action.”® As late as 1965, officials were still keeping information on travel ban
“exceptions” out of the press. In one conversation between State Departmealsathd
members of the journalism community, for instance, it was clear that {reetbent had
not sufficiently advertised its recent decision to increase the number of jets izt
each authorized newspaper could send to the PRC. To have done so, one State
Department official noted, would “be taken mistakenly as a hint that we are loosening
China policy.*® The newsmen exchange proposal was, in sum, an “exception” to the
rule and thus did not foreshadow substantive changes to Washington’s China policy. Just
as angry journalists had earlier insisted that Cold War geopolitics shatultterfere
with a citizens’ right to travel, so too it seemed that official travel palimyuld have
little bearing on international relations.

The State Department’s travel initiative, however, went beyond political pagstur
and its significance moved beyond the realm of policy anomaly. In this sense, U.S.
officials were not merely toying with the PRC to assuage domesticsauitid gain
support internationally; the proposal, whether or not it bore immediate fruit, was
substantive and consequential, though not necessarily in ways that U.S. officials
intended. First, while the newsmen proposal helped calm some domestic ndtics a
pleased most U.S. allies, it created notable tension between the Eisenhower
administration, Taiwan officials, and frustrated American diehards. Jiesiyg 3trongly
opposed the initiative, arguing that its disadvantages outweighed the advantagas. Tai

officials and most Taiwan newspapers, moreover, feared that U.S. agreement on the

195« iberalization of Travel Regulations Covering Arigan Citizens,” no date, General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #5409, Box 3, NARA.

1% Memorandum of conversation, “Travel of Americantdenen to Communist China,” 5 January 1965,
General Records of the Department of State, Subjasteric File 1964-1966, Box 413, NARA.
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newsmen issue would lead to future concessions toward thé PRG. officials,
similarly, anticipated that the proposal would complicate Washington’s positiba a
ongoing Sino-American talks at Geneva. Coming on the heels of Washington's 1956
pronouncement that it would not allow Americans to travel to China as long as the PRC
continued to hold prisoners, the 1957 exchange proposal could be interpreted as a
significant step back. The Chinese, Ralph Clough feared, would believe thais‘tme
their side” and they would continue to hold the POWs as bargaining’€hips.

Second, some State Department officials considered it a real posdiaitithe
U.S. and PRC would come to some agreement on the newsmen issue and Washington
officials took steps toward ironing out the details of such an exchange. Going far beyond
public statements of cooperation, State Department officials held coundesiags to
discuss the minutiae of how they would select correspondents for travel to the PRC, how
the correspondents would get to China, and how long the journalists should be able to
stay. This tentative approach applied to the PRC as well. According to one U.S.
intelligence report, the Chinese government had gone as far as setting upvittoms
journalism equipment in anticipation for the American visitors. Jim Robinson of NBC, as

well, noted that the China Travel Service had given him permission to bring &l of hi

197 Murfin to Robertson, “Foreign Reactions to U.SnaAnncement Permitting American Newsmen to
Travel to Red China,” 6 September 1957, GenerabRiscof the Department of State, Entry #48, Box 3,
NARA; “Newsmen in China Opposed by Chiandléw York Time25 July 1957.

198 Eisenhower, along with other public officials, hmdde clear this connection between the remaining
prisoners in the PRC and Washington’s unwillingrtessend American newsmen to China. In a press
conference soon after learning of the Chinese malp&isenhower stated that while he desired g fr
flow of information that would result from Americgournalists in China, as long as the Chinese were
holding hostages, “I simply can’t go along with Excerpt from Eisenhower Press Conference, 31 Augu
1956, in General Records of the Department of SErey #48, Box 2, NARA; Ralph Clough to U. Alexis
Johnson, 18 July 1957, General Records of the Depat of State, Entry #48, Box 3, NARA.
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equipment and his Chinese assistant with him to the BR&irthermore, in 1958 when
the Chinese surprisingly allowed John Strohm into the PRC, it set off a firestorm of
debate within Washington over what message the PRC was trying to send. afere w
little sense of frustration within Washington that the Chinese were actmaliying visas
to American correspondents; some officials in the State Departmen&aBaDivision,

in fact, believed that the decision to let Strohm in the country “indicatest @&hif
intention” on the part of the Chines8.In 1959, in part to test this hypothesis, the State
Department quietly removed from U.S. passports language that PRC offi@aisdie
“insulting.”***

Finally, U.S. policymakers realized that the decision to allow newsmen fgeece
valid passports — regardless of Beijing’s immediate response — madetahhethat
future liberalization would follow. Even though serious discussions of travel
“exceptions” dealt only with newsmen, officials feared that such an exchangd lead
to charges of arbitrariness or even legal challenges. Dulles, for one, waslawére
would be difficult to limit travel exchanges to journalists, noting that thaene
precedent for allowing only one occupational group to travel to an “off-limits”

destination. Writing tdNew York Timesditor Arthur Sulzenberger, Dulles continued

voicing his concerns, stating that he could see “no valid distinction between

199 Armstrong to Drumright, 13 September 1956, GenReadords of the Department of State, Entry #48,
Box 2, NARA; Armstrong to Lutkins, “ConversationtiJim Robinson, NBC,” 22 August 1956, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #48, BAXARA.

10 Fisk to Robertson, “Travel of American Correspartdeéo Communist China,” 4 December 1958,
General Records of the Department of State, EritBa5 Box 2, NARA.

1 washington officials doubted that the unwillingse$ PRC officials to admit most Americans was due
to “offensive language” in U.S. passports. Aftdy iahplicit references to Washington'’s “2-China ieg!
were apparent on U.S. passports when PRC offiadisitted William Worthy and the American students.
However, in an effort to assuage the American jalism community and further isolate the PRC as the
sole obstacle to travel exchanges, the State Dapattremoved the “allegedly offensive phraseolagy”
the passport validation. Macomber to Bess, 11 Deeerhi959, General Records of the Department of
State, Entry #1336, Box 4, NARA.
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newsgatherers and those members of other professions who claim a constiigtotal r
travel.” 12

This line of thinking, if carried to completion, suggested that once travel reform
had begun, further “limiting would be quite difficuft-* Walter McConaughy took this

even further, arguing that the slightest change in the travel ban would everitaally a
Chinese correspondents to enter the United States, which would pose an obvious
“security threat.*'* For Dulles, this unintended side effect of liberalization had been,
through mid-1957, justification enough not to allow the newsmen to travel. In the months
before the State Department presented its proposal, Dulles routinely inglidabt

would support the exchange only if the Department could still maintain strict baris on al
other travel to the PRC. Eisenhower, for the most part, concurred with hisaBgofet

State, concluding that Washington should “stick to the line that until the Americaas we
released we would not permit any Americans to go in.” If the State Depanveat

down any other path, “it would be very difficult to find a stopping point once we
started.*> Writing a letter to U. Alexis Johnson in Geneva, Ralph Clough summed up
the basic approach of the Eisenhower administration. While he agreed with the

pessimistic conclusion that the State Department could do little to stop tthg stesion

of the ban on travel to the PRC, he insisted that he and other officials were goigeto m

1249 Senators Oppose Red China News Bafeiv York Time25 April 1957;Dulles to Sulzenberger, 30
April 1957, Series 8, Box 14, JFD; Dulles to Bafthmew, 4 April 1957, General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #48, Box 3, NARA.

113 Minutes from “Travel of Newsmen to Communist CHingeeting, 28 March 1957, General Records of
the Department of State, Entry #48, Box 3, NARA.

114 McConaughy to Robertson, “Additional Point for Bibge Use with Congress in Support of Travel
Ban,” 10 April 1957, General Records of the Deparihof State, Entry #48, Box 3, NARA.

115 John Foster Dulles, “Memorandum of Conversatiott wie President,” 22 July 1953DRS
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an attempt® As would be seen, however, the effort was largely in vain. In loosening
restrictions to allow American journalists to receive passports, the[Zpetment was
tacitly — though often begrudgingly — allowing for gradual, yet conislieeralization

of travel policy.

VI

In the years following the State Department’s travel proposal, the unwilagne
and inability of U.S. officials to prohibit all American travel to the PRC becammbre
evident. Almost immediately after the Department shifted its policy on themen, it
validated a handful of passports for travel to the PRC. First among these excéptions
November 1957, was A. L. Wirin, the defense attorney in the sedition case of John and
Sylvia Powell**” The case of Wirin is especially significant in that U.S. officials had
earlier voiced concern that if William Worthy did not receive a harsh pueishfor his
violation of the travel ban, other Americans — A. L. Wirin first among them — would take
advantage of this developmént.A month later the State Department allowed the
relatives of John Downey, Richard Fecteau, and Hugh Redmond — whom the Chinese
were holding prisoner — to travel to the PRC to visit their-Kiitin May 1959 Secretary

of State Herter validated a passport for former New York Governor W. Averell

18 Clough to Johnson, 18 July 1957, General RecdrtteedDepartment of State, Entry #48, Box 3,
NARA.

17 A U.S. judge, in January 1957, sanctioned theetraf/Wirin to the PRC on the condition that heviea
his passport in Hong Kong. If the State Departnaemtied his travel, the judge threatened to throttoe
case against the Powells. PRC officials, howewdused to allow Wirin into the country unless heswsa
carrying a U.S. passport that had been validatettdwel to the PRC. McConaughy to U. Alexis Johmso
30 January 195FRUS 1955-1957, Vol. lll, China Ared66-70.

18 Clough to Robertson, 26 December 1956, Generabiélsf the Department of State, Entry #48, Box
2, NARA.

119 Chinese officials had first invited the familiesvisit the PRC in January 1955 but U.S. restrictio
prevented the trips from going forward. The Chinead not withdrawn the invitation and in November
1957 U.S. officials felt that the situation had rhed enough to allow the visit to proceed. Robertso
Dulles, “Travel to Communist China of Relativesfoferican Prisoners,” 16 November 1957, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #48, BAXARA.
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Harriman, who served as a representative of the North American Newsplusred
This last exception, though technically part of the newsmen exchange, ditiedle
Washington was becoming quite loose with its definition of “journalist.” Most State
Department officials, in fact, were unified in their opposition to the idea. Hgviater
Robertson, and other leading officials, argued that granting Harriman a passplokt
appear as “a significant step towards a change in the Government’s bagi¢qeérds
the Peiping regime™®

Though U.S. officials qualified each of these “exceptions” with predictable
assurances that they did not signify a change in U.S. policy toward the PRC, wth eve
additional change to the travel policy, U.S. officials were opening themsebresamd
more to a wide range of legal, constitutional, and political challenges that would
inevitably undermine all remaining travel prohibitions. The decision on Harrintaohw
critics said violated the spirit of the State Department’s passport polingdmtely set
off a wave of other public officials — including a set of U.S. congressmen and a uprem
Court Justice — who desired to travel to China as “newsnféhl’S. officials, moreover,
were very much aware of these consequences as they developed their pew pass
policies. Referring to the potential visit of A L. Wirin to the PRC, State eyt
officials noted that “the thin line being held preventing American citizens fraveltng
[to] Communist China could easily be broken” if Wirin were to make the tripnt/i

trip was, in this sense, the “key to Pandora’s Box” in terms of future Americeat toa

120\while Wirin, and the families of Fecteau, Downapd Redmond were successful in their efforts to
enter the PRC, the Chinese opted not to grant iarria visa. Hanes to Dulles, “Governor Harriman’s
Desire to Visit Red China,” 8 May 1959, General &€s of the Department of State, Entry #1336, Box 4
NARA,;

121 James Reston, “China Travel Ban Hits Legislatdd&iv York TimesLO July 1959.
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China’?? Dulles voiced a similar note of apprehension in regard to the families of the

American POWSs. Allowing them to visit the PRC, he acknowledged, “would mean

another breach in our prohibition of American travel to Communist China” and it “would

probably be interpreted in some quarters as the beginning of a softening in out dlicy
This concession of inevitable liberalization did not, however, mean that officials

in the Eisenhower administration were eager to open the floodgates of Amtesioal to

the PRC. Instead, the administration attempted to control the speed and scope of

liberalization by limiting travel to specific, carefully chosen “gxoens.” While travel

often escaped the grasp of U.S. policymakers during the Eisenhower adtionistras

seen with the handful of American tourists who violated the State Departrmanéb t

ban — on the whole Washington officials maintained a degree of control. When habitual

traveler, Supreme Court Justice William O. Douglas, for instance, tried todortiae

definition of “journalist” in order to receive State Department permissiometéravel to

the PRC, Walter Robertson explained that the exception for newsmen was notomeant t

be "a facade under which the ban on travel by Americans to Communist China could be

nullified."*** John Hanes, of the Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs, made the same

judgment when Senator Gale McGee brought up the idea of traveling to the PRC under

the guise of a journalis$t® Though the State Department’s decision to grant Harriman a

passport dulled these rebuttals to some extent, on the whole the willingness of

Eisenhower’s State Department to ease restrictions on travel to thdit?R@ translate

122 Memorandum of conversation, 17 January 1957, GéRercords of the Department of State, Entry
#48, Box 4, NARA.

123 Robertson to Dulles, 16 November 1957, GenerabRiscof the Department of State, Entry #48, Box 3,
NARA.

124 | etter from Robertson to Douglas, 13 May 1959, &ahRecords of the Department of State,
CDF033.1193, Box 174, NARA.

12 Hanes to Macomber, “Conversation With Senator ®al&icGee re Travel to Red China,” 2 June
1959, General Records of the Department of StateyE1336, Box 4, NARA
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into an eagerness to engage in any sort of organized cultural or educatobrzalges
with Communist Chind?® One of the primary reasons that State Department officials
were hesitant to approve the newsmen exchange in the first place was, hefact, t
concern that the Chinese would perceive it or portray it as the commencem&maof a
American cultural exchange prograf.

State Department records from the decade or so following the establishrttent of
PRC are, nonetheless, filled with requests from politicians, business leadiers| c
delegates, and private citizens who desired permission to travel behind the Bamboo
Curtain. Ironically, the stimulus for these requests was likely the handfaved ban
violators and the well-known reforms to U.S. travel policy. In addition to Justicgl&u
and Senator McGee, journalists Theodore White and John Gunther, Philadelphia Mayor
Richardson Dilworth, a group of University of Oklahoma students, and former Senator
William Benton, among numerous others, all requested from the State Deparafigent
passports for travel to the PRC. It was in this context, as well, that Robent iBrigated
his failed attempt to bringorgy and Best Beijing. For the most part, these would-be
travelers cited personal curiosity, a belief that their visit could bring gositive
change to Sino-American relations, and an underlying faith in the right to. tfénelgh

most individuals who made these requests received form letters rejectmuy tipeisals,

1261 defending the decision to provide Harriman véthassport, especially when faced with an angry
Justice Douglas, officials stated that becauseiiarr was no longer a public official, his statusa®ews
correspondent was more believable. Along these $iae® in late 1958 Walter Robertson seemed open t
the idea of allowing former Senator William Bentortravel to the PRC under the auspices of a samedi
news agency. Memorandum of conversation, “Desirdusfice William O. Douglas to Travel to

Communist China,” 2 June 1959, General RecordseoDiepartment of State, CDF033.1193, Box 174,
NARA; Robertson to Berding, “Senator Benton's Desw Visit Red China,” 18 December 1958, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #133% BANARA.

127«position Paper: Travel of Newsmen to Communisin@fi no date, General Records of the Department
of State, Entry #48, Box 3, NARA.
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U.S. officials, as in the case of the American newsmen, genuinely debatedntdethe

sanction these sorts of cultural exchangés.

VI

As more and more Americans headed over the Pacific, mass travel became
another stage on which to wage the Sino-American conflict. The manner in wich U
officials dealt with these travelers underscored their ambivalenceddl&integration
of tourism into Cold War policy. Pre-World War 1l travel to China — as seen in the
prolific writing of Edgar Snow, Agnes Smedley, Graham Peck, and others — aad oft
been a vehicle for leftist politics and officials hoped to eliminate thiscasp#ourism in
the postwar years® Official support for the International Educational Exchange
Program, the funding of luxury hotels overseas, subsidizing air and shipping lines, and
participation in international travel associations, were all part of antterhberate
tourism from the left and secure its role as a middle-class, mainstreaimtjgpa

pastime:*° When the State Department combined these “positive” actions with its

128 A letter to California dentist, R. Gordon Agnewgarding his proposed visit to the PRC is indieat¥
the usual response from the State Departmentidrpdrticular case, Acting Director for Chinese g
LaRue Lutkins sympathized with Agnew'’s interestisiting the PRC, but was unable to give him
approval. He listed the official reasons for degyftim permission to travel, including the still-esplved
Korean conflict, Chinese aggression in the TaiwaaitS, lack of diplomatic recognition, the contaal
imprisonment of Americans in Chinese jails, anddfferts of the Chinese to use cultural exchanges f
their own political benefit. He concluded by mentigg that the State Department had only permitted a
handful of “exceptions” to the travel ban and thasge only made when “compelling consideration of
national interest so dictated.” Lutkins to AgnewAgdril 1959, General Records of the Departmenttafe&s
Entry #1336, Box 4, NARA.

1291n 1954 Ambassador Karl Rankin, a conservativepstier of the Nationalist government, made a
similar point in a letter to a friend. Commenting the recent publication of Ted Whit&under Out of
China (1946) and Jack BeldenGhina Shakes the Wor{d949), Rankin noted that “the best sellers in
recent years seem to have been the products ofglistic pens with...a leftist slant.” Ranki@hina
Assignment217-18.

130K lein, Cold War Orientalism137.
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restrictive policy on travel to the PRC, moreover, officials were able toaxsd &1s an
effective means of strengthening Cold War containment.

At the same time, Washington officials saw travel to the PRC as a potential
mechanism for engaging the Chinese. Unlike modifications to the economic embargo or
recognition policy, travel seemed to be a more innocuous arena for reforoml©ff
could, moreover, relegate potential travel exchanges to the realm of “excdmr
justify them merely as efforts to bring Americans more information abothitiden”
lands. And because most Americans clearly distinguished these sorts oéxchaahges
from other forms of U.S.-PRC interaction, U.S. officials risked less padltimeklash.

These aspects of travel and travel policy — which applied to any nation to which
Americans traveled — were especially applicable in regard to the PRC duridglthe
War, with emotions running high and domestic and international politics seeming to
operate in a zero-sum environment.

But the very uniqueness that gave tourism the potential to build bridges across the
Bamboo Curtain also circumscribed U.S. officials, making tourism an unwieldy conduit
for foreign policy that easily evaded the grasp of policymakers. Bed¢eawel, in the
post-World War Il period, came to be associated with middle-class vidisese, and
escape, it seemed to operate outside the traditional confines of internationzd. polit
Compounding this was the fact that Washington’s efforts to manipulate travel te@he P
emerged alongside — and indeed were a part of — its own campaign to reduce trave
barriers. Recognizing this seeming contradiction, many high-level UiSalsf in the

Eisenhower administration and Congress were neither confident nor comfortable in the
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jurisdiction over international travel, giving the government’s travel paituly
schizophrenic nature.

The American public, as well, latched on to this trend as individual tourists
resisted the seemingly politicized travel restrictions. Armed with ba#twal curiosity
to see the world and the growing affluence to make it happen, tourists wantelbést at
believed they should be allowed) to visit the PRC just as they did other, more traditional
destinations. When a few Americans slipped through the cracks of the travel ban, and
returned home to talk about it, the usefulness of the restrictions seemed even more
dubious. The general U.S. policy of minimizing obstacles to international travel thus had
the unexpected result of strengthening the public’s “right to travel” campaigmadathat
gradually moved from liberal, fringe groups to the mainstream. By the end of the
Eisenhower administration Americans had come to expect the freedom to hchtieé g
consistently cringed at efforts by the government to maintain controls ovrer the

movement.
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Ch. 6 — The “Tourist Problem™: Efforts to Restrain Outbound
Travel and the Continued Erosion of the China TravéBan,
1960-1968

Why do the wrong people travel

When the right people stay back home?

What compulsion compels them

And who the hell tells them

To drag their bags to Zanzibar

Instead of staying quietly in Omaha?

-- Noel Coward, “Sail Away” (1962)

Freedom to travel is constantly being eroded around the globe by politicalti@ssrand
economic barriers. This freedom does not exist in many lands and is under attack in
others, including our owh.

-- William D. PattersonPacific Travel News1963

The discrepancy between what | had been led to expect and what | actuallgsatv w
first bewildering and disturbing. No one can be in China for more than a few hours
without sensing an almost tangible vitality and enormous optirhism.

-- Felix GreeneAwakened China: The Country Americans Don’t Kr{@@61)

In December 1964 Dr. Samuel Rosen, a renowned ear surgeon, received word
from the State Department that he could travel to the PR State Department’s
decision was, to some extent, nothing extraordinary. As discussed above, in the decade
prior to the Rosen case the Department had allowed a number of Americans to visit the
PRC, or at least receive a valid passport. The episode involving Rosen, moreover, ended
in familiar disappointment; only a week after sending the invitation the Chiesseaded

the offer? Despite the emerging stalemate and the fact that Washington and Beijing

! william D. Patterson, “Pacific Messagé4cific Travel NewsAugust 1963.

2 GreeneAwakened Chinal 3.

3 «City Ear Surgeon Will Visit China,New York Timesl3 December 1964.

* Pondering the abrupt cancellation, Washingtorciafi assumed the Chinese were irritated that thie S
Department — at least through the lens of the Ataermedia — emerged as the generous and flexikde pa
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quickly spun the incident in ways that were politically self-serving, the Stat
Department’s decision to provide Rosen with a valid passport was significant.a&’here
past decisions by the State Department to allow Americans to travel to @halw&ys
fell under the category of “exceptions,” in the case of Rosen, officials reasiefl an
effort to marginalize the travel decision. Instead, a State Departpu@snan justified
it as a “humanitarian” gesture and defended it as “in the national interest.”

By introducing these new standards for travel and by justifying Rosgnast
being consonant with U.S. interests, the State Department introduced a new phase in
travel policy. The legality of Rosen’s trip from Washington’s point of view opened the
floodgates for legal American travel to the PRC. Over the next few yeaBsdatee
Department provided passports for numerous writers, photographers, editors, television
commentators, businessmen, and scholars — all of whom were expected to provide the
public with “essential information about the restricted areas.” By the hiemkeytndon
Johnson administration left office, the State Department seemed williligwo-aor at
least unable to stop — any American to travel to the PRC for any réason.

The Rosen episode suggests that the Democratic administrations of the 1960s, like
the Eisenhower administration, attempted to reform travel bans as a meagagshgn
and possibly embarrassing, the Chinese. At the same time, they continued to have
difficulty defining the limits of those reforms and, subsequently, enforcing camagl to

those limits. Adding to the difficulties Kennedy and Johnson faced in establishing a

in the ongoing dialogue over the Rosen exchangentieth Meeting, United States Advisory Commission
on International Educational and Cultural Affait$, July 1966, General Records of the Department of
State, Entry #369-C, Box 6, NARA.

®> Memorandum for Secretary of State, “ApplicatiorDof Norman Auburn of Validation of Passport for
Travel to Albania and China,” 15 February 1966, &ahRecords of the Department of State, Entry
#5409, Box 2, NARA.
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usable travel policy, dramatic international economic changes suddenly threw doubt on
the long-standing assumption that outbound American tourism was a positive
phenomenon. Faced with the unenviable choice of risking U.S. economic stability or
actively inserting the federal government as an impediment to internatiaveall, the

Kennedy and Johnson administrations embarked down a shaky and ambiguous path. The
manipulation of travel as a foreign policy tool was not an exact science; Kishasdy

and Johnson would struggle to limit travel to the PRC, so too did they find that curtailing

recreational tourism overseas was not entirely feasible.

I

In May 1960 Assistant Secretary of Commerce for International Affaad|8y
Fisk testified before Congress on the “tourist problem.” While he recogtie€thfinite
cultural value of travel,” Fisk questioned the economic logic behind continued federal
promotion of outbound tourism. For one, foreign economies were improving; it no longer
seemed necessary to use outbound American tourism as an economic stimulus for foreig
nations. More significantly, as American tourists — and with them the Ameagatdn
supply — continued to flow overseas, the international balance-of-payments problem
began to reverse itself and U.S. officials faced potentially deleterioagsiehs of 1959
the U.S. was facing an annual $3.7 billion trade déficit.

The outward flow of tourists, of course, was not the only factor in this economic

shift; non-military foreign aid, in the form of technical assistance and @@welnt loans,

® Bradley Fisk, “Statement Before Senate Intersiatk Foreign Commerce Committee,” May 2-3, 1960,
86" Congress, ? Session, in General Records of the Departmenbair@erce, Entry #176, Box 5,
NARA.
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for example, annually added $500 million to this imbaldrBat the “tourist deficit” was
a major part of this overall shortfall. Hovering around $1 billion dollars in 1959, the
difference between U.S. expenditures overseas and expenditures speatrbggnc
tourists to the United States rose to $1.7 billion in 1963 and to $1.9 billion irf F&h
as U.S. commercial exports rose and government expenditures fell in the mid-1860s
combination of which led to an improvement of the balance-of-payments problem over
1960 figures — consistently heavy overseas tourist spending offset any pogitiveAse
a result, nearly every memorandum on the balance-of-payments issue, frahofzise
through Johnson, expounded the disparity between inbound and outbound travel as a
major factor in the deficit and highlighted it as a logical place to cut.costs

This objective of slowing the outbound stream of tourists or, at the least, bringing
more foreign tourists to American shores, was not easily achieved. In antwistjche
success that the Truman and Eisenhower administrations and industry leaders had in
promoting and expanding American tourism overseas now meant that the domestic
American tourism industry was woefully inadequate. This state of alffadsthroughout
the 1940s and most of the 1950s, been acceptable since economic realities demanded that
international tourism be largely a one-way process. With relatively weelosges in
postwar European and Asian nations, there had been little demand for international travel
to the United State®.Clarence Randall, moreover, had consciously ignored the domestic

tourism market, noting that encouraging tourterthe United States would merely mean

" Report to National Security Council, “Status of #utual Security Program as of June 30, 1959,” 30
October 1959DDRS

8 Hearings Before the Special Subcommittee of then@itie® on Banking and Currendylouse of
Representatives, 8&ongress, ¥ Session, 30 November 1964; The Cabinet Committe®adance of
Payments to Johnson, “Second Phase of the 196 Adgatd Payments Program,” 12 January 18HIRS
° Dillon to Johnson, “The U.S. Balance of Paymeritsaion,” 5 January 196 )DRS

19 Endy, Cold War Holidays185.
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“less correction of the [payments] imbalan¢&By the end of Eisenhower’s second term,
however, the international economic climate had changed dramatically and the weak
American tourist industry became a liability.

Despite these economic considerations, efforts to use federal funds to lige fore
travelers to the United States ran into significant political opposition. Numerous
congressmen saw the campaign as a waste of taxpayer money. Randall avgs€dat
a proper function of Government” to support tleenestidourism industry. Using
government money in this way, he noted, would “not only be in conflict with our basic
concept of free enterprise but would be unfair to other segments of American industry
who likewise are engaged in foreign trade.” Less diplomatically, in histprearnal,
Randall wrote that the domestic tourism industry would receive the money “over my
dead body* Limited in his options and facing budget shortfalls, Eisenhower fell back
on symbolism and declared 1960 “Visit the U.S.A. Year.” But due to fiscal concerns in
Congress and the White House, Eisenhower paradoxically coupled this declartitian wi
40 percent cut in the Commerce Department’s Office of International [Frave

Eisenhower’s domestic tourism program was, at best, a limited success. Under
government supervision, and with the assistance of the private National Assocfati
Travel Organizations, officials sent thousands of travel portfolios — containingguerti
information on the United States for potential foreign visitors — to overseasapadsts

travel agencies. Private tourism companies, including American Expressaarsd T

' Randall, CFEP Journal, 5 November 1957, Box 7, §oCBR.

12 Randall, “Report to the President of the Uniteat&t: International Travel,” 17 April 1958, General
Records of the Department of Commerce, Entry #B68&,1, NARA; Randall, CFEP Journal, 5 November
1957, Box 7, Vol. 6, CBR.

13 Horace Sutton, “Why They Don't Visit the USASaturday Reviewl5 October 1960.
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World Airlines, stepped up their own promotional campaigns, sending multilingual
brochures and films overseas to stir up excitement about visiting the Unites. Stat

But U.S. officials, despite their role in initiating tourism programs in the
Caribbean, Europe, and Asia, seemed unfit for the task of reversing the direction of
tourist traffic. TheSaturday Review which provided a leading voice in encouraging an
expanded domestic tourism industry — criticized the government campaign as a
“lukewarm national effort” and a “dismal failuré*Entry and exit policies for visiting
tourists — which U.S. officials had consistently encouraged foreign govemioent
liberalize — remained fairly restrictive in the United States. Rumeosaiiculated that
U.S. Customs agents treated incoming foreigners poorly, asking rude and inapgpropria
questions and encouraging unnecessary détads noted by John Houser (who had
recently made the move from Hilton to American Express), the primary suaictee
“Visit the U.S.A.” campaign was the rapid recognition among Washington ddfitiat
the United States was woefully behind other countries in terms of its dohoestsn
program®® Reflecting the consistent obstacles facing the domestic tourism industry, 1960
saw one of the lowest numbers of foreign visitors to the United States of the previous

decadé’

14“The U.S.A. as a TouristlandSaturday Revieyd January 1960; Sutton, “Why They Don't Visit the
U.S.A.,” Saturday Revieyl5 October 1960.

15 Several U.S. Senators, testifying before the $e@atnmerce Committee in February 1961, recounted
stories of humiliation, delays, and unfairness talniacoming tourists. A State Department questiinena
for incoming tourists, which asked whether indivathuwere visiting the United States for “immoral
purposes,” caused significant outcry. In respotiseDepartment scrapped the questionnaire in March
1961. UPI, “Senators Decry Tourism PoliciJéw York Times3 February 1961; Alfred Krusenstiern,
“U.S. Drops ‘Immoral Purpose’ Part of Query Puitould-Be Visitors,”"Washington Post and Times-
Herald, 6 March 1961.

'8 Quoted in Sutton, “Why They Don't Visit the U.S,ASaturday Reviewl5 October 1960; Horace
Sutton, “The Administration and the TraveleBaturday Reviewr January 1961.

7 Sutton, “The Administration and the TraveleBaturday Reviews January 1961.
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Eisenhower left office with the tourist problem still lingering. As the mataof-
payments problems worsened during the Kennedy and Johnson administrations, top-level
approaches to international tourism became more aggressive. Kennedy — who sought to
implement Eisenhower’s largely symbolic attempt at attractingdior®urists — scored
an early victory in 1961 with the establishment of the U.S. Travel Service. The
government-run travel agency had been in the works for several years; New Yok Senat
Jacob Javits had first introduced the idea in 1954 but was unable to bring it to fruition.
The Service, located within the Commerce Department and headed by fomAmnPa
executive Voit Gilmore, worked closely with PATA, the National Association avdlr
Organizations, and the American Society of Travel Agents (ASTA) infigglthe
United States to foreign tourists, disseminating literature with the $&Vitravel a
New World” slogan. At the same time, the Service worked with the domestic tourism
industry and service sector in an effort to make travel to the U.S. less burdemsame. |
article inPacific Travel NewsGilmore presented his new office as a logical means of
both increasing dollar holdings and “broaden[ing] the avenues of friendship and
understanding with the rest of the worfd.”

Even with the new Travel Service, however, efforts to bring more foreign
travelers to the United States were not entirely effective. Numbers @mning travelers
did increase. The 331,000 visitors that came to the United States during theffoét hal
1963, for example, marked a 50 percent increase over the 1961 figures. These increases,
however, were not large enough and officials worried that such gains could not be

maintained indefinitely® Again, funding was the primary issue. Policymakers were

18 voit Gilmore, “United States Joins the World TrhFeaternity,” Pacific Travel NewsJanuary 1962.
¥“Funds for U.S. Travel Service Tied to World's F8iiccess,New York Time26 August 1963.
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unwilling to increase the Service’s initial $3 million budget, a figure délvatady fell far

short of the tourism budget for nations like Canada and Gfé@retop of this,

outbound travel simply remained too popular. Kennedy and Johnson tried to counter this
by increasing the number of charter flights to the United States and encguaalyires

to offer discounted prices on incoming flighta/Vhile these measures had some effect

and inbound numbers continued to increase, they were still dwarfed by the millions of
Americans headed overseas.

With inbound tourism remaining woefully inadequate, the Kennedy and Johnson
administrations addressed the other side of the equation, working to discourageAmer
travelers from leaving the country. To this end, the administrations promoteaidavy)
“See America First” approach. In a January 1, 1968 speech on the balance-efffzaym
crisis, in which Johnson laid out his goal of lowering the tourist deficit by $500 million,
Johnson asked Americans “to help their country in this situation by deferring aely tra
outside the Western hemisphere that is possible to defer.” He repeated thisveppea
weeks later in his State of the Union Addr&sknplicit in this approach, as journalists
Rowland Evans and Robert Novak noted, was convincing Americans that “it’'s chic as
well as patriotic to see Americ&>Teaching by example, Lady Bird Johnson, along with
other White House wives, took a well publicized two-day “Landscapes and Landmarks”

tour of Virginia, in a joint effort to promote domestic tourism and Johnson’s highway-

% The Cabinet Committee on Balance of Paymentshashn, “Second Phase of the 1967 Balance of
Payments Program,” 12 January 196DRS

2L Califano to Johnson, “Status Report on the Balarid@yments Program,” 10 January 1968, Johnson
Library, White House Central Fil®DRS

22 «The President’s News Conference at the LBJ RaricBanuary 196&2ublic Papers of the Presidents
of the United States, Lyndon B. Johnsdal. XXXVI.

% Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, “Inside Repor& Smerica First,Washington Post and Times-
Herald, 2 January 1964.
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beautification prograr! Doing his part, Horace Sutton joked that the 1964 World’s Fair,
held in New York, offered “tourists” a chance to see the world without leaving the
country. With exhibits from Taiwan, Hong Kong, Switzerland, Israel, Argentird, a
other countries, Americans could experience the “world tour” without having to boil
drinking water or learn a new language.

While reducing the number of outbound American tourists was crucial to
resolving the balance-of-payments crisis, the Johnson administration recotpaizeuch
moves were politically risky and quite unpopular among the American public. The “Se
America First” campaign, however, offered a tourist-friendly approathet balance-of-
payments crisis. Americans did not have to cancel their vacations or chooserbetwe
patriotism and personal recreation; they merely had to change their destit@teplace
the Eiffel Tower with the Grand Canyon. But the voluntary approach was not wholly
effective. Members from Johnson'’s cabinet, for instance, acknowledged that while the
President’s appeals “may have some restraining effect on tourism abrogehthist is
difficult to see how we can approach the targeted savings on travel expenditboeg wi
taking some further measures before the tourist season is in full Stingged,
policymakers in the 1960s took more punitive, aggressive action to combat the troubling
deficits. Kennedy, in a drawn-out and highly controversial move, trimmed the daty-fre
exemption for tourists from $500 to $100 (a “whopping curtailment” according to the

Saturday Revie)?’ Johnson institutionalized this approach, assembling a Tourism Task

24 «Nation: A Chance to RoamTime 21 May 1965.

% Horace Sutton, “Of All Places: To See the Worlde Flushing Foist,Washington Post and Times-
Herald, 1 March 1964.

% Fowler, “Memorandum for the President,” 10 Api®I6B, DDRS Rusk and McNamara, as well, doubted
the efficacy of a “voluntary program.” See Joe @&l to President Johnson, “Status Report on the
Balance of Payments Program,” 10 January 1968 sdwhhibrary, White House Central FiBDRS
2"Horace Sutton, “Strange Customs for the NativBsfurday Reviey® September 1961.
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Force in 1967 with the goal of “restrain[ing] American travel outside the western
hemisphere?® He made clear that if American travelers did not voluntarily give up their
vacations, or change the venue to the western hemisphere, he would absolutely pursue
legislative tactic$® Following up on this promise, Johnson proposed a number of tax
increases, including a 40 percent surtax on plane and ship tickets, a 20-30 percent tax on
overseas tourist expenditures, and $8-10 tax per tourist for every day spent olerseas.

As could have been anticipated, this approach to international tourism was not
without its critics. Numerous travel writers, U.S. policymakers, andgoreificials
decried these attempts to limit international tourism. Sairday Revieued the way,
launching regular attacks at the prohibitive measures. Editor William [&r&ait
branded travel “one of modern man’s basic freedoms” and suggested that the ability to
“freely leave one’s country and return...should be officially written into theehaf
human freedoms.” To Patterson, the right to travel, which was consistently under atta
behind the Iron Curtain, was now at risk within the United States. ModeratectieasT
such as passport and visa requirements, along with more directly prohibitive @seasur
such as travel taxes and travel bans, amounted to nothing less than an assault on human
liberty. In another article, in light of the UN’s proclamation that 1965 waterhational
Cooperation Year,” Patterson thought it ironic and maddening that the U.S. government
was “stifling one of the most basic contemporary expressions of cooperatiot trawdl

and tourism.” While the dollar-gap was a legitimate problem, Patterson ihsSeste

2 Barr to Johnson, “Tourism Measures,” 5 Januang1B®RS

2 “The President’'s News Conference at the LBJ RaricBanuary 196&2ublic Papers of the Presidents
of the United States, Lyndon B. Johnsdal. XXXVI.

%0 Califano to Johnson, “Status Report on the Balarid@yments Program,” 10 January 1968, Johnson
Library, White House Central Fil®DRS Johnson’s proposed move would have been a refectia
policy that had been in place for a decade. In REtd 956 Eisenhower had eliminated a 10 percerdrax
all American travel from the United States to amgation more than 225 miles away.
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‘Yankee Stay Home’ policy would work even more seriously against the national
interest.®!

International travel forums, as well, reacted unfavorably toward U.S.sftort
reduce the outward flow of tourists. Hawaii Governor William Quinn, speaking at the
1961 PATA conference, optimistically predicted that the Eisenhower admiioist(z
its final days) would not stand in the way of Americans traveling overseast To a
otherwise, Quinn noted, “would constitute a complete reversal of U.S. foreign p8licy.”
Other PATA delegates — forecasting some of the initiatives of the Kennddjoanson
administrations — worried that U.S. officials would either urge Americaelees to
“voluntarily boycott carriers of other nations” or use federal fiscal mdjcsuch as
decreasing duty-free allowances, to discourage overseastsvien Johnson
eventually went forward with his travel tax proposal, delegates at PATY68
conference in Taipei unanimously adopted a resolution denouncing the initfative.
Executive director F. Marvin Plake announced his own concerns that the U.S. balance-of-
payments problem — “an acute malady which might easily spread in pandemic
proportions throughout the world of travel” — would result in a constriction of American
outbound tourism. He insisted (somewhat accurately) that American travelas/ese
not “the prime culprit for this [trade] imbalance.” Plake contended that outbound tourism,
in fact, worked to stimulate the U.S. economy by strengthening its interdatmmsamer

base and profiting U.S.-based tourism companies. Instead of restricting outbound

3 patterson, “The Pacific Messag®Acific Travel NewsAugust 1963; William Patterson, “Keeping Faith
with the Traveler,’'Saturday Reviewd8 September 1965.

32«10" PATA Conference,Pacific Travel NewsFebruary 1961.

¥ Speech by President of Japan Air Lines, Seijiroagita, at the 10Annual PATA Conference, quoted
in Pacific Travel NewsFebruary 1961; speech by editorAsia MagazingAdrian Zecha at f1Annual
PATA Conference, quoted in lan Stewart, “Auditingcific Tourism,”New York Times4 February 1962.
3 Frederick Andrews, “Travel Tax Plan Scored by F.A., New York Times3 March 1968.
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tourism, he suggested that the United States “join the travel industry of the world”
making the country more attractive to potential visifors.

In a slightly different approach, foreign governments subtly challenged th
shifting U.S. policy merely by expanding their own international tourism programs
Following the 14 Annual IUOTO Conference in Manila, Philippines President Carlos
Garcia, for example, announced that 1961 would be “Visit the Orient Y&ahe
proposed campaign — supported by seven nations in the Far East including Taiwan —
respectfully mimicked Eisenhower’s prior announcement on U.S. domestic tourism. The
proposed campaign, moreover, pursued the very objectives that Washington officials,
years earlier, had encouraged. Asian governments promised to step up thsimreffort
minimizing bureaucratic red tape, increasing restaurant and hotdiéaciinodernizing
airports and harbors, and developing effective advertising campaiGascia did not
intend his proposal to cause a confrontation between the U.S. and the Far East; instead,
he saw his move as a natural outgrowth of the region’s steadily expanding tourism
industry. When U.S. policymakers in the early 1960s suddenly shifted gears, hoping to
replace American travel overseas with foreign travelers visitingtied States, Garcia
and other Asian tourism officials understandably cried foul.

As exemplified by these concerns, anxiety surrounding Washington’s travel
restrictions was especially high in the Far East. As mentioned above, Ansenade up
a far greater percentage of travelers to the Far East than they didrsdgedturope.
Fluctuations in the U.S. economy, or legislation that dissuaded Americans frohm¢rave

or making purchases overseas, thus had a relatively larger impact on Far East

%5 F. Marvin Plake, “Pacific Message?acific Travel NewsSeptember 1966.
% Farolan to Eisenhower, 15 June 1960, Box 11, JR.
37“Final Communiqué — Oriental Tourist Commission@snference,” 8 July 1960, Box 11, JR.
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destinations. As early as 1962 officials in Hong Kong and Japan — travel destinations tha
appealed to American bargain-hunters — said they were feeling the ofij@rinedy’s
reduction of the duty-free allowant®.

The immediate and international backlash against Washington’s travel reforms
seemed to pay off. Partly as a response to these persistent critics, U.&sdéfieed
down their rhetoric and backed off of several “anti-travel” initiatives.\Bashington’s
awkward position in the 1960s on the tourism front was not only a matter of public
relations. From an economic perspective, such restrictions laid the groundwork f
retaliatory action from other nations, which would likely neutralize any positipact.
As Horace Sutton pointed out: “We can scarcely ask other countries to lift thgi [dut
free] limits when we have just lowered our& For many officials and private
individuals, furthermore, there was something unseemly about a government
discouraging its citizens from traveling. Despite clear evidence sydWwat tourism was
a crucial factor in international money flow, most Americans and many UiSaltsff
continued to approach it as a recreational activity essential to all middieAinericans.
This prevailing connotation meant that U.S. officials were either unable oringvid

turn travel into a policy issue.

% The accuracy of this assertion is not clear. A9198rvey conducted by the Bureau of Customs found
that fewer than 18 percent of international U.8veters exceeded $200 in duty-free purchases.thass
10 percent exceeded $500. Based on these nuntbergduction of the duty-free limit to $100 was
unlikely to have had such a disastrous and immeditiect. In Hong Kong, however, shopping comprised
the bulk of most tourists’ vacations. Accordinglie Department of Commerce survey, the average
American in 1958 was spending between $700 and §B8Gfurchases over the length of their trip. Sam
Pope Brewer, “Tariff Proposal Draws CriticisniNew York Times/ February 1961; Clemerithe Future
of Tourism in the Pacific and Far Ea®9;Hearings Before the Special Subcommittee on Tourfsme
Committee on Banking and Curren¢jouse of Representatives,t%Bongress, " Session, November 30,
December 1, December 2, 1964; “Soaring Visitor Teotéark 1962 as Another Record Year for Pacific,”
Pacific Travel NewsNovember 1962.

39 Sutton, “Strange Customs for the NativeSdturday Reviey® September 1961.
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Responding to the intense criticism from many Americans and exemplifysg thi
disconnect between tourism and national policy, Voit Gilmore distributed a series of
explanatory editorials to national newspapers and trade papers, including$aciic
Travel News*If you're staying at home because you think your government doesn’t
want you to spend your vacation in another country,” Gilmore announced, “you can start
traveling right now!” Gilmore brushed aside criticism of the recent remtucf duty-free
limits to $100, noting that the prior increase to $500 had always been intended as a short-
term, temporary measure. A reduction in the duty-free allowance, moreover, was
technically not a restriction on travel, but merely a restriction on purchases.hrhoug
Gilmore acknowledged that official travel policy had begun focusing more heavily on
bringing foreign visitordo the United States, he insisted it was not a signal that traveling
overseas was somehow “unpatriotic.” He defended Washington’s “anti-tfaolalies as
moderate and justifiable and he pointed readers toward simultaneous governroest acti
such as the Commerce Department’s recent publicatlemFuture of Tourism in the
Pacific and Far Eastas evidence that Washington officials still encouraged two-way

travel*°

[l
The continued difficulty that Washington officials faced in curtailing or
redirecting travel had repercussions that moved beyond economic deficits. Fosfmany
the same reasons that U.S. officials found it so hard to discourage Americats foums

traveling overseas, the remaining restrictions on travel to the PRC — which édd fac

“0voit Gilmore, “Travel Now, Says Official,l.os Angeles Time41 March 1962; Gilmore, “United States
Joins the World Travel FraternityP?acific Travel NewsJanuary 1962.
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steady erosion since the mid-1950s — became more and more difficult to maintain.
Activists who had challenged the “anti-travel” policies that Kennedy and Johnsaedappl

to recreational tourism, now aimed their arguments at bans on travel behind the Bamboo
Curtain.

Consistent efforts to overturn the travel ban raised concerns in Washington. Chief
among these was that as U.S. officials liberalized passport policy,skesg allowing
critics of the United States to travel to the PRC in a relatively unsupemaeder.

Though this concern was muted somewhat by the fact that the Chinese had alowed fe
Americans actually to enter the PRC, policymakers logically assumetthén@hinese

would tend to grant visas to leftist or otherwise sympathetic travelers. Titseo¥is

W.E.B. Du Bois, the American students, and Edgar Snow — all with personal invitations
seemed to back up this assumption. If Washington were to expand the field of legal
travelers, or potentially eliminate travel restrictions altogetbi#icials anticipated it

would merely give the Chinese more opportunity to pick and choose. Thus, as Christina
Klein writes, “travel...became a contested political terr&fn.”

But in the United States travel became a substantial constitutional issae#.as w
Starting near the end of the Eisenhower administration, in response to several case
involving individuals violating U.S. travel laws, along with efforts of Congress and the
White House to curtail travel rights for certain groups of Americans, thealext®irts
entered the “right to travel” debate. The first major development in thisdregare in
1958 when the Supreme Court determineldent v. Dulleghat the State Department
could not deny passports to members of the Communist Party. The Eisenhower

administration, as would be expected, vehemently opposed the decision. Speaking to

41 Klein, Cold War Orientalism135.
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Congress in the days after the ruling, Eisenhower insisted that the inabihty State

Department to control the issuance of passports was contrary to “the catatlyct of

our foreign relations and...maintenance of our own national security.” Warning that the

present legal environment “exposes us to great danger,” Eisenhower urgedsSaog

grant the Secretary of State additional powers in order to counter&aribgecision’?
Despite Eisenhower’s efforts, followikentit became harder and harder for the

federal government to maintain any travel restrictions; while the Eisenh&ennedy,

and Johnson administrations scored some minor constitutional victories on the passport

front, on the whole the federal courts worked to weaken government restrictionsstThe la

significant rulings on the issue exemplify this tretddited States v. Laufd967) and

Lynd v. Rusk1968), taken in sum, wholly decriminalized “illegal” travel.Uaub—

which involved several dozen American students who visited Cuba in defiance of U.S.

prohibitions — the Supreme Court ruled that while the State Department could comtinue t

print travel restrictions in U.S. passports, those restrictions were nohaHiyni

enforceable. Since the students all possessed valid U.S. passports — though not valid for

travel to Cuba — they could not face prosecution. A year later, ioytigdecision —

which involved a Yale University professor’s “peace mission” to North Vietadine

U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia acknowledged that while the Stat

Department could prohibit the use of passports in travel to particular areas, it could not

prohibit the travel itself® The State Department, moreover, could no longer deny

passports to individuals on the basis of the traveler’s refusal to abide by tnaséh thiae

*2“Message from the President of the United Statasditting Certain Recommendations Relating to
Passports,” House of Representative&, @6ngress, ? Session, 7 July 1958.

3 The ruling of the Court of Appeals remained deiinsi after the State and Justice Departments chose
to appeal the case to the Supreme Court. Johniwef “U.S. Will Give up Passport Penaltiiéw York
Times 28 March 1968.
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future. Taken together, the federal courts were allowing American-enitithout
valid U.S. passports — to travel to “off-limits” locales without fear of punishfffént.
other words, the fate that had awaited William Worthy, W.E.B. Du Bois, and adkel tr
ban violators of the 1950s — namely confiscation of passports and rejection of renewal
requests — was no longer a possibilita 1968New York Timekeadline succinctly
interpreted the ruling: “Now You Can Travel Anywhef8.”

Even in the rare cases in which the Supreme Court ruled in favor of federal
restrictions, there was an underlying current of resignation to the inettalifree
travel to the PRC. IZemel v. Ruskl965), for example, the Supreme Court ruled that the
Secretary of State could impose restrictions “when in can be demonstratedithaéednl
travel to the area would directly and materially interfere with theysafed welfare of
the area or the nation as a wholéWhile the tumult of the PRC during the Cultural
Revolution may have met this standard, by the end of the 1960s such an argument —
especially when paired with later court rulings — seemed to lose crigdiSiiveral top-
level State Department officials pointed out that while foreign visitors inf \Were
not entirely safe from detention or harassment, there was no indication that ¢valrem
of passport restrictions would aggravate this national security threat. Pamtivgpast
decade of gradual liberalization, moreover, officials noted that, gengrabkisg, the

U.S. government and the American public “do not really consider the risks of Americ

*4 Kreisberg to Green, “Status of Travel Controls &ations,” General Records of the Department of
State, Entry #5409, Box 1, NARA.

“5 Between 1960 and 1968, the State Department reMibleepassports for an estimated 336 persons. Of
these, 103 had traveled to the PRC, 192 to Cubtg Morth Vietnam, and 1 to North Korea. Finney,SU
Will Give Up Passport PenaltyNew York Time28 March 1968.

“6 John W. Finney, “Passports: Now You Can Travel wigre,”New York Times31 March 1968.
*"Heymann to Kreisberg, 27 September 1966, Genarebdids of the Department of State, Entry #5409,
Box 2, NARA.
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travel serious enough to outweigh the benefits of opening a wide and mutualigipeofi
range of peaceful contacts between the U.S. and Communist ¢hina.”

Faced with an unfriendly court system and vocal opponents to the government’s
remaining travel bans, the Kennedy and Johnson administrations picked up where
Eisenhower left off. By 1962 many State Department officials, partigulaokse within
the Far Eastern Bureau, were pushing for a removal of all bans on traNelaimaunist
countries, with the exception of Cuba. Averell Harriman, Roger Hilsman, Marshall
Green, and James Thomson, among others, led the way in pushing for a relaxation in U.S.
travel policy’® To these officials, travel to the PRC did not appear to present significant
risks to American security. The absence of travel, moreover, sapped thd Btates of
a “valuable contact between decent elements in China and the outside Worer
Kennedy insiders, including Adlai Stevenson and William Bundy, offered mordigdali
support for these changes, viewing them less as a step toward rapprochemenreaasl m
a means of strengthening containn&ms part of this move to eliminate travel
restrictions, top-level Kennedy officials began discussing the possibildgreing out a
travel policy exception for scholars and other “deserving” applicants.

While many in the State Department remained supportive of the proposal
throughout Kennedy’s tenure, the idea of allowing scholars to visit the PRC — keich li
the newsmen exchange proposal — was rife with legalistic complexitiessnid@ng

what groups would receive valid passports was sure to bring charges of adss ani

“8 Bundy, Belman, and Watson to Rusk, “Removal of/&t&Restriction to Mainland China — Action
Memorandum,” 6 March 1968, General Records of thpdbtment of State, Entry #5409, Box 1, NARA.

9 Michael LumbersPiercing the Bamboo Curtain: Tentative Bridge-Birilgito China During the

Johnson Year@Manchester, UK: Manchester University Press, 2088-39.

* Chayes and Schwartz, “Regulations on Travel CtsmobU.S. Citizens,” 28 June 1963, General Records
of the Department of State, Entry #5409, Box 3, MAR

*1 Lumbers Piercing the Bamboo Curtajr89-90.
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prejudice. As Lindsey Grant of the Office of East Asian and Pacifiaiisfhoted, “such
a policy would be legally unenforceabfé.Also on the minds of policymakers was the
possibility that the Chinese would use the change in policy to offer visas only to
“sympathetic” visitors. Articulating these concerns in provocative fashi@mcEs
Knight, the vehement anticommunist head of the Passport Office, predicted thaeChine
officials would use scholars’ visits for propagandistic purposes. Referenciag Sdgw,
whose visit to the PRC was legal under the newsmen exchange, Knight sdlgastica
asked: “What value did the American public gain by his ‘objective’ reporting oitgeve
China?” Under any new exception for scholars, Knight was sure that individuals like
Owen Lattimore — who she derisively lumped in the same category as Snow — would find
their way into the PRC, providing more psychological advantage for the Communist
regime>®

Kennedy and Secretary of State Dean Rusk, on the whole, agreed with the spirit
of Knight's concerns and they denied any sort of dramatic elimination of traxsl
Despite hopes and expectations from many liberals — who saw in the youthful JFK a
rejection of the unhelpful containment policies of Truman and Eisenhower — Kennedy
developed an increasingly strict posture toward the PRC. His personal antintsmm
fears of being labeled “soft” on foreign policy, the PRC’s 1962 border war mdth, |
and Chinese officials’ determination to secure a nuclear weapon, kept Kdrorady
making any sudden moves toward travel reform. On top of this, because the Chinese had

made no indication that they would allow large numbers of American travelethent

*2 Grant to Lyerly, “Request for Passport ValidatfonCommunist China — Dr. Joel Fort,” 12 July 1963,
General Records of the Department of State, Erifpg, Box 3, NARA.

%3 Knight to Grant, “Possible Travel of Scholars ton@munist China,” 6 February 1962, General Records
of the Department of State, Entry #5409, Box 3, MAR
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country, a change in policy in Washington would have had no practical ¥ffect.

Eisenhower had come to this realization as well, but whereas his admonstisgd it as
justification to weaken travel restrictions — as a means of embarrassi@dinese —

Kennedy instead saw it as yet another reason not to rock the boat. In the end, while
Kennedy renewed the newsmen exchange proposal in 1961, he hesitated to venture much
further in this direction. Thus, as historian James Giglio notes, “Kennedy’s Chioga pol

represented no appreciable departure from Eisenhower's.”

11l

Kennedy'’s tentative approach to travel, like much of his foreign policy, carried
over into the Johnson administration. Even with consistent prodding from the Far East
Bureau, the new President was hesitant to weaken travel bans any furthertHis peas
a matter of loyalty — both political and personal — to the Kennedy legacy. But Johnson’s
tentativeness also stemmed from a genuine concern that travel reforms wimatkiat
“softening” of U.S. China policy. Especially after 1964, in the wake of France’s
recognition of the PRC, Washington officials wanted to avoid any misunderstahding.

Despite these concerns, the Johnson administration showed more willingness than
his predecessor to engage in suitcase diplomacy — a trend that became mabl@otice
following the 1964 presidential election. The December 1964 decision to authorize

passports for Dr. Samuel Rosen and his wife, on the grounds of humanitarianism and

** Rusk, “Memorandum for the President: Policy Tow@ammunist China,” 22 February 1968, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #540% BANARA.

%5 James N. GiglioThe Presidency of John F. Kenndtlgwrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 1991),
237-38.

¢ Memorandum of conversation, “Restrictions on TtdyeU.S. Newsmen to Communist China,” 21
March 1964, General Records of the DepartmentateSEntry #5409, Box 3, NARA.
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national interest, was a case in point. The administration immediatelydrrearginalize

the decision, stating that it was no different from earlier authorizationave ton

“national interest grounds.” But officials struggled to find examples of wheretiezdl
government had done this in the past. In a memorandum answering anticipated questions
from the press, State Department officials pointed only to the 1954 case ahWiHick
Ranallo, a United Nations employee who had accompanied Secretary Gemeral Da
Hammarskjold on a mission to the PRC, and the 1957 case of lawyer A.L. Wirin. These
cases — the first of which involved a UN mission and the second of which was necessary
in order to prevent a sedition case from being thrown out of court — seemed to be on an
entirely different level than the Rosen case. The importance of Rosen’s sipteakby

U.S. officials, was that he was a world-renowned ear surgeon who was on a multi-
country tour demonstrating his method for relieving deafffeédthile it was not a total

stretch to locate such a mission within the “national interest,” U.S. officgalsfrom

1949 onward, routinely turned down proposals that closely resembled Rosen’s. Thus,
despite the best efforts of the Johnson administration to downplay the decision, d seeme
to foreshadow further erosion of the travel ban.

Reinforcing the significance of the Rosen decision, beginning in 1965 the Johnson
administration made a series of explicit liberalization gestures. Thana the State
Department used its new “humanitarian” standard to validate passports fosdagouator
members of the health fiefd The following July it added professional reporters,
scientists, scholars, and representatives of the Red Cross to the list of thoseucho w

receive consideration for passports on an “ad hoc” basis. In addition to these groups,

7 «press Guidance: Travel of Dr. and Mrs. Rosendm@unist China,” 11 December 1964, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #540% BANARA.
*8 Thomson to Bundy, “Medical Travel: The End in Sitj28 December 196 )DRS
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moreover, the State Department created a “discretionary categoryit@fswathletes,
businessmen, artists, and other professionals — all of whom could easily fit thihi
“national interest” rubri¢? In a sign that the State Department intended to approach these
categories very broadly, one of the first people to receive a passport undewtpelicy
was William Miller, an industrialist from Rhode Island who, according to a Depat
spokesman, would be traveling as a “tourist,” not a busines&man.

As Johnson’s State Department distributed valid passports to more and more
groups in the mid-1960s, officials recognized that it was increasinglgudtffo claim
that unrestricted travel to the PRC would be detrimental to U.S. interests. While onl
around 200 individual Americans had, as of 1966, received valid passports to the PRC,
“literally tens of thousands of individuals could qualify if they chose to agplgven
Secretary of State Rusk — who was the most vocal and influential voice in the Johnson
administration in favor of maintaining travel restrictions — noted in 1968 that arabffici
policy of granting passports to “anyone who applies” would not be extraordinakyy ri
or controversial. In light of the gradual liberalization on the travel policy fratthad
taken place since the mid-1950s, a more dramatic and official move would “negifsly r
what we have in fact been doing on individual applications for some tffeue
restrictions on passport validation were a thing of the past and officialsdmhthat the
gradual liberalization that had taken place since the end of the Korean War deadere

effort to stop travel to the PRC a waste of time. Officials, moreover, rexsfthat all

%9 American Embassy Taipei to State Department, “@rav Restricted Areas,” 8 July 198BDRS

9 Heymann to Moyers, “Press Release on Travel Eiaegpt 30 July 1966DDRS John W. Finney, “U.S.
to Let Some Tour in Red Chinalew York Timesl7 July 1966.

1 Bundy to Rusk, “Removal of Passport RestrictiamsTravel to Communist China,” no date, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #5409 BANARA.

%2 Rusk, “Memorandum for the President: Policy Tow@ammunist China,” 22 February 1968, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #540% BANARA.
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remaining travel restrictions merely provided the PRC with potential ralsfi@r
propaganda. Chinese officials allegedly told foreign visitors that the U.S. vas fxing
to dictate...who they [the Chinese] may invite to their couritty.”

The fact that Beijing was not likely to reciprocate on the travel front, moreove
gradually emerged as an added incentive for ending travel restrictidnmiRg to the
methodology of the Eisenhower administration, Rusk justified the government’s
liberalized policy, noting, “[t]he practical effect [of a U.S. travel polibgrge] will
almost certainly be nil** By the end of the Johnson administration, U.S. officials had
settled on this type of “dare” diplomacy, offering validated passports -estlcase-to-
case basis — to nearly anyone with a desire to travel to the PRC. Even when the Nixon
administration took this policy one step further in July 1969 — offering “automatic
[passport] validations” for “certain categories of persons” — officiaeevstill less than
hopeful about Chinese acceptafite.

Johnson’s approach to travel for scholars, in particular, is telling. As Frances
Knight had predicted, as Washington officials modified the standards fomaleitey
legal travel to the PRC, Owen Lattimore applied for a valid passportmioaéti— whose
expertise on Chinese affairs and run-ins with Joseph McCarthy were well known
throughout Washington — had been in contact with Foreign Minister Zhou Enlai and other
PRC officials for some time in search of an invitation. In the early 1960s he had begun

teaching at Leeds University in England and hoped his affiliation with alBsitisool —

% Bundy to Rusk, “Removal of Passport RestrictiamsTravel to Communist China,” no date, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #540% BANARA.

% Rusk, “Memorandum for the President: Policy Tow@ammunist China,” 22 February 1968, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #540% BANARA.

% Kreisberg to Taylor, 5 August 1969, General Resafithe Department of State, Subject Numeric File,
Box 361, NARA.
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which was “in favour of a considerable increase in the development of culturamnelati
with China” — would boost his chances in getting support from both Beijing and
Washingtorf?

In early 1965 Lattimore initiated discussions with Averell Harriman aceived
a “fairly encouraging” response. Because of Lattimore’s reputatidninii¥ashington as
a communist sympathizer, however, the general consensus was to reject hisdramne
the margins of a memorandum on travel for scholars, Marshall Green of thesFar Ea
Bureau scribbled: “we cannot possibly make a humanitarian or national interest
justification for Lattimore — of all people!” Lindsay Grant, of the nevadgnied Office of
Asian Communist Affairs, nonetheless, knew that U.S. travel policy was gretaadily
less restrictive and he was aware that Lattimore was just asdigelygy American to
receive a valid visa from the PRC. If the situation became “really treninle” and State
Department officials felt compelled to grant a passport to Lattimore cthdg avoid the
implication that Lattimore’s trip was in the national interest by eragpng him to
acquire the accreditation of a news agency. This move, Grant noted, “would ¢onvert
to a ‘journalist’ for our purpose$”

Despite this lax approach, Johnson officials stayed clear of any blankait eé&pe
the travel ban. While the inclusion of “tourists” and certain scholars on the trsis#
who could receive a valid passport for the PRC implied that Washington officials had
ended their effort to control which individuals traveled behind the Bamboo Curtain, the

administration simultaneously clung to its new validation standards. In gtiggass

% Lattimore to Zhou, 12 March 1964, Box 15, Owentinadre Papers, Manuscript Division, Library of
Congress, Washington, D.C.; Lattimore to Hang Hgiwen, 19 February 1965, Box 15, Owen Lattimore
Papers, Manuscript Division, Library of Congressdhington, D.C.

7 Grant to Green, “Travel: Owen Lattimore,” 14 Ma365, General Records of the Department of State,
Entry #5409, Box 3, NARA.
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applications — be they from doctors, scholars, businessmen, or recreationa tourist
Washington officials demanded that the potential traveler demonstrate tHeveidd
serve the national interest of the United Stat3his approach served two primary
roles. First, it afforded U.S. officials the ability to reject those appigcarhose presence
in China would be distracting or detrimental. Second, these standards allowedisatfici
maintain — as they had done throughout the 1950s — that legal travel to the PRC still
proceeded on a case-by-case basis and did not signify a broader change mna.S. C
policy. Thus, in spite of the nuanced approach toward travelers, by which the standards of
national interest and humanitarianism remained purposefully vague and dlastic, t
Johnson administration was not willing fundamentally to eliminate the State
Department’s right to pick and chodSe.

This decision to maintain control over passport distribution was especially
important to hardliners in Congress and abroad. Anticipating criticism fromreatise
policymakers at home, a State Department “talking points” memorandunedhsishis
is not softness; it is a step toward a less timid policy in the struggleast. Tderaiwan
officials, as well, showed concern. When the story of Samuel Rosen’s trip first broke
Samson Shen of the ROC Embassy in Washington “urgently” requested a metkting wi
State Department officials. The change in policy, and the fact that it occustdukjore
the UN General Assembly was to debate PRC membership, had set off aldisuysei.

Shen wanted assurances that the travel policy decision did not foreshadow largéer shift

% American Embassy Taipei to State Department, “@rav Restricted Areas,” 8 July 19BDRS

%9 Hilsman to Manning, “Revision of Travel Regulatighl19 December 1963, General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #5409, Box 3, NARA; Bumal Rusk, “Travel of Scholars and Representatives
of Humanitarian Organizations — Action Memoranduf6’June 1965, General Records of the Department
of State, Entry #5409, Box 3, NARA.

0« iberalization of Travel Regulations Covering Ariwan Citizens,” no date, General Records of the
State Department, Entry #5409, Box 3, NARA.
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U.S. China policy* Moreover, while Taiwan officials recognized that the travel of a few
Americans to the PRC was of little significance in and of itself, theydethat “people

in the Far East...might see in it a dilution of American firmness toward Communist
China.” Meeting with Taiwan’s Defense Minister Jiang Jingguo in Septeh@&&r, on

the eve of changing passport restrictions for doctors, Assistant Sgafkegiate for Far
Eastern Affairs William Bundy insisted the decision “did not represent a chamagtuial
practice.” From President Johnson’s perspective, Bundy continued, the “huraanitari
considerations...should be separated from political problems.” Going even further,
Bundy suggested the move might have the effect of strengthening the U.®npasia-

vis the PRC?

The initiatives of the Johnson administration — especially in the context of the
subsequent era of Sino-American rapprochement — have been a point of contention
among diplomatic historians. Historian Michael Lumbers, among others, haflyece
used Johnson’s reforms on travel policy as a means of arguing that LBJ deseee$ som
the credit for “opening” Chin& This is a legitimate argument. Especially in comparison
to Kennedy's largely static China policy, Johnson’s State Department shawsilitly
and nuance as it expanded the numbers of individuals who could legally visit the PRC.
While the Johnson administration never went as far as allowing all Amsticavisit the
PRCwithoutthe approval of the State Department — a move finalized by its successor —

Johnson oversaw a period in which practically anyone who applied for a valid passport

" Grant to Green “Your Appointment with Minister $ije14 December 1964, General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #5409, Box 3, NARA.

"2 Memorandum of conversation, “U.S. Policy on TraeeCommunist Countries; Current U.S. Thinking
on Outer Mongolia; Chinese Representation IssiNatU.S.-GRC Consultation and the August 6, 1965
Sea Clash Between GRC and Chicom Naval Units,”&@e&nber 1969)DRS

3 Lumbers Piercing the Bamboo Curtain
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would receive one. This was, moreover, part of Johnson’s larger strategy of pursuing
“containment without isolation” — a moderate effort to engage the PRC while stil
remaining loyal to the Nationalist government in TaiiaBespite this significant
liberalization policy, Johnson was not the earliest president to embark down this road.
More notable — because of the timing — was the Eisenhower administratioredgmeof
establishing “exceptions” to the travel bans. The moves of the Johnson administration,
therefore, did not represent an early incarnation of rapprochement as much as they
reinforced the gradual inability and unwillingness of the State Departmenforce

bans on travel to the PRC.

Regardless of whether Johnson’s policies signified a precursor to rappesthem
his moves on travel did not lead to a huge influx in American travelers to the PRC. This
was due primarily to the negative response coming out of Beijing. Chinegalsffic
consistently maintained that until the Taiwan issue was resolved, no improvement coul
be made to Sino-American relations. More dramatically, the Cultural R@rolutvhich
emerged alongside the Johnson administration’s modest efforts to reduce travel
restrictions — was, by its definition, an anti-Western, radical movementjtantil
conclusion there was little chance that the PRC would open its doors to outsiders. Thus,
in a development that closely resembled the Eisenhower administration’sessutc
newsmen initiative, in the mid-1960s valid U.S. passports were somewhat meaningless
without a corresponding PRC visa.

The case Supreme Court Justice William Douglas offers one example. In 1966 the

State Department finally granted permission for his travel to the PRCveantkat

" Warren I. Cohen and Nancy Bernkopf Tucker, ddgmdon Johnson Confronts the World:
American Foreign Policy, 1963-19¢8ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 105
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marked the culmination of fourteen years of failed efforts to go behind the Bamboo
Curtain. Despite Douglas’s consistent and vocal opposition to Washington’s China
policy, State Department officials readily placed the Justice withifptigic affairs”
category of the new travel policy and approved his trip. The widely publicized, and
frequently maligned trip collapsed, however, when Chinese officials announcéuethat
had never invited Douglas to visit, nor would they consider the possibility.

In the context of the Cultural Revolution, moreover, it was not only potential
American visitors who were denied access. Thousands of European, Latin American,
Canadian, and Japanese tourists — all of whom had received valid visas from-Beijing
found they were no longer welcome to enter the PR&lucational and cultural
exchanges to and from the PRC also declined rapidly in these years, due tavexcess
preoccupation with ‘Cultural Revolution’ at home [and] excessive proselytizirtdor
‘Cultural Revolution’ by [CCP] personnel abroad.Those foreign travelers that
remained in China throughout the Cultural Revolution, moreover, recalled a distinct and
unfortunate shift in the attitudes of Chinese tourism workers. In what can best be
described as PRC-Western tensions playing out at the grass-roots @Mel, a
intelligence report described the changed demeanor of waiters, hotedrstiadtore

clerks:

S AP, “Douglases Leave on Honeymookyashington Post and Times-Herak¥ July 1966;

AP, “Justice Douglas’s Trip to Peking is ApproveNgw York Time22 July 196; AP, “Chinese Laugh at
Douglas Plan,Washington Post and Times-Hera# July 1966.

% Seymour Topping, “Peking Restricts Foreignersp$yi New York Timesl2 July 1966.

""Hughes to Rusk, “Educational and Cultural Excharetween Communist and Noncommunist
Countries in 1967,” 31 May 1968, General RecordhefDepartment of State, Subject Numeric File, Box
360, NARA.
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The waiters at the Friendship and Hsin Chiao Hotels, in contrast to pre-Cultural
Revolution days, did not show normal courtesies to foreigners. Orders weeadibt
taken and delivered quickly....In January 1968 one ambassador and his firstgecreta
who were dining at the Hsin Chiao Hotel complained of the cold to the wditewaiter
huffily answered that foreigners were always complaining of the codohwlwasn’t cold
at all. He pulled up both sleeves, flexed his muscles, said “I don't feel tfiearal

walked away®

v

The PRC, nonetheless, did not stay entirely closed off to travelers. At the same
time that the Supreme Court whittled away at the State Departmentlspodicg and as
the Kennedy and Johnson administrations offered modest reforms, Beijirameelc
around 10,000 tourists and businessmen, most of whom came from communist or
“friendly” nations’® Scattered among these travelers were a handful of high profile
American and Western visitors. The number of these latter travelergntiomed above,
remained small. In a move that confirmed U.S. officials’ earlier suspicionst
Beijing’s entry procedures, PRC authorities hand-selected only a few — ernec¢o
demonstrate sympathy with the PRC — to enter the country. Despite the smaltsjumbe
these travelers — like those Americans who violated travel bans in the 1950s —
complicated U.S. policy toward the PRC. For one, these trips took place alongside
Kennedy and Johnson’s own liberalization policies and thus hastened the erosion of U.S.

travel bans. In addition, the bulk of these travelers held the Chinese Communistiregim

8 CIA, “Conditions in Peking: Presence of Army aret6rity Personnel, and Treatment of Foreign
Diplomats,” 19 March 1968)DRS
9 “What the U.S. Knows About Red Chindjime 20 May 1966.
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high esteem and disseminated positive reports on the PRC to the American public and
media.

Felix Greene, a British subject who maintained permanent residency in United
States, traveled to the PRC five times (once with his American wife) tO6@s and
1960s by use of his British passprtike William Worthy and many other Western
intellectuals traveling to China in these years, Greene claimed hisowip wontribute to
American knowledge of China. The “prevailing assumptions and apprehensioralgener
prevalent in the United States,” Greene maintained, depicted a China far diffenent
the one he actually visited. It was, moreover, Washington’s travel policy - @neene
called a “wall of ignorance and fear” — that contributed to these skewed pens&bti
Though he justified his trip as a defense of U.S. strategic interests, Glegthe c
traveled to China more out of personal curiosity and admiration for the PRC than he did
concern for U.S. foreign policy objectives.

Greene’s ability to bypass travel prohibitions caused divisions within Washing
While punitive action was, for the most part, off the table (because he travelty leg
with a British passport), U.S. attitudes toward Greene’s visit closelsni@sd those
directed at American scholars and other intellectuals who were itching¢btwahe
PRC. State Department officials had few nice words for Greene. Followirg&se
third trip to China in 1964, Philip Heymann of the Bureau of Security and Consular

Affairs referred to Greene as a “sower of dissention” and Harald JacobgmnOffice

8 According to U.S. intelligence, Felix Greene, witle assistance of the China Travel Service, sippe
Mrs. Greene through the PRC border at Hong KongeMBritish officials asked why they had only
received one passport, Chinese officials allegesiponded, “They forgot, we guess.” American Caatsul
General Hong Kong to State Department, “Debriethylorris R. Wills,” 19 November 196 )DRS

8 GreeneAwakened Chinal3-14, 27.
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of Asian Communist Affairs called him a “crypto-Communf&John Holdridge, Chief
of the Political Section at the U.S. Consulate in Hong Kong, was slightly mora/@osit
but still noted that Greene’s “judgment...remains colored by the flattegagrent he
received and the desire to be a middleman for a ‘misunderstood’ China to what he
considers a dangerously misinformed American puBfidhese officials all represented
a significant faction within Washington that worried Greene’s frequent (antpedied)
visits to China would both reinforce the inability of Washington to control travel and
provide the pro-PRC viewpoint with a degree of legitimacy.

But other policymakers approached the Greene case with less anxiebf. tRisrt
was a matter of calculus. Considering that Washington officials had been loose®ing U
travel restrictions for years, there was little chance they could stopraligtinvith
credentials and a British passport from visiting the PRC. Attempting to do sd hee
merely weakened U.S. officials’ argument that it was Beijing, not Washingatnwas
hindering travel exchanges. This sense of resignation continued as GreeneRBiCthe
and tried to regain entry into the United States. As a permanent U.S. resident who
traveled to an off-limits destination, Greene was required to acquire a negranam
visa before re-entering the United States. But officials hesitategteéd3geene any
trouble in acquiring his documents, arguing that such a move would merely make

Greene’s case a “cause celebfe.”

82 Jacobson to Bundy, “Re-entry of Felix Greene thsUnited States,” 22 November 1965, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #540% BANARA; Heymann to Under Secretary of State, 15
December 1966, General Records of the Departmebtadé, Entry #5409, Box 3, NARA.

8 Holdridge to Grant, 2 January 1964, General Recofdhe Department of State, Entry #5409, Box 3,
NARA.

8 Jacobson to Bundy, “Re-entry of Felix Greene theoUnited States,” 22 November 1965, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #540% BANARA
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Other policymakers went even further, leaning on Greene for intelligenbe on t
PRC that could not be gathered from outposts in Hong Kong or Southeast Asia. During a
lunch with Lindsey Grant, Greene cited figures he had gathered while visiting an
operating hydroelectric plant sixty miles west of Lanzhou — a “usefulafem
information,” according to Grafit. More comprehensively, after returning to the U.S. in
1964, Greene offered to sell a copy of his documentary (about 12,000 feet of color film)
to the State Department or the CIA. Response was mixed. Marshall Greerfraf the
Eastern Bureau saw Greene’s footage as highly “manipulated” and thule of litt
intelligence value. By purchasing the film, moreover, U.S. officials woulitdfsbe
“subsidizing the distribution of something very close to straight Chinese Communist
propaganda® Far East Asian expert Robert W. Barnett disagreed, arguing that while
much of Greene’s footage had been “staged” and was “highly selective,” such
considerations did not detract from “the desirability of having at hand rectortigli
evidence of what [Greene’s] Communists hosts wanted him to see.” Averethblaras
well, did not see why there was “such as fuss” about Greene’s film and hednbist
CIA officials seriously consider making the purch&5se.

The story was much the same with Lisa Hobbs, an Australian native who worked
in the U.S. for th&an Francisco Examinein 1965 she used her Australian passport to
visit the PRC. Hobbs noted that the U.S. officials she dealt with in Washington “gave me

nothing but encouragement.” With limited intelligence on the PRC, U.S. officials saw

8 Memorandum of conversation, “Felix Greene’s TapCommunist China,” 18 February 1964, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #5409 BANARA.

8 Green to Harriman, “Mr. Felix Greene’s Film on Qoomist China,” no date, General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #5409, Box 3, NARA.

8" Barnett to Harriman, 1 June 1964, General Reaoitise Department of State, Entry #5409, Box 3,
NARA; Barnett to Green, 1 June 1964, General Recofdhe Department of State, Entry #5409, Box 3,
NARA.
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Hobbs one of the “few sources of direct information...for keeping in touch with
developments within Chin&® Though there is no evidence that officials used Hobbs’s
reports directly, policymakers in Washington certainly relied on this sort oékcas
intelligence from tourists in the development of foreign policy. This sort elliggnce
gathering was seen in the transition years of 1949-50 as U.S. officials callederit#n
scholars in the PRC to provide insight on the new regime. This tactic wasedilinughe

late 1960s. In 1968 NSC official Alfred Jenkins, for instance, complained about a lack of
intelligence on the PRC, in part because “the populace is shunning trafélEnsse
Western correspondents who were more critical of the PRC, in particularpfigrecial
interest to U.S. officials. One Norwegian journalist, who voiced skepticism of €hina
“guided tours” and detailed cases of political indoctrination throughout the cofantry,
example, caught the attention of policymakers. John Holdridge, at the U.S. Consulate in
Hong Kong, requested copies of any articles that the journalist might préduce.

While the reports of these Western travelers, when filtered through the U.S.
intelligence apparatus, could be of use to government officials, it wasiexyedifferent
story when these travelers disseminated reports of their trips dit@etlyibus channels
of the American public and media. Regardless of the destination, travel tended to boost
one’s sympathies with the host country. This was especially noticeable id teghe
PRC. Much of the original drive to visit the PRC in the 1950s and 1960s derived from
Washington’s prohibition of travel and its generally hostile demeanor towardsMao’

government; those that actually made the trip, therefore, carried with teentment

% Hobbs,| Saw Red China3.

8 Jenkins to Rostow, “Developments Behind the Reagfd Bamboo Curtain,” 19 November 1960RS

% American Counsel General Hong Kong to State Depent, “Norwegian Journalist’s Trip to Communist
China,” 5 June 1964, General Records of the Deantwf State, Subject Numeric File 1964-1966, Box
413, NARA.
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toward the U.S. government and a heightened desire to prove Washington officials
wrong. As Paul Hollander notes, this “blend of attitudes...rarely stimulateg¢hase
of critical faculties.®

Indeed, most of the ensuing reports — coming in the form of films, travelogues,
speeches, and memoirs — depicted the PRC in a positive light. Travelers held u@ the PR
as a “virtuous underdog,” exaggerating the nation’s progress and glossing over obvious
flaws *? Travelers also tended to locate in China the antithesis of everything theyddislike
in the United States. China’s quaint technology reminded them of “the good old days” in
the United States when rural self-reliance had reigned supreme. In the 1960s, when
bureaucracy came under fire in the U.S., Western travelers saw in the RRGialC
Revolution a purer and less cumbersome system of political rule. And the modest, purita
nature of China was a welcome divergence from the hedonistic, materiallsiie dack
at home” Thus, in terms of their impact on public perceptions, there was little
differentiation between legal and illegal travelers to the PRC. WdbinyBois, the
American students, and other travel ban violators were no doubt part of this phenomenon;
while they aimed differing levels of criticism toward Chinese braimwvags political
suppression, censorship, and violence, on the whole they left the PRC with a positive
impression of the country.

If these positive reports had been limited to the individual traveler, the impact on

U.S. foreign relations and public opinion would have negligible. The discourse on the

L Hollander Political Pilgrims, 286.

%2 bid., 286-87.

% Ibid., Political Pilgrims, 299-312

% This characterization of American perceptionshef PRC challenges the conclusions of Harold Isdacs.
his classic work, Isaacs labels the 1949-1970®¢ers the “Age of Hostility.” During this period
Americans associated mainland Chinese as a croplgadsaacsScratches on Our Mingg1, 107-08.
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PRC, however, quickly took on a larger role. Just as Christina Klein notes how travel
guides and travelogues shaped American knowledge of “Free Asia” and redrtfogce
Cold War consensus, so too did they contribute to Americans’ awareness of and
sympathy with events behind the Bamboo Curtain. Highlighting this point, Morton Fried,
in aSaturday Reviewarticle, noted that laudatory reports, films, and speeches from
travelers (both lawful and unlawful) returning from the PRC, was one of thanyrim
means by which Americans learned about Communist China.

Felix Greene, in particular, returned with an increased admiration for theRC a
a commensurate desire to make his views heard. While in the country he heddleintim
meetings with leading PRC officials and he was confident that the countiy Wweter
shape than in years past. “Living conditions, food supplies, supply of consumer goods,
and the general attitude of officials and the people” had all shown considerable
improvement? “No one,” Greene announced, “can come away from a visit to China
today without being impressed, even overwhelmed, by the experience.” Té@o'tire
and “dignity” by which Chinese propagandists defined the PRC were, according to
Greene, genuine expressions of the Chinese people. The U.S. policy of supporting Jiang
Jieshi and designating Taiwan as the true China, on the other hand, was a “mistaken and
detrimental” policy’’

In between trips to the PRC, Greene toured the United States, sharing his
experiences and these personal assessments with local radio shows, civic gobups, a

college audiences. He published four travelogues/monographs on the PRC by 1973 and

% Fried, “Breaching the China WallSaturday Reviewi9 March 1960.

% Memorandum of conversation, “Felix Greene’s TapCommunist China,” 18 February 1964, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #540% BANARA.
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showcased the premier of his feature-length documentary “China” — theafkthe

footage Greene had offered to U.S. officials — at Carnegie Hall in May 1965. After
showing in New York theaters for five months, it started runs in Washington, D.C., Los
Angeles, and other major U.S. cities. Parts of the film, moreover, were shown am Britis
television and his interview with Foreign Minister Zhou Enlai broadcast in thedJnite
States?

While positive reviews of the film described it as a “shattering eyeargemore
common were reviews that pointed out its extreme bid3a&lliam F. Buckley, Jr., in a
particularly scathing review, commented that Greene’s next project couttd tepler
Germany...as a wildly exciting place to live in — full of energy and j89Critics of
Greene’s writing, as well, pointed to his explicit bias. Commenting on Geene’
travelogueAwakened Chingournalist Tillman Durdin, himself a vocal critic of
Washington’s China policy, questioned the author’s generally unqualified admiration of
the PRC and noted the book was “simply not a balanced and objective’#ork.”

Lisa Hobbs was somewhat more evenhanded, detailing her disgust at some of the
anti-American propaganda she encountered. Critiquing Felix Greene and other
“journalists who had claimed that communism had changed China from top to bottom,”
Hobbs insisted that they “were guilty...of optimistic exaggeration.” On teetstof
China, she wrote, “there was no immediate evidence of radical social cH&@e.the

whole, however, Hobbs, as well, presented a laudatory account of the PRC. The standard

% Memorandum of conversation, “Felix Greene’s TapCommunist China,” 18 February 1964, General
Records of the Department of State, Entry #5409 BANARA.

% “Documentary on Pekingew York TimeslO May 1965; A. H. Weiler, “The Screen: A Docurtay
on China,"New York Time26 May 1965.

190 william F. Buckley, Jr., “Just Think — No Flies €hina,”Los Angeles Timed June 1965.

1 Tillman Durdin, “A Balance Weighted to the Leftyew York TimeslO September 1961.

> Hobbs,| Saw Red Chinal3-14.

280



of living for the nation’s masses, she wrote, was surprisingly comfortatlleites were
filled with “masses of adequately fed, warm, and cleanly dressed people gémnzsal
demeanor is one of dignity and confidence.” “[U]nder the Communist regime,” Hobbs
concluded, “the masses of China are not only better off than they were beforep but als
have freedoms that they never before experient@dHer story, too, quickly left its

impact on the American public. Hobbs’s travelogugaw Red Chingoroved a hit

among American audiences, spending three weeks dwetiiey ork Timeédest-seller list
and earning accolades from Pearl Buck and William O. Douglas. In the promolien of
book, moreover, Hobbs served as a regular guest on local and national radio and

television programs.

\Y

While the activities of these Western travelers signified the ways chwhi
continued travel to the PRC was starkly politicized, the gradual erosion oftiessi
also had the opposite effect. As travel behind the Bamboo Curtain became more
acceptable and more common, it lost some of its political edge. In a sensepttheel t
PRC began to lose its place in the Sino-American rivalry and more cleseiybled
recreational tourism to popular destinations around the world.

These developments, which began under Eisenhower and continued modestly
during the Kennedy and Johnson administrations, emerged more fully upon Richard
Nixon’s entry into the White House. In March 1969, Secretary of State WilliararRog
extended the general ban on American travel to the PRC. Though the move reinforced

Washington’s strict travel policy, Rogers opted for a six-month, as opposed to a gne-yea

1931hid., 209, 211-12
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extension. The move was a not so subtle sign that the new administration intended to
make a thorough review of the State Department’s travel pBft@onfirming these
assumptions, in the summer Nixon made official many of the changes that his
predecessors had initiated. Students, teachers, and other scholars could now receive
“automatic validation” for travel to the PRC, as opposed to the previous system in which
their cases were reviewed (almost always favorably) on a casesdpasis.

Nixon, moreover, modified the Comprehensive Certificates of Origin (CCO)
regulations, allowing American travelers to purchase and bring home up to $100 worth of
Chinese-made good®’ The decision had implications in both Hong Kong and the PRC.

In Hong Kong, the move freed the American tourist of the inconvenience and stigma
associated with souvenir purchases. U.S. officials were aware that @ alsallikely

stimulate tourism to the British colony and possibly encourage more ovepssaing.

If every American tourist spent the full $100, Hong Kong would net nearly $20 million
more in tourist expendituré&® Addressing this possibility, Secretary of State Dean Rusk

— who had tossed around the idea in the final days of the Johnson administration — noted
that while he supported the removal of CCO restrictions, it was likely to have “some
balance-of-payments implications in the current situati®hiloving beyond the

economic repercussions, the modification of purchase restrictions seemed thvenove t

1%4The Nixon administration re-extended the traveishagain in September 1969, though a State
Department spokesman noted that the restriction“littks more than a relic.” Official removal of ldbans
on travel to China came in March 1971. AP, “Curb™aveling to 4 Red Countries Extended 6 Months,”
New York Timesl5 March 1969; Peter Grose, “U.S. Acts to RelarbS on China Travel and Tradé&gw
York Times22 July 1969.

195 National Security Decision Memorandum (NSDM) 1Rgetaxation of Economic Controls Against
China,” 26 June 1969, National Security InstituéibRiles, Box H-208, Richard Nixon Presidential
Library, Yorba Linda, California.

1% |an Stewart, “Hong Kong Stocks Up for U.S. ShoppBpree,"New York Times3 August 1969.

197 Rusk, “Memorandum for the President: Policy Tow@ammunist China,” General Records of the
Department of State, Entry #5409, Box 1, NARA.
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region’s tourism further outside the framework of the Cold War. For Americarst® twi
Hong Kong, the CCOs were the most blatant reminder of Sino-American tension and the
most explicit effort on the part of Washington officials to link travel policyhelarger
strategy of containment. The policy change had a similar symbolic effesgard to the
PRC. Because the modified customs restrictions applied only to “honcommeoads, g

it was not likely to have a large, direct economic impact. American businédisesutd

not conduct trade with the PRC and since few American tourists could visit, thece woul
be no one to take advantage of the new regulations. Despite this, the initiative was
symbolic and significant; it intimated that U.S.-PRC tourism was likelgemear future
and a modification of purchase restrictions was one step toward facilitaitng
development.

The private tourism industry, as well, began operating under the assumption that
American tourism to the PRC would emerge in the short-term. In early 1970 Pan
American Airways officials first brought up the idea of initiating sert@c&hanghai “in
the not too distant futuré® Working through contacts with the Chinese that had
developed in the 1940s, when Pan Am still flew into Shanghai, airline executives hoped
to discover where the PRC regime stood on the issue of resuming air connéefitnes.
incident brought immediate criticism from Taiwan officials, who pointed out that
resumption of service to the PRC would violate the spirit of U.S.-Taiwan ciatiani

agreements. Though U.S. officials assuaged the Nationalists with promisdsviciiel

198 State Department press conference, 19 Februafy, i9General Records of the Department of State,
Entry #5412, Box 8, NARA.

199 Memorandum of conversation, “Civil Air — Pan Anth Airways Plans to Sound Out Chicoms on
Reestablishment of PAA Service to Shanghai,” 14ddr970, General Records of the Department of
State, Entry #5412, Box 8, NARA.
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provisions of the joint agreements, the Nixon administration showed remarkable
indifference toward the “unofficial contacts or soundings” of Pan Amefitan.

The mutterings of Pan American — in combination with the visits to the PRC of
the American table tennis team and President Nixon — were enough to lightradiare
the U.S. travel industry. Adding to this was the fact that other airlines from non-
communist nations began bringing tourists to the PRC. By 1973, Pakistan International
Airlines flew to Beijing, and both Air France and Ethiopian Airlines flew to Shaiig*
Anticipating an imminent opening for American tourism, travel agencies, tganizers,
and cultural exchange organizations began developing itineraries and sigrpotential
travelerst' The excitement was somewhat premature, as Pan American — the first U.S.
airline to establish routes to the PRC — did not commence U.S.-PRC flights unigtAug
1979. But even the rumors of air travel between the U.S. and the PRC altered the tone of
the travel debate; the question changed from whether the United States should support
such contact to when those contacts should commence.

The American public seemed eager to spur this along, showing an “insatiable
curiosity” about recreational tourism to the PRC. Aiming to fill this need, in 19g21e
Fodor published his guide to Beijing, the first such travel guide to be published in the
United States since the establishment of the PRC. While most Ameri¢bosust not
travel there — a fact that FodoPgkingmentions in its early pages — the first U.S. edition
of the book sold out quickly, signaling an eagerness among the American public to

vacation behind the Bamboo Curtain. The contents of the guide were a fascinating mix of

110 Memorandum of conversation, “GRC Views on Sheeis&klnd PAA Plans for Mainland Service,” 26
February 1970, General Records of the Departme§taié, Entry #5412, Box 8, NARA.

H1«Tourism to China: ‘Yes, We Have HotelsAsia Travel TradeJune 1973, in Series Il, Box 600, PAA.
12 joel Glass, “Welcome to ChinaRew York Timesl2 July 1970.
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caveats for traveling in “totalitarian” China — with its guided tours and gowvertimin

travel service — and detailed lists of restaurants, shopping, museums, and s, A
from the guide were any suggestions that tourism to the PRC posed any particular
dangers or that choosing the PRC as a destination somehow violated Western values or

threatened the future of Washington’s Asian aftfés.

VI

Washington’s difficulties in ensuring that the right sort of people traveleddbroa
and only to the right places, underscored that tourism, like all forms of foreigjonsja
had flaws. Making this form of foreign relations even more difficult to managd, mos
Americans and many U.S. officials continued to categorize tourism as aticapoli
activity — a form of recreation on which the federal government had no claim.
Considering the significant potential impact of tourism on the international economy,
political relationships, and public perceptions, this disconnect was bound to cause
problems.

This “tourist problem” was clearest in the enormous gap between American
expenditures overseas and foreign expenditures in the United States. Dus tf yea
success in building up tourism industries in Europe, Latin America, and the FahEast, t
domestic U.S. industry was woefully inadequate. As long as the United Statgsdea
balance-of-payments surplus, this reality of one-way tourism was accegmbaldeen
beneficial. When the economic climate changed at the end of the Eisenhower

administration, however, the lack of inbound tourists became a crisis in the making.

13 0dile Cail,Fodor's Peking(New York: David McKay Company, Inc., 1973), x, 7.
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In regard to the PRC, the “tourist problem” metastasized differently. As appose
to contributing to the balance-of-payments deficit, the ongoing debate oveigthtetér
travel” — played out in Congress, the federal courts, and American popular cukdre — |
to further erosion of Washington'’s travel bans and introduced more challenges to U.S.
China policy. As was true during the Eisenhower administration, liberaleatitravel
restrictions was, in part, the intention of Kennedy and Johnson officials. By imgreasi
the number of individuals who could legally visit the PRC, the White House during the
1960s attempted simultaneously to quiet domestic protest, test the waters of Sino-
American accommodation, and score political points against the Chinese.regim

On all fronts of the “tourist problem,” the Kennedy and Johnson administration
walked a fine line between prohibiting travel completely and endangering Udhatat
interests. Efforts to discourage Americans from traveling overseasci@ation had only
minor successes and the administrations soon resigned themselves to Ha factht
outbound travel was inevitable. Kennedy and Johnson had notably more control over
American travel to the PRC. Fearing both the political and international usgenas of
eliminating the ban completely, neither Kennedy nor Johnson was keen on making any
bold moves on the travel front. They made modest concessions to domestic activists, but
explicitly refused to go all the way. In their trepidation, they were, irdgicassisted by
the fact that PRC officials — in almost all cases — refused to granidemeravelers
necessary visas.

But in a pattern that should have been familiar to U.S. officials, travel was not a
foreign policy tool that the government could turn on and off as it pleased. With the

window for legal American travel opened a bit wider, and with the numbers of Western
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travelers in the PRC increasing, Washington officials faced the probleavef $lipping
beyond their control. Leftist scholars, critical journalists, and provocatiwentikers all
made their way to the PRC, often to the consternation of U.S. officials at home.yPossibl
more significantly, by the end of the Johnson presidency and the start of Nixon’s, even
private American tourists were able to travel to the PRC. With the grateafjence of
recreational travel — which still maintained a connotation of apoliticalrkeis tourism to

the PRC was becoming less a political issue and more of a mundane reality.
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Conclusion

I

The development of suitcase diplomacy was a clear feature of U.S. foreign
relations but one that few diplomatic historians have explored. The reasons are
understandable. The image of a tourist — playing shuffleboard on the deck of a cruise
liner, freely spending cash on predictable souvenirs, and imposing his camera oalthe loc
residents and scenery — does not instantly evoke thoughts of high-level diplomacy.
Outwardly tourists seem, instead, to be trivial, though at times burdensome,rsutside
neither a true representative of their home culture nor an integral plagt @ddiety in
which they are visiting. But considering that tourism today comprises thestamngeastry
in the world and that, alongside war and natural disaster, serves as a gtimahys for
international migration, tourism should be of utmost interest to scholars of indbeadati
and diplomatic history.

Suitcase diplomacy, aside from being a crucial factor in economic, piolaieh
cultural exchange, is also worthy of exploration because of its unique quaditie®rm
of foreign relations. An anecdote from the U.S. Consulate in Hong Kong underscores
these distinctive characteristics. In July 1967 the U.S. Consulate General itkéluyng
sent a hurried telegram to the State Department in regard to a “Pe®#esite” student
delegation that was set to arrive. Standing in the way of this visit, thehabtsrupted
over tensions between Communists, pro-Nationalists, and British officialshwedtinto

the summer months. A week before the students were to arrive, Chinese Communists

! Engerman, “Research Agenda for the History of &’
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killed five members of the Hong Kong police and injured twelve otherS. officials in
Hong Kong, obviously flustered over the recent events, informed the State Department
that they would not be able to put together a “meaningful program” for the stuélents.
the group wanted to visit Hong Kong “as tourists,” however, Consulate officials had no
objection®

As the Hong Kong riots demonstrated, tourism was not entirely immune to the
violence and tensions of the Cold War. Making this point more explicit, on the eleventh
day of the Hong Kong riots, rowdy crowds gathered just outside the Hong Kdaog.Hil
Despite calls for the rioters to disperse, one member of the crowd shattargd plate-
glass window in the Hilton coffee shop, bringing shards of glass down on diners’inside.
Travel writer Hudson Strode, visiting Hong Kong at that time, wrote of the Ghines
Communist “scare tactics” and recalled an incident soon after his arrivhich a
“Communist agent” was chased and apprehended by Hong Kong putoations thus
often had a way of butting up against Cold War realities. This was not only a matter of
outright violence. Tourists to Taiwan in the 1950s and 1960s recalled seeing giarst poster
of President Jiang Jieshi with slogans about retaking the mainland. Tourists to Hong
Kong, who spent the bulk of their vacations shopping, were reminded of the Cold War
every time they had to fill out a CCO for their purchases.

Though occasional outbursts of chaos or more subtle reminders of U.S.-PRC

conflict were regular features of the tourist experience, the fact tharotagiHong

2“Four in Hong Kong Killed in ClashesNew York Timesl0 July 1967.

3 American Consulate General Hong Kong to State Beymt, “People-to-People Student Delegation,” 16
July 1967, General Records of the Department deS&ubject Numeric File, Box 316, NARA.

* Charles Mohr, “A Noisy StandoffRlew York Time22 May 1967.

® Hudson Strodeltimates in the Far East: Travels in the Orientaimdia (New York: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich, Inc., 1970), 94-95.
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Kong continued in the midst of the riots — though government-sponsored tours could not
— highlights how recreational travel could bypass much of the fear and violence of the
Cold War. Strode, despite warnings from friends about the “dirty water and bombing”
that would await him in Hong Kong, made the trip. He wrote about the visit in his travel
guide: “we decided to chance uprisings and sporadic bombings — in which no white
persons had been killed, only unfortunate ChinégeKTA survey found that most
tourists were only “slightly inconvenienced” by the ongoing rid@smilarly, a CIA
intelligence report noted that while tourism had been “temporarily cutt@mleome
degree...it is still difficult to get reservations at first class Hong Kuotgls.®

On a broader scale, cruise ships had, in the late 1940s and early 1950s, served as a
means of seeing China without encountering the military realities of thergobmnén as
more American tourists flew to their destination and stayed in local hotelisnostrll
seemed to provide a buffer to the outside. Western-style hotel rooms and néstaura
served as “imperturbable oases” in the midst of unfamiliarity and potentigérfa
Popular advertisements showed serene landscapes and bustling marketplacps; or sim
focused on the luxury ships and airplanes that would take tourists on their vacation.
Government officials and private travel boosters, moreover, worked to incezasiys
develop uniform travel itineraries, and encourage locals to treat touriktsespect — all
of which meant that the tourist vacation was a comfortable, though not necessarily
genuine, representation of the host country. Thus, in a task that only tourism could

accomplish, the Cold War somehow faded to the background.

6 .
Ibid., 95.
" Rich, “China in a Gray Flannel Suit,” Fodor’'s Guide to Japan and East Asia 19889.
8 CIA, “The Outlook for Hong Kong,” 15 August 1960PRS
°“The Great Hotels: Imperturbable Oases in a Clam®World,”Fortune November 1967.
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The way by which U.S. officials in riotous Hong Kong easily transformed the
incoming student delegation into “tourists,” moreover, highlights the fluidity of these
categories of travel. Despite the habit of scholars to isolate “toufiieta”“travelers” and
“travelers” from “adventurers,” U.S. foreign policy has shown that, on the growss® th
distinctions made little difference. To U.S. officials, recreational ttsusisrved the same
purpose as cultural delegations, though they likely required less attention. Allsvisit
whether they traveled as recreational tourists, curious scholars, or paa\drament-
sponsored exchange program — served as potential agents of U.S. foreign policy. U.S.
officials, as long as they were able, consequently offered abundant support amteuid
Even from the perspective of travelers themselves, distinctions were ambéguabseslf-
serving. While many Americans refused to view themselves as “touristsh-althe
negative connotations that term carried — they still overwhelmingly sought eig,hot
restaurants, and attractions that offered familiarity and comfort.

Suitcase diplomacy’s ability simultaneously to persevere in unstableetirmaad
blur the lines between various forms of travel, makes it an extraordinarily @ompl
addition to an understanding of how foreign relations develop and how they correspond
to geopolitical realities. In addition, suitcase diplomacy contributes to $eveses of the
vast historiography of Cold War diplomacy and, specifically, Sino-Americatioss.

First, between 1949 and 1968 travel, because it both reinforced and transcended Cold
War divisions, served as a unique component of Washington’s China policy. The
complicated way by which U.S. officials ended American travel to the PRC watke

of the Communist takeover and then increasingly revived travel contacts in thehata

followed, demonstrated that they saw the benefit of subtle Sino-Americamrtconta

291



Successive administrations used travel as a politically safe wayingt&so-American
relations or as a means of embarrassing the Communist regime without thie fear
upsetting Cold War allies or hardliners at home. At the same time, however, U.S.
officials were never able to harness fully this style of foreign policy.llQmaks in
travel prohibitions — brought about by Americans traveling in violation of the passport
restrictions, foreigners traveling legally to the PRC, and State Degarofficials
making modest reforms — resulted in a steady erosion of the ban on travel to tHePRC t
proved impossible to stop.

Even in regard to Taiwan and Hong Kong — the governments of which maintained
close allegiance to the United States — tourism was only partly integnéded i
Washington’s Cold War arsenal. The expansive International Educational Egchang
Program and Washington'’s tangible influence on PATA were two of the mositblata
examples of how tourism could be an effective resource for Cold War containment. An
examination of travel periodicals and travel guides, however, reveals thatstowers
not entirely eager to become spokespeople for Washington’s policy nor did their
motivations for travel always match up with the official agenda. Escape, |easure
exoticism, more than the spread of democratic ideals and Western values, dbthmate
travel discourse. This disconnect reared its head quite clearly when U.@lgffacing
a deleterious balance-of-payments deficit in the early 1960s, attemptedietdack
outbound tourism for the sake of the national economy and, tangentially, U.S. dominance
in the Cold War. Unable to convince Americans to give up this activity — which many
now believed was a right — Washington officials had to seek out other ways to stop the

outward flow of U.S. dollars. The fact that travel policy — both intentionally and
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unintentionally — could follow a different trajectory than other components of U.S.
foreign policy, underscores the complexity of post-World War Il internatidfeatsaand
the need for diplomatic historians to approach the period with a broader lens.

Second, by questioning the Cold War’s exclusive hold on the post-World War 1
period, suitcase diplomacy expands the international approach to diplomatic history.
Previous works in this vein have urged historians to move beyond the bipolar framework
of the Cold War and thus examine a wider set of international actors. By exathming
policies and strategies of Third World or smaller European powers — which pursued non-
alignment or sought to play each camp off of the other — these works show that looking
only to superpowers and bipolarity is not sufficient. Along these same lines, t®n-sta
actors deserve a central position in this narrative. Beyond a corporatistcppvbach
examines how private business and special interest groups collaboratedwsrctedl
government policy, a focus on non-state actors also suggests that “ordinary people”
in and of themselves, engaged in international relations and therefore worthy df study

Suitcase diplomacy takes the international methodology one step further. In
addition to examining the unique objectives and contributions of governments other than
the United States and the Soviet Union, and placing travel writers, airlingtiexscand
tourists at the center of the historical narrative, suitcase diplomacgddataimes and
international trends that do not immediately relate to Cold War rivalriess kdarism,
escapism, engagement, consumerism, economic growth, and cultural excharaje — all
which developed in the decades following World War Il — helped to shape the

international landscape and thus deserve the attention of diplomatic historians.

19 Michael Hunt, “The Long Crisis in Diplomatic Histo Coming to Closure,Diplomatic History16
(Winter 1992), 115-140.
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Third, suitcase diplomacy redesigns the geography of Sino-Americandssto
Too often, diplomatic historians have cast off Taiwan and Hong Kong as part of a
“sideshow” or explored them only in the context of U.S.-PRC relations. An exaomnati
of tourism to the region, on the other hand, forces Taiwan and Hong Kong to the
forefront. To tourists, Taiwan and Hong Kong appeared not as counterpoints to the PRC,
but as attractive destinations in and of themselves that fulfilled Ameraesises to
experience a “Chinese” vacation. Washington officials, as well, regapdsoached
these destinations on their own terms. Tourism’s contributions to internationaakultur
exchange, technical and foreign assistance, balance-of-payments protadens, t
disputes, and economic diversification — though all tangentially related to tié&\G@ol
and U.S.-PRC geopolitics — demonstrate that the place of Taiwan and Hong Kloag in t
postwar world was not solely linked to the affairs of their larger, Communidibaaig
More than just central actors in the history of Sino-American relations, maiwa
and Hong Kong also functioned as a “Free China” unit, of sorts, in regard to American
travel. Whereas Taiwan and Hong Kong played dramatically different roleams bf
U.S. economic, political, and military policy, on the travel front the two were quite
compatible. Tourist itineraries for the Far East rarely included only oneatest;
instead, American travelers usually made the rounds, visiting several 8s#esl in the
course of their trip. Hong Kong was an attraction in and of itself, but Taiwan travel
boosters proudly played up their country as an inexpensive, and attractive, add-on.
Tourists, moreover, associated Taiwan and Hong Konlged€hinese” destinations, a
label that brought the two regions together in the minds of Americans. U.S. qffigials

well, saw the two destinations as being linked. The structure of the International
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Educational Exchange Program, in particular, which regularly sent partisipack and

forth from Taiwan to Hong Kong, saw those destinations as equally and uniquelylintegra
to the task of destabilizing the PRC. By holding up both Taiwan and Hong Kong as
legitimate outposts of Chinese culture, moreover, Washington officials readftreir

bonds to one another and their significant position in international relations.

[l

Writing on the state of diplomatic history as a scholarly field, Michael Hloga
laments how, “to the extent that diplomatic history itself has spawned freshadd
ways of thinking, it has done so largely in work that deals with the twentieth camiiry
especially the Cold War.” The fact thamerica in the World-Hogan’s collection of
historiographical essays covering the period of 1941 to the present — is more tean twi
the length of his counterpart collection that covers the 150 years prior to Warld,W
underscores his point and is suggestive of the state of thé'fiihg: focus of this
dissertation, to some extent, adds yet another study to the cluttered hiapdmnogf the
Cold War. At the same time, however, this work suggests that in addition to expanding
the scope of diplomatic relations beyond the temporal confines of the familiapdsk
War Il landscape, historians need to rethink the nature of that landscape itdeth&Vi
Soviet-American conflict past, it is time to reconsider the characteeqiostwar period

and offer fresh perspectives on the place of Cold War in historical studies.

M Michael J. Hogan, “Introduction,” iRaths to Power: The Historiography of American FgreRelations
to 1941 ed. Michael J. Hogan, 1-7 (New York: Cambridgevérsity Press, 2000).
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